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I. DE BELLO NAVALE

RESUMO / ABSTRACT

Resumo: A investigacdo da componente maritima e do poder naval no mundo romano
tém sido por vezes secundarizados, por oposicao a influéncia da questdo terrestre. Esta
secundarizagdo faz-se sentir com maior incidéncia em determinados momentos
cronoldgicos. Apesar de existir um nimero consideravel de estudos que se dedicam as
marinhas do periodo imperial, estes diminuem significativamente quando se pretende
observar o periodo republicano, e a analise da construcao do espaco de influéncia romano,
ainda que inclua referéncias a questdo da relacdo de Roma com o mar, nao a coloca com
frequéncia como ponto central de observacgdo. Assim, trabalhos que observem Roma com
0 mar como ponto central de observacédo, e estudos que se dediquem a construcdo do
poder naval romano, sobretudo quando observado para cronologias mais recuadas, sao
ainda escassos, € a area da investigacdo que pretende observar os primeiros momentos de
Roma no mar, bem como os periodos de transicdo subsequentes, exige ainda maior
investimento no estudo do passado. Tendo observado essa lacuna, e no seguimento de
investigacOes anteriores que se dedicaram aos primeiros esforcos navais de Roma no
século 111 a. C. (homeadamente, na Primeira Guerra Punica, que opée Roma a Cartago),
surge este estudo, que pretende observar a transformacdo e concretizacdo de Roma
enquanto poder maritimo ao longo do século | a. C., salientando-o de um ponto de vista
concreto, nomeadamente o da Historia Militar (como sugere o proprio titulo, «Histdria

Militar e Poder Naval em Romay).

Esta dissertacdo pretende assim observar o modo como a Republica Romana cresce e se
organiza enquanto poténcia maritima apds as Guerras Punicas, analisando-a enquanto
talassocracia, na sequéncia da evolucdo do pensamento naval estratégico enquanto linha
condutora das cidades-estado do Mediterraneo. Para proceder a esta observagdo, séo
focados quatro pontos-chave: comando, embarcacfes, portos e conceitos. O capitulo
inicial e o capitulo final, tendo em conta a sua natureza, terdo maior foco na andlise da
fonte historica, por oposicdo aos capitulos intermediarios, onde a investigacdo passa,
sobretudo, por uma observacdo de ordem arqueoldgica e iconografica. No entanto, o
objectivo €, acima de tudo, uma posicdo integrada: apesar de cada elemento da dissertacéo
ter uma componente que prevalece, derivada das necessidades de investigacdo para o
plano de trabalho proposto, pretende-se uma interligacdo, sempre que possivel, de todos

0s recursos ao alcance do investigador, confrontando-os e dai retirando observagoes.



A evolucdo do poder naval de Roma ndo sera somente observada do ponto de vista do
seu investimento no Mediterraneo, mas também da sua intervencéo em espacos maritimos
que o extravasam, nomeadamente ao longo da costa Atlantica (sobretudo durante
campanhas de Gaio Julio César), mas também em ambientes fluviais, numa tentativa de
estabelecer alguns pontos sobre 0 modo como Roma tira partido dos rios enquanto meios
de circulacdo. Tal é valido ndo so por via de embarcagdes, mas também da construgéo ou
destruicdo de pontes, meios esses que sdo protegidos e fortificados. Sendo que o século |
a. C. coloca os comandantes romanos em contacto com situacdes diversificadas, em
ambientes que sdo pouco usuais na Historia de Roma até entdo, esta investigacdo pretende
apresentar um contributo no sentido de compreender como Roma reage na presenca
destas circunstancias, e como é que esta reacdo se vai traduzir, em termos préaticos, nas
opcdes tomadas pelos seus generais e almirantes, quer em termos de combates navais
propriamente ditos, quer em termos de utilizacdo do meio aquatico como forma de
potenciar a deslocacdo logistica de soldados e mantimentos. Neste seguimento, este
estudo observa a questao por dois prismas diferentes: por um lado, os conflitos de Roma
com adversarios externos, como é o caso das Guerras Mitridaticas, das Guerras Galicas e
das duas travessias que Julio César faz a Gra-Bretanha; por outro, os conflitos internos
dentro de Roma, observando a componente naval ao longo das Guerras Civis que irdo
ocupar a quase-totalidade do primeiro século a. C.: arivalidade entre Lucio Cornélio Sula
e Gaio Mario, a guerra entre Julio César e Pompeio, a influéncia da questdo naval nos
ataques as regides costeiras da Peninsula Italica durante os anos em que Sexto Pompeio
domina a ilha da Sicilia, e os conflitos do final da Republica, entre Marco Anténio e
Octaviano, que irdo terminar em Accio. Ao longo de toda esta cronologia surgirdo
frequentes alusdes a questdo da pirataria, com particular destaque para a questdo de
Pompeio, o poder que recebe no &mbito do dominio naval, e a forma como desenvolve o

combate as amplamente difundidas comunidades de piratas da Cilicia.

Observar a convivéncia de Roma com o mar na sua totalidade, ainda que de um ponto de
vista maioritariamente militar, resultaria numa andlise excessivamente extensa, 0 que
levou a delimitagéo de periodos cronoldgicos que, neste caso, s&0 momentos de transicao
e, por isso, permitem uma observacao de diferentes momentos nesta relagdo. Em termos
cronoldgicos, serd observado o desenvolvimento do investimento no dominio naval por
parte de Roma desde as reformas no exército feitas por Gaio Mario, no ano de 107 a. C.,

até ao ano em que morre Octaviano, 14 d. C., situando assim o principal foco temporal



da investigacdo no século | antes da nossa Era. Tal ndo significa, no entanto, que ndo
sejam incluidos elementos de periodos anteriores ou posteriores sempre que a ocasido
assim o justifique, sobretudo em casos onde existe continuidade: no que respeita a
tipologias de embarcaces, e tendo em conta a atual escassez de vestigios arqueoldgicos,
aliada a sua dificuldade de preservacéo, serdo incluidos elementos exteriores ao século |
a. C., sendo que, em muitas ocasides, navios de seculos posteriores s&o 0 mais proximo
que existe em termos arqueoldgicos daqueles que poderiam ter sido utilizados nas décadas
finais da Republica Romana. As embarcacGes sdo observadas no Mediterraneo, no
Atlantico e nos espacos fluviais; e se 0 ponto de vista proposto se foca na questdo da
Historia Militar, tal ndo significa que ndo surjam embarcacGes de transporte, visto que
muitas vezes irdo ser utilizadas em contextos de guerra; existe também uma breve
abordagem a questdo da comunicacdo em meio naval. A mesma abordagem cronologica
sera verificara na questdo dos Portos: neste ponto, pretende-se observar a questdo em
abrangéncia, desde os primeiros portos Romanos junto ao rio Tibre até a fundacdo de
coloniae maritimae, bem como a incorporagdo de portos que, ndo sendo romanos de
origem, sdo incorporados na esfera de influéncia romana; consta também uma abordagem
particular a questdo dos fardis. Estes dois capitulos, de maior incidéncia na questao
material, incluem a observacdo de elementos arqueolégicos, iconograficos e
numismaticos, ndo desvalorizando a importancia da fonte escrita, cujo contributo também

é apresentado.

O capitulo final, relativo aos conceitos, € de certo modo uma reflexdo que resulta da
investigacao apresentada nos trés capitulos anteriores, juntamente com a interpretacdo de
duas questdes-chave: a ideia de Mare Nostrum e a de Talassocracia. Os contextos
percorridos no que diz respeito a comandantes, embarcacdes e portos permitem contribuir
para a interpretacdo da relacdo de Roma com o mar, quer de um ponto de vista concreto,
quer de um ponto de vista mais simbdlico e ideologico. Neste ponto da investigacao,
iniciar-se-4 com uma anélise sob o conceito de «Nosso Mar» noutras civilizagGes,
sobretudo no mundo grego, e depois no mundo romano, observando como fontes gregas
e latinas irdo apresenta-lo, nas suas unides e subdivisdes; 0 mesmo sera realizado no que
diz respeito a questdo das «Talassocracias». Como referido, o tema central desta
investigacdo é a observacdo de Roma do ponto de vista do poder maritimo e, como tal,

procurar compreender se Roma pode ser considerada enquanto Talassocracia.



Uma larga componente deste estudo € a criacdo de questionario. Tendo em conta que as
anélises da Marinha Romana do periodo republicano sdo ainda pouco abundantes,
observando a escassa (mas crescente) disponibilidade de contributos arqueoldgicos,
iconograficos e epigraficos, o avanco da observacdo desta problematica passa também
pela apresentacdo de perguntas. Pretende-se aqui fornecer um elemento de conectividade
entre 0s varios componentes que nos permitem o estudo do passado, elaborando um
estudo concertado, através de um fio condutor, de uma problemaética mais vasta, e aliando
a diversidade de recursos possivel. Este trabalho segue, assim, uma opcdo metodoldgica
que se foca, acima de tudo, na interdisciplinaridade. Através do questionario a fonte
historica, da analise de fontes da iconografia e da numismatica, da interpretacdo dos dados
arqueoldgicos e, acima de tudo, da ligagdo, sempre que assim seja possivel, entre os dados
fornecidos pelas varias areas, espera-se, ainda mais do que responder as questfes

colocadas, apresentar um contributo para investigacdes futuras.

Palavras-Chave: Marinha romana; Talassocracia; Embarcac6es

Abstract: This dissertation intends to observe how the Roman Republic organises itself
as a maritime power following the Punic Wars, analysing it as a thalassocracy in sequence
of the evolution of a strategic naval thought as a conductive line of the Mediterranean
city-states. We will observe the evolution of the naval investment from the reformations
of Gaius Marius in 107 BCE until the death of Gaius Julius Caesar Octauianus in 14 CE.
An observation of the naval command processes is intended, as well as a study of the
evolution, construction and typology of vessels and respective functions, analysing the
armada and the commercial vessels both in maritime and river contexts. The analysis of
the supporting infrastructural network to the navy, namely harbours and shipsheds, will
also be included. These problematics will be observed through an interdisciplinary
perspective, creating a thorough study of these keywords that allows for the observation

of the construction of the Roman influence area from the maritime and river space.

Keywords: Roman navy; Thalassocracy; Ships
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INTRODUCTION

«L’histoire néglige presque toutes ces particularités, et ne
peut faire autrement ; [’infini [’envahirait. Pourtant ces
détails, qu’on appelle a tort petits — il n’y a ni petits faits
dans ’humanité, ni petites feuilles dans la végétation — sont
utiles. C’est de la physionomie des années que se compose
la figure des siécles.»

«Nul n’est bon historien de la vie patente, visible éclatante
et publique des peuples s’il n’est en méme temps, dans une
certaine mesure, historien de leur vie profonde et cachée ;
et nul n’est bon historien du dedans s’il ne sait étre, toutes
les fois que besoin est, historien du dehors. L histoire des
meeurs et des idées pénétre [’histoire des événements, et
réciproguement. Ce sont deux ordres de faits différents qui
se répondent, qui s’enchainent toujours et s’engendrent
souvent. (...) La vraie histoire étant mélée a tout, le
veritable historiant se méle de tout.»

Victor Hugo, Les Misérables

The discussion of what History means, of what Historical truth means, and of what
makes a good Historian, is one which has lasted centuries and will probably last many
centuries more. It is a question which is often in accordance with the currents of thought
that dominate a certain time, the philosophies of each individual. There were periods in
time where the great events were those to which History paid the most attention; there
were others in which there was a growth of general History, compared History, the
longue durée. Our work is not meant to discuss the Theory of History. In each theorical
approach to how one should face reading and writing on ancient chronologies, there will
be points with which we agree and disagree; each author has a legacy from which
historians incorporate what adjusts most to their current investigation. We chose to open
with these two quotes by Victor Hugo, regardless of other positions on historiography,

as it fits our own, as we will explain.

«Mare Nostrum: Military History and Naval Power in Rome» is the chosen title of this
work. It is complemented by a set chronological barrier: 2" century BCE to 1% century
CE. Victor Hugo stated that to understand History, the historian must have a dual
approach, complementary and interdisciplinary: to understand the past, as much as this

understanding is possible, one must look at several fields. It is not possible to understand
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public life without understanding the interior life of peoples; to understand the inner
sphere of peoples, one must understand the exterior. To understand what is visible, we
must try and understand subjects that are invisible; to understand the invisible, we must
look at physical evidence. This is the approach we attempt to follow, one which
combines visible and invisible, the more immediate aspects of what one can see and
touch with the less obvious points that can be interpreted from the memory of peoples
through the legacy of ancient sources. To reach the past one must look into all
testimonies, archaeological, iconographic, epigraphic and written sources, which give
different contributes, different insight, and allow researchers to adapt their studies and
compare the information given by each or complement it when it is amiss. Historical
sources cannot show us how an ancient ship truly was, as they lack the visual cue;
archaeological sources cannot show us how ancient commanders worked in the several

situations of naval life.

The conductive line of our study, visible in the title, is the construction of the Mare
Nostrum. To observe something as vast and as impactful as this notion, which has
crossed the centuries, there are many different approaches available. In this case, the
approach will be made through «military history and naval power», two of many
possible key-points to allow the understanding of a wider problematic. To understand
the Mare Nostrum, we will look at «military history and naval power», whereas to
observe «military history and naval power», we will go through the idea of Mare
Nostrum. In the course of this dissertation, this point may be more or less obvious
depending on the many underlying problematics within each topic, but it is the ever-
present line which will guide the flow of the work. As with all other works, however,
which are limited by time and resources, there will be epistemological decisions that
one has to make, as it is not possible to study all within a subject in a single attempt.
Therefore, this introduction suits the purpose of explaining the general directions of the

study and fit them within the theme and the chronologic approach.

Beginning with the latter, it is important to explain and justify the choice of the specific
timeframe we present. If one wishes to study military history and naval power in Rome,
there are many periods in which it can be observed. First and foremost, this period was
chosen because the intention was to study the construction of the Mare Nostrum, rather
than reach the chronology in which it is already made. It is not our purpose to observe

imperial navies. These have been object of several studies, whether particular works
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about the fleets themselves or included in the wider context of the army, and one could
mention, for instance, the work of Le Bohec, L ’4rmée Romaine, sous le Haut-Empire
(1989), which includes a section on the imperial navy; the several chapters included by
Pitassi in The Navies of Rome (2010), which has a vast timespan but does not disregard
the imperial period, and The Roman Navy: Ships, Men & Warfare 350 BC — AD 475;
Oorthuijs’ chapter «Marines and Mariners in the Roman Imperial Fleets», seen in The
Impact of the Roman Army (200 BC — AD 476), published in 2007; and the two recent
compilations by Raffaele d’Amato, Imperial Roman Naval Forces 31 BC — AD 500
(2009) and Imperial Roman Warships 27 BC — 193 AD (2016). There is extensive
bibliography on the Imperial Navy, the classis which crossed the Mediterranean and

even the Atlantic after the collapse of the Republic.

The same cannot be said for the moment in which Rome’s naval power is being
constructed, however. One of the greatest issues of our work was precisely finding
updated bibliography, which seems to contrast with the extension of the bibliographical
references which we present at the end of the dissertation. The issue is that although we
have found a vast number of undoubtedly helpful publications, there is a very limited
amount which actually dedicates itself exclusively to the matters that we intend to
observe. The exception, which was an essential element of this work, were the many
studies regarding very specific ships and harbours, studies that reached us separately
and that have the purpose to observe each individual situation in a detailed manner, and
that we attempted to assemble together, at least in their major portions, in a way so as
to provide an ample overview. However, we had to consider that most of them treat
subjects of chronologies which, although close to our proposed frame, are often not

exactly the one in cause.

Encircling our study between the 2" century BCE and the 1% century CE encloses the
first century before our era. Our timeline has a defined starting point and a finish line.
We depart from the expeditions of Gaius Marius in Numidia, in the very end of the 2"
century BCE, considering the significant changes which occur within the structure of
the Roman army, and finish in 14 CE, the year of death of Octauianus, although the
main events that will define our proposed subject end long before 14 CE: we have source
material for the first and even second-third centuries of our time, but the main event
which concludes our progress is the Battle of Actium. This statement is not one to say
that the Battle of Actium is the significant turning-point in the struggle for the
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Mediterranean, nor that it defined the Mediterranean in itself. The idea of a defining
battle, or rather, of a battle as definer of paradigm, often disregards the importance of
the entirety of the processes of war which led into the ultimate culmination and outcome
of a conflict. More than a defining point, Actium is the culmination of many defining
points that came before. We propose to present the 1% century BCE, especially the period
between the beginning of the First Mithridatic War and the Last Civil War, as the

defining moment in the construction of Rome’s sea power.

If the first century BCE is the focal point, one will observe, throughout this work, that
there are significant segments of material belonging to periods which came before and
after. Whereas the chapter dedicated to maritime conflicts has a strict time delimitation,
this will not be as severe regarding ships and harbours. This option was motivated by
several reasons. In what regards ships, there was a natural conditioning regarding the
lack of archaeological material which can be specifically ascertained to the 1% century
BCE. There is a portion of the introduced craft which belongs to subsequent periods
and, to a lesser extent, to prior time frames. However, until new archaeological records
are found, these vessels are the closest that investigation can be of 1% century BCE craft,
both warships and transports. The possibility of some degree of continuity may be
evaluated, to an extent, through historical sources, and the proposals of modern
bibliography. A similar situation occurs in harbours: we observe several cases of river
and sea ports which existed long before the 1 century BCE, but that had an active role
during this century; on the contrary, some posterior cases are shown, in a correlation to
how the changes of our proposed time-period influenced Rome’s presence at sea. Thus,
the proposed period of study ends up being central to transmit the idea of a moment of

change, one which contrasts with Rome’s past and influences its future.

Our observation of Roman sea power will follow an approach that greatly extends the
Mediterranean. There are many possible theories regarding Rome’s beginnings at sea,
from the institution of the duumuiri nauales in 331 BCE to the First Punic War?, but the
observation of Rome in the Mediterranean, in its most immediate effects, begins in 264
BCE, when Rome crosses to Sicily to fight against Carthage. There is a long course

between the 3" century BCE and the 1%, many of which involve problematics at sea.

! See Ladewig’s chapters on the subject. Our work, to a great extent, follows Ladewig’s lines of
investigation, which diverge from the previous counterparts, as will be explained throughout the course of
the dissertation.
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We will observe several conflicts with Illyria?2, Macedonia, Sparta; Rome faces the
ancient Greek city-states all throughout the 2" century BCE, establishing its presence
in the Eastern banks of the Mediterranean. Later in the century, as it enters a period of
transition, it suffers the Cimbrian and Jugurthine conflicts. Its last great maritime rival,
however, is Mithridates of Pontus, and that is where our study will start, the beginning
of the end of opposition to Rome’s presence in the Mediterranean, and the transition
from external to internal conflicts. Our intention is not to affirm that Rome was absent
from the Mediterranean before the 1% century BCE, quite the contrary, but to expose
this period as a defining moment in the shaping of the Roman mare nostrum and to
present the sui generis characteristics of Rome and its connection to the sea, and to show

its uniqueness in the general overview of ancient thalassocracies.

To reach this objective, we will divide our work in four sections. The first of them is
entirely dedicated to Naval Command, beginning in Gaius Marius and ending in the last
Civil Wars of the Roman Republic, namely in 31 BCE, with the Battle of Actium. Our
subdivision for this chapter is chronological and, being chronological, it will follow the
general flow of wars, to engage in the treatment of «military history» from a naval point
of view. There will be a few key-figures of commanders whose names will appear more
frequently, less due to a wish to underline their importance but more in sequence of the
availability of information through historical sources. More importantly, we will
observe the significance of the roles of people who would be second-in-command,
especially the function of the consular legates. Our option will be to open this chapter
with a case-study, showing the evolution of observation on Roman commanders based
on fundamental bibliography, amongst which Lionel Casson’s works, such as his
Illustrated History of Ships & Boats from 1964, Ships and Seamanship in the Ancient
World in 1971 and The Ancient Mariners — Seafarers and Sea Fighters of the Ancient
Mediterranean in 1991, and J. S. Morrison’s Greek and Roman Oared Warships, 399-
30 BC (originally published in 1996). We will attempt to answer questions related to
terminology, but, first and foremost, to proceed towards an effective observation of the
actions of Roman commanders at war: how was authority distributed within the Roman
fleet, what was the connection between commanders on land and sea, how did the

commanders organise the logistics of the army and navy at war, and what was the

2 See, for instance, Waterfield’s work on the Roman conquest of Greece, its causes, dimensions and
potential intentions.
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influence of naval resources at war. The latter section will be preponderant, and our
attention will be focused on specific combat behaviour rather than nomenclature, for
which textual evidence is often scarce and not very clear regarding the Republican fleet.

The chapter regarding War and War Chiefs will be divided in two sections: «against
foreign forces» and «internal conflicts». These represent the two defining moments of
Rome’s relation with sea power in the century and also the transition it seems to
undergo. We begin by observing the wars that Rome wages against external threats. As
there is scarce archaeological evidence to show how a fleet behaved in a situation of
war, whether in dislocation or battle, we will have to rely greatly upon historical sources
and bibliography, which we intend to observe in a way as to create questionnaire and
new interpretation. There will be three key-points in relation to the confrontation with
foreign forces. As mentioned above, the most significant transitional wars in this last
stage of the assertion of Roman maritime control are the Mithridatic Wars, which will
be observed in great detail, after a shorter approach to Gaius Marius’ role at sea and in
rivers. The second key-point is the study of Pompeius’ campaigns against piracy, which
in itself begins to show a different type of Roman intervention at sea; this will be
followed by shorter insights on the Parthian Wars and, more importantly, the Gallic
Wars, in which we will observe the importance of rivers and the fluvial corridors within

the European continent.

One final note on this chapter, which may be extended to all the others, is the Roman
specificity when compared to other maritime powers. Although we are observing
conflicts in which Rome is a direct adversary, one must acknowledge that textual
evidence shows that there is a frequent reliance on allies. Whenever it is deemed
pertinent, ally participation and intervention on Rome’s maritime affairs will be
included for major conflicts, considering their particular relation to Rome and their
importance in the construction of Rome’s Mediterranean influence. It is relevant to note
that the purpose of this dissertation is not to observe each allied fleet in their specificity,
a topic that shall be left for other studies of these problematics. Rather, our position is
to include them in our analysis whenever the context seems to justify it, within Rome’s

particular approach to war at sea.

The last important moment is the Atlantic campaigns, which we observe in detail due to
their nature. Rome is perhaps the first Mediterranean civilisation to have significant

intervention on Atlantic coastlines, and Julius Caesar is the figure which allows us to
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observe that intervention to greater lengths. First throughout his campaigns in the
Iberian Peninsula and then his crossings into Great Britain, we will observe how the
Roman systems of command adapt to these different realities, the degrees of success (or
lack thereof), and how commanders used to Mediterranean styles of naval battle will
adapt to potential enemies across the Atlantic. This justifies the choice of «a change of
tides» for the title of this particular moment in our chapter, given the entirely different
nature of the Mediterranean and the Atlantic. As we follow a chronological approach
throughout the wars, the last external conflict we mention is the Second Crossing of the

Rhine, which brings us back to rivers and to the role of fluvial courses.

Our chronological division ends in the separation between external and internal wars.
When we return to the matters of internal conflicts in the middle of the first chapter, we
return to the beginning of the first century BCE. This is an option taken to facilitate
reading and comprehension, and very easily could have been chosen to do otherwise;
however, at this point and considering that investigation on the Republican navy is still
in its early stages, it felt natural to separate the two spheres, as there seems to be a
transition between an external focus to one which is mostly internal. We begin by
observing the Social Wars, a moment connected to Rome’s allies, which we will relate,
to an extent, with external conflicts; however, as we advance in Roman History, the
internal component of wars becomes clearer, as Rome’s conflicts begin to occur within
itself. The process involves a study of the Civil Wars, from Gnaeus Pompeius against
Julius Caesar to the Second Triumvirate, culminating in the final civil war of the Roman
Republic, between Marcus Antonius and Octauianus. Instead of observing them in the
more traditional perspective of military power shift on land, we will attempt to look at
the civil wars from their influence at sea, or the influence of the sea within the civil
wars, raising questions regarding the matter of logistics, supply flow and control of
important points across the Mediterranean basin. As much as there is information
regarding the Civil Wars themselves, there is scarce information on their maritime
component, and through the observation of the movements of the armies we will
underline the Mediterranean’s role in the last developments which lead into the ultimate
collapse of the traditional structure of the Republic towards a new system of authority,
including, amidst other matters, the question of the privatisation or centralisation of

military power and how it extended to maritime intervention.
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Our second chapter will focus exclusively on the problematic of ships. This begins, yet
again, with a case study, which develops on the question of studying ancient ships in the
21% century, the resources which are within our reach and those which are not, the
material we lack and the one we do have. This will be a chapter which naturally and
heavily relies on material evidence, from archaeology to iconography and, whenever
possible, epigraphy, especially inscriptions which have been considered of great
importance by former bibliography. The strongest ground, although not at all the only,
will be the one furnished by the Navis | database, created by archaeologists who dedicate
themselves to the analysis of ancient shipwrecks. Our approach, rather than focusing on
the generality of shipwrecks, will limit itself to those in which there are actual ship
components, rather than observing cargo. As our intention is to provide insight on
military history and naval power, this was a conscious option taken to follow the work’s

guidelines.

As chapter I was divided in two points to facilitate the building of the work’s general
flow, chapter Il will follow the same method, plunging amidst «Atlantic Tides» and
«Mediterranean Challenges». As war is a global phenomenon, despite this work’s focus
being military aspects, all types of ship will be included, from dugout fishing craft to
larger-scale naval vessels, as the Roman army would likely have contacted with and
taken advantage of the possibilities provided by these vessels. Our option for the
bibliography in this chapter was in part conditioned by availability, in the other
connected with our methodology. There are scarce recent works on shipwrecks,
especially as many of the main sunken ships which have been found thus far are
discoveries of the mid of the 20" century, many of which are now beginning to be re-
observed through modern technologies, others which are undergoing works of
preservation, and some which are neither preserved nor being re-observed. Therefore,
much of the bibliography that does exist was written as these ships were found, three or
four decades ago, often more. This does not mean it should not be regarded nor included,
not only because it is the only bibliography that does exist, but also because it is often
the work of archaeologists who were present upon the discovery and have first-hand
insight on the craft. The main matters on which we will focus will be construction
techniques, dimensions and materials; whenever possible, the method of propulsion and

potential speed. Within the chapter dedicated to ships, we will present drawings, 3D
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reconstructions and the well-known case of experimental archaeology, the Olympias,

for vessels whose finding sites span from the North of Europe to Italy.

As a fleet was not only sustained by warships, and as the Roman army pays special
attention to the matter of logistics, we will attribute equal importance to cargo vessels
and warships. The latter, of which there are significantly fewer archaeological remains,
will be studied nonetheless, and at this point the dual approach of our work will be of
particular importance, as we will rely more heavily on historical sources to understand
the nature of war craft. We follow an approach in which the events treated in Chapters
I and Il may coincide, but the way they are treated is different and the information
extracted varies in accordance to the needs of each portion of our work. Equally
important is the matter of iconography, and we have included the analysis of a number

of mosaics and frescoes which contribute for a better understanding of ancient warships.

There will be a section which dedicates itself specifically to materials, of which we
underline two as the core elements of an ancient ship: timber and metal. Whereas the
timber section will analyse the types of trees used in the construction of these ships,
their characteristics, resilience and endurance, the metal section will have a significant
portion dedicated to the matter of rams, for which we have archaeological and historical
evidence, as well as some inclusion of numismatics. Materials that easily deteriorate,
such as sails and rope, will also be observed but to a lesser extent, given the current
difficulty to interpret them in consequence of the lack of archaeological sources, as well
as potential use of war engines on board of ancient warships, such as the sambucas and
«towers». The chapter ends with remarks on communication aboard a fleet, a subject
which is still scarcely worked, and which is of utmost importance for the functioning of

an ancient fleet.

Chapter I11 is dedicated to harbours. Unlike what is visible for the questions of command
and ships, we will not invest, to a great extent, upon the potential ports and anchorages
throughout the Atlantic, rather making smaller mentions, for two reasons: firstly, the
fact that in spite of the Atlantic Campaigns the Mediterranean is still the physical centre
of the Roman empire, and secondly, the lesser investment of the Roman Republic upon
Atlantic harbours during this period; whereas there is plenty to be said on Atlantic
campaigns throughout the last years of the Republic, there seems to have been more
significant architectural presence throughout the European rivers than the Atlantic

harbours up to the late decades of the 1% BCE, although this is a subject which can be
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open to further investigation in the future. Again, we open with a case-study, presenting
what we call «archaeological and epistemological difficulties» that one may encounter
when looking into ancient harbours. If this is the subject which has more visible physical
evidence, it is also one of those that presents a larger number of doubts. They are
numerous, but there is little left of ship sheds, shipyards and overall structures which

may have been used to protect the ancient ships.

In this chapter, there will be a few core subjects. Firstly, the harbours of Rome, and the
question of what a Roman harbour is when contrasted with one that has been
incorporated into Rome’s political influence. We will observe the fluvial ports which
are born alongside the city and from that space we will develop towards the exterior,
into Rome’s connection with Ostia, Brundisium and Dyrrachium, the earliest
connections towards the sea. Ostia, in particular, as one of the first Roman maritime
foundations, will be observed with particular care, not only from an archaeological point
of view but also through its presence across Roman history. This historical relation
between harbours across the Mediterranean and Rome will ultimately result in a
problematic which attaches itself to what was developed throughout chapter I, which is
the distinction between Public and Private, the privatisation of authority and the
meaning that a Roman harbour may have had in these two sides of Roman life and
politics. This will bring us to one of the last subchapters on this matter, which is titled
«harbours of the civil wars», an attempt at understanding the way these locations fit

themselves within the internal power-struggle of the city of Rome.

The study of harbours is, perhaps, out of all four chapters of this dissertation, the one in
which this dichotomy that we attempt to create between material and written sources is
achieved in a fullest form. On the one hand, there is the observation of harbour
construction, harbour structures and materials, of which we underline the pozzolana, as
one of the most significant in the history of Mediterranean harbour architecture. On the
other, the role of harbours in the growth of the Roman maritime empire and its
construction as a thalassocracy. It is as if harbours are the last and most durable physical
manifestation of Roman maritime expression, and this will be observed throughout the
inclusion of long-standing locations which begin as fundamental points for other
civilisations, such as the Piraeus and Alexandria, and the way in which Rome

incorporates them — or not — as it reconfigures the Mediterranean; moreover, in the way
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that Rome extends its own architecture, its own materials, to the new harbours which

are built across the sea, as is the case of Caesarea.

The case of the Piraeus, for instance, is notorious: under the specific conditions that
accompany Rome’s conquest of the Mediterranean basin, it will not destroy, for
instance, Alexandria, which endures the centuries and will last after the final Civil Wars;
but the Piraeus is, allegedly, entirely destroyed, a factor which may have archaeological
sustentation. This destruction and the factors that surround it are something which ought
to be questioned, and there is still much doubt regarding the process itself. Important as
well is the question of Sicily: as the first province of Rome and the first stage of Rome’s
maritime conquest, its role in the civil wars between Sextus Pompeius and the Second
Triumvirate cannot be disregarded, and neither can that of its ports. Once again, we will
attempt to gather old and new bibliography alike, especially specialised studies in
particular harbours, to create a general overview which seems to be lacking, at this point,
in current investigation. As we mentioned above, the portion of this chapter dedicated
to the Atlantic will not be as significant as the ones found in Chapters I and Il, for the
reasons justified above; however, we will include a section regarding the importance of
coastal anchorages during Caesar’s Atlantic campaigns, as they have their own

relevance in this context.

Returning to the matter of ship sheds and shipyards, we will once again provide
information on the most elusive matter of ancient harbours, not only regarding sea-born
sites but also observing some inland locations by the river banks and, what is more, the
connection which may exist between river harbours, potential shipyards and sea ports,
one which intersects with Chapter Il in its presentation of vessels that most likely
travelled both in coastal and river areas, between land and sea. There is an evident link
between all chapters, but those which are most closely bound are 11 and 111, especially
as we mentioned our focus on the construction methods of ships in Chapter Il, which
will be accompanied with questions on the how and with which resources they would
have been built in Chapter Ill. Alongside the infrastructures to support ships and
navigation, we shall also include a brief approach to lighthouses. These are
simultaneously the matter for which there is more material available, both regarding
iconographic, numismatic and archaeological sources, and for which the material itself
raises more doubts. Through the observation of several images, provided to us by
ancient coins, mosaics and frescos, the interpretation of canon bibliography and the
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comparison between these resources, we will try for a fresh observation on the matter

of ancient lighthouses which may contribute to further interpretations.

The Geographic component, which is also an evident aspect of harbours, is the most
immediate, the one which can be observed first and foremost, and in this regard, we will
guide ourselves by the reflexions of ancient geographers, of which we underline Strabo.
This is a fundamental part of work when attempting to understand the locations without
an immediate physical evidence, ports and anchorages that have not left long-lasting
signs to our days, but which may have been important for the life of ancient
communities. Although we have restricted ourselves regarding the treatment of life in
ancient harbours, we will attempt an approach, however brief, to some factors which
can be observable through historical and archaeological sources in terms of, for instance,
demography, the connection between the people and the sea, and the influence a harbour
may have had in daily life. These points are particularly noticeable through a medium
which we purposefully left to be observed with greater extension in this chapter, which
is that of numismatics. Coins, as immediate elements of the world, elements of trade
which would travel from hand to hand, present several decorative components dedicated
to nautical elements, ships and harbours; but the latter are of particular significance in
this regard, and they seem to provide more relevant information than they would for

ships, considering their size.

Although we present imagery throughout the entirety of the chapter, the subject will be
taken up again in specificity in the last portion of our analysis, as there is such a vast
number of elements that can be included that it naturally develops into its own
subchapter. Our main focus will be mosaics, frescoes and coins, which comes as no
novelty considering what we have stated above, and that we will attempt to interpret to
answer questions on harbour shape, design, function and ship construction. In this
regard, Lionel Casson’s work will be fundamental for our approach, as will the many
representations which can be found in Trajan’s Column, whose naval imagery has not
been largely studied thus far and deserves further interpretation. We will attempt to look
at the pictures analysing matters of shape, colour and disposition. Our analysis will not
be made from an artistic point of view, as this is not the purpose of this work, but it will
be kept in mind that the canons of ancient art would often induce us in misinterpretations

of dimension due to the matters of perspective.
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Our last chapter, which we call «Mare Alterum, Mare Nostrum», is, to an extent, a
reflexion upon the practical implications of the physical and historical evidence
presented throughout the remainder three. Throughout the four chapters, we have opted
for including an initial imagery which can be considered representative of the general
message of the study. The one chosen for chapter 1V is a 19" century painting called
«The Course of the Empire: The Consummation». In this work, made in 1836, Thomas
Cole has depicted the ultimate form of an empire, the point in which it achieves its final
potential; the fact that this «consummation» is represented through the inclusion of a
harbour, that one can see ships sailing across, is symbolic as a representation of how
much the connection with water is a fundamental factor for the fulfilment of an Empire,
something which is also found in ancient sources. The entirety of this chapter will be an
introduction to approach a question, which is whether we have a Roman Thalassocracy,
a Roman «Mare Nostrum», a «Mediterranean Rome and Roman Mediterranean». To
look further into the matter, we begin by analysing the matter of Rome’s dependency
on the socii nauales, especially of Rhodes, in a more practical approach related to
strategy and politics; afterwards, we move towards the mental sphere of the Ancient

Mediterranean.

Firstly, through a brief recap of the evolution of ancient Thalassocracies, we will situate
Rome’s arrival to the power struggle for the Mediterranean, observing its role in the
mind of ancient writers. Afterwards, we will observe the evolution of concepts. The first
analysis is of Mare Nostrum, starting with the Greek world, observing its growth into
political thought, its pertinence in the Roman world and its presence or absence in the
way Rome looks at itself and constructs its own power, both as heir of former traditions
and creator of its own sphere. What is the Mare Nostrum for Rome? How did Rome
understand the notion? This is a subject on which there is scarce bibliography, as
historiography has focused in understanding Rome’s growth as an empire by looking at
it from its evolution on land rather than at sea; the sea control is almost set as the ultimate
conclusion of land control. We will attempt to provide a new insight by looking at the

problematic from a different view.

This leads to the final question that is presented. «Was Rome a thalassocracy?» This is
a question left unanswered in the work, and replied to in our final reflexions, to create a
division between what has actual historical evidence and what is, at the point, one
hypothesis postulated by our investigation but that cannot, as of yet, be confirmed. From
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the matters of linguistics towards questions such as the Naval Triumphs, their existence
and inexistence, we will close the investigation with what we call «the ever-absent

word».

There are three notes which are important regarding this dissertation that do not include
the general form of the work itself, before entering the final leading points of
introduction. One regards the method in which we present conclusions. In the end of
Chapters I, Il and 1V, we have opted for including bullet-point conclusions. Given the
extension of this work, it seemed pertinent to include these important points for the
understanding of the problematics throughout the work, so that upon reaching the
conclusion we can focus on matters such as issues found along the writing and raising
potential hypotheses for future investigation, as well as additional reflexions on the
general overlook of the work which would not naturally fit within the flow of the
dissertation, but are essential as a way to conclude. The absence of this type of bullet-
points in chapter Il is due to the fact of it being one mostly dedicated to material
evidence, which leaves scarce room for re-interpretation; we present and analyse data,

but to re-analyse would be to go against our own previous affirmations.

The second regards the matter of names. There is great discussion amidst the academic
community on how ancient names should be presented and how ancient writing should
be presented. Our options are taken due to matters of practicality. As it is not our goal
to discuss this particular problematic, we will approach names and quotes in a way to
facilitate the understanding of this specific study. Most of Latin names will keep its
original form, with the exception of Julius rather than the classical lulius, as the name
Julius Caesar is deeply ingrained in the current mindset and it is as Julius Caesar that
this commander is presented. Whereas we often find Pompeius rather than Pompey,
Antonius rather than Antony, we seldom find lulius rather than Julius, perhaps due to a
matter of pronunciation. As for his adoptive son and great-nephew, that brought yet
another issue, as he often appears as Octavius, Octavian, Gaius Julius and Augustus. We
dismissed the latter, as it is more of a title than a name, and as it has little to no relevance
in a significant portion of the period and events in cause throughout our work; to avoid

ambiguity, he shall be addressed as Octauianus.

Lastly, a short note regarding the Greek and Latin quotes. Most of the concepts and
terms are presented in the Nominative case, which is not always the one in which they

appear in Ancient sources. Whenever it seems justifiable to facilitate further reading and
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studying, words will be presented in the original case/verb tense which originally
appears in the source. These situations, as well as direct quotation from ancient texts,
will appear underlined.

In what regards translations, even when the original bibliography has presented it
otherwise, we will attempt to preserve, as much as possible, the original spelling. In all
writings aside from Medieval, the Latin presented in our work will use «ux» rather than
«v» and «i» rather than «j» when presenting quotes from ancient authors. These are
choices made towards creating a balance between clarity of interpretation and historical

accuracy.

These points being said, what remains for this introductory note is to present with clarity
the questions which we will attempt to see answered, and to explain our intention

regarding this work. Regarding the former:

1. How was the structure of command within the Roman navy?

2. Was there evolution within this structure throughout the 1% century BCE?

3. Which were the preferences of Roman commanders regarding the management
of fluvial and coastal resources?

Was there a shift in fighting techniques in what regards naval power?

How were ancient ships like in terms of shape, design and construction?

What physical evidence do we have of ancient ships?

What is the interpretation one can have of transport and warships?

Which materials were used in ancient ships?

© © N o g B

How was communication processed within a fleet?

10. Was there an evolution in ship-type preference throughout the century in cause?

11. What was the general outline of an ancient harbour of this period?

12. What were the first harbours of Rome and how do they connect?

13. How does Rome’s relation with ancient harbours evolve?

14. Which materials were used in ancient harbours and which archaeological
evidence do we have of their structures?

15. How did the notion of Mare Nostrum evolve into the Roman thought?

16. Was the Mediterranean truly a Mare Nostrum for Rome?

17. Was Rome ever a thalassocracy?
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The main intention of this work is not, however, to provide definite answers, as we
realise the immense difficulties which are still in the way, both technological,
bibliographical and archaeological. More important than replying to them is to raise
them, following the line of the recent studies which are attempting to shift the traditional
paradigm of Rome’s presence at sea. Instead of attempting to reply to all the questions,
our prospect is that through this work these lines can continue to be explored, that it can
be a contribute towards raising more future questionnaire and debate, and that Rome’s
role at sea, particularly regarding its construction and definition throughout the
Republican period, can become a subject which is target of further study, further

investigation and further knowledge.
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Naval battles, from foreign concept to Roman entertainment. Painting by Ulpiano Checa, 1893°.

1. Commanders at sea: the problematic

Our analysis of the problematics surrounding Rome’s relation with the sea begins with
the observation of the human component of the fleet, without which it cannot function.
The Roman navy is a part of its military forces and, as such, must have had an organised
hierarchy in which, in parallel with the land army, the commanders-in-chief would rely
on their subordinates to assure a proper functioning of all units. The purposes of this
chapter are thus, firstly, to understand the organisation of the Roman navy’s command
hierarchy in the period comprehended between 107 BCE and 15 CE and, secondly, to
verify the course of action taken by the commanders during practical situations of naval
activity at sea and in rivers. A study of this nature is accompanied by a series of issues,
amongst which the elusiveness of source-derived information is but the smallest. Rome’s
frequent reliance on its allies to supply its fleets, the lesser material regarding the Roman
fleet for the period following the ending of the First Punic War* until the Mithridatic

3 Picture from Wikimedia Commons ({{PD-US-expired}}).

4 It is not this study’s purpose to analyse the period between the 3™ century BCE and the late 2" century.
However, it should be stated that, in fact, Rome seems to have had a navy throughout this period, and to
have used it, in the least, for transport purposes. One could point out, for instance, Book 11 of Polybius,
where there are several mentions of ships being used during the Second Punic War.
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Wars, the frequent inclusion of most naval encounters as a secondary occurrence in the
wider set of war by ancient sources, and the general confusion which may derive from
the difference or coincidence between the terms used by Greek and Latin sources are
some of the problems the researcher will find when attempting to draw conclusions on
this field.

Lionel Casson attempted to list the naval officers of ancient Greek and Roman fleets. In
his work Ships and Seamanship in the Ancient World, which remains one of the key
studies in this field, he dedicates a chapter to analysing the evolution of «Officers and
Men». The author determined that the earliest and most important charges would be those
of the «kybernetes» (the steersman), the «keleustes» (the individual who coordinated the
rowers) and the «prorates» (the lookouts, who stood watch). As ships and navies
developed, new naval stations would have joined the earliest three. During the Hellenistic
Age, for instance, «the steady progress in design and armament (...) was paralleled by a
marked development in the man-of-war’s complement». The author draws most of his
information for the period between the third to the first century BCE from Rhodes. There
is now a «trierarchos», the «captain» in the Rhodian navy, the «epiplous», which he calls
a «vice-captain», the «grammateus», which he refers to as a «secretary and treasurer», a
«pentekontarchos», which would be an «assistant rowing officer» with light
administrative functions, and the already existent charges of «kybernetes», «prorates»

and «keleustes»®.

Casson, however, does not consider that Rome had a standing navy prior to the imperial

age, which is something this study will discuss:

«When it came to fighting personnel, Rome abandoned Greek models, for here she had a well-developed tradition
of her own to follow — that of the army. The Roman standing navy, founded by Augustus toward the end of the first
century B.C., was a late and junior branch of the military establishment. And so, it was a natural move to arrange
the fighting component on a galley according to a pattern taken from the army. But Rome went even further: she
grafted onto each ship a complete army organisation. Every crew was treated as a century of the Roman army».

The author describes Rome as adopting «the traditional Greek organization» but
combining «with it some important typically Roman features». Casson underlines the
«trierarchus», the «gubernator» (equivalent to a «kybernetes»), the «proreta», the

«celeusta» and the «pausarius» (the last two being «rowing officers»)®. This view is

5 Minor functions are also mentioned, such as the carpenters («naupegos»), the «iatros» (a physician), and
a «kopodetes» (who was in charge of the oars), but they are not directly connected to commanding officers.
6 Casson [1971] 1995.
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beginning to be questioned. Ladewig, observing the Columna Rostrata’, and being one of
the authors that considers Rome, without a doubt, as a Thalassocracy, questions whether
the view presented by the inscription is not overly simplistic and an attempt to underline

the maritime exploits of the time-period in which the Column was created?®,

It is challenging to determine a specific moment from which the Roman naval posts began
to be structured. The hierarchical subdivision of the several naval posts depends on the
existence of an actual navy, and determining the birth of a Roman navy is, as of yet, a
controversial subject. It does seem that, from at least the end of the 4" or early 3" century
BCE, there would have been some sort of hierarchical configuration: as Forsythe states,
at least from 311 BCE, there would have been the election of two «duumuiri nauales,
«for fitting out a fleet of ships and keeping it in repair»°: «ut duumuiros nauales classis
ornandae reficiendaeque causa idem populus iuberet» (Liv. 9.30.4). However, Forsythe
classes this as a «rudimentary naval policy», which would accompany activities of

«privateering».

A different perspective may be found in Morrison. Despite also mentioning charges such
as the «proreta» and the «keleustes», he introduces Latin terms. Charges such as «the

captain (magister), helmsman (gubernator) and two decksoldiers» are also mentioned*®:

«The ancient historians of the period provide scanty information about the manning of Roman ships. The maritime
praetor is fleet commander holding his authority (imperium) on an annual basis from the Senate. The ship captains
are called nauium magistri and are presumably appointed to the ship on commission, that is to say when the ship is
launched from the shipsheds (naualia)»**.

As one can see in Rosenstein’s introduction to the History of Republican Rome’s
command hierarchy, there seem to have been two different ways of becoming a naval
commander (whether they chronologically coexist or not is difficult to tell). Usually, there
would be a «junior officer» acting under the command of a «magistrate who possessed

imperium»*2; this method of a senior and a junior commander is seen both on land and

" As quoted in note 1, page 93: «Inscr. It. 13, 3, Nr. 69, Z. 5-17» (Ladewig 2014).

8 Ladewig 2014, 93.

% Pitassi (2012, 75-78). Forsythe (2005, 303) relates this role to the «growth in power of the Roman state»,
which would have been accompanied by an increase of sea colonies and communication lines, resulting in
a growth of naval activities. This would have been facilitated by Rome’s alliance with Naples, a city of
«long maritime tradition», in 326 BCE.

10 «This text suggests that the socii nauales included, besides the oarsmen, also the seamen who worked
the ship other than the helmsman». Morrison [1996] 2016, 350.

11 Morrison [1996] 2016, 349-50.

12 pitassi 2009, 144. Rosenstein 2001.
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sea'. From at least the end of the 4™ century or early 3 century BCE, two «duumuiri
nauales» were assembled, though one will not see them mentioned in most circumstances
of the big conflicts throughout the 1% century BCE. After the rise of Octauianus, there
seems to have been a decided correlation between the fleet and the individual in power®®,
and in 16 CE, two years after the death of Augustus, the title of praefectus classi had been
created?®. It also seems that, at least from 102 BCE onwards, Roman individuals of high
ranks in command hierarchy would be controlling fleets, as attested by the inscription in
CIL 1(2) 26627 which mention Marcus Antonius, a proconsul, commanding fleets ahead
of the Isthmus on his way to Sida, and Hirrus, a propraetor, who would be commanding

a fleet and possibly decided to keep it in Athens due to the advanced season.

Ladewig opens one of his chapters by posing a question: is the beginning of the
«seekommandos» truly attached to Duilius, or is it an «anachronistisches konstrukt?» The
chapter presents an analysis which emphasizes Rome’s presence at sea prior to 260 BCE
through the observation of the Roman-Carthaginian treaties, and concludes that building
fleets was no novelty in the time of Duilius, but that the fact a consul was now in charge
of the building, equipping and manning of a fleet was a novelty: «Der Flottenbau stellt
nicht das eigentliche Novum dar, sondern die Tatsache, dass mit Duilius ein Consul, der
hdchte romische Magistrat der res publica populi romani, mit dem Bau, der Ausrlstung,
Bemannung, Instandsetzung und dem Oberfehelt Uber eine Flotte beauftragt»; the
«consularische Flotte» was victorious, and the term itself is to be underlined, as it is

unlikely that one could speak of a «consular fleet» before this year'®.

13 Rosenstein (2001, 137) points to events of 198 BCE, when Titus Quinctius Flaminius appointed Lucius
Flaminius, his brother, as his legate, and put him in charge of a fleet during the Second Macedonian War.
These events happen nearly a century before the Jugurthine War and the Mithridatic Wars, but we shall still
find Marius delegating naval functions on Aulus Manlius, and Sulla doing so with Lucullus. See also Vella
etal. 1999: 131.

14 Rosenstein (2001, 137) justifies this fact with them being utilized mostly for «coastal defence», leaving
the «magistrates of consular or praetorian rank or legates» to lead the «major naval operations».

15 As Saddington mentions (2007, 208), «classis mea»: according to this author, Octauianus was responsible
for the «stationing of permanent fleets in Italian waters», commanded by a «praefectus classis».

16 Vella et al. 1999: 131.

7 «Quod neque conatus guisguanst neque [adhuc medit]au[it] / noscite rem ut famaa facta feramus uirei /
auspicio [[[Ant]Joni [Ma]rc]]i pro consule classis / Isthmum traductast missaque per pelagus / ipse iter
eire profectus Sidam classem Hirrus Atheneis / pro praetore anni e tempore constituit / lucibus haec paucis
paruo perfecta tumultu / magna [qu]om ratione atque salut[e simul] / g[u]ei probus est lauda[t] quei contra
est inu[idet illi] / inuid[ea]nt dum g[uos cond]ecet id u[ideant].»

18 |_adewig 2014, 100. Ladewig creates a distinction between the consular and the praetorian (118; which
he considers appeared in 242 BCE). He also states that «Die erfolgreiche Kriegfihrung zur See, fernab von
den heimischen Héfen und Gewaéssern, hing von zwei essentiellen Faktoren ab: (1) Dem Aufbau und
Gebrauch nautischer Allianzen und (2) einer engen Kooperation mit den consularischen Landheeren.» The
chapter focuses greatly on the evolutions of the 3™ and 2™ centuries BCE and is a valuable resource to
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This is but a short introduction, however, and these are mostly terminologies found in
disperse sources. How did the command work in practical situations, and which naval
terminology can one find in actual descriptions of conflicts? Throughout this chapter, we
will attempt to trace the steps of Roman commanders throughout some of the main
conflicts of the 1% century BCE, and gather information related to the terminology of

command.

Against foreign forces

1. The Jugurthine war and the Cimbrian invasion

Our option to begin this study in 107 BCE makes the Jugurthine war and the Cimbrian
invasion a natural starting point. Nonetheless, if one intends to investigate the
development of naval hierarchy, the sources regarding these conflicts have little
information to provide. Throughout the whole of the Jugurthine war, there are few
mentions of ship usage in ancient sources, except for the occasional transport of armies
or diplomats'®. The end of the 2" century BCE and the decades that followed were a
moment of changes within Rome. As stated by Drogula, there were transformations
within the traditional political power assigned to commanding generals, achieved through
political manoeuvres usually involving the popular assemblies?®. These would be
accompanied by alterations within the structure of the army itself. Even though the last
decades of the first century BCE are acknowledged as a moment for the restructuring of
the Roman army due to the results of a series of reforms, these do not seem accountable

for significant interference in naval ranks?!. They were meant only for the land army: on

understand the foundations of Roman naval command. From page 130 onwards, he proceeds to analyse the
“seekomando” of the legates, which will be the most important for this chapter: Ladewig proceeds to
observe the functions of consular Legates, making a sample list of those which were under Pompeius’
influence. He reaches a conclusion which will be significant for our fourth chapter, which is that the Legati
could not consider their maritime successes for themselves, but rather there was a transference to their
respective praetors and consuls.

19 Sallust mentions the route taken by Calpurnius’ army to reach Africa: first, the troops were taken from
Italy to Rhegium; then, they crossed to Sicily; afterwards, to Africa. It seems as if there was a three-stepped
journey for Roman armies intending to cross the Mediterranean Sea, preferring to travel through the
province of Sicily and only then reaching Africa. In 109 BCE, whilst campaigning in Africa under the
command of Caecilius Metellus, Gaius Marius would have engaged in several sea voyages, and Plutarch
describes his journey from Utica to an unmentioned location in the northern bank of the Mediterranean
(possibly Sicily, judging by Sallust’s account) as lasting three days. See Plut. Vit. Mar. 7-8. Another
crossing is mentioned in Plut. Vit. Mar. 12.2, this time with the army.

20 Campbell 2012, 267-90.

21 It is not our purpose to discuss whether the greater share of these reforms can or cannot be attributed to
Marius. It may be mentioned, however, that the studies regarding Marius’ intervention amongst the physical
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the one side, the changes in traditional recruitment processes were not meant to affect the
workings of the navy, but, first and foremost, to grant the army a greater number of
recruits. On the other, the renewed attention to physical training regarded mostly the
movement of the land army (running and marching), the carrying of military stores and
preparation of nourishment. This could have had no direct influence on the navy’s
functioning. Commanders such as Gaius Marius do not attempt to improve the skill or
speed of rowers, nor to increase their numbers, and he seems to make no changes in naval
hierarchy??. Sailors do not have the same difficulties regarding the transportation of
materials and supplies, for the ships are already a transport method; as for nourishment,
one can look at Plutarch and see that the source does not specify the sort of food which
the land army was taught to prepare, although it might have been different from that which
was fed to sailors, given the dangers of using fire inside a ship and the difficulty of keep

fresh supplies in good condition throughout longer sea journeys?.

training of the legion or the recruitment of the «capita censi» have reached different results. As stated by
Fields, they had also been used in the past, by order of the Senate, during Roman defeats of the late 3™
century BCE (such as Trebbia in 218 BCE, Lake Trasimene in 217 BCE and Cannae, in 216 BCE; see
Campbell 2012, 355-58). Lawrence Keppie underlined that the social reforms regarding the recruitment
process began before Marius rose to command, with the Gracchi brothers, and that the general tendency
towards the end of the 2™ century BCE was for a consistently decreasing minimum «property qualification»
regarding enrolment (apud Bromwich [1993] 1996, 127; on the subject see also Labitzke 2013, 154). The
Marian reforms seem to have had a larger influence within the training of soldiers; and yet, the increased
investment in physical condition is seen before, for instance, under the command of Metellus. When the
latter was in Africa with the army, he too ordered the maintenance of proper physical condition through
activities such as marching (e.g. Sall. lug. 45), although it is unmentioned whether he engaged in Marius’
practice of ordering the carrying of heavy supply loads. Plutarch gives several pieces of information
regarding the regimen adopted by the soldiers following their return from Africa, including increased
exercise through running and marching, the carrying of heavy weights and the preparation of food. The
source also gives two different accounts as to the origin of the terminology of «Marian mules» (Plut. Vit.
Mar. 13). The inference pertinent to this particular study is that, whoever was responsible for it, there were
several changes within the army, and that these were influencing the traditional recruitment system.

22 The changes in traditional recruitment processes could, however, have had indirect repercussions in the
navy. Given that, in earlier centuries, the capita censi were not usually allowed to have a regular career in
the land army, but could be used in the navy as rowers, and considering the changes in recruitment processes
following 107 BCE, which would have given them the possibility to join a regular military career, this
could have deprived the navy of some of its main source of human power. According to Sallust, Gaius
Marius managed to make the plebs favourable to him and to his designs (Sall. lug. 86: «postquam plebis
animos arrectos uidet») and, by opening the regular careers to men who were «egentissimus» and
«oportunissimus» (thus, those who were most in need and had not much to lose), who were eager for
profitable opportunities, assured himself a valuable human resource, while depriving the navy of its own
(Labitzke 2013, 154). However, Pitassi states that «although the naval strength had been reduced, the navy
had, like the army, become in reality a permanent service and many of its men had already made a career
of it» — Pitassi [2009] 2012, 142; Birlinger [1862] 2013, 18).

23 There are yet few studies regarding the nourishment of sailors during the last century of the Roman
Republic; it would possibly require a greater investment in experimental archaeology to understand this
matter with more accuracy. Pitassi, however, attempted to study this matter and has a relatively detailed
study on how the process of managing food and water within fleets would be carried, from the early
moments of Roman navigation to the development of imperial fleets, differencing between the nourishment
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If the consul does not seem to be drawn to the navy and its activity?*, and if the wars
fought by Marius do not have a significant naval component — there are no accounted
naval battles for the Jugurthine Wars — that does not mean that Rome did not have an
active naval service, nor that Marius himself would not have made use of it. However,
his chief reliance on the navy would not be regarding the long-ships and their capacity in
combat, but any typology of ship which might be used to carry loads, thus keeping a
steady flow of supplies available for the land army. Given that most of Rome’s campaigns
are now taking place outside of the Italian Peninsula, different logistical needs for the
transport of nourishment and army materials will arise. In Marius’ case, this need seems
to have led to changes in the physical geography of landscapes. During his third
consulship, Rome was under the threat of a group of northern tribes, the so-called Cimbri.
One of the few specific descriptions that reached us regards the recurrent issue of storage,
and the use of sea vessels to transport the supplies. The army sent to control the Cimbri
was said to be encamped by the river Rhone®, and it seems that one of Marius’ first
concerns was to assure there were enough provisions. In this case, stationed by a river, he
was aware of the difficulties in navigation caused by debris found on the riverbanks; thus,
he ordered the army to build a canal which improved navigation and allowed for a steadier

flow of the Rhone into the sea?®.

The credit for both the foresight and the building plans is left to Marius alone by the

ancient sources, and these do not tell us whether there had been a suggestion from any of

carried in shorter journeys or journeys with closer access to the shore, and open-sea voyages. See Pitassi
2012, 344.

24 As stated in Schmitz 1875. See also Pitassi [2009] 2012, 140-44.

25 Plut. Vit. Mar. 15: «zeryiooc orpotomedov». Marius would have ordered the building of a fortification, or
a fortified camp alongside the river Rhone (according to Orosius, where the Isere and the Rhone come
together. Oros. 5.16). The same action was taken by Catulus regarding the river Atiso whilst attempting to
prevent the Cimbri from crossing the Alps: fortresses were built on both banks, and a bridge was kept in
order to enable the army to assist the opposing side if needed; the invaders would have attempted to
improvise a dam and to destroy the Roman bridge, leading to a retreat. As Marius was summoned to Rome’s
aid, rivers would once again have played an important part, for his intention would now be to keep the
Cimbri on the other side of the Po (Plut. Vit. Mar. 23-24).

26 This episode is being debated to this day, given that the location of both a Roman camp and the «Fossa
Mariana» ou «Fossae Marianae» is still open to speculation. It is narrated both by Plutarch and Strabo
(Strab. 4.1.8); the latter credits it as having been a great source of profit to the Massiliotes, due to the
establishing of tolls. As far as archaeological studies go, and as mentioned in an article by Claude Vella,
Philippe Leveau and Mireille Provansal, «Ouvert en 102 avant notre ére, cet ouvrage pose toujours un
irritant probléme aux archéologues. Connu depuis le XVIIle s., ’emplacement de Fossae, le port qui se
développa a son débouché maritime et lui doit son nom, a été confirmé par des découvertes sous-marines
effectuées de part et d’autre de la Pointe de Saint-Gervais» (Vella et al. 1999, based on Gateau 1995, 169-
88). See also the following article by the Site du Patrimoine d’Arle, in http://www.patrimoine.ville-
arles.fr/document/ACF7B.pdf: «Néanmoins la localisation du canal lui-méme nous échappe encore».
Regarding the «fossa mariana» and its potential location, amongst the several articles which discuss it, see
also, for e.g., Schleussner 1978, and Linderski 1990.
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his subordinates regarding the building of the canal. Regardless, given how it was
probably natural for Marius, a well-experienced commander, to be well-aware of the need
for a steady flow of provisions, and considering the decision to open the canal as a likely
remonstrance that ships would be one of the fastest and safest means of carrying supplies,
it is possible that Marius was, indeed, behind the origin of the idea. Thus, while Pitassi
affirms that «the navy [...] attracted little or none of his attention and continued to be
reduced and even neglected»?’, this may be an understatement: even though he
disregarded the need for long ships of the military type, it cannot be thought that a
commander, even if specialized in land battles and fighting wars on land, would think the
transport ships as a secondary issue when, in fact, they were possibly one of the first
necessities. According to Plutarch, the canal was built by the army because they were
essentially idle, but this was still a work of great human effort, and it is not likely that
Marius would have ordered such a physically demanding activity if naval transport were
not of significant importance. Therefore, while Marius’ fleet was probably not an armada
meant for war, the transports were likely used in the service of the terrestrial component

of the army, especially in carrying its human component?,

As a last note regarding the Cimbrian wars, one should mention the importance of
Geography, namely of river transport. The Cimbri were approaching the Rhone, which,
as mentioned by Campbell, had «good connections with other rivers to both the west and
the east», being used as a means for merchandise transport?®. The «trade route along the
Mediterranean coast» was also connected to the «mouth of the Rhone», with a probable
combination of «road and river transport» being put to use as the «most effective» way
of assuring a steady flow of commerce. Even though it seems that the Romans might have
left fluvial courses virtually untouched, there was an economical system at work within
these rivers®. The presence of Cimbri and Teutones was threatening not only the Italian

Peninsula, but the whole structure of inland economy, which involved several types of

27 Pitassi [2009] 2012, 144.

28 Although the nature of this work does not allow for in-depth investigation of land marches of Roman
armies, further tracing of the Marian legions during their campaigns and the accompaniment of their routes
would be a valuable effort towards understanding whether river / sea transport would have been a liability.
29 Regardless, Florus refers to the Cimbri in diminishing terms, due to their alleged attempt to cross the
Atesis by swimming, instead of relying on bridges or boats. Flor. 1.11-12.

30 Drogula 2015b, 332-34. In fact, one of the river-side colonies related to wealthy Roman men was Aquae
Sextiae, as mentioned in Campbell 2012, 267. The said colony, placed close to modern day Aix-en-
Provence, would have been the «first permanent Roman base in Provence», and its location, chosen by
Gaius Sextius Caluinus, would allow for the control of «the major east-west route from the coast at Fréjus
and a north-south route linking Marseille with the Durance valley» (Bromwich [1993] 1996, 136).
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river transport. Ancient sources point the reasons for the Cimbri migration as related to
their need to find a new settlement®!, which might have been hazardous to local
populations and economical structures. As such, Marius might not only have been
defending Rome’s military and political interests in the area, but also river resources,
including a fair amount of ships and crew which would have provided a steady flow of

income®2.

These efforts within the Rhone do not necessarily signify for the same preference
regarding ships as a means for transporting human resources. Through both his campaigns
against Jugurtha and the Germanic tribes, Marius is not mentioned as resorting to river-
transport to carry his soldiers (he does use sea-transports to and from Africa with his
army, as seen in Plut. Vit. Mar. 12.2, but coastal voyages from one point of Africa to
another, for example, are unmentioned), and it seems he would have preferred marching.
These movements, however, usually accompanied the rivers®®, and even though the
sources do not state it, one may ask whether the army was being accompanied by cargo
vessels as they were moving. There is the possibility of the army carrying a part of their
supplies through carts or beasts of burden (and, perhaps, waiting for another portion of
provisions to be delivered through cargo ships), or, whenever such situation was revealed
possible by the navigability of rivers and shores, the land army being accompanied by
ships throughout the whole of their march. This second hypothesis might allow for a better
protection and control of the supplies: if it were necessary, the land army may be

embarked to defend these ships; this would, however, require a prior knowledge of the

31 With the exception of Strabo. According to the geographer, they would not have left their homeland due
to floods, given this would be a natural phenomenon they’d have been used to. He also mixes the names
«Cimbri» and «Cimerii». Strabo seems to have believed that the Cimbri were a wandering people who
acted for profit, having at first attempted incursions against the Boii, the Scordiscans, the Teuristae and the
Taurisci, and the Helvetii. A warrior people, their main interest would not be the assurance of new territorial
land bases, as accounted by other sources (such as, for instance, Florus in Epit. 1.38.3; Granius, 33.11), but
plunder (see Strab. 7.2.1-4). Their approach to the Rhone and the commercial routes with largest river
traffic might show an interest for some sort of «river piracy».

32 This might also contribute to the causes of the Roman «ecstasy» and «relief» at the defeat of the
«barbarian» threat and contribute to the peak of Marius’ career: Marius was «der Retter», the saviour, in a
multitude of fields. See Fields 20104, 11. Despite this thesis not having a purpose of discussing land battles,
it seems pertinent to refer Labitzke’s (2013) own detailed interpretation of each, which includes maps
specifying the movements of each army. See Moore 2013, 470; 124-37; 138-53. The notion of who was in
fact defeated in such battles is also confusing to modern historians: whilst some sources and authors like
Labitzke point the Cimbri and Teutones alone, Birlinger [(1862) 2013], for instance, considers that the
Teutons and Ambrons were defeated in Aquae Sextiae in 102, and the Cimbri were defeated in the following
year by the Po river (Moore 2013, 470); Florus, in Epit. 1.38.3, shows a description close to Birlinger’s.

33 See, for instance, Sall. lug. 48-49, regarding the march of Metellus’ army, stating that it would not be far
from the river Muthul; also, Metellus’ indecision regarding the crossing of a path between two rivers,
consisting of dry terrain.
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enemy approach, as embarking the army would take time. In case of an unexpected attack,
how were the supplies to be defended? There are several hypotheses, but none is
mentioned by ancient sources. There could be a permanent number of fighters traveling
by ship in any given moment, or a few warships of small dimension travelling alongside
the transport ships (in cases of sea-transport or where the riverbeds were wide enough).
Having ships carry part of the supply load could be particularly advantageous in case of
ambushes on land, for if the army needed to separate, or if the beasts/carts were stolen or

destroyed, the army would not be as easily out of rations.

Another point that can be made regarding Marius and the navy which might give strength
to the hypothesis of a permanent guard travelling with the transport ships is found in Sall.
lug. 86, and is also significant regarding the subdivision of work within the army. It is the
first hint found in this source that indicates naval hierarchy. When Marius was
reorganising the army to once again return to war in Africa, he took to himself the charge
of enlisting soldiers according to the new method (thus, was responsible for the land
army). On the other hand, he commanded («iubet») his legatus, Aulus Manlius, to set sail
with the freight ships («[...] nauis onerat») hired to carry payments, military instruments

and utilities («stipendio, armis aliisque utilibus»). It seems as if Marius did not use ships

belonging to a Roman fleet, but hired vessels; that these vessels were escorted, at least,
by a commander; and that this commander would not have been the consul himself, but a

second-in-command.

The task of seeing to the navy was left to a delegate, a subordinate of Marius; in this
specific case, a legatus. If, as stated by Drogula, the interpretation of authority had begun
to shift, and «an alternative means of avoiding conflict was needed, leading some to
contemplate fracturing imperium into different levels or degrees»3, the significance of
the employment of a legate may be present in earlier times®, and a specific example is
present amongst the sources regarding Marius. Much can be said regarding the precise
meaning of the word legatus and the evolution of the role throughout the 1% century BCE,
but our purpose here is to distinctively analyse naval hierarchy and, therefore, we will
focus on the specific actions of the legati which might be related to naval command or

34 Drogula 2015b, 344. The author gives the example of Pompeius: «Pompeius’ use of legati cum imperio
in his pirate command created the unprecedented situation in which one imperium-bearing commander was
a true subordinate of another imperium-bearing commander». See also Erkdamp 2007, 65.

35 As we observe in Ladewig’s study, not regarding the Legates, but the Praetors. Given the chronology of
our study, we will not pursue the delegation of naval command on Praetors during the 3 and 2" centuries
BCE.
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interpreted in a way which might allow for conclusions on this matter®®. As far as the
career of Aulus Manlius is regarded, little can be said. The information regarding the sort
of tasks he was assigned with before or after this moment is practically inexistent, and
therefore cannot determine what sort of role this specific legatus had. However, there are
a few inferences which the investigator may reach through the analysis of further actions

of Aulus:

e We are provided with new information about Aulus during the narration of a
march: Marius would have commanded him to advance to the town of Lares, and,
according to this source, would have hid his real design — to march towards the
river Tana — from Manlius, telling him he would join him after plundering the
region (Sall. lug. 90).

e Later, during the army’s march, whilst Sulla would be keeping with the cavalry
on the right flank, Aulus Manlius would be in charge of «slingers, archers and the
cohorts Ligurum on the left»¥, and thus we receive the indication that Marius’
former legate was by then engaged in land functions; if this is the march referred
in Sall. lug. 90, it is also mentioned that Marius would have hid his real design —
to proceed towards the river Tana—from Manlius. He oversaw light infantry units
apt for long-distance attacks and defence, and one might question whether these
corps could be those taken to maintain naval security, particularly during the
transport of provisions.

e During negotiations, he is said to have been sent as an ambassador to King
Bocchus together with Cornelius Sulla, and Appian assigns to him the task of

replying to the king?.

3% One might mention, regarding the specific subject of the legati, that there have been few recent studies
on this matter. One can find several works regarding the legati written during the late 19" century onwards:
for instance, in 1875, L. Schmitz defined three different typologies — the «ambassadors sent to Rome by
foreign nations», those «sent from Rome to foreign nations and into the provinces» and those who
«accompanied the Roman generals into the field, or the proconsuls and praetors into the provinces»
(Olbrycht 2009, 177-78; Schmitz 1875). This, as seen in the cause of Aulus Manlius, had become a blurred
division in the late 2" century BCE, for Aulus is both under military service and sent as an ambassador to
Bocchus. In 1908, Bruno Bartsch attempted to list all the legates from the death of Sulla onwards (Olbyrcht
2009, 170); in 1978, Bernhard Schleussner published a more complete study regarding the legates
throughout the Roman Republic (Olbrycht 2009, 171-72). However, as far as specific, comprehensive
studies are regarded, not much can be found following Schleussner’s. As far as updated studies are regarded,
one can observe, for instance, Drogula’s several mentions throughout his work; these, however, are more
directly concerned with the matter of the concept of imperium and the redistribution of authority (See also
Munk 2009a, 10); we once again point to Ladewig’s work, although the approach is more chronological
and political than military.

37 Marek 2009, 35, as mentioned by Sall. lug. 100.

38 App. Num. 1. The same situation is mentioned in Sall. lug. 102.
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Thus, we conclude that Aulus was able to fulfil three vastly different types of roles. A),
he had the function of seeing to the freight ships, which is not a naval mission per se — he
did not fight a naval battle — but involves the assurance of the safekeeping of supplies.
B), he was also capable as a land commander, and we see him in charge of the light
infantry units. C), he is assigned a diplomatic mission, which is an entirely different role

from those shown in A) and B).

e It could be possible, given how Marius is said to have hidden his true intentions
from Aulus (according to Sallust), that he did not fully trust his legate. However,
this individual was confided with keeping freight ships transporting valuable
cargo, and it is not likely that Marius would entrust expensive army instruments
nor the army’s pay to a man incapable of defending it by sea. Either Aulus had
subordinates of his own which could lead the defence of the fleet in case of an
attack, or the legate was capable of commanding naval operations on his own. If
that is the case, Aulus would be a capable commander both on land and sea.

e The mission of keeping the ships is not assigned to an unnamed individual or to
a low-ranking army member, but to the direct legatus of the consul. It seems that
Marius either did not want to lead the navy or preferred to keep himself with the
land army; however, unlike what may seem on first sight, it is highly unlikely
that he undervalued the importance of the naval forces, if by naval forces one is

to understand the transport ships .

There is one last point regarding the command of the late 2" century BCE that will be
included in this study, due to its future impacts in the organisation of the Roman army
and, subsequently, the Roman navy. Once more, one must return to the capita censi. The
inclusion of the least wealthy citizen extracts has probably not been an innovation of
Marius, as stated above, but the culmination of a process or, as stated by Fields, a «logical
conclusion» to a «development» of events which had begun during the late 3" century
BCE, including not only the aforementioned use of said «capite censi» during former

battles, but also legislative measures such as the «lex militaria» of Gaius Gracchus, which

39 Also, as stated by Drogula (2015a, 136; see also Madsen 2009, 196), it seems that the reverse situation
could also occur: as the author states, in the late 3 century BCE, «the senate directed Laeuinus to hand his
army over to a legate and to take command of a fleet based at Tarentum (Polyb. 8.1.6, Livy 23.38.10-12)».
It might also be worthy of mention that another Aulus Manlius is said to have been in charge of triremes in
the 51 century BCE, and also an ambassador sent to Greece (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 10.52).
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preceded Marius’ stance in using state funds to equip soldiers in about thirty years*. The
changes in recruitment processes are traditionally considered as one of the causes of what
may be called a certain «privatization» of the army, with the warriors taking on a path of
creating a loyalty bond towards their generals instead of the city-state**. The process of
centralizing power in political/military figures instead of the traditional government
institutions will be impacted by this new precedent in the Roman army, and the
subsequent investigation will attempt to show how this might have influenced the control
of the navy and, in turn, how controlling the navy may have impacted the outcome of
wars throughout the 1% century BCE, particularly through the ability to dominate the sea,

rivers and fleet as means of communication.

It must also be said, regarding Marius, that in spite of being mainly a land-army
commander, he seems to have had other projects. According to Santangelo, Marius’ first
strain with Sulla was the latter’s appointment as commander in Asia, serving the purpose
of controlling piracy and the uprising of Mithridates*?. As will be demonstrated below,
the war in Asia would become essentially a maritime war, if not in battles, at least in the
matter of supplies, through attempts of blockading and controlling supply lines. One may
question whether, in the latter stages of his military and political career, Marius’ goal
could be directed to war at sea for the first time, and how this would have been proceeded.
This could mean that Marius had at least some basic knowledge regarding the war at sea
—or, instead, he could have relied on that of other men, such as his legate, who would be
second-in-command and would be left in charge of the main naval events of the said war

(as Sulla will be shown to occasionally do with Lucullus)*.

40 Fields 2010a, 11.

41 For instance, Munk 2009a; Summer 2009.

42 «That the coming of Mithridates was an unprecedent threat in the history of Roman supremacy in the
Mediterranean was confirmed by the great success that the King met in Greece too. (...) The Roman
military presence in Asia was too weak to contrast such a major upheaval (...). A Roman army needed to
be sent to the Greek East, and the dispute over its command was unsurprisingly very tense. By then, a clash
between Marius and Sulla had become inevitable. The booty and the political credit that the eventual winner
of that war could expect to gather were a most attractive prospect. Moreover, Marius had been coveting the
Mithridatic command since the previous decade (...)»; Madsen 2009, 197.

4 Dart 2016, 40.
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2. The First Mithridatic War

Before the First Mithridatic War**, it seems that the relations between the Basileus of
Pontus, Mithridates VV Euergetes®, and the Roman Republic, were on regular, positive
terms. The agenda of both seems to have coincided during the Punic Wars, with an
alliance, ovuuayio («ovpuoyiov»), being constituted and Mithridates being considered as
friendly towards the Romans («gilioc»)*. However, Pontus’ subsequent invasion of
Cappadocia led to a series of events that would eventually culminate in the so called
Mithridatic Wars*’. After the death of Mithridates Euergetes, a period of instability
followed, with a conflict arising between Rome and his heir, Mithridates Eupator*®: Rome
intervened during the process of transition and commanded Mithridates to return
Cappadocia to its former ruler, Ariobarzanes. Agreeing to do so, he simultaneously sent
an army to Socrates Chrestus, who overcame his brother Nicomedes as king of Bithynia,
while Mithraas and Bagoas defeated Ariobarzanes in Cappadocia and replaced him with

Ariarthes. Thus, two kingdoms were deprived of their initial and appointed sovereigns.

4 Pliny the Elder mentions several of the war-sites in his Natural History. Even though the source does not
closely describe war, it seems pertinent to cite, at least, a few of these references: Chaeronea (Plin. HN.
4.12; a town between Megara and Thebes); Heraclea Chersonesus (Plin. HN. 4.26, as part of the region of
Chersonesus, which would have been freed by the Romans following the wars); the river Granicus (flowing
into the Propontis, the site of a battle between Lucullus and the Mithridatic forces; Plin. HN. 5.33);
Eupatoria (Plin. HN. 6.2, allegedly founded by Mithridates); Ziela (Plin. Nat. 6.4, where Triarius, legate of
Lucullus, would have been defeated); Nicopolis (Plin. Nat 6.10).

4 Justin briefly mentions Mithridates’ relations with Rome in Just. Epit. 37.1: he would have helped Rome
against Aristonicus and received a part of Phrygia as a reward. He will also mention Mithridates’ seemingly
troubled childhood and young adulthood.

4 Mithridates Euergetes is mentioned as having recruited mercenaries or individuals to engage in piratical
activities, with the aid of a man named Doryldus. This individual would have later become close to
Mithridates VI, and even though it isn’t explicitly mentioned by Appian, it is very likely that the king of
Pontus would have used mercenaries in the wars against the Romans, and from the same origins as those
in his father’s army (namely, Greece, Thrace, Crete and Cnossus). See Strab. 10.4.

47 According to Strabo, the kingdom of Pontus would have gone through a series of military conflicts with
the populations who lived around the Black Sea prior to the First Mithridatic War. He mentions, for
instance, some encounters with the nomadic or semi-nomadic populations who lived on the banks of the
river Borysthenes (currently the Dnieper), amongst which the Roxolani, who would have attacked Pontus
led by an individual named Tasius. The invaders were defeated. It is possible that Pontus had many interests
in this region, regarding the economy and recruitment of new individuals for their armies: the Bastarnians,
for instance, mentioned as fierce fighters who allied themselves with Mithridates, come from the interior
of these lands, and it is also mentioned by Strabo that a city named Borysthenes or Olbia would have been
a market of great dimensions. Having allies amongst the populations of the Dnieper seems to have provided
Mithridates the soldiers he needed to fight against the Romans but might also have something to do with
the king’s seemingly great treasury, which allowed for war preparations of great dimension. See Strab. 7.3.
48 Strabo mentions the kingdom’s boundaries as following: the Halys River to Tibarani and Armenia, the
region of Amastris and parts of Paphlagonia, afterwards including the shore as far as Heracleia, Colchis
and parts of Armenia. These would have been the boundaries of his kingdom by the time Pompeius became
a leading commander, during the Third Mithridatic War. See Strab. 12.3.
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According to Appian, these were the candidates preferred by Rome, and the Republic

thus decided to interfere in foreign affairs®.

The first steps of Rome regarding the problem in Pontus were mostly diplomatic, thus
resembling what had already happened during the early stages of the Jugurthine conflict®®.
It was required of Mithridates that he joined Manius Aquilius and Lucius Cassius on their
diplomatic mission to restore Nicomedes and Ariobarzanes®?, but the king of Pontus was
seemingly unwilling to cooperate, such unwillingness having resulted from the Romans
being the cause for his deprivation of both Cappadocia and Phrygia. This could almost
seem as intentional from Rome, as an attempt to gain a valid casus belli against
Mithridates, for the consuls not only managed to restore the two kings, but also convinced
them to participate in expeditions against the basileus of Pontus. According to Appian,
Mithridates shared the same intentions as the Romans, and thus does not fight
Ariobarzanes’ army, allowing it to plunder his territories, to grant himself a strong reason

to wage war against the Romans®2.

These are the precedents and causes of the First Mithridatic War, as presented by
Appian®3. Adding to the aforementioned issues, there is also the matter of the internal

problems in the Italian Peninsula before the beginning of this conflict: as stated by

49 QOlbrycht’s chapter in a collective work regarding Mithridates and the Kingdom of Pontus attempts to
explain the relations between this kingdom, Armenia and Parthia, going so far as to consider the death of
Mithridates Il of Parthia and disagreements between the «Asian kings», such as Tigranes of Armenia as
determinant to the outcome of the war and Mithridates’ VI ultimate demise (Johnson et al. 2003, 58).
According to Memnon, and as stated by Madsen (2009, 198; points to Memnon, FGrH 434 F 1), Mithridates
would have sought to expand his realm by making the regions surrounding the river Phasis his vassals. This
source also mentions Mithridates’ allies in the beginning of the war: the Parthians, Medes, Armenians (with
Tigranes), Scythians and Iberians (not those of the Iberian Peninsula, but of the Middle East); the Parthian
alliance seems confirmed by Poseidonios of Apameia (Ath. 213a). It is relevant to mention that, according
to Olbrycht, Mithridates would have attempted to unite «the peoples around the Black Sea», and that
«Parthia» would be at «her zenith», which, together with Armenia’s being «enormously rich in financial
resources», could justify the great amount of preparation that the king of Pontus was able to make for the
upcoming war against the Romans — these wealthy kingdoms could have provided him with the «resource
base for any serious conflict with Rome» (Olbrycht 2009). Resources of both military type and monetary
seem to have been Mithridates’ main focus at this period, as seen by the «increase» in the «production of
Pontic coinage» both in 95 BCE and 92 BCE; this coinage, including gold and silver (metals that were less
common in Pontos) could be of Parthian origins, according to Olbrycht (see also Butyagin 2007; on the
coinage in Pontus, see, for instance, King 2004, 48, and the comments in Madsen 2009, 197).

% As mentioned by Marek, Rome’s interests in Asia Minor, at the beginning of the war, were mainly
focused in the three provinces of Asia, Kikilia and Lyakonia. See Marek 2009, 36.

51 Dio’s account of the episode is similar to Appian’s, with Mithridates being threatened in case he refused
to return Cappadocia to Ariobarzanes and not wage war with Nicomedes. Dio Cass. 31.2.

52 App. Mith. 11,

53 Cicero suggested a different account, including the loss of large fortunes in Asia, which would have
caused credit to fail. The new relations between Rome and Asia, together with the developing
Mediterranean economy, might also account for the beginning of this war, perhaps more than diplomatic
or political reasons. See Cic. Leg. Man. 7.
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Madsen, «the death of Nikomedes 1l [which weakened the Kingdom of Bithynia] in 94
BC and the alliance with the king of Armenia together with the outbreak of the Social
War once again turned the balance of power in favour of Mithridates»®*. Rome was
dealing with conflicts amongst its closest allies, the Italian cities, whilst Mithridates had
already conquered, or made alliances with, a significant part of the population around the
Black Sea>. Whilst some theories present Mithridates as the potential freer of the Greek
city-states and Asia Minor®®, Madsen considers that Mithridates’ early intentions did not
imply a future war with Rome; perhaps, at some point, to be a match for it, especially
when he attacked Bithynia and Cappadocia, but not an enemy®’. Whatever determined his
attacking Cappadocia at last will, perhaps, remain an object of speculation, but this author
ventures to conjecture that, at this point, it might have been related to his «kingdom and

his royal prestige».

It must be mentioned, however, that even if Rome had struggles with its Italian allies, this
would not necessarily mean they would be devoid of external aid. There is, for instance
(and as mentioned by Dart®®) a bronze epigraphic tablet dated from 78 BCE,
acknowledging the naval services of three individuals: Asclepiades of Clazomenae,
Polystratus of Carystus and Meniscus of Miletus®. The specific circumstances under
which they were serving in the Roman fleet are unknown (whether they are under some
sort of contract and acting as mercenaries, for instance). Dart classifies them as naval
commanders®; if that is so, Rome would have been hiring foreign officers coming from
Greek city-states during the 1% century BCE. There is also a stone tablet, found in Callatis,
accounting for an alliance between this city and Rome, dated, possibly from the late 2"
century BCE (CIL 1(2) 2676)%, which means that either Rome was trying to find allies

5 Summerer 2009.

% Including the already mentioned question of Parthia.

%6 See Marek 2009, 35-36 and Munk 2009b, 96-97.

57 Bucher 2000: 454. Ancient sources state otherwise: Justin goes as far as to consider Mithridates intended
to conquer all of Asia. See Just. Epit. 37.3.

%8 Dart 2016; Terpstra mentions that the Senatus Consultum would have conferred «extraordinary honors
and privileges on three Greek naval captains: Asclepiades of Clazomenae, Polystratus of Carystus, and
Meniscus of Miletus». See Terpstra 2013, 180; Bucher 2000: 430.

9 CIL 1(2) 588: «Asclepiadem Philini f(ilium) Clazomenium Polustratum Poluarchi f(ilium) Carystium
Meniscum Iranaei Meniscus Thargeli qui fuit filium Milesium 3 in nauibus adfuisse bello Italio coepto eos
operam fortem et fidelem rei publicae nostrae nauasse].»

6 Dart 2016.

61 On this treaty, see Rich 2015, no. 53. It is considered that this treaty may have been made «as a result of
the operations in Thrace prior to the war planned to supress piracy ca. 100 B.C.»
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along the shores of the Black Sea, or that the city-states and kingdoms of the region would

themselves seek an alliance with Rome, against the growing local powers.

Why did Rome decide to wage war against its former ally? Perhaps it was an attempt to
grasp better control over the sovereignty of the region, but the issue of resources seems
to have had some sort of influence over the decision®. As for the Roman desire to justify
war, it is not a novelty in Roman History, and the attempts of ancient sources to ascertain
valid reasons for confrontation are not strange to ancient authors®. The reason behind the
Roman interference in Pontus’ affairs seems to have grounds which may reveal
themselves less elusive to historians than, for example, the defence of the Mamertines in
264 BCE and the subsequent issues it brought with Carthage, with whom Rome had

formerly been in good terms. As stated by King:

«(...) the kings of Pontus had carved out control over their territory in the century or so of
political turmoil that followed the death of Alexander. They governed a fertile region, the
same area whose lush river valleys and dense forests had attracted Greek settlers centuries
earlier. (...) Their real advantage, however, lay in their keen appreciation of the power of the
sea itself — coupled with some strategic good sense. (...) the Pontic kings looked around the
coastline. They built a navy of sturdy galleys able to make the crossing to the north and
strengthened ties with the old Greek colonies there. Across the sea, at Chersonesus, they
concluded an agreement under which the kingdom would protect the city against Scythian
incursions, and they secured the support of the cities on the western coast as well. Their
friendly relations with the powerful Bosporan kingdom, centered in the old colony of
Panticapaeum, guaranteed their access to fishing on the Sea of Azov. The kings also saw
what the growing power of Rome meant for their region. They aided Rome in the wars with
Carthage and assisted the legions in defending Roman conguests in the east against local
rivals».54

The region of Pontus seems to have been prospering economically, and the growing army

of Mithridates VI was bound to become problematic for Rome®®. In this case, it seems as

62 1t might be worth to mention that, as seen in several references, both in sources and bibliography, several
of the city-states under the control of Pontus (and other oriental kingdoms) amassed substantial wealth;
this, together with the great military capacity shown by Mithridates — both in terms of supplies and logistics,
engines and a strong fleet — might be some of the reasons that explain Rome’s attempt to provoke a war
against the Basileus. Perhaps one of Rome’s interests could have been the Pontic navy, not particularly the
warships — they are mostly large warships, which will fall into disuse in later periods — but, in the least, the
transport ships, that in several occasions seem to have been quite useful to Mithridates, such as the case of
the siege of Cyzicus. During the Second Mithridatic War, as pointed by Madsen, one can also add the
«opportunity to collect booty and enhance prestige, essential elements for succeeding in a political career»;
Marsden 2009, Webb 2015: as will be shown below, it seems that this very short conflict was little more
than a few skirmishes.

83 See the first chapters in Book 1 of Polybius, for instance, and the author’s attempt to thoroughly justify
Rome’s participation in the Mamertines’ conflict with Carthage, together with how that subsequently will
come to validate the invasion of Siciliy and the First Punic War.

64 King 2004, 47.

8 Marek 2009, 35-39.
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if there is an intended desire to control territorial division and management, and to avoid
that a single political entity has control over a large amount of resources. Rome directly
provokes the Basileus by «encouraging Nikomedes IV to attack Pontos in 89 BC», and
by «attacking Mithridates when the latter withdrew to his previous position in
Kappadokia»®®. Thus, the Roman actions may have been provocations in attempt to stir

war, as seems to have been believed by Mithridates himself.

It is apparent that one of the greatest assets of Mithridates was his fleet. This is seen in
the speech of the ambassadors of Nicomedes sent to Pelopidas. During war preparations,
Mithridates’ first steps are to make allies and increase his fleet. The list includes an

alliance with Thracia and Scythia («oouudywv Opaxdv kai Zxvfdv»), Armenia (this one

having been concluded through a nuptial contract: «é¢ dé rov Apuéviov adrd rkai éxryouio

yéyove»), an intended future agreement with the Egyptian Pharaoh and the Syrian king

(«diyvrrov kai Zvpiav») and the support of several unspecified neighbouring peoples of

Pontus («doa te dila minaiov £€0v»°7). Livy also mentions that Thebes would have been

on Mithridates’ side in the beginning of the war, but that these would have changed to the

Roman side when Sulla invaded Boeotia®®.

Firstly, this speech, regardless of its level of accuracy regarding the steps of Mithridates
before and after the beginning of the war, seems to show an underlying interest in making
alliances with sea-faring regions. Such course of events seems connected not only to the
mere need of assuring allies or associating with wealthy regions to assure funding for the
campaign, but to have a close connection to Mithridates’ alleged willingness or need to
increase his naval power. This can be seen further along chapter 2.13 (App. Mith.), when

the said ambassadors mentions he has three-hundred cataphract ships ready and more in

preparation («xai étépac mpooarepydletar»), Which is a significant number when one
considers those pointed by ancient sources to the last naval battle of great dimension of
the First Punic War, the Battle of the Aegates: Polybius suggests the Romans participated
with 200 quinqueremes®®, whilst Diodorus Siculus says 300 warships were involved on

the Roman side and 250 on the Carthaginian navy°.

% Munk 2009b, 100.

67 App. Mith. 2.13.

6 paus. 9.7.

% Polyb. 1.59.

0 Diod. Sic. 24.11. Mithridates’ capacity to assemble such large fleets might be derived, as mentioned
above, from several wealthy trade-cities along the Black Sea, of which the Crimean posts might be some
of the most important. In Strab. 7.3, Borysthenes / Olbia was already mentioned; 7.4 mentions the city of
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In both speeches regarding Mithridates’ ally policy (one by the said ambassadors sent by
Nicomedes, and the second by Pelopidas, Mithridates’ own envoy), the same two matters
are underlined. In App. Mith. 3.15, the idea of an alliance between a great number of sea-
faring nations and of Mithridates’ naval power is once more introduced, with particular
emphasis regarding the matter of the king’s great deal of preparation for the upcoming
war’t, However, Mithridates’ interest in making allies with sea-faring regions
(particularly with Phoenicia and Egypt) seems not as much connected with his desire to
improve his naval numbers, but more with a need to provide for capable sailors; his
ultimate goals regarding the future of his army might have been more related to
demography than to financial resources, which he might have attained both from his
former allies and his new territorial acquisitions to the North of the Black Sea. For
instance, when Justin is speaking of his alliance with Tigranes, it seems that the bounty
would have been distributed in the following way (provided that the Pontic-Armenian
faction was victorious): Mithridates was to keep the land and the cities, and Tigranes
would have the prisoners and every other «<moveable» plunder’. More cities would mean
a greater demographic potential in the long-term, whilst prisoners and gold might only

provide for a temporary solution to any eventual scarcity in human resources’®.

The king’s interest in further increasing his army’s numbers might be related with his

policy to procure foreign naval officers and sailors. The fast increase in naval capacity,

Chersonesus, which came to be under Mithridates’ control. Several harbours are mentioned in Chersonesus,
one of which belonged to the Tauri, who assembled pirate recruits there. Strabo mentions that Chersonesus
would have come to Pontic control at some point during the Mithridatic Wars, when Mithridates would be
attacking the Isthmus near Perekop in preparation for a Roman campaign and sent part of his army to
Chersonesus in aid to the city. Theodosia, also in possession of good harbours, would also have come under
his domain. The people of Chersonesus, Theodosia and Sindice would have paid tribute to Mithridates as
well (Strabo mentions 180 medimni and 200 talents of silver); there is also a mention of a few forts existing
in the region, built either by Mithridates or his enemies. See Strab. 7.4. The capacity to control harbours
seems to have been particularly different regarding both climate conditions and traditional means of
dislocation: as mentioned by Marek, «there was little or no traffic inland by roads or rivers«; Munk 2009b,
102.

L App. Mith. 3.15: «vedv e mAijfoc éyer 10 uev Erowov 10 Jé yiyvousvov €t kol TapooKsvRv éC mhvia
da&iéloyov». The passage regards the Pontic fleet, stating it would have a large number of ships, both already
prepared for war and still being constructed.

72 Just. Epit. 38.3.

8 1t is still difficult to access the matters of demography and urban growth in Pontus throughout the 1%
century BCE. According to Munk, the data collected so far points to a reduction of settlements from the
iron age to the Hellenistic period. However, as mentioned in this study, the data collected so far and the
respective treatment make it «impossible to determine whether this indicates a decline in the population or
whether it signifies contraction of the population into larger urban centres» (Munk 2009b, 97). The author
leans towards the latter, basing his considerations on «the size of armies that Mithridates was able to raise»,
and the seeming change of settlement type after the Roman conquest (Mayor 2010a, 54-55). Regardless,
there seems to be, in fact, a possibility for a demographic decline, or, at least, of the availability of urban
populations to serve in the army, especially in lower ranks.
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motivated by Mithridates’ naval construction policy in preparation for the war, could have
prevented the kingdom of Pontus from the demographic capacity of providing, if not
rowers and lower-ranking militia, at least enough qualified staff. The source specifically
mentions his sending for «mpwpedc» and «xvfepviiznc», who were, respectively, the
commanders in charge of the prow of a ship and the steersmen. Thus, we are provided
with two naval terms applied to high hierarchical ranks’. The «proraeus», as first man to
see the upcoming way, and the steersman, as the one who guided the ship and assured its
safety (preventing the material loss of both ship and crew), can hardly be accounted as
secondary characters in the manning of a vessel, and if Mithridates was, in fact, with a
need for qualified staff, it could mean that A) he expected a large scale naval conflict / to
be able to defeat the Romans through naval superiority, B) the kingdom of Pontus lacked
qualified commanders and C) this deficiency is either justifiable by the populational

concentration amongst different activities or the lack of demographic capacity.

Even though this work’s purpose is to study the Roman command, it seems pertinent to
include a mention, however brief, of Mithridates’ military capacities, so as to allow for
further comprehension of the type of military command that the Roman generals could
expect from their enemy. Several myths and legends are told regarding the early life of
Mithridates and his education. As much as these might seem like exaggerations, it seems
clear that Mithridates’ early life was marked by military training, particularly regarding
cavalry™. It is also stated by Ancient Sources that he survived several assassination
attempts during his early years’®. The surrounding areas and kingdoms would have been
under Hellenistic influence by the time Mithridates was born, despite the fact that the
Kingdom of Pontus (like Cappadocia and Armenia), said to have had «Hellenised» courts,
command styles, titles and coinage, and controlling several Greek cities along the coast

of the Black Sea, was not fully integrated, given the «lIranian» origins of their ruling

4 Despite the development of modern views on Appian pointing towards an approach of the source’s
validation as an historical document worth of study («(...) it would also be a mistake to think that Appian
had no interest in history except as a vehicle for his program (...)»; Santangelo 2007, 28), investigators also
point out that Appian was following an agenda, a «spirit of advocacy; and the presentation of historical data
has been thoroughly conditioned by a desire to establish the validity and inevitability of his themes»
(Keaveney [1982] 2005, 30). For an analysis on Appian’s method and intentionality, see, for instance,
Geelhaar 2002: 111 and Santangelo 2007, 28.

75 Just. Epit. 37.2.

6 Hence the legend about Mithridates being so hardened against poison that it would have been impossible
for him to suicide by this mean. The contemporary visions on Mithridates suffer from both lack of sources
regarding the kingdom of Pontus and former diverging historiographic views that first showed him as an
enemy of order and progress (thus, of Rome) and, in subsequent years, as the defender of Greek interests
against Roman domination. For a study regarding the evolution of historiography on this topic, see
Santangelo 2007, 5; 29.
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families’’. Several legendary or semi-legendary accounts of his life can be found amongst
the ancient sources, but the idea of danger to his life prevails, together with his attempt to
pursue several alliances and, as seen in Justin, his habit of physical exercise, either
through hunting or through strengthening himself during Winter. This philosophy of
physical training throughout the «quiet» months of war he would have passed to his
army’8. Coinage seems to suggest that Mithridates would have attempted to strengthen
central authority. This centralism seems to have reached the organisation of the military,
for it appears the highest military ranks would have been filled by Mithridates’ «friends
(filoi), which would mostly be men of his own choice, not related to former kingships»’®.
These trusted men had mostly Greek names and served as «army officers and
commanders of the garrisons». Also worth mentioning is the fact that the «two most
commonly occurring titles are «strategos» and «phrourarchos», which are difficult to

distinguish and could imply «a military as well as an administrative function»&,

The first numbers introduced by Appian regarding the size of each army seem to predict
a naval conflict of large scale. Several commanders are named: on land, Appian mentions
Lucius Cassius, a commander or governor in Asia («zjyoduevoc»®); Manius and Oppius

(mentioned as «de &repoc orpatnyoc»), each leading 40 000 soldiers (both infantry and

cavalry). Aside from the land army, Rome also prepared a fleet («;jv 5¢ xai ve®dv ordioc

avtoic»), but as for it, Appian does not specify the number of ships or their size. He does,
however, mention the name of two commanders, Rufus and Gaius Popillius («Podgog

Muwvovkidc»; «laioc Ilomilioc»), stationed in Byzantium and guarding the mouth of the

sea («zo _otdua tod [lovrov pvidooovtec»), in this case the Black Sea or Euxine Sea. It

seems the Roman commanders intended to blockade the enemy navy inside the Black
Sea, preventing it from coming into the Mediterranean and, following this measure,

would have stationed their fleet on the narrow strait that controls the exit, by modern

7 As mentioned by Marek, at Mithridates’ birth, «the Iranian dynasties in eastern Anatolia were backed by
the Arsakid Empire at its peak, a system of vassal kingdoms stretching from northwest India to Armenia»
(Marek 2009, 25). In spite of it not being a universal rule, the population seems to have been greatly more
Hellenized, however, when comparing to the levels of «romanization» of the people under Roman control.
See Santangelo 2007, 23-25.

8 Just. Epit. 37.2-4. Justin’s re-telling of the events that lead to the First Mithridatic War seems to focus
much more on the goals of each individual figure than Appian’s, which is related to the political and
diplomatic issues. The former’s version includes many details on treachery, murder and (failed) marriage
liaisons that, even though not essential to the topic we intend to discuss, are however worthy of mentioning.
See Just. Epit. 37, and the first chapters of book 38.

8 Mayor 2010b, 98-100.

80 Mayor 2010a, 47-55.

81 App. Mith. 3.17.
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day’s Istanbul®. It is unknown how long it took between the diplomatic embassies’
conversations and the sending of messages between Rome and the stationed generals in
Asia, so that a course of action could be decided. However, according to Appian, the
generals wouldn’t have waited for answers from the Senate in Rome but proceeded

immediately to gather resources and assemble their armies.

As far as Mithridates’ army is concerned, at this point, his numbers on land seem
relatively superior to Rome’s: 250 000 infantry and 40 000 horsemen, which makes for a
total of nearly 300 000 men. The opposing army was constituted by 120 000 Roman
soldiers and 56 000 brought by Nicomedes, including both infantry and cavalry units,
which makes a total of nearly 180 000 men, not much more than half of Mithridates” men.
Along with the army, he had the already mentioned fleet of 300 cataphract ships («vijec

KoTa@poktol piokdoioy), together with one hundred double-banked ships («dikpotoc»)

and other unspecified preparations («z; diin mopookevn TodTwVY Koo Joyov»). Regardless

of the seemingly significant number of naval resources on each side, the first few
confrontations are set on land. Rome suffers several defeats that lead the land armies (led
by Cassius, Manius and Nicomedes) to retreat; the ultimate consequence is that the
Roman fleet, becoming aware of the situation, would not have attempted to give battle to
Mithridates, but instead would have retreated as well, without an attempt at saving the
ships. These would have been left behind, thus providing Mithridates not only with an

increased fleet, but also the control of the Strait®.

Why two Roman commanders would decide to leave a whole fleet behind and not attempt
to defend the strait is open to interrogation. On the one hand, the severe land defeats
inflicted by Mithridates devoid the fleet from its land support. On the other, it is not
mentioned whether the fleet was a Roman fleet or an allied one. The ships seem to have
already been there — there was no dislocation involved, no sending of ships from the
Italian Peninsula or any of the Roman allies or provinces in the Mediterranean. Appian

does not mention so, and given the celerity involved in the case and the need to quickly

8 Tacitus mentions that the people of Byzantium would have granted aid to Rome several times, especially
by taking advantage of the city’s strategic situation to allow for the crossing of armies both by land and sea.
Amongst the listed occasions for such help are those to three of the main commanders of the Mithridatic
Wars: Lucullus, Cornelius Sulla and Gnaeus Pompeius. See Tac. Ann. 12.62, also mentioned by Erciyas
(2005, 24-25, note 36), note 36, as a «non-relevant» quote regarding the possibility of Sulla intervening in
controlling the pirates.

8 «dv, 6001 10 atépa 10d ITévrov xateiyov, mvhiuevor dichdOnoay Kai Téc e KAsic Tod HvIov Kai vade Sooc
glyov, 1@ Mifpiddry mopédooov», App. Mith. 3.19: the passage describes the immediate aftermath of the
Roman retreat, namely the fact that Mithridates took hold of the Strait and the available ships.
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shut the exit of the Euxine sea, it seems more likely that the fleet was already there,
whether it was Roman or not; and these individuals might have been there before, not
only preparing for an upcoming war (which, if Appian’s words are true, Rome had
intended upon since, at least, the death of Mithridates V), but also patrolling the entrances
and exits between both seas. This might also explain why Mithridates had such a
seemingly strong interest in achieving a valid reason for proceeding into war, for the
movement of both his fleet and commercial ships might have been severely hampered by

Rome’s control of the strait.

If these ships were indeed allied ships, then this might explain the fact that they were
seemingly abandoned to Mithridates — the city-states could have turned against Rome and
decided to support Mithridates, whose early campaign was seemingly successful. There
could also be a technological issue, where the ships commanded by Rufus and Popilius
could essentially be smaller types of scouting ships or guard-ships, and thus unfit for
naval war, which would have been pursued by Mithridates’ military-oriented, well-
equipped fleet. There could also be the case where the commanders were aware of their

technological and technical inferiority towards the enemy’s fleet.

Whilst these events were happening in the East, Italy was having issues within the
Peninsula itself, with the outbreak of the so-called Social War. It is under these
circumstances that a second well-known commander will rise to prominence within the
Ancient Sources. This is Cornelius Sulla, who worked together with Gaius Marius in the
Numidian campaigns. Sulla’s military career greatly differs from Marius’ in that some of
his strongest foreign opponents were bound to the sea and coastal domains: his early
career following war in Numidia seems to have been bound to the sea. In 96 BCE, he was
assigned the province of Cilicia. Keaveney considers that «a command in this area could
only mean one thing: he was to wage war on the pirates who infested in this
neighbourhood»%*. However, the political development of the Pontic affairs, with

Mithridates attacking Ariobarzanes, might have changed such prospects. If we are to

8 Keaveney [1982] 2005, 30. According to Geelhaar (2002, 111), from the «lex de prouinciis praetoriis»,
one can infer that piracy had become a growing issue for Roman interests in the Mediterranean, starting, at
least, during the late 2™ century BCE. Cilicia would have been assigned as a «praetorian province to secure
the safety of navigation for Rome, its allies, the Latins and foreign nations who had a relationship of
friendship or alliance with Rome». Thus, even though there are no specific mentions of Sulla having a naval
command prior to becoming a commander in Cilicia, it seems that he would have been in charge of matters
that would be essentially naval. In fact, even though the political situation of the Pontic kingdom gave a
new turn to what would become Sulla’s course of action in the Eastern Mediterranean, a significant part of
his affairs would still involve dealing with naval matters.
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consider Tac. Ann. 12.62, Sulla would already have the advantage of Byzantine support,
regarding the closing and opening of the Euxine sea, at least; it seems that, during his
appointment in Cilicia, he would have also established a friendly relation with the
Kingdom of Parthia (as mentioned by Santagelo, «Amicitia»), thus securing «Parthian

neutrality» for the upcoming wars®.

Regardless of Parthian support, it seems that, in the early moments of war, Sulla would
have been struggling with funding the army, something that would have driven him to
collect means from Olympia, Epidaurus and Delphi (Paus. 9.7). But if Sulla was lacking
in funding, it is likely that, throughout his early years in the province of Cilicia, he would
have relied upon Roman allies to fill voids within the Roman army. Amongst these allies
would lie Rhodes, which is of particular importance when one observes the immediate

aftermath of the failed negotiations.

Mithridates’ next intended step was an attack on Rhodes® but, before this attack could
come to terms, there seems to have been a large-scale action both by land and sea against
Romans or Italians living in Eastern settlements: Mithridates’ allies attacked men, women
and children in Ephesus, Pergamon, Adramyttium, Kaunos and Thralles. Victims of the
said episodes are said to have taken refuge in sanctuaries, such as the temple of Artemis
in Ephesus, the temple of Aesculapius in Pergamon, the temple of Vesta in Kaunos, and
the temple of Concord in Tralles; according to Appian, the eastern city-states allied to
Mithridates seem to have taken particularly violent measures to make sure there would
be no survivors, including the sacrilegious action of murdering people who fled to such
temples®’. There is one sentence that seems to indicate the usage of naval power to
conclude this attack: it is said that some of the Romans and Italians would have attempted
to flee by swimming into the sea in Adramyttium; caught by the Adramytteans, these
people were murdered, and their children were drowned®. It is not mandatory that a fleet

8 See Munk 2009b, 103.

8 App. Mith. 4.22.

87 This episode is sometimes called the «Asian Vespers», as seen in Sampson 2013, 64. The same author
mentions the Roman migrations to Asia, and the «need to defend Roman interests in the Mediterranean;
the safety of Romans living abroad (such as the «negotiators») was attempted by creating laws such as the
«lex de prouinciis praetoriis») but, as seen in Appian, with little success.

8 The inviolability of temples, which would assure anyone who took refuge there of being safe, is as much
of a contemporary value as it was valid in this time-period («asylia»); stories of punishment for men who
broke this unwritten code are known from the earliest times (for instance, the punishment of Ajax for the
rape of Cassandra). Mithridates was a king of Pontus, but nonetheless under the influence of the Hellenistic
culture. Even though he did not order the pursuing of people into the sanctuaries himself, the citizens of
these city-states did not seem to have religious or pious scruples regarding such a measure, which seems to
show the degree of tension between them and the Romans/Italians living there. Some of the causes for such
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would have followed these individuals, but it does seem likely that some ships were used
on this enterprise, given that men in armour would have found it hazardous to swim after
the runaways, due to the weight. Mithridates continues to wage his war in coastal

dominions, given that his next step was sailing to Cos®.

One of Mithridates’ advantages seems to have been his knowledge of the «history,
geography, economy, natural resources, towns, roads, fortresses and trade relations of
Pontus and the neighbouring lands»*°; Rome had migrants, but seems not to have been as
well-acquainted with such matters regarding this region, given how they rely on allies
and quickly lose not only their support, but many of the main coastal cities; the possibility
of Rome’s army being constituted by a great number of foreign troops, especially during
the earlier campaigns of Aquilius and Maltinus, seems to be confirmed by Justin, who
mentions that most of their soldiers would come from Asia, most likely from Roman’s
Asiatic provinces®®. Despite this fact, Rome seemed to have plenty of individuals based
in Asia: not only did the Romans seem to be travelling far from their original land base
and acquiring new knowledge regarding the seas, but (and this is perhaps the most
important factor regarding the upcoming wars) Mithridates seems to be preparing himself
for a war that will be mostly sea-based. Thus, Rome and, consequently, Sulla, would have
to be prepared for a war that would not be waged in the traditional style (which relied
mostly in the Mediterranean land-basin), but reinstated the need for a steady, numerous

and effective fleet.

The murder of a great number of Romans in these cities might seem fed by ancient hatred
when it comes to the individuals who took charge of it, when one looks at App. Mith.
4.23; however, according to the same source, it was the Basileus who took the decision
and gave the order, and thus probably had more in mind than the emotional factors; it
might have served as a warning, but it can also have meant that these individuals were a
threat to his army, somehow. This threat might have been related to resources and to their

taking charge of local governments, thus depriving him of allies, manpower, ships and

clash may be, as pointed by Mayor, the increasing demand of Eastern slaves by Roman markets and the
Roman dominance of said city-states, which included significant taxation. See Mayor 2010a, 47; 2010c,
110; 2010b. See de Souza 2007, 445.

8 A similar sort of event seems to be narrated in App. Mith. 5.28, when the fleet of Archelaus attacked
several strongholds (amongst which, Delos) and slayed 20 000 men. A significant, albeit non-specified
number of these individuals, would have been from Italian origins.

% Sampson 2013, 64-65.

%1 Just. Epit. 38.3.
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supplies. It probably cannot be assumed that the Romans in said places were owners of
powerful transport or war-ships (not only no such mention is made, but, as mentioned,
some are said to have fled by swimming), but their influence upon the said coastal cities

seems to have been worrisome enough for Mithridates.

The first large-scale combat is the aforementioned invasion of Rhodes. It seems as if the
Rhodians®? were aware that the King of Pontus would be coming for the city, for it is said
by Appian that they took measures to fortify their walls and harbour, and to install some

sort of defensive engines («kai unyavog droowv épiotavov»). As Mithridates approached

with his fleet, the Rhodians not only destroyed the outskirts of the town (thus preventing
the Basileus from having an easy flow of supplies in case of a subsequent siege), but also
sent their fleet ahead. Thus, the first naval battle of the First Mithridatic War does not
involve the Romans, but their Rhodian ally®3. It might be mentioned, however, that Lucius
Cassius, who was apparently in charge of Asia®, was present in Rhodes, as well as those
of the Romans and Italians who had escaped the earlier attacks on coastal cities. But it
can be questioned whether these Italians, including Cassius himself, were present in the

naval battle against Mithridates, as the source does not specify who the commanders were.

The said purpose of this chapter is to study Roman Commanders in naval battles. It would
thus seem out of place to include conflicts such as this one, given that it is not only
impossible to prove any Roman involvement in this battle (commander or crew), but also
the protagonists would not be Romans. However, given the specific characteristic of the
Roman navy, which heavily relies on allied fleets, it seems that the said battle and

formations® are worthy of including in this investigation. Regarding this particular event,

92 Their naval prowess is described by Diodorus Siculus as being superior to the enemy in number of ships,
pilots/kvBepvijtne («xvBepvyrddv»), commanders and sailors (regarding the plying of the oars). See Dio
Cass. 37.28: « Ot kafdAov kot v vavuoyioy wopo. 1oic Podioic wAny 1o wAfovg 1o, Ao wdvia ueydloc
elyev Oepoyac téxv koBepviT@v, TAEIC TAY V@BV EpeTdV éumelpia, SVVEUEIC HYsudvoV Emfordy dpeTai».
% According to Erciyas, even though Mithridates «had most of Asia and Greece under his control» by the
end of 88 BCE, «he was not able to achieve full control of Rhodes, however, and he failed to take Patara
in Lycia». This means that the Rhodian military/naval capacity might have been capable of keeping
Mithridates from taking the island and their resources, and, consequently, that Rhodes, as a Roman ally,
could play a significant role in the subsequent defeat of Mithridates, by remaining free from Pontic control
and aligning with Pontus’s enemy. He also lost several Greek cities, which would have rebelled. See Ercyas
2005 and Grigoropoulous 2009.

% App. Mith. 4.24: Acioc évfdmaroc.

% Pitassi underlines two main types of manoeuvres for ancient navies, the «diekplous» and the «periplous»;
the former would involve «co-ordination and some surprise», as «a galley in the centre of the line would
race for the gap between two enemy ships, closely followed by a second; at the last moment it would put
its helm over and scrape the side of one of the enemy, shearing off its oars and causing it to slew, which
left it open to being rammed by the second attacking galley. The enemy galley was sunk or at least pushed,
disabled, out of the line and the attacking fleet then poured through the resulting gap to fall upon the rear
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despite the little information provided by the source, one can find the mention to at least
two different types of formation. The Rhodians sent some ships to attack the front, and

others to attack the flank («xai émi vavuoyiov dviyovio taic uev éx ustwmov taic o

mloyiowc»; literally, they attacked the ones who were right in front of the eyes of the ship

commanders and placed some of their ships sideways; see App. Mith. 4.24).

As far as Mithridates is regarded, he attempted to take the best advantage of his means:
he ordered his ships to increase their oaring speed and encircle the enemy ships («xai z7v

elpeaioy émroydvavrac mepikvklovobor»), and the Rhodians, having a smaller fleet, seem

to have been unable to haste in spreading their flank in order to prevent being surrounded
by their enemy. Thus, Mithridates’ action caused some fear or concern amongst the

Rhodian fleet («auéypr deioavtec ol Pdodior mepi t7j»): the commanders seem to have

considered it preferable to keep their ships safe (particularly given the fact that they had
a smaller fleet, which needed to be preserved) and fight from their newly protected
walls®. In this way began Mithridates’ siege of Rhodes, a military action that didn’t seem
to be as successful as his first naval encounter — that, if one is to be accurate, did not
develop into a battle, given the instant retreat of the Rhodian resources. Not only did he
fail at gaining entrance to the Rhodian harbour (thus being unable to attack their fleet),
but the king also had issues with his infantry, part of which was being ambushed by the
Rhodians; plus, Rhodes maintained its ships close at hand and ready to attack his fleet as

soon as a proper occasion showed.

Even though it is not the intention of this chapter to analyse the types of ships of this
period (the said subject is meant for a subsequent chapter), there is one point that seems
useful to mention regarding that topic, given that it is related to the commander.

Mithridates is said to have sailed around in a quinquereme («zevripnc»). This is a fairly

of the remaining enemy ships»; this would be more suitable for the «fastest ships, which could come up
upon the rear of an enemy target which was itself trying to accelerate way». The latter would be «best suited
to a fleet with greater numbers than its opponent. Whilst the enemy is pinned by the attacker’s fleet at the
front, the attacker extends one flank sideways, out and round the enemy, from where it can attack the enemy
flank and rear. The quandary in these manoeuvres was that by taking precautions against the one, a fleet
laid itself open to the other. With both sides seeking to outmanoeuvre the other, most battles resolved
themselves into an advance in line abreast and discharge of a shower of missiles, preceding the two lines
smashing into each other bow-to-bow, the deck crews sitting just before impact to avoid being thrown about
by it and the rowing masters yelling their orders to back water» (2009, 15-16). As possible naval artillery
he mentions the Gastraphetes (19), the «formula artillery» of «Ptolemy’s military engineers» (37), the
Corvus (57).

% App. Mith. 4.24: «uéypi deioavrec oi Podio1 mepi ti] kKvkAdoeL Deydpovy Kat’ dAiyov: elt’ ématpéyavtes
&¢ tov Augve. katépuyov kol kAgiOpoic avtov diatafoviec dmo TV tery@v tov Mibpiddtny dreudyovio», a
passage which describes the Rhodian retreat into the harbour and the subsequent measures.
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large ship and is better known for its usage during former conflicts (for instance, the First
Punic War). Throughout the centuries, it seems that the preferred typologies of ships used
in naval combat are small, fast vessels; one can ask whether this preference for large ships
can be attributed to the fleet as a whole, or if the quinqueremes, which formerly were of
standard use in naval battles, are now reserved for the leaders. This is particularly relevant
when one observes the following details: 1), that the Rhodians were in possession of the
said smaller typologies of ships, in this case, those with two-oars, probably a typology of
biremes («dikporoc»); 2), that Mithridates himself used triremes («zpujpnc») in his fleet,
together with the said quinqueremes; 3), that the smaller ships, through swiftness and a
well-prepared crew, were able to take down larger typologies of ship. The Rhodians
earned some successes against the larger fleet of Mithridates by adopting a method of
smaller incursions and skirmishes against the larger ships and were also able to ram them

(«Podiwv ’ adtod 10 6KAPY TV EUTELPIQ TEPITAEOVTWV TE KOL GVATITPWVIWVY).

The Rhodian method of ramming is also seen in chapter 4.26. In this case, the Rhodian
commanders, attentive to the meteorological conditions, are said to have taken advantage
of the adverse climate conditions that affected the enemy fleet by disabling some of its
ships. It is the first time in which Appian reports the use of this sort of knowledge to take
advantage in a naval engagement. The storm which is said to have affected Mithridates’
fleet supposedly blew from Caunus, so it must mean that the Rhodians were informed of
the poor state of the enemy fleet, either by informants stationed in strategical points, the
use of naues speculatoriae as a way to quickly convey information from one point to the
other, or a combination of intel and deduction on the side of the commanders.

There seems to have been an evolution in command regarding the one seen in the previous
centuries. During the First Punic War, the naval battles were more similar to those in
which Mithridates seems willing to engage: by amassing a large fleet of very large ships,
he expected to over-power the enemy in a more «traditional», Punic-Hellenistic type of
battle. The Rhodian commanders, however, were well-aware that they could not beat the
king in the open-sea and used their undersized ships to engage in fast attacks against their
enemies, thus managing to bring down the triremes and quinqueremes. It seems as if a
new style of naval battle is either being introduced or developed in the Eastern

Mediterranean.

During this chapter, one is also introduced to other naval positions aside from that of the

admiral, some of which had already been accounted for. Regarding the admiral, in Greek,
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vadapyog, one can say that this terminology is not applied to Mithridates in this chapter,
who is usually referred to as the Basileus, but only to Demagoras, the commander of the
Rhodian fleet. It seems this could be evidence of Lucius Cassius not being a direct
participant in the naval battle, despite being in the city. The specific circumstances under
which Demagoras participates are unknown, and it is not mentioned whether Cassius
delegates the naval functions in Demagoras, or whether the Rhodians, as proprietors of
the fleet, can determine who is to command. One cannot know whether Lucius had some
sort of role in other fields, either in planning or managing the flow of information. Aside
from the admiral, one finds the steersman (kvfepvijzig) and the officer who commanded
the prow (zpwpedg). This is one of the situations in which one can see the importance of
the two said roles, which have previously been shown to be mentioned together (which
might account for some sort of importance in the strategic connection between the two):
the failure of these men was, in the eyes of Mithridates, responsible for the shock of two

ships (an allied ship from Chios and the king’s own).

The said clash can once again account for the new style of fighting adopted by the
Rhodian commanders. Using small and fast ships against the larger, heavier
quinqueremes and triremes on the enemy’s side gave them not only the advantage of
speed, but also allowed them to generate some sort of confusion between the several
divisions of Mithridates’ fleet. These would subsequently benefit the Rhodians by
episodes such as when two allied ships collapse and cause damage to each other, without
any further Rhodian interference. There is one point that is yet to be accounted for, which
is the alleged night dislocations made by Demagoras. If these indeed happened, one can
ask how the technology allowed for them. Firstly, one must ask how did Mithridates’ fleet
not notice that it was being attacked: even though it is a night skirmish, one is not to
assume that the king’s fleet would be left unguarded, thus, either the moonlight was strong
and the sky clear enough for the ships to be dislocated, or the Rhodian ships carried some

sort of light, which would be visible by the Pontian lookouts.

The source does mention the attacks themselves not to have happened by night, but by
the sunset, which would account for there being at least some light still; and, if
Mithridates’ ships were facing the sun and Demagoras placed his own fleet in that
direction, the strong light of sunset would have, if not prevented, at least diminished the
probabilities of the enemy’s fleet being noticed in time. Mithridates’ fleet was also sailing

away, but one may ask if there was some sort of mismanagement regarding this retreat,
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and why Mithridates did not stand his ground with the fleet or retreat earlier; an ancient
commander was probably aware of the dangers related to sailing towards or against the
sunset. Also, depending upon the relative position of each ship, the Rhodian ships might
have cast some shadows upon the sea. Even if, as Appian mentions, only the return was
bound to be at night, given the size of Mithridates’ fleet, one may ask why they did not
turn around in chase of the Rhodian enemies, if not to attack, at least to attempt entering
the harbour.

Appian also introduces another point of the military techniques used in such a war,
namely the usage of war-machines integrated in the ships. The typologies of such engines
and questioning how they could have been used will be left to a subsequent chapter; for
now, it remains to be said that Mithridates was preparing his fleet for a siege (zoliopkia),
and that this siege would obey a very specific type, through the usage of the ships as
platforms for mounting the siege-engines. Appian mentions him as having specifically
utilized the «sambuca» (caufvxn) on two ships; the source does not mention the size or
typology of the said ships, and one can only propose that these would probably have been
one of the larger warships, in order to support the weight of the engine (unydvyua).
However, it remains to be questioned how Mithridates and his commanders managed to
get these ships significantly close to the shore, without them being damaged or getting
stranded between rocks or sand. Regardless of Mithridates’ attempts to use the ships as
siege platforms, the attempts to enter the city came to nothing, as the Rhodians managed
to repel the attack, despite Appian considering them to have been worried with the usage
of Sambucas.

There seems to have been a specific military strategy associated with naval siege attacks,
especially in cases involving engines: the ships carrying the Sambucas (as mentioned,
whether military or large transport ships, it cannot be said with certainty) would be
surrounded by other ships, presumably of a different typology (those mentioned as
oxapogl oxagpn by Appian; one does not know if he mentioned the hull of a ship, or merely
a different type of vessel) and smaller, so that they would be able to quickly surround the
platforms without hazard®’. These oxdgy would have been filled with soldiers
(orpanidrar) and these, in turn, would carry ladders (kdiuaxeg), so that they could enter

the city as soon as the Sambuca managed to tear down one of its walls. These techniques

% App. Mith. 4.27.
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and strategies, even though used by the oriental, hellenised Basileus Mithridates, seem in
fact much closer to those of Roman Naval warfare than to the Greek and Carthaginian
standards: in spite of there having been naval confrontations and skirmishes throughout
the siege of Rhodes, when it seems impossible or overly hard to be successful through
these methods, Mithridates relies on using his fleet as a way for extending the war to
floating platforms, extensions of the land. One can wonder why Mithridates would have
chosen to apply the siege engines to the ships, instead of attempting to breach the walls
from a land-point; one of his motivations might have been the actual landscape around
Rhodes, which would have proven overly irregular to allow for the usage of Sambucas,
whilst the sea, despite the inevitable agitation caused by the movement of so many
vessels, might have provided a better chance®.

The immediate aftermath of the siege of Rhodes seems to have been unfortunate to
Mithridates, but a new factor was soon to be added to the war, which would have been
significant and highly beneficial for his faction: the alliance between Athens and the King
of Pontus, concluded after Archelaus managed to take hold of a series of strongholds
formerly belonging to Athens’ influence®. Having supplied Mithridates with a good share
of the plunder of the sanctuary of Delos, he would have given him renewed means for a
successful campaign. Simultaneously, some of the former Greek city-states in Italy
seemed to be on the verge of a change of policy. Mithridates now had on his side the
Achaeans, Lacedaemonians and a great number of Boeotian settlements and, through his
commander Metrophanes, successfully attacked Etubcca, Demetrias and Magnesial®. At
this point, there is a renewed, specifically Roman intervention in the war. So far,

regarding the naval confrontations (which seem to have been significant so far) one can

% Ashton considers there is numismatic evidence for the siege of Rhodes by Mithridates in 88 BCE, through
the analysis of several coinage emitted throughout this period. See Ashton 2001 and Grigoropoulous 2005,
16.

9 According to Pausanias, the alliance between Athens and Pontus would have been brought to good terms
by means of his general Aristion; this alliance would mostly comply the lower social strata, with the
remaining Athenians leaving to the Roman side. Pausanias confirms the subdivision of charges already
shown by Appian, with Aristion in charge of Athens and Archelaus in charge of the Piraeus. One might
ask, however, how and by what means the members of higher social strata would have left Athens without
the notice, or with the compliance, of the enemy, especially when Pausanias also mentions that Sulla, upon
taking the city, would have punished those who opposed him (implying that some of Rome’s supporters
would have remained behind). See Paus. 1.20. The importance attributed by Mithridates to the «network of
fortresses», either pre-existent strongholds or those built on his orders, is stated by Munk, who mentions
that most of these have a feature of tunnels «cut deep into the rock in order to reach a secure water supply»
(Munk 2009b, 103). Most of these strongholds would be afterwards destroyed by Pompeius. See Keaveney
[1982] 2005, 16.

100 According to Livy, Magnesia will be the only city to remain loyal to the Romans during the siege of
Athens. Livy Per. 81.
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only account for the early failed attempt to block Mithridates inside the Black Sea, and
for the presence of a Roman commander in Rhodes during the siege, albeit his role is
unknown. Now, the figure of Bruttius emerges as taking specific military action, not

against the main fleet of Mithridates, but against Metrophanes.

Once again, the Romans will have to rely on their allies. Even though Bruttius is the
commander, the fleet which is used to fight Mithridates comes not from Rome or Italy,
but from Macedonia. Through their combined efforts, he manages to sink two of the

enemy’s ships («zlolov kail fuioliov»; the latter, the hemiolia, is a smaller typology of

ship, and might be related to the «skaphos» mentioned earlier)!*. The following sequence
of events regards either dislocations or the seeming avoidance of naval confrontation.
Before advancing to the next point of this analysis of naval military commanders, there
are two ideas that might be underlined regarding Rome’s intervention. During the early
stage of the First Mithridatic War, Rome’s naval intervention seems to have been residual:
she relied mostly on foreign fleets, which seem to have been insufficient to face the large,
well-prepared naval forces of Mithridates, and have thus often either retreated or, in
worse-case scenarios, abandoned the ships to the enemy/joined him. The one point from
which Rome does not seem to abdicate is the command. This can be compared to the
Carthaginian stance throughout the First Punic War, where one can notice that, regardless

of there being many mercenary hosts, the commanders were nearly always Carthaginians.

Just like Rome is said by Polybius to have adapted its early fleet from Carthaginian
models, it seems as if the evolution regarding naval command hierarchy is also taken from
their former enemies. There is always a Roman commander present during significant
moments of the war (such as the siege of Rhodes), which would probably be accompanied
by a garrison. Why Cassius would be in Rhodes and not participate in naval actions, as
Bruttius will subsequently do after Mithridates retreats, is up to debate: why is it that
during the siege Cassius left all military actions to Demagoras, but afterwards Bruttius
took on the fleet himself and not only faced enemy ships (successfully taking some of
them down), but also attacked some land-settlements? There seems to be a difference

between the two commanders, and one can wonder whether it is related to rank. Bruttius,

101 App. Mith. 5.29: «kai Bpottiog éx Maxedoviog émeldmv cOv OAiye otpotd Sievavpdymosd te ovTtd Kol
KOTOmovIhoag Tt ThoTov Kol Huiodiov Ekteve Tavtag Tovg £v anToig £popdvtog Tod Mntpopdvouc», the
excerpt which regards Bruttius, his Macedonian forces, the naval battle and the sinking of an unspecified
ship and a hemiolia.
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for instance, seems to have been a legate of Gaius Sentius, stationed in Macedonia®?,

whilst Cassius, on the other hand, would have been a governor.

Following the early stages of war, Roman intervention becomes more assertive. Lucius
Cornelius Sulla will rise to prominence during the upcoming years, and one of his first
well-known leadership roles begins after Bruttius’ retreat'%. This brings the investigation
to Sulla as a military leader in his own right. The former turning point of his career is
seemingly his participation in Marius’ expeditions against Jugurtha and, later, against the
Germanic invasions of the Cimbri and Teutones!®; thus, he is, like Marius, a general of
terrestrial fight, and most of his actions prior to the Mithridatic wars were not on naval
means. His acquired experience up to the year of 88 BCE was in Africa, and thus
corresponds to a different setting from which he will have to face against Mithridates. His
first priorities as «strategos» (ozparnyyog) seem to be those of a land-commander: to gather
soldiers, supplies and resources. His subsequent actions are mostly siegeworks (against
the Piraeus and Athens), and it does not seem that he used the same strategy as
Mithridates, for there is no mention of ships being used as platforms for rising siege-
engines in order to destroy the walls. At this stage, the fleets on either side seem to have
been used mostly for the transport of troops: first, Sulla’s own army, from Italy to Attica;

second, the reinforcements sent by Mithridates to Archelaus, led by Dromichaetes'%.

However, the Roman need for a skilled, well-manned and properly equipped fleet is not
to be disregarded. Regardless of having first attacked cities through land-siege works,
Sulla, now encamped for the Winter in Eleusis, will subsequently be preoccupied with
attaining a larger number of ships. In this second stage of war, one of the greatest
problems caused by Mithridates’ fleet seems to have been its ability to control the sea, by

which it was impossible, for example, that the Rhodians would sent Sulla the ships he

102 According to Plutarch, as a praetor, which would make Bruttius Sura a praetorial legate. The exact
terminology used by the source for Bruttius is «zpsofevtiicy», whilst Sentius is said to be «zod oparnyod
tiic Moxedoviacy» (Plut. Vit. Sull. 11.4). As mentioned by Sampson, we do not have further information
regarding Bruttius Sura, aside from that provided by Appian and Plutarch. See Sampson 2013 and McGing
1986, 150.

103 Sulla and Murena are mentioned by Cicero as very capable commanders, who could not, nonetheless,
put a term to war. This is excused through Cicero’s rhetoric: Sulla had to return the Italian Peninsula and
Murena was recalled by Sulla, and thus they were unable to pursue what they would otherwise have done
with success. See Cic. Leg. Man. 8: «Et enim adhuc ita nostri cum illo rege contenderunt imperatores, ut
ab illo insignia uictoriae non uictoriam reportarent triumphauit L. Sulla triumphauit L. Murena de
Mithridate duo fortissimi uiri et summi imperatores sed ita triumpharunt ut ille pulsus superatusque
regnaret uerum tamen illis imperatoribus laus est tribuenda quod egerunt uenia danda quod reliquerunt
propterea quod ab eo bello Sullam in Italiam res publica Murenam Sulla reuocauit».

104 Bradford 2007, 50.

105 App. Mith. 5.31-32; Livy Per. 81; Eutr. 5.6.
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required from them. No further mention is made during the subsequent chapters of the
Macedonian fleet commanded by Bruttius, whether it had been dismissed or remained
under Sulla’s command, and it is also not mentioned whence came the ships that carried
Sulla and his army to the East. These would, in all likeness, not be Rhodian ships, nor
from any of Rome’s eastern allies, given that the sea was under control and hard to
navigate. What is mentioned is that Sulla felt the Roman fleet to be inadequate to face his

enemy, especially regarding its numbers («é de Xolhac ve@v deduevoc usteméuyaro puev

éx_Pddov»), and subsequently sent Lucullus, who would later become a «strategos»
during this same war, to find ships in Alexandria and Syria (whose naval production
would be considered superior by Sulla)'%. The source does not mention who would pay
for these ships, which may have been acquired in a clandestine way, given the earlier
mention of these same regions siding with Mithridates; it is known that Sulla attempted
to gather means with which to maintain his army, but its origins (whether provided by the
state or by Sulla’s funds) are unclear. It seems that, in spite of the hiring of these vessels,
Rome would still rely on its allies, for one of the jobs attributed to Lucullus would have
been to bring the newly hired fleet and meet with the Rhodesian vessels, thus giving them

the necessary support to bring them to Sulla.

This passage and the subsequent chapter present a few problems. If the sea was indeed
being monitored by the enemy’s fleet, and given the former fuelling of anti-Roman or
anti-Italian feelings, it can be questioned how a Roman managed to sail to Syria and
Alexandria while remaining anonymous, despite the seemingly continuous switching
between different vessels. There is also the matter of how these ships would be manned,
who would be the oarsmen and the military-men, and the difficulty of discretely carrying
a fleet from an enemy-controlled area to Eleusis without encountering the fleet of
Mithridates or one of his allies on the way. In fact, one might question how the whole
action would be carried without enemy knowledge, given that it would hardly be
unnoticeable for a large number of warships to be stationed in the shores of Alexandria
or Syria ready to sail. There is also the possibility of Sulla sending for large transport-

ships to carry his army instead of actual warships, but this seems to contradict the fact

106 App. Mith. 5.33: «éc Aieédvipeiay kai Xvpiav Aabdovio Siamiedoor mopd te 16V Baciiéwv kol molewy
doou vavuiked». Another officer is mentioned by Pausanias which does not appear in Appian, by the name
of Menophanes, who would have attacked the sanctuary of Delos with a fleet. Like Lucullus, Menophanes
also receives the title of azparnyog in Greek sources.
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that by these ships’ presence the Rhodian fleet would then be able to move: if there were

no warships to fight alongside them, it might have been difficult to dislocate to Eleusis.

The war will proceed with a focus on supplies. The siege of Athens and the Piraeus by
Sulla does not directly regard naval command, but it does imply a strategic use of the sea
as a means for transportation of the army and nourishment, both by Sulla and Mithridates.
Both factions will attempt to grasp Athens; Mithridates, by first having sent Archelaus
against rebelling strongholds and cities (amongst which Delos; App. Mith. 5). On
Mithridates’ side, it seems as if Archelaus is put in charge of defending the Piraeus.
Plutarch refers to this general, Archelaus (whom he mentions as Mithridates’ most
powerful military man) as controlling the whole sea and a significant number of its
islands. However, in spite of Plutarch’s particular attention to Archelaus’ sea prowess,
Appian shows a different account, focusing mostly on the fight between Archelaus and
Sulla and how it was mostly a conflict for supplies — for keeping a steady supply flow

within one’s army but, more importantly, to prevent the enemy access to nourishment.

Sulla’s success in this matter seems to have been significant if one is to consider Appian’s
mention of a worrisome lack of provisions within the city of Athens, which becomes
particularly relevant following the failed attempt to take the city by force'®’. One can
question whether Sulla’s control of Athens (thus denying the city fresh supplies) was only
land-based, or if Lucullus and the hired fleet had some sort of involvement in these
activities, especially when one considers that Mithridates’ fleet might have attempted to
reach Athens with a fair number of soldiers — Sulla’s army would have been under attack
from the walls and the ships. However, no situation similar to the former in Rhodes seems
to have happened, and even though there are no naval battles mentioned, Appian did
mention the hiring of new ships and hints for a possible conjoined action with the Rhodian
fleet, which was previously shown to be able, if not to defeat, at least to contain
Mithridates’ navy. One can also question where the Athenian fleet was to be found,
especially when observing chapter 6.40 of the Mithridatic Wars, which says that Sulla
did not have any ships when he attempted to take the Piraeus.

107 App. Mith. 3.35-37.
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Equally important is to notice the difference between Sulla’s actions regarding the city of
Athens and the Piraeus!®: the former, he ordered to be spared®. The latter, however,
seemed to him much more problematic than the actual city, and he thus ordered its full

destruction, including that of the armoury, the docks, and other well-known, though

unspecified, elements («zijc dmlobnkne olte t@v vewooikwv olte tvoc dliov v
do1diuwvy)t°. Why did Sulla preserve Athens, but destroyed the harbour? In case he lost
the city, the enemy would need to reconstruct the harbour before it could be deemed as
safe to leave a large fleet stationed there. On the other side, Sulla did order new ships, so
one can question his intentions once more, regarding Lucullus and the
Alexandrian/Syrian/Rhodian fleet. In spite of this, there is no mention of its use, nor an
indication that it was to come to Sulla, to help with the siege or with conveying men and
supplies (which might strengthen the theory that it was left to patrol and control the seas,

preventing Mithridates’ approach).

The whole campaign of Archelaus seems to be sea-based: when Bruttius Sura manages
to defend Roman territory and defeat Archelaus in Chaeronea®'!, he sends him back to
the seal'?. Bruttius’ intervention in Chaeronea seems to be disregarded by Appian, who
mostly mentions Sulla’s presence. Even after the Roman victory at Chaeronea, the

Romans are still mentioned as not having any ships, which would have allowed Archelaus

108 |t seems worthy of mention that Athens would have been in charge of Delos, which had a good position
for economic growth (given its location and the fact that it was a sanctuary). Conquering Athens would
have been not only a means for getting the city itself, but perhaps some of the other cities under its influence,
which would have been beneficial to the Roman treasury. See Strab. 10.5.

109 At some point, he would have left one of his subordinates in charge of the siege, departing for Boeotia
to attack the army of Mithridates, under the command of Taxilus — this would have resulted in the well-
known Battle of Chaeronea. See Paus. 1.20. However, the matter of the destruction of the Piraeus must be
interpreted with caution, for if it is likely that the siege resulted in a demographic decrease and subsequent
loss of dynamics within the harbour, epigraphical results seem to show that the reduction in demography
had started before Sulla’s intervention, and that the Roman Piraeus was not a «synecdoche of demographic
and urban decline», but a «dynamic population hub with a demography that reflected varying degrees of
continuity and change, and the novel socio-political, cultural and economic position of Greece and Attica
in the Roman empire». Thus, the idea of Sulla’s destruction of the harbour may have been an exaggeration
of the sources, and the aftermath of the siege may not have differed much from what was usual following
such occasions. See Bradford 2007, 50.

110 Finding the archaeological traces of the siege has been revealed a strenuous task. As mentioned by
Grigoropoulous, the archaeological data from the Piraeus before the siege is scarce, and the subsequent
destructions of the site are an added difficulty for such studies; however, this study also mentions that there
have been sediments where one can observe destruction which can be attributed to this period with a
relatively large assuredness regarding chronology. As already stated in note 109, even though there has
been a siege to the harbour in 87 BCE, one cannot precisely state the degree of destruction. See
Grigoropoulous 2009; Freeman 2008, 87.

11 Strabo also mentions the battle of Chaeronea: see Strab. 9.2.

112 pluyt. Vit. Mar. 11.
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to both successfully retreat and attack coastal cities'!3. Some cities formerly allied to
Mithridates seem to have moved to the Roman faction, including that of Chios, which
seems to have had a naval tradition''*; however, the idea of Rome’s lack of ships is

repeated long after these events'®®

. It might be questioned whether the source means that
Rome itself has no ships, or Sulla, for Appian seems to be specifically referring to the
commander and not to the Romans as a whole. Only in chapter 8.51 will there be a new
specific reference to Lucullus, who was still in charge of the fleet. It seems that the change
regarding Sulla’s policy will only happen after a new confrontation with Archelaus in

Chalcis: at last, Sulla decides to order the building of new fleets, this time not to be

commanded by Lucullus, but by himself.

Why Sulla would opt by such a measure then, when Lucullus’ fleet was finally sent for,
is a matter that might be related to several factors: 1) there might be a correlation between
the pace in which this second half of the wars happened, that would not have allowed for
much time in building ships — in spite of Sulla having spent the Winter stationed by
Athens and the Piraeus, this might not have been the most propitious timing for naval
construction. His constant need for land-action might have deprived Sulla of the
opportunity of shipbuilding. 2) Sulla’s apparent inexperience in naval war and as a naval
commander: as mentioned, his participation in former wars was not as the highest
commander on his own right, but as a member of the Marian campaigns, which were set
under different conditions from the Mithridatic wars; perhaps Sulla only came to realize
aneed to have his own fleet after these events, which would have shown him the necessity
to defend the sea against the Mithridatic control and thus assure steady routes for
dislocation and supplies. Regardless of Sulla’s option, it seems as if he would not have
the time or opportunity to manage it, for it was during this period that Gaius Marius and
Cornelius Cinna managed to have him declared an enemy of Rome, destroying his
property — which would have deprived him of valuable resources.

Sulla was now not only a commander in his own right but leading an army under his own
name. From the moment he became an enemy of Rome, he depended on the resources
which could be provided by himself and his men, and on his own army’s loyalty. The

Mithridatic command was attributed to the newly elected consuls Cornelius Cinna and

113 App. Mith. 6.45.
114 App. Mith. 7.46.
115 App. Mith. 7.50.
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Flaccus, the latter of which was sent to take control of the Mithridatic Wars, together with
a man called Fimbria, who would have gone on his own account, as ozparnyiat®. In
theory, Sulla did not have any ships at this point, and these men sailed from the Italian
Peninsula with a fleet, but it would have been destroyed by poor weather and Mithridates’
own ships. It seems as if the Mithridatic war is now divided in three factions, instead of
the former two: one has Mithridates, who has a strong fleet but a fewer number of naval
interventions, and seems to be far from most physical confrontations himself, delegating
the tasks of command to his generals; the other, constituted by elements of the Roman
side, now includes two factions: the first constituted by men who were previously
strangers to this war, one of them seen as having little experience in such matters, and
whose first attempt to sail from the Italian Peninsula was quickly debunked; the other, by
Sulla, who is now standing alone against two enemies, both with a greater ease of
attaining resources and investing on naval construction, and has acquired some
experience regarding the importance of naval matters in war, though he was not
personally involved in any. It seems that Mithridates is now coming closer to the Italian
Peninsula, instead of focusing his fleet on the East, which might have allowed Sulla the

advantage of more time to prepare and less enemies to face on the side of Pontus®'’.

The Roman faction — which now excludes Sulla — seems to have had internal issues
throughout this period, regarding the commanders. Fimbria murdered Flaccus, the consul
in charge, and appointed himself as commander for that war, winning several battles
against Mithridates’ son, and chasing Mithridates, firstly into Pergamus, then into Pitane,
and afterwards to Mitylene!!® (there seems to once again be a case of an older, appointed
consul having to rely upon a younger individual to fulfil the naval functions). Fimbria
seems to be capable of both war on land and sea, at least in regard to naval transportations
and routes — he does not seem to fear Mithridates’ fleet. Sulla’s following step is a
strategic move to assure himself not only a powerful ally, but also one with a powerful
fleet: seeing that he was powerless to have his own ships built, given that Rome was not

providing him with any currency, he attempts peace with Archelaus. Sulla’s purpose to

116 Livy, however, says that Fimbria was Flaccus’ legate: «legato ipsius». Livy Per. 82.

117 App. Mith. 8.51.

118 Mentions of Lucullus’ deeds are very rare and usually included in the larger narrative regarding Sulla’s
feats. Even though Lucullus commanded a fleet which consisted of individuals and ships of several origins
(Cyprus, Phoenicia, Rhodes, and Pamphylia, in the least), attacked several coastal cities and chased
Mithridates, it all seems but secondary in Appian’s narrative. See App. Mith. 8.56, where much more
importance is given to Sulla’s meeting with Mithridates than to Lucullus.
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acquire a fleet is made clearer in the speech attributed to him by Appian in 8.55: the terms
he offers to Mithridates and Archelaus are thus implying that Sulla himself could take
charge of Archelaus’ whole fleet, amongst which some Roman prisoners of several

originst*®.

It seems as if Sulla’s main concern at this stage, even regarding Rome, to which he intends
to return, is to make sure that Mithridates’ fleet will not be problematic in the future, by
reducing it and, simultaneously, acquiring a certain share of it into the Roman navy. It
also seems that he achieved his purpose, for Mithridates, who met Sulla on the terrain, is
said to have accepted the formerly proposed terms. Why, however, would the King of
Pontus make peace with the Romans? Or, in a different perspective, why would he not
make peace with the Romans, but with a man who was in such a delicate situation as
Sulla? It seems that, in spite of having been deprived of his charge and receiving no help
from the city-state, Sulla was regarded by Mithridates as a more powerful enemy than
Flaccus and Fimbria, which would be coherent with the idea of the many internal conflicts

and their seemingly minor participation in the war.

The Basileus does not seem to be as concerned with the Romans in the Western
Mediterranean, but with their presence in the East, close to his allies, who might have
eventually made advances towards the Bosporus Strait and the Black Sea. From this point
of view it seems that Sulla was the greater threat, perhaps not only due to his land-army
and his successful siege of Athens, or his apparent alliance with Rhodes (the Rhodesians
do not seem to abandon Lucullus’ fleet), but due to Lucullus remaining faithful to Sulla

instead of turning his naval power to Rome.

Judging by the sources, Lucullus seems to have but a small role in the First Mithridatic
War; however, this is probably a modern misconception, founded on the concerns of the
historical sources that speak mostly of Sulla’s enterprise and focus on Sulla’s personal
feats, and do not attempt to show how he might have needed or relied upon his
commanders??°. The threat of Lucullus’ fleet might have seemed far greater to Mithridates
than that of a «<Roman» fleet that was far from his land-base and disorganised — after all,

he is said to have fled from Lucullus from city to city, until eventually agreeing upon

119 Other demands were made, including the forgiveness of the people of Chios, who would be returned
home, the removal of Mithridates’ garrisons which were not his prior to the beginning of the war, and the
payment of the costs of the conflict. If Mithridates were to accept, Sulla intended to make the Romans
accept peace.

120 Which follows Ladewig’s views on the Consular triumphs, for instance, seen in Chapter IV.
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121 The lack of focus on the navies in what seems to have been

settling peace with Sulla
a primarily naval war makes it difficult for the historian to correctly interpret the
developments of the First Mithridatic War, but it can hardly be believed that Sulla, despite
not having a fleet of his own, would not have understood the importance of keeping
Lucullus on his side as a capable naval commander with a fair amount of resources; and

by acquiring Mithridates’ ships, he had now a fleet of his own'?2,

3. The Second Mithridatic War

The immediate consequence of the First Mithridatic War seems to have been an increase
in piracy. The said pirates would have been hired by Mithridates to assure him of the hold
of some regions, and would now be attacking not only ships, but also settlements,
including the subsequent capture of places such as lassus, Samos, Clazomenae and
Samothrace. Sulla, however, in spite of now having two fleets at his disposal (Lucullus’
and his own), seems to have done nothing but to leave. It is believed that these pirates
would mostly be what is commonly asserted as Cilicians, and further in History one shall
see that the Romans will have to act against such an issue and will thus engage Pompeius
in such task'?3, This is but an early introduction, however, to a larger conflict. Regarding
the war itself, it seems that the aftermath of the First Mithridatic War leaves the province
of Asia far from being pacified, not only due to the growth of piracy, but also due to
continuous Roman and Pontian intervention. In spite of the peace assured by Sulla, his
commander, Murena, attempted to start a new war, while Mithridates was already

involved in conflicts with the Colchians and some Cimmerian tribes from Bosporus.

The early stage of the so-called Second Mithridatic War seems to have been similar to
that of the first, and the time lapse between them can make investigators question whether
these could be considered as two separate wars, or one single conflict. Peace between
Sulla and Mithridates was settled around 84 BCE, but new conflicts arose in 83 BCE and,

as previously seen, even this period of a year between the peace and the new conflicts

121 1t is said by Appian that Fimbria caused great trouble to the enemy throughout this war. However, his
arrival to the conflict is late when comparing to Sulla’s, and it does seem as if he would be more focused
in defending the Italian Peninsula than to actually attack the East. See App. Mith. 9.60.

12 1 ivy’s account of the last events of the war in the Periochae is strongly summarized. Firstly, Mithridates
is defeated by Sulla in Thessaly; afterwards, Archelaus surrenders to Sulla, together with the fleet. Flaccus
would have been murdered by Fimbria and the Thracians would have invaded Macedonia. See Livy Per.
82.

123 App. Mith. 9.63.
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seems to have been filled with disturbances of different natures, one of the most
significant ones being the alleged fact that Mithridates would not have yet returned the
whole of Cappadocia to Ariobarzanes by 83 BCE. As he’d done nearly five years before,
Mithridates once more prepares for war not only by gathering a land-army, but also a new
fleet. Either because Murena was eager to distinguish himself in a new war, as mentions
Appian, or because the peace was not as clear as the source tries to make believe (thus
giving haste to new fears regarding the King of Pontus’ resources), it seems that it is
Rome who attacks first and sets for renewed hostilities. As had happened with Marius
and the Cimbri / Teutones, one of the first larger confrontations happens on a riverbank
(specifically, the river Halys), this time between Murena and Mithridates. The Basileus
of Pontus not only wins but achieves to grant himself a better position for renegotiating
the terms of peace, managing not only to ascertain the parts of Cappadocia which he had
not yet delivered to Ariobarzanes (who became betrothed to Mithridates’ four-year-old
daughter), but also granting that new areas remained in his power. The Second Mithridatic
War seems more of a skirmish than an actual war, especially given the fact that there is
only one battle. As conclusions, one can say that the fleets remain Mithridates’ priority,
and that once again a river bank is used as a setting for a battle — the said river would have
probably been crossed by Murena and his army, which may account for a transport fleet
accompanying the Romans.
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4. Lucius Licinius Lucullus*®* and Pompeius: The Third Mithridatic
War

Following nearly a decade of facing Cornelius Sulla, Mithridates will now have to deal
with a different enemy. Around 78 BCE, he seems to have felt himself capable of leading
forward a series of campaigns against the populations of Bosporus and Achaea. That same
year, Ariobarzanes complained to Rome about Mithridates’ retaining Cappadocia (which
seems to contradict the former agreements between the two kings); however, the leader
of the negotiations with Mithridates, Cornelius Sulla, passes away. Mithridates then
makes a joint attack to Cappadocia with his son-in-law Tigranes. This seems to have been
a very profitable campaign for both in terms of slaves and riches'?®. Meanwhile,
instability in Iberia seems to come to Mithridates’ aid, for the governor («#yéouor»),
Sertorius, apparently decides to rebel against Rome, and proposes an alliance to
Mithridates'?. Two new commanders are thus brought to the centre stage of the conflict.
The men appointed by Rome are the already known Lucius Lucullust?’, who had
participated in the First Mithridatic War under the service of Sulla and controlled the
fleet, and Pompeius, who will later be pointed as «Master of the Seas» by this same
source. The new commanders seem to have some degree of correlation to the sea, much
greater than that which might be observed in Sulla. It is a possibility that Rome, now well-

aware of Mithridates’ naval capacity, further invested upon capable naval commanders,

124 There is somewhat of an indication, however faint, that there could be some sort of familiar connection
to the naval offices. During the Third Mithridatic War, an individual named Publius Clodius is said to have
been under the service of Lucullus; he would also have been his brother-in-law, through the marriage of
Lucullus with one of his sisters (Dio Cass. 36.14). At some point in the war (probably in 68 BCE, the year
of Marcius Rex’s consulship), Lucullus would have required help from the consul Quintus Marcius Rex,
who would have been assigned as governor of Cilicia; Marcius refused, and proceeded to his province
instead. When in Cilicia, he is said to have received two deserters: firstly, a man named Menemachus, who
fled from the enemy side; second, and most important to this subject, Clodius, Lucullus’ brother-in-law.
Dio Cassius says that Marcius would have assigned Clodius as commander of the fleet, and the reason
presented for this is that Marcius would be married to one of Clodius’ sisters (Dio Cass. 36.17: «xai tov
Kiddrov droordvra amo 1ot AovkovAlov déet v &v tij N1oifi yevousvmy émi 10 VODTIKOV EXEGTNOEY GOEAPNV
ydp Tiva adtod kai éxeivocy). It seems there was a family liaison between these three characters, and the
fact that Clodius was received by Marcius and assigned to a naval post seems to have some sort of
connection to the fact that he was his brother-in-law. It also seems that Clodius faced some struggles and
was subsequently captured by pirates, who released him not long afterwards.

125 App. Mith. 10.68.

126 |_jvy Per. 93. Other sources fail to mention and confirm this, but Cicero says that Lucullus would have
defeated a fleet commanded by Sertorius, which would be heading for the Italian Peninsula. See Cic. Leg.
Man. 10.

27 0of whom we know that he would have been elected tribune of a legion in 89 BCE (Freeman 2008, 87),
and subsequently entered Sulla’s service during the campaigns «against the Hirpini and the Samnites»,
remaining loyal to him throughout the rest of his military career.
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which is especially relevant in the case of Lucullus, given he was already known for
having been successful several times against the King of Pontus. It also seems that one
can finally account for the specific charge of Lucullus during Sulla’s consulship: Appian
mentions him as having had a function of vavapyéw/nauarkeo»(App. Mith. 10.68) under
his command. One can ask whether there was a specific charge created for the Roman
naval hierarchy, or merely a way of Appian’s referring to a consular legate who was in

charge of naval matters.

The preparations of Mithridates for this third war against the Romans seem to have been
as large, if not larger, as the ones for the former conflicts. This time, there is the same
focus on naval construction, but also in gathering up materials and supplies!?. He also
makes new alliances, amongst which are mentioned the «Chalybes, Armenians,
Scythians, Taurians, Achaeans, Heniochi, Leucosyrians», and the population who lived
close to the river Thermodon, together with the Sarmatians, the Basilidae, Jazyges, Coralli
and some of the Thracian tribes, and the Bastarnae. One should also notice that, in spite
of his effort for naval preparation, it seems Mithridates is now investing further on means
for dislocations on land, which were not mentioned in former chapters and wars, by
gathering men to open new roads (ddomoidg), carriers and a group referred to as éumopog/
éumopot, which vaguely translates as ship passengers. It seems as if Rome and Pontus
have gone in opposite directions. Rome starts the Mithridatic Wars with the usual land-
based efforts, and later develops a larger investment in naval command; Mithridates, as a
commander, begins his career against the Romans by gathering up naval resources, and
only later will invest upon land-resources. The Basileus’ increased attention to figures
such as road-makers and men to help dislocate supplies by land might mean that he
struggled with carrying such supplies by sea in the past, which seems to account for

Lucullus’ ability as a naval commander in previous conflicts.

Mithridates begins by invading Bithynia, a coastal city which was under Roman rule,
through the figure of Cotta, the governor («zjyéouar»). Once again there seems to be a
distinction between the first general in command (the consul) and the naval commander
(vavapyog): in this case, Cotta had a man named Nudus in such a function. However,

Nudus does not seem to be exclusively meant for a naval commander office: his role in

128 App. Mith. 10.69: «xai 10 Aoimov 10D O4pove Ko TOV yeludvo 60V BAOTOUDY EyvoTo VOiS Kod STha Ko
olrov diaxooiog uediuvwv pvpiddac éni Baldoayn dietiber», a passage that regards the naval preparations
made by Mithridates prior to the Third Mithridatic War.
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the siege of Bithynia is on land. In spite of the land confrontation, Mithridates seems to
have travelled to Bithynia by ship, and some of his first actions are to destroy some of the
enemy’s ships (most likely Bithynian ships, and not Roman) and take away the sixty that
remained. There seems to have been somewhat of a skirmish when Mithridates enters the
harbour, despite Nudus and Cotta remaining inside the walls, because Appian refers to a

loss of twenty Bastarnae, who would have been killed following their entrance in the port.

The next moment of the war happens at Cyzicus, and Appian’s chapter 11.72?° focuses
mostly on the subject of supplies, which seems transcendent to the whole of the
Mithridatic wars. The source specifically mentions that most of the king’s supplies either
came from foraging or by sea, and these would have been able to feed an army of 300 000
men (which would signify a large traffic of transport-ships across the sea). Lucullus
attempts to prevent Mithridates from moving his army forward, and by successfully
stationing the army, eventually prevents Mithridates from receiving supplies by river or
by land, thus limiting the enemy’s main source of provisions to those which arrived by
sea-transport. These would soon also stop reaching the army, given that Winter was

approaching.

Mithridates does not immediately abandon the siege of Cyzicus but blockades its harbour
and the city through the building of walls, orders the building of new siege engines, and
once more applies the technique he had previously used in Rhodes, which is the use of
ships to carry the said mechanisms. In this case, unlike that of Rhodes, we get a specific
mention of the typology of ships used in such a function, which, as previously supposed,
would be the quinquereme, the largest ship mentioned as part of Mithridates’ fleet. Two
quinqueremes (zevtiipng) would have been used, not to carry a Sambuca, but a tower
(Topyog), through which a bridge (yépuvpa) could be engaged near the wall and allow the
soldiers’ entrance. This technique seems to have come to little effect: the bridge appears
to have been impractical, given the fact that the warriors were slow to enter the city and
thus the Cyziceans not only rid themselves of the invading men, but also attempt to burn
the ships and force them to retreat'*°. During this period, Mithridates made new attempts
at the land siege and sent his horses back to Bithynia; at least part of this journey seems

129 See also Livy Per. 95.

130 The success of the land engines seems not to have been much greater than that of the quinqueremes;
even though they managed to break a piece of the wall, the heat caused by fires seems to have given the
Cyziceans enough time to rebuild their defence. See App. Mith. 11.74.
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to have been achieved by transport ships, for Lucullus manages to catch a flow of men,

horses and supplies on the river Rhyndacus.

When Winter comes, the possibilities of transporting supplies by sea diminished, and the
famine seems to have been so great that the siege was abandoned*3!. According to Strabo,
Cyzicus would have had the advantage in this regard: not only was it a vast and fertile
territory, but it also had good means for preserving its resources, including a technique of
grain preservation that consisted in mixing it with a specific sort of soil, which the source
names as Chalcidic earth. Thus, they could hold out the city on their own for a length of
time, and then, with the aid of Lucullus and the factor of famine weighing over the
enemy’s army, came out victorious from this siege'®. It seems that one of three things
happened: 1) Mithridates underestimated the city’s capacity for storage, and probably
believed that, by cutting their accesses on land, would prevent them from getting enough
supplies; 2) Mithridates believed his own supplies would have sufficed, and
miscalculated; 3) Mithridates believed he could take the city by force. 2 and 3 are directly
related. Either way, the Pontic defeat at the siege of Cyzicus might indicate a
miscalculation from Mithridates regarding the amount of supplies needed by his army,
the amount of ships that were needed to carry them, or some unknown loss (either of
crops or cargo-ships) that would have affected him.

Mithridates divides his army between two retreat routes, with the land-army crossing the
river Asepus, and Mithridates choosing to remain with his ships (once more, the
preference of the king of Pontus for naval military resources seems dominant®3).
However, one can hardly suppose that the land-army would have crossed the river by
swimming (firstly, because Appian does not mention so, as he did for the case of the
Cimbri, and secondly, because the river was carrying a significant amount of water,
possibly due to Winter rains; there was also the matter of army material). This group,

Lucullus would attack and defeat. We do not know, however, if he tried to board the ships

181 One might question, however, whether Lucullus made any attempts to prevent these supplies from
reaching Mithridates. They are not mentioned, so one might question where they came from, by what
means, and how did Lucullus not attempt to prevent it, given that his main focus seems to be to deprive
Mithridates from provisions.

132 Strab. 12.8.

133 particularly given that, as mentioned by McGing, «the Pontic fleet was the only powerful weapon left
to Mithridates». According to this study, the fleet would have then been divided into three: «forty ships»
sent to Sertorius, «fifty (...) under the command of Marius, Alexander and Dionysusy, and the «remainder
of the fleet» with himself, thus resulting in a «splitting of resources», combined with «Lucullus’ ability in
collecting a new fleet and of bad weather», which would have ultimately resulted upon depriving
«Mithridates of his supremacy at sea». See McGing 1986, 150; Freeman 2008, 87.
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carrying the army or waited by the river-banks to attack; in either case, it seems that the
transport ships either were destroyed or became property of the Roman army, for
Mithridates had to send new ships to retrieve those who had made it to Lampsacus.

Mithridates’ ships manage to escape, despite the city being currently besieged by
Lucullus; one can suppose that, at this point, Lucullus probably did not have any warships
with him, felt the attack itself was not worth the resources he would spend, or perhaps
felt unequal to the enemy fleet. The king of Pontus then sails to Nicomedia with most of
his ships (according to Appian, only fifty would have been left behind), losing some along
the way due to a storm®*. Lucullus, on the other hand, goes on to collect a fleet (which
seems to confirm that he was indeed lacking in naval resources), and distributes the
command amongst his several generals (Triarius, who attacked Apamea, and Barba, who
went for the cities of Prusias and Nicaa'®), who are mentioned by no other term than
«arpatyodov»t®, Afterwards, there seems to have been another actual battle, which is
the first in which we see Lucullus’ actions in naval command. The enemy faction
consisted of the enemy generals Varius, Alexander and Dionysius. Lucullus first
attempted to draw the enemy to battle by sending two ships ahead (much like the light
cavalry units would be used on land), but the enemy would not give battle; thus Lucullus
disembarked part of his infantry, forced the enemy onto their ships, and thus attacked
them both by land and sea'®’. Like Mithridates, Lucullus also made a combined use of
both naval and land resources, not to settle war-engines, but as a moving platform from
which his army could attack the enemy ships with projectiles, cornering them from both
land and sea.

Meanwhile, Mithridates was sailing back to Pontus. Having already lost some of his ships
during a storm, he finds a second, in which he is said to have lost at least sixty ships,
whilst several others were damaged, including his own flagship. He is said to have then
boarded some sort of small ship commanded by pirates®3, regardless of being advised

against it. Why did his men attempt to dissuade him, or why did Mithridates not fear to

134 According to Livy, he would have returned to Pontus, suffering several losses due to shipwrecks. See
Livy Per. 95.

135 Both seem to be Roman names; thus, we can conclude that they are, once more, second-in-command,
perhaps «legati», like Lucullus himself had been.

136 App. Mith. 11.77: «dedrolloc &  émei 10 kard yijv eipyacto S1o 1od Awod vods ék tijc Agiog dyeipag
d18dwke 10i¢ Gup’ avtov orpatnyodorvy, regarding Lucullus’ assembling of fleets and the subsequent
delegation of command.

137 App. Mith. 11.77.

138 App. Mith. 11.78: «zijc orparnyidoc é¢ Anotdv ordpoc».
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board a pirate ship? The king of Pontus might have hired pirates, as previously mentioned,
and these could be some of his own mercenaries; however, if Appian is correct, there
seems to have been some sort of reluctance regarding this action. Mithridates himself did
not fear the pirates, and they did not harm him till his arrival in Sinope, so either Appian
made more of the situation than it truly was, or there was some reason to suppose that
these pirates would turn on Mithridates. If the latter is to be believed, it might derive from
one of two reasons: either the so-called pirates felt it was more profitable to engage in
plundering the cities of their own accord, or there was a bigger profit to be made from the

enemy side — either Rome’s side or one of Rome’s allies.

The following military events are, once again, terrestrial. There is a mention of Lucullus
sending for supplies in Cappadocia®®, but it seems that this time they would be carried
by land, given that Mithridates would have sent his cavalry to intercept them. Only after
a series of attempts to cut supplies on each side and an incident with Mithridates’ cavalry
(which will force the king to flee) will there be a new mention to naval enterprises, with
Lucullus ordering his fleet to attack several cities of Pontus, including Amastris and
Heraclea. Lucullus will then suffer a setback against the people of Sinope, who seem to
be mildly successful in the open sea, but unable to handle a siege, thus deciding to destroy
their bigger ships (heavier in weight) and flee from the city on their lighter ones®. It is
unknown why the Roman fleet was unable to prevent this escape, and difficult to explain
the burning of the larger ships, which would have been a useful addition to any faction’s
naval resources. Lucullus would then have restored Sinope to the citizens of Amisus, who
would have lived there before Athens’ rise as a thalassocracy, and gave them their
freedom back. If Lucullus received no orders from Rome regarding this process, one can
assume that he, as a consular commander, had the authority to decide the fate of the

captured cities, to make agreements with local leaders'*.

After crossing the Euphrates river to reach Tigranes, with whom Mithridates would be
hiding*#?, and once more being successful through military operations that regarded,

mostly, the enemy’s supplies, Lucullus then sent his legates to the Parthians, asking them

139 App. Mith. 12.80.

140 App. Mith. 12.83: «zodioproduevor 6¢ toc vaie tag faputépag opdv Siémpnoay Kkai & TOC KOLYOTEPAG
dupdvrec drédpaoavy, regarding the destruction of heavy ships during the siege of Sinope.

141 1n this case with Machares, son of Mithridates, ruler of Bosporus; Lucullus demanded that Mithridates
would surrender, and also maintained the tribute created by Sulla. It seems as if Lucullus now has the
authority his former commander had, during the First Mithridatic War.

142 Livy Per. 97.
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not to participate in the fight, or to ally themselves with the Romans — Mithridates and
Tigranes would have done the same, but the Parthians seem to have had little intention to
intervene!*®. The remaining period of the war seems to consist of mainly land skirmishes
that ended inconclusively on each side, and at this point Rome sent the proconsul of Asia

orders to dismiss Lucullus!**

, on the accusation of not putting an end to the war in due
time. Unlike what happens with Sulla, most of his army does abandon him, with very few

staying behind.

At this point, Lucullus’ role in the Mithridatic Wars will be replaced with Pompeius’*4°.
The situation with piracy seems to have been severe enough to cause famine throughout
the Italian Peninsula, and Mithridates was then free to invade Cappadocia once more. The
pirates would have evolved in their strategies: their earlier attacks from smaller ships
would have shifted to organised raids made from larger ships, which would have been
highly profitable and would not have ended with the closure of the Mithridatic Wars.
These men now attacked both ships and coastal cities alike (Appian mentions the number
of 85), capturing people, asking for ransoms, and using their profits to build bigger, more
powerful fleets from their land base in Crags, Cilicia, which was hard to attack due to its
geology. People from several origins (including Syria, Cyprus, Pamphylia and Pontus)
joined these men, looking for a better life in unstable times. The issue seems to have
brought severe losses to the Romans, who suffered naval defeats and had to deal with the
instability of commerce. Murena and Seruilius Isauricus are mentioned as two of the men
who attempted to solve the problem but were unsuccessful. It was at this point that
Pompeius came to be the commander of the sea, allegedly with absolute power over all
the Mediterranean, and with diplomatic support from all of Rome’s allies. Chapter 14.94
of the Mithridatic Wars provides more information regarding the names of the
subordinate commanders than, perhaps, all the others: Appian mentions mpeofevtic/

npeaPevtal (ambassadors), who received, among each, the command of ships, cavalry and

143 Unlike what seems to have been the case in earlier wars. It can also be mentioned that it is not until this
point that one will hear again the names of Lucullus’ generals, Fabius and Triarius, in Appian’s version;
they will be seen engaged in land operations against Mithridates. See App. Mith. 13.88.

144 According to Livy, Lucullus is forced to abandon the war not due to orders from Rome, but a sedition
in the army, which would have happened before he could finally reach Mithridates and Tigranes and put an
end to the conflict. See Livy Per. 98. Chapter 100 of the Periochae also mentions that the replacing of
Lucullus with Pompeius (on the orders of Gaius Manilius, tribune of the plebs) would not have pleased the
aristocracy.

145 Following several successful victories. During his consulship, and throughout the battles, he is said to
have destroyed nearly one hundred thousand men of the Mithridatic army, both on land and sea. Eutr. 6.6.
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146 \We also have

infantry, and they would have received the symbols of the arparnyio
the name of the generals and their assigned regions'*’. It is the largest list of naval
commanders presented throughout the Mithridatic Wars, with all of them having charges

of high command, probably similar to those that Lucullus had when serving under Sulla.

Appian mentions that the force and its respective organisation were of such a large scale
that the pirates would have retreated to their land-bases and Pompeius would have
subdued them without a fight, so one might ask why former Roman commanders failed
to succeed; this seemingly antagonistic idea continues as the pirates seem to have
surrendered their cities, ships and build materials to Pompeius without any struggle'*®,
and is even more incoherent when the source mentions that 306 ships were captured after
surrendering, but 71 would have been captured in battle and 10 000 pirates would have
been killed during conflicts. It seems that the campaign, despite relatively fast, was not
as devoid of combat as it might appear. Pompeius seems to have had a very large number
of resources to solve these issues. Appian mentions not only a land army of 120 000
infantry and 4 000 cavalry, but also 270 ships, not counting the allies. This number might
justify the celerity with which piracy is put to an end, but also give some indication as to
the large number of pirate ships sailing across the Mediterranean. After Pompeius
eliminated the pirate threat, he received the command of the Mithridatic Wars. His powers
were similar to those of Lucullus and Sulla: he could decide on war, peace and alliances,
and probably on repopulating or destroying cities as well. Pompeius will be successful in
a series of land confrontations which will, yet again, regard the issue of supplies, once

more carried by land and not sea or river.

Appian supplies little information regarding Pompeius’ actions during the Third
Mithridatic War. To understand Pompeius’ path as a commander, one needs to turn to
other sources. One of these is Cassius Dio, who gives a detailed account of most of his
military career. His description of the Pompeian campaign against Mithridates starts after

actions against the Iberians and the Albanians, and the crossing of the Cyrnus. It seems

146 App. Mith. 14.94, «kai otpatnyioc onueio mepuceioOor».

147 Tiberius Nero and Manlius Torquatus, the Iberian Peninsula and Gibraltar; Marcus Pomponius, the
Gallic and Ligurian waters; Lentulus Marcellinus and Publius Atilius, Africa, Sardinia and Corsica; Lucius
Gellius and Gnaeus Lentulus, the coast of Italy; Plotius Varus and Terentius Varro, Sicily and the lonian
sea till Acarnania; Lucius Sisenna, the Peloponnesus, Attica, Euboea, Thessaly, Macedonia and Boeotia;
Lucius Lollius, the Greek Islands, the Aegean and the Hellespont; Publius Piso, Bithynia, Thrace, the
Propontis and the mouth of the Black Sea; Metellus Nepos, Lycia, Pamphylia, Cyprus and Phoenicia.

148 Why he would have burned materials, as mentioned by Appian, doesn’t seem understandable, unless he
lacked the means for transporting them. See App. Mith. 14.96.
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that Pompeius would have attempted a war of blockade: instead of advancing continually
through unknown enemy territory or engaging in sea-travels that he deemed perilous due
to the lack of harbours, he would have used the fleet as means to prevent Mithridates from
achieving supplies, while using the land-army to attack the Albanians himself. It seems
that Pompeius was not in charge of the fleet blockading the Pontic king but, instead,
preferred to occupy his place as commander of the land army. He would ford the river
Cyrnus with the following logistics: firstly the cavalry, then the supplies and beasts of
burden, and last the infantry — the most mobile. The horses would have been used to cut
the impact of the current!#®, Later during the campaign, Pompeius would have engaged
in diplomatic actions — as he would do during his campaigns against the pirates — and
assured peace with several tribes along the Caucasus and the Caspian Sea.

Mithridates would make one final attempt against the Romans. At this point, the king
seemed to have exhausted his resources and was aware of his difficult position. He not
only attempted to make allies (once again, by giving away his daughters in marriage), but
also sent ships against his son’s kingdom, and managed to have Machares killed'*®°. His
former ally Tigranes surrendered to Pompeius, who redistributed the kingdoms of the
region amongst his former enemies and allies (namely, Tigranes, his son and
Ariobarzanes); Antiochus, king of Commagene, also entered into an alliance with
Pompeius. On the meantime, Pompeius made war against some other sites, capturing
Jerusalem, parts of Cilicia and Syria, Phoenicia, Palestine, Idumea and lturaea; and, if
what Appian mentions is true, even came so far as to get a secret alliance from one of
Mithridates’ concubines or wives, who would have delivered part of his treasury to the
Roman commander. There was an attempt by Mithridates to gather new resources,
including ships and new coastal strongholds, and to occupy Phanagoria, a trading-post at
the Bosporus strait, to take hold of the passageway; however, there was a civil revolt in
Phanagoria, and Mithridates’ allies had to surrender. Other cities followed the example

of Phanagoria.

The final act of the war is told as follows: Mithridates attempted once again to get new
allies by marriage, sending five hundred men to accompany his daughters. These revolted

149 A technique also seen during the Gallic Wars. The river is mentioned as being of very low temperatures,
and became hazardous even as drinking water, so one might question why Pompeius would have decided
against rafts; perhaps the river lacked the depth, the current was too strong or the wood they were able to
attain was of insufficient quality.

150 According to Livy, Machares, king of Bosporus, would have made a treaty with Lucius Lucullus. See
Livy Per. 98.
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and took the young women to Pompeius*®!. Mithridates then tried an alliance with the
Gauls, in the hopes of one day invading the Italian Peninsula, supported by the Italian
revolts. Meanwhile, his son and likely heir Pharnaces attempted a failed conspiration
against his father and was spared. However, Pharnaces would then attempt to engage the
Roman deserters on his side, including the naval forces, in a coup attempt. It seems
another, and clearer mention, of the fact that the land-army was accompanied, whenever
possible, by a naval counterpart. Mithridates’ situation was thus unbearable, for all his
allies had forsaken him, and his last army and strength had passed to his son’s side. In the
year of 63 BCE, after twenty-four years of conflict, the Basileus of Pontus committed
suicide, at the age of sixty-eight or sixty-nine. Appian then summarizes all of Mithridates’
deeds, amongst which is one that seems to have been unmentioned before: the capture of
Lucius Cassius and Quintus Oppius, who were later returned to Sulla, and the capture and
murder/execution of Manius Aquilius®?. As mentioned by Livy, under Pompeius, Pontus
will become a Roman province!®, and Pompeius’ deeds will be mentioned by several
ancient sources, including Pliny the Elder, who compares him to Alexander the Great and
Heracles. Beginning his military career under the orders of Sulla, Pompeius rises to be
seen as the commander who frees the seas from piracy, and wages wars successfully in
Asia, Pontus, Armenia, Paphlagonia, Cappadocia, Cilicia, Syria, Scythia, Judaea,
Albania, lberia, Crete, and the lands of the Basterni, aside from having defeated
Mithridates and Tigranes®*. It is possibly the first time in documented sources that a

Roman commander’s naval career achieves these levels of recognition*>.

151 Pompeius’ task would also have been made easier by the conquest of Crete by Quintus Metellus and the
treaty with Parthia. See Livy Per. 100.

152 According to the ancient sources, through the pouring of gold into his mouth. See, for instance, Plin.
HN. 33.14.

153 Livy Per. 102.

15 Plin. HN. 7.27. Amongst Lucullus’ established acts against these kings, it is mentioned the destruction
of Tigranes’ new city (or attempt to found one) in Iberia, named Tigranocerta. See Strab. 11.14. This means
that he would have been travelling back and forth along the Mediterranean.

155 One could argue for the case of Duilius, but not only does Pompeius’ career seem to go beyond his own
in terms of numbers of successes, but also Duilius seems to have a localised occasion of a celebrated victory,
whereas Pompeius is celebrated for several achievements and attained greater source acknowledgement for
his exploits at sea.
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5. Pompeius and Piracy

Appian’s account of Pompeius’ deeds against Mediterranean piracy is brief, possibly
because the campaign itself was of short duration. Dio Cassius provides more
information. According to this source, piracy was a common practice from the beginning
of time; however, it was usually circumscribed to certain areas. The increasing instability
and wars across the whole of the Mediterranean basin had increased piracy and it had
become difficult to manage, with fleets growing considerably and being under capable
commanders. This would not stop even in the aftermath of the Mithridatic wars, with
pillage happening to both ships and harbours, and the pirates settling communities in
several coastal cities'®®. According to Dio Cassius, these communities would have grown
to an extent that would threaten in-land districts, the security of grain supplies and the
harbour of Ostia, where they would have proceeded onto the destruction of several

ships®”.

For a time, Rome would have remained relatively unconcerned, and sent only minor
expeditions under specific circumstances (which, however, Cassius does not clarify)8,
The commanders of these expeditions are designated by the source as orpatnyog/
otpoatnyor; it is not a specifically naval nomenclature, and might indicate that, in spite of
fleets being sent, there was a focus of dealing mostly with issues amongst coastal and in-
land communities, and that little would have been done regarding the actual problems at

sea. When Rome decides to take serious measures in this matter, it seems that Gabinius,

15 Dio Cass. 36.20-21.

157 Either the communities lacked the men to provide crews for these ships or safe places to harbour them,
or this would be unlikely, given that stealing the ships instead would provide the pirate communities with
further resources. See Dio Cass. 36-22.

18 Although the issues of piracy become more evident in the aftermath of the Mithridatic Wars, according
to Arslan, it had been growing since the 2" century BCE, due to the «political instability in the
Mediterranean and the increased economic opportunities (...) due to the demand of slaves in Rome».
Cilican piracy («Cilicia Tracheia in particular»; Arslan 2003: 196) was particularly advantageous due to
local topography (a mountainous area, close to «plains and extensive farmlands» which would be «open»
and easy to raid), its proximity to the sea (which provided «wood for building ships, naturally sheltered
harbours, fortified outlooks and hidden inlets») as well a connection with the trade route «along this coast
from Syria to the Aegean and western Mediterranean»; there was also the possibility of collecting ransoms
(199). The geographic advantages are explained by Strabo, whom Arslan quotes, together with Shaw (1990,
263), who considers that «permanent control» would require «permanent administrative presence in the
region» and the «deployment of massive military resources». The mid-late 2" century BCE was a period
of instability in Cilicia, although there seems to have been scarce Roman intervention until at least 102
BCE, with Marcus Antonius’ first campaign (Arslan 2003: 200), followed by a Senatus consultum that
declared «pirates the enemies of the people, friends and allies of Rome» (201). As Arslan summarises it,
Rome’s intervention in piracy is only «half-hearted» until there is a threat to «its own food supplies» due
to unsafe Mediterranean navigation (208).
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the tribune, would have endorsed Pompeius with complete powers for three years™®,

together with a significant amount of resources and commanders, the latter being referred
to as smoorpdnyoc/subordinate — thus, once again, the source does not use specific naval

nomenclature6°

. According to the speech of Catulus, it seems that it is the first time that
such powers are endowed on a private individual — at least, regarding the sea — which
would mean that, for the first time in the history of Rome, there is a privatisation of sea-
control and patrolling®®*. Pompeius did not follow the ancient precedent by being elected
a dictator, with limited powers (six months instead of the proposed three years) and a
limited area of action (the Italian Peninsula): his is an entirely new position — in the
perspective of Catulus’ speech —and a new perspective of leadership that was unheard of

in the traditional system of Rome!®2,

Catulus argues against the complete commanding power of a single man with arguments
of a more practical nature. It would be impossible, he states, for a single individual to
wage war through the whole sea at once; the pirates would be hard to capture and could
easily take refuge. Thus, he justifies the need for a great number of second-in-command

officers and warriors, to which he refers with the nomenclature of «oanwrac xai

orpatnyove»'®. He argues that even if full powers were given to Pompeius, he would still
need aid from other men, and here, for the first time in the allegations for and against

Pompeius, one finds a naval terminology: Catulus mentions «xai vovdpyove koi

vmapyovc», thus «navarkos» and «hyparkous». Whilst the latter isn’t specifically naval,
the «navarkos» is definitely a naval terminology. Whether it could be used
interchangeably with the several occurrences of the word «strategos» is arguable, but it

is likely that the word for land general could be used to refer to the commander of a fleet

159 Dio Cass. 36.23.4: «grpatnyov éva abroxpdropox. Once again, specific naval nomenclature is not used.
160 1t may be added that, within the speech of Catulus, there is a passage which mentions the continuous
lack of well-prepared commanders, since the consuls always gave away leadership to the same individuals.
However, this may either be a fact or a resource of oratory and rhetoric to prevent Pompeius from attaining
the command of the war against piracy; it is worthy of considering, as a possible indicative of the lack of
men prepared for leadership not only on land, but also at sea. See Dio Cass. 36.32.

161 Dijo Cass. 36.33.

182 «&yor kaavip fysuoviav», in Dio Cass. 36.34. As stated by Drogula, Pompeius’ role was sui generis: «his
provincia overlapped with the provinciae of other commanders», while it was also granted for three years,
with no further need for the Senate to renew his authority. Drogula underlines that this was not
unprecedented, however, and that others had their command attained for more than one year, such as Scipio
Africanus («prorogued rei gerendae fine in 203 BC»); he adds that «a single prorogation could keep a
commander in his provincia for more than a single year»); changes in the traditional way to assign provinces
and to the Senate’s authority begin to make themselves noticeable and will continue through the 1% century
BCE (Drogula 2015, 318-20).

163 Dio Cass. 36.35.
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— or, perhaps, the captain of a ship. The exact degrees of authority belonging to the
«strategos», the «navarkos» and the «hyparkos» cannot be ascertained within this
passage; the matter with these commanders is mostly the process of selection, given that
this would be an indication of the source of authority. Catulus argues that Metellus
himself should assign these men, who would thus have a different degree of authority
than if it came directly from Pompeius: if Metellus chose them, they would receive it
from the Roman state; if Pompeius did so, from a private individual. If there was any real
chance of opposition to Pompeius’ full command, it did not prevail. He received power
over all of the sea, all the islands and the coast, together with a promise for all resources
he needed, including ships!®4. It seems that fifteen dmootpdrnyor were assigned to him;
whether Pompeius influenced this choice, it is not mentioned.

One may notice that, in spite of ancient sources containing a significant amount of
information regarding Pompeius’ career, very little is found regarding his actions against
piracy?®®. Much is made of it by Cassius, but the chapters dedicated to the speeches for
and against the full power of Pompeius are more numerous and longer than the single
chapter in which he speaks of Pompeius’ actual deeds at sea. In fact, there are more
mentions of Pompeius’ land-actions by Cassius (particularly during the Mithridatic Wars)
than to the fight against piracy. The source says that he would have delegated power in
his subordinates and, by patrolling most of the sea simultaneously, he would have
achieved the solution to the problem the same year his campaign begun; however, he does
not mention significant naval battles and, in spite of the mention to a fleet, there is also
that of the infantry, and it seems that the war would have fought both on land and sea. As
Sulla did before him, so did Pompeius delegate his naval authority upon several legates,
which would be simultaneously operating in different areas of the sea; and, as mentioned
by Bradford, «their mission was to engage the pirates in the different areas of operation

and fix them there so that they could not go to the aid of any other pirates or seek refuge

164 Dio Cass. 36.37: «tijc 6¢ Traliog évti dmdrov émi tpio &ty mpocéralay adrd dmoorpatiiyove te
TEVIEKALOEKO KOl TOC VODEC GIATOC TO. TE YPHIOTO. KOl T¢ oTpatebuata doa av é0sion Aafeiv éynoioovo».
On this subject and the discussion surrounding the Lex Gabinia and its approbation see, for instance, Seager
[1979] 2002b.

185 Bradford observes Cicero’s writings to understand the causes of Pompeius’ success, De Imperio Cn.
Pompei, stating that they were a combination of the «vast resources of Rome», the organisation of the
campaign (through delegation and subsequent isolation of the pirates) and the attempt to fix «the root causes
of piracy», enabling former pirates to survive without returning to their former occupation. However,
Pompeius’ campaigns did not perpetually exterminate piracy, and it would grow yet again during his
lifetime, during his civil wars with Caesar and the latter civil wars of Antonius and Octauianus. See
Bradford 2007, 49-51; Seager [1979] 2002b, 43 adds the 75 BCE campaign of M. Antonius’ son.
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elsewhere, while Pompeius, himself, in command of a central fleet was to move
systematically from area to area, driving the pirates before him, corner them, and
administer the coup de grace»'©°,

The other important component of Pompeius’ action was not one of war, but of
diplomacy: through showing clemency, attempting to reach an agreement with the
communities and attributing vacant lands or redistributing them amongst scarcely-
populated settlements, he would have managed not only to fix the issue of piracy in the
immediate present, but also through the years to come'®’. Thus, it seems that, however
much the ancient sources and Pompeius himself might have attempted to establish a
reputation for great naval prowess, this might not have derived exclusively from his
piracy campaigns, given that he reached success through several methods, of which one
of the preponderant consisted in agreements, and had to rely on several other commanders
to assure all the sea was patrolled at once. Cassius himself seems to make a similar
statement: he owes a great deal of Pompeius’ deeds to not only good fortune, but also his
army; and despite acknowledging him as having great authority on land and sea, he also
recognised that the commander had a number of advantages: wealth, derived from his
campaigns; diplomatic liaisons with several cities and kingdoms, who were disposed

positively towards him?8,

Pompeius’ campaigns against the Iberian tribes'®® seem to reveal a factor that will also be
significant — and, possibly, with greater intensity — throughout the Gallic Wars, which is
the necessity for the control of bridges. It seems that Pompeius will have preferred to
make use of bridges to cross rivers, instead of using boats or rafts. The first example
mentioned by Cassius is the crossing of the Cyrnus: Pompeius would have successfully
controlled not only the territory but the bridge itself. Soon after, his enemy Artoces would
have crossed the river Pelorus and ordered the burning of a bridge behind him. It seems

166 Bradford 2007, 50; Cabrero Piquero et Fernandez Uriel 2010, 265-67.

167 As stated by Paine (2015, 122-23), who describes it as «unusual», and considers that Pompeius’ actions
granted him their «allegiance» during the Third Mithridatic War. The motivations behind the campaign and
its immediate aftermath are still being discussed. There are historiographic divergencies in the way authors
interpret Pompeius’ intervention: Morrel disagrees with De Souza’s views, which state that Pompeius’
sparing the pirates would have been done in his own interest, rather than due to any clemency (Morrel 2017,
64-66; De Souza [1999] 2002, 171-7), in order to accelerate the resolution of the issue and assume the
control of the Mithridatic Wars. Morrel observes that, through his actions, Pompeius would have attained
the creation or control of several ports, shipyards and ship sheds, as well as the ships themselves, increasing
his maritime resources and creating subsistence means for these populations.

188 Dio Cass. 37.20.

189 Those in the modern-day regions of Georgia and Armenia.
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that the river would have been fordable or on the verge of it, given that some of Artoces’
warriors would have attempted it and failed in the process. Pompeius himself would have
forded the river with his army later in the year’.

6. The Parthian Wars

The Parthian wars have little to be said regarding the naval action of the involved
commanders, due to a lack of information from the sources. Regarding Crassus’ entry in
Parthia, for instance, it is mentioned that he crossed the Euphrates, but the method is
unspecified at first; all that is said is that the locals would not have expected his
crossing*’®. Only in Dio Cass. 40.18 will it be made clear that the army would be crossing
by means of a bridge — together with the narration of a number of prodigies — and that the
said bridge would have collapsed. Cassius also refers that Crassus would be marching
alongside the river with his army, and it is likely, though not completely specified, that
the supplies would have been carried both on land and by ship, given that the source
mentions that they followed the army along the river banks and the river’s stream (Dio

Cass. 40.20)'72,

7. The Gallic Wars and the fluvial corridor: the Rhone, the Sadne
and the Rhine

Most of Julius Caesar’s Gallic campaigns do not have a substantial number of naval
actions (excepting the period prior and during the incursion to Great Britain), given that
they are land-based campaigns. However, this does not remove the importance of river
communication: most of the early conflicts with the Helvetic and the Germanic tribes are
strongly related to river-crossings and the use of rivers as a means for transporting men
and supplies. Not all these crossings are made by boat, with a significant amount taking

place through bridges, particularly on the Roman side; it seemed pertinent to include these

170 Dio Cass. 37.1-2.

"1 Dio Cass. 40.12.

172 On the Parthian campaign and the Battle of Carrhae see, for instance, Stark [1966] 2012, who observes
that the Parthians would not make war during winter, and that Crassus would have stationed several
garrisons in «little semi-Greek settlements across the river», spending «the winter in harassing»; see also
Woolf 2012 and Brice 2014.
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episodes in the ambit of this dissertation, to present rivers and river-transport as a

complement to the land-army even when facing continental confrontation.

Prior to the Gallic Wars, Caesar would have had contact with the issues of transport and
of a commander not being well-provided in terms of ships. According to Suetonius, he
wouldn’t have been a stranger to dealing with fleets and naval transports: whilst serving
in Asia under the command of Marcus Thermus, he would have been sent to Bithynia in
order to retrieve a fleet'”®; afterwards, he would have served in Cilicia. If ancient sources
are to be believed, he would also have been captured by pirates whilst travelling to
Rhodes, against which he would have later sent a fleet!’®. Caesar’s early career in the
military thus contrives a series of dislocations, most of which by ship, thus providing him

with early contact and practical knowledge on how to command a fleet.

Whichever sort of maritime knowledge Caesar may have attained during these early
stages, it seems that the sequence of his military career — which will take him away from
the Mediterranean and into the Atlantic — will have frequently deemed it insufficient for
his campaigns abroad. There are at least two registered cases in which Caesar’s army will
struggle with the inadequacy of naval means, one being his course of action in Lusitania,
the other being his campaign in Great Britain. Both involve the same issue: an inability
for the army to safely disembark. During his early campaigns in Lusitania, he would have
pursued the populations until they reached the ocean, but these were able to cross to an

island!’. In his attempt to attack them, he would have prearranged some rafts, but his

173 Suet. lul. 2. Caesar would have arrived in Bithynia as ambassador, with the purpose of attaining the aid
of Bithynia in terms of their naval capacity. This was granted, and a Bithynian fleet was used by Caesar’s
commander, Thermus, to attack Mytilene (Billows [2009] 2012a, 57). His stay in Bithynia would have also
enabled him to develop a network of clientelae (Osgood 2008: 690).

174 These issues with piracy and Caesar’s presence in the Eastern Mediterranean coincide with the timespan
of 78-77 BCE (Goldworthy 2006, 104-105); Caesar would have served under Seruilius Isauricus, one of
the individuals who would have attempted to put an end to the issue of piracy.

175 «La identidad de esa isla sempre ha sido objeto de debate. Hoy por hoy, la mayoria de los historiadores
acepta la antigua tesis de Schulten, segln la cual seria Peniche, a 45 kilémetros de Lisboa, o, tal vez, las
cercanas islas Berlengas (...). También han sido propuestas las islas Cies.» Bugalhdo et Lourenco 2011:
256; Schulten 1992, 91, basing himself on Avienus (Ora Maritima, 154-171). The difficulty of dating
Roman archaeological findings in the Berlengas is an added struggle to the identification of the island;
however, the earliest finds are thought to date from the 2™ to 1%t century BCE, which could coincide with
Julius Caesar’s expedition (namely, a Dressel 1 amphora probably made in the Italian Peninsula). See
McElderry 1963 for an archaeological record of the Berlengas. Guerra (2005) presents another
interpretation, accounting for the significant variation found in sea levels and the coastal and estuarine
areas, underlining the importance of further geological research and signalling that whilst contemporary
authors have attempted to find ways to connect what is the current geological situation and historical
sources, this can often be forced, and that it is unlikely that the Berlenga Grande is the island, following
linguistic interpretation of the word pelagia. This work states that this island is more likely to be that of
Peniche: although modern historiography still needs to undergo further studies to understand the outline of
the Portuguese coast for the period in cause, Roman occupation is «well documented» and attested for this
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infantry was not successful, due to struggles while disembarking. This would have made
Caesar order several ships from Gades, in order to cross to the island, and the Roman
army was subsequently easily able to subdue the tribes, already lacking in supplies’®. As
mentioned by Freeman, tides are significantly different between the Mediterranean and
the Atlantic: «In the Mediterranean, the tide varies no more than a few inches, but on the
Atlantic seaboard the water can swiftly rise several feet», which resulted in «the Roman
soldiers [being] trapped and all but one cut down by the Spanish rebels»!’. Caesar was
thus possibly used to Mediterranean dislocations by this point (it seems, for instance, that
he would also have travelled from Hiberia — and probably to Hiberia as well — by ship,
given that his return, and that of his army, would have been made by use of a fleet), but
that his practical knowledge as a commander in the Atlantic Ocean will only begin to be

developed in later periods®’®.

region, and that it is likely there would have been several islets between the Cabo Carvoeiro and the Rio
de Aveiro which are now part of the continental area. There is further support by archaeological findings in
this location (both on land and at sea), which seem connected to «oceanic navigation».

176 Dio Cass. 37.54. Caesar’s campaign would not have been the first in the Iberian Peninsula, and the
intervention of Gades in Roman military actions through the late 2" century — early 1% century BCE can
be observed or deduced from historical sources. Rui Morais (2007: 101) states that Gades would have been
supporting armies with supplies and a fleet and possibly accompanied early campaigns, such as those of
Seruilius Sicipio in 139 BCE and Decimus Junius Brutus in 137 BCE (the latter more certain than the
former), as well as having a possible participation in M. Perpena’s intervention in 74 BCE, during which
Cale would have been taken and Roman presence extended to the centre-west. Until Perpena’s expedition
in 74 BCE and Caesar’s in 61 BCE (a campaign which, according to Morais, would have intended to
establish Caesar’s sovereignty in a location with flourishing trade), the Douro river would have acted as
border between territories with and without Roman presence (111), and the importance of Gades’
intervention is seen, for instance, in the attribution of the title of praefectus fabrum to Balbo, a Gaditan
(117). Gades’ support would have been significant to extend Roman presence to Brigantium (117).
According to Morais, therefore, there are two stages of Roman presence, namely a first between the 2™ and
1%t centuries BCE, with the «first military campaigns» and a growing presence of products of Italian origin
in Iberian trade, and a second from the 1% century BCE onwards, with growing participation of the Iberian
Peninsula in the imperial markets and its integration in the wider Mediterranean economy (120-21). Thus,
Roman presence in the Iberian Peninsula up to the Douro river would have been in a period of consolidation
during Caesar’s campaign, which subsequently «expanded Rome’s political dominion as far as the Gulf of
Avrtabro, in Galicia» (Morillo, Fernandez Ochoa et Salido Dominguez 2016: 275), with Brigantium, modern
day La Corufa, playing an important role: «a partir de meados do século | a. C. 0os romanos dominam ja
uma extensa frente atléntica, ndo sendo de estranhar as relagdes preferenciais manifestadas por gentes
habituadas a frequentar o mar Oceano, veja-se o0s episodios do apoio gaditano a César, nas suas campanhas
peninsulares e na expedicdo a Brigantium, naturalmente, para além da conhecida investida britanica do
mesmo» (Fabido 2009, 57-58).

177 Ruiz 2017. On Mediterranean and Atlantic tides see, for instance, Pugh et Woodworth 2014; Omrani
2017, 60-61, who points out the stronger Atlantic influence in the areas close to the Strait of Gibraltar. For
a specific scientific approach to Mediterranean tides and an introduction to closed sea vs Atlantic tides, see
Arabelos et al. 2011; on Caesar’s «Celeritas»; Riggsby 2017, 72.

178 The matter of Caesar’s geographic knowledge is of significant importance to several subjects in Roman
History. According to Riggsby, there is a «sense of mastery that Caesar projects through his control of
geography»; his expeditions allowed him to acquire tactical knowledge which may have benefited the
Roman army in situations such as, for instance, the first Helvetii attempt to cross the Rhone (Murray 1909).
For a more recent scientific approach to tides and their influence upon navigation in Ancient time (regarding
matters such as the influence of tides and wind in ship-speed) see Grainge 2002.
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Julius Caesar’s contact with naval actions during the Gallic Wars starts early in the
conflict. To prevent the enemies from crossing into the Italian Peninsula and considering
that this crossing would begin through using ships or rafts on the river Rhone, he orders
the cutting of the bridge at Genava and fortifies several key points (Caes. BGall. 1.7-8;

Dio Cass. 38.31)'"°. River crossing®®

will be a constant amongst the Helvetii, especially
throughout their attempts of traversing the Alps®®!, and will possibly be of equal
importance to the Roman army, considering that «roads had not yet been constructed in
independent Gaul in Caesar’s time»'®. After their first failed attempt to cross the
Rhone®®3, they are said to have crossed the Saone, a minor fluvial course, in small skiffs
tied to each other, most likely improvised rafts'®*. Caesar is said to have been aware of
these movements and to have taken advantage of them: the Helvetii crossing seems to
have been a slow process, despite (or due to) the river’s stillness, and when most of the
units had already arrived in the other side, a smaller section was still left behind®, This
section would have been attacked by Caesar’s army, with positive results for the Roman

faction. Cassius mentions the Helvetii as crossing the river Arar'®, not through skiffs nor

178 The academic community has frequently discussed the nature of these fortifications (and the reasons
behind the delay in the Helvetii crossing), and it is now generally agreed that there would not be a
continuous line, but several fortifications amongst key-points along the river, which would, by themselves,
work as a natural barrier. See Dodge 1963, 62-63; Raaflaub et Ramsey 2017: 3.

180 Years before, Lucius Marius and Seruius Galba would also have crossed the Rhone; the methods used,
however, are unclear, but they managed to achieve several victories. This enterprise was close in time with
the attack to Valentia by Manlius Lentinus, and it seems that while the Valentians had a significant amount
of river vessels to cross the Isara, the Roman army did not (Dio Cass. 37.47). As mentioned by Omrani, «in
the first century BC, if a person dwelling on the north bank of the river Rhéne in Geneva wished to travel
into southern Gaul, their most natural route would be to cross the river and then take a road leading
southwest towards Valence (...). If the bridge was out of action (...), the only viable route was to follow
the north bank westwards out of the city, and after about twenty miles, pass through a narrow defile of the
Jura Mountains (...)» (Omrani 2017, 60). With the bridge being cut, the change of route would lead to «the
muddy edge of the Rhéne», with the path «reduced to a stony ribbon, balanced on the edge, scarcely wide
enough for a cart to pass». See also Cawthorne 2005, 20.

181 Drogula 2015a, 154-90. The Romans would have been well-acquainted with river crossing, both by
boats and bridge, given Rome’s location on the banks of the Tiber. See Dio Cass. 37.58.

182 Together with river crossing, there will be river defence. As far as the Rhone is regarded, it seems as if
there would have been strategic interests: as mentioned by Cawthorne, «(...) the Rhone-Sadne-Rhine
corridor was fast becoming the most important trade route in pre-industrial Europe. Britannic tin was
traditionally transported along the rivers Garonne and Seine (...)». Cawthorne 2005, 20. See also Campbell
2003.

183 On the importance of the Rhéne, its navigability and river transport in this period, see Riggsby 2006,
74. See also Raaflaub et Ramsey 2017: 11.

184 Caes. BGall. 1.12.

185 Riggsby underlines the significant technological and human effort implied in this operation: between
the building of the fortifications, the destruction of the bridge, and a subsequent construction of another,
the author considers that «The Romans’ first technological feat is a virtuoso performance, though it does
not by itself have a decisive effect». Riggsby 2017, 74. See also Cunliffe 1982.

18 Another name for the Saone, as seen, for instance, in the translation presented by Ademma 2017, 125.
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rafts, but by fording it, which would have allowed the Roman army to take advantage of

this moment of logistical frailty and attack them?®’.

His following measures would have been to keep tracking the remainder of the enemy’s
army, which would involve crossing the river; however, Caesar will not cross his army
by boat or even improvised rafts, as the Helvetii, but instead order the building of a bridge.
One might question the different options of each commander, which might be related to
the load — both armour, supply and beasts — each army transported. It is likely that the
Roman army had a heavier weight load, which would have prevented it from crossing in
improvised rafts, even if there were some available, left behind by the defeated Helvetii.
There is also Caesar’s usual decision for celerity'®: as will be shown through his actions
during the wars in which he was involved, his usual course of action, as a commander,
would often rely on movement speed to grant him either surprise attacks — as far as an
attack of an army of large dimensions against an enemy with available scouts can be a
«surprise attack»; in this case, we mostly mean the relatively unexpected appearance of
Caesar’s army at a determinate location, days or weeks ahead of what could usually be
predicted — or the hold of better positions. This might justify the building of a bridge,
especially given that the Helvetii people were unable to cross the whole of their army in
time to prevent enemy attacks. The Roman army might be easily attacked if they remained

in the same position, as were the Helvetii.

187 Dio Cass. 38.32. One must have into account that it is believed this period would have corresponded to
«a peak in a warming period in central Europe», which not only allowed the Roman army to cross the Alps
earlier in the year (early May, according to Raaflaub and Ramsey), but may have also influenced the
strength of river currents due to the melting of snow and glaciers (Raaflaub et Ramsey 2017: 3; this work,
dedicated to establishing a chronology of the Gallic Wars, also has information regarding the army’s
traveling speed). On the early conflicts with the Helvetii see Stevenson 2015, 86.

18 However, as mentioned by Goldsworthy, celerity is not a synonym for recklessness: «Caesar was typical
of Roman commanders in attempting to seize the initiative and maintain the offensive during his campaigns.
This did not mean that he was willing to engage the enemy in open battle under any circumstances. It was
common at this period for two armies to move swiftly into close proximity, but then to hesitate, camped a
few miles apart and wait for days before fighting a battle, or even separate without having fought».
Goldsworthy 2009, 204.
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Fig. 1. The Rhone, the Saone and modern-day Geneva.

Nonetheless, Caesar’s views regarding the crossing of the river do not seem to apply
regarding the transport of supplies. Some of the cereal meant to be available to the army
would have been sent through transport ships. The fact that the source mentions the
inability to use these is problematic, however: despite Caesar meaning to closely follow
the Helvetii and seeing that these would have strayed farther from the river, that does not
necessarily mean the supplies could not be sent to the army. They could have been
transported onto carts and subsequently sent to the camp. There are several viable
explanations to this affirmation; one could argue about the lack of proper roads to
transport the alimony in good time, which, however, can be counterargued, given that the
army’s passing would have, at least, opened trails (these might be deemed unusable,
however, if the meteorological conditions made the roads or trails overly muddy). It is
also possible that such chariots or carts to transport the cereal were unavailable at the
time, or already taken by the army; that Caesar meant to store the cereal at some specific
place, considering the army’s return; or even that there were enemy incursions alongside
the river and some of the cargo was lost. The source is not clear about the specific reasons
why Caesar could not use the cereal; either it was a voluntary misrepresentation by the
author, or the matter would have appeared clear enough to a reader of the 1% century BCE.
From all the hypotheses presented above, and given the lack of mention regarding enemy

excursions against the said ships, it is likely that it was mostly a problem of movement
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and the lack of technical resources to transport the cereal from the ships to the army. One
might also argue for the lack of escort units available to transport the cereal — if all the
army left with Caesar, there would be no unit to protect the supplies from being taken by

enemies.

From chapter 30 onwards, the Gallic Wars will focus on the Roman issues with the
Germanic'®. The Germanic tribes, together with Germanic mercenaries, were either
crossing the Rhine or establishing themselves amongst the margins, waiting for a proper

opportunity to do so*®

. During the early stages of the conflict, which do not include heavy
military conflicts — in fact, they seem to consist, mostly, of diplomatic actions between
several tribes from Gallia/Germania and Rome —, Caesar’s increased concern with these
river crossings will eventually lead him to a meeting with one of the Germanic leaders,
Ariouistus. The Roman commander will attempt to impose on Ariouistus that no other
tribe would be allowed to cross the river, unsuccessfully. This seems to announce an
inability, however temporary, to prevent large-scale migrations and river crossings of the
Rhine, which would probably be crossed through ships — if the Germanic tribes had opted
for crossing bridges placed on areas with a lighter flow, Caesar might have been able to
prevent these prior to his talks with Ariouistus by attempting their destruction. The
Germanic army would have attempted to cross the Rhine once more, and whilst some are
said to have taken some boats (possibly small skiffs belonging to local populations), many

others would have attempted to save themselves by swimming®®*.

189 1n Cassius, the narration of the Germanic invasion begins in Dio Cass. 38.34. See Raaflaub et Ramsey
2017: 15-18; Stevenson 2015, 87; Freeman 2008, 132-45.

190 Djo Cass. 38.35. Caes. BGall. 1.31.

191 Caes. BGall. 1.51-52.
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Fig. 2. The three big rivers of the Gallic Wars. The tribes were approaching Rome through East and West and becoming close to the
last natural barrier, the Alps.

The next stage of the conflict will also be related to fluvial/coastal tribes. Cassius
mentions the Belgae (specifically, the Nervii), both those who lived close to the Rhine
and those who lived in Britannia®®?. Against these peoples Caesar would have encamped
by the river Axona, whilst his enemies would have taken hold of a bridge!®:. Even as
Julius Caesar was coming to and from Britain in his expeditions, the escalating tensions
in Rome forced him to return. Following his arrival in Gallia, he would have travelled
further South with his army, and is said to have done so «along the river Rhine»%4, It is
unknown whether the commander and his forces were carried by transport vessels or if
they marched along the river instead, but the choice to travel along the river (aside from
the immediate access to drinkable water) would probably imply the presence of some sort

of vessels to carry heavier loads (particularly provisions), which would have been more

192 Raaflaub et Ramsey 2017: 18-23. On the several Belgae peoples and their regional differentiation, see
King (1990, 31-32), according to whom there is archaeological evidence to express a division between the
Northern, more Germanic Belgae and the Southern, more Gaulish. Therefore, the Rhine would not act as
absolute division between Gaul and Germania, but there is a «series of ethnic and archaeological groupings
which divide north-south rather than east-west». Note also Crompton, who observes that during this time
period the region in question, «controlled by the Belgae», would have been «wetter and swampier than it
is today» (seeing as it was altered by Dutch-built dams), and that the Rhine «splits into many different
Channels as it nears the North Sea, creating a bewildering mass of water and swampy land.» This would
have been where the Belgae were stationed, «amidst these channels and rivulets» (2003, 45).

193 Dio Cass. 39.1.

194 App. B Civ. 2.5.
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easily attacked on land, as well as delayed the army’s march, given that a carriage or a
chariot, pulled by horse or ox, will usually travel more slowly than a ship. Whilst carriages
are easily attacked from the road, a ship traveling alongside the army can only be attacked
by either getting through that army, reaching the vessels through other ships — and, given
it’s a river, it’s likely to be easier to control than the sea, and there could always be a
receded and an advanced garrison to keep watch — or through projectiles. It still seems a
possible preferable method to the wagons, which would be easier for the enemies to reach

during an ambush.
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Fig. 3. Through the observation of the rivers, one can see how Caesar’s Gallic Campaigns head further north through central

Europe, between the Rhone and the Rhine.

In Caes. BGall. 2.5, Caesar’s preference for bridge crossing will once again seem evident
— the army crosses the Axona (Aisne) and, even though the method is not specifically
mentioned, the source specifies the existence of a nearby bridge, which would have been
guarded by the soldiers'®®. Caesar would have taken advantage of the river itself to protect
the army from incursions. The river seems to not have been of significant depth, at least
in some locations, including those close-by: the source says that the Germanic would have
attempted to ford it, with an underlying strategy of attacking the Roman camps and
outposts on the other side and cutting access through the bridge, most likely to prevent a
Roman retreat on this side. It is possible, however, and even likely, that they did not

195 Raaflaub et Ramsey 2017: 19.
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manage to ford the river, given that Caesar is mentioned as having crossed the
aforementioned bridge not long afterwards, in order to face them; and the source itself
says that the Germanic would have felt the need for retreat given the impossibility to wade
across. There are, at least, two points that might be questioned: why the Roman army
would not have forded the river itself, choosing to cross the bridge instead (which might
be easily answerable by the bridge’s better pathway for the logistics in cause, including
the cavalry and eventual transports!®); and how was it that the army quickly became
aware of the enemy’s attempt to do so. This means, most likely, that either Caesar
constantly sent scouts across the margins — given his seemingly adamant option to defend
the crossing — or that some other advanced river outposts, not mentioned in the source,
had been built.

The devices or methods used in transport are not always clear. During his campaign
against the Nervii and following a change in the marching lines — which seems to have
particularly regarded the transports — Caesar would have crossed yet another river with
his army, a crossing which would have included cavalry units. They would have crossed
the river at a particularly shallow point; however, one must account for the need to safely
cross the transports as well, and it seems likely that wading would not have been the best
method, given the risks of the carts or chariots becoming stuck in the riverbed. It also
seems that the enemy was expecting this crossing, which might signify that they either
had scouting units or were aware of local geography, and thus knew that spot would be
the most likely to provide an easy crossing. The Nervii would have also waited for the
transports’ attempted crossing to attack, which implies the frailty of the situation for the
Roman army. It seems that, in this specific situation, the commander or his subordinates
would not have opted for river transports, either due to the impossibility of defending
them or, which seems more likely, due to the shallowness of the river itself, which would
not allow navigation. The battle that follows, known as the Battle of the Sabis River,
seems to confirm this second hypothesis, given that the source itself says the 9" and 10"
legions would have chased the enemies to the river, and the latter would have attempted

to cross it, closely followed by the Roman army*®’.

1% As might be observed in Caes. BGall. 2.16. The description made of the logistics says that each legion
would have been separated from the other by the transports.

197 K. Kagan [2006] 2009, 128-54 calls the Battle of the Sambre «atypical». In her analysis, she states that
the situation would not have been as advantageous for Caesar as those of former conflicts, stating that the
Nervii, unlike the Helvetii, would have moved their armies quickly and effectively and thus caused greater
trouble for Caesar. The author mentions the several movements of both armies along the river. Whether the
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The Roman contacts with foreign navies will intensify following the aforementioned
conflicts. The army will cross its path with the Venetil®®, which seem to reveal, in due
time, a new way to make war, and to open new possibilities for Caesar in the North. This
people is said to have had not only a significant merchant fleet, through which it would
engage in trade with Britannia, but also a meaningful experience in navigation®®. They
would have had a line of fortifications or harbours alongside the Channel, and those
intending to sail there would have become their tributaries. The Veneti would have been
the first elements to begin a resistance against Roman domination, by detaining Silius and
Velanius in order to retrieve their own captives. This would have led the neighbouring
tribes to hold Trebius and Terrasidius. At some point, the entirety of the shoreline would
have engaged into a common cause, reacting in order to free themselves from Rome and

Caesar?®,

In this episode one sees a noteworthy mention of Caesar’s behaviour as a general, not
specifically in combat, but regarding the matter of resources. He would have been in
Illyria, relatively far from the place where these events occur, and ordered new ships to

be built — specifically, long ships, thus, warships («naues longas aedificari») — by the

River Loire, because it emptied into the Ocean («quod influit in Oceanum»), and ordered

the hiring of rowers, sailors and steersmen («remiges ex prouincia institui, nautas

gubernatoresque comparari iubet»?°?). It is not the goal of this chapter to discuss ship

Romans followed the Nervii into the river and continued the fight whilst fording the water is debatable. It
seems unlikely that the heavier units would have benefited from this action, given that they would not only
have their movements slowed, but might also prejudice their equipment. The lighter auxiliary units might
have engaged in this sort of combat, but the Nervii in the river could have benefited from already being in
the water or the crossing site, whilst the Romans would be slowed in their movements while entering it and
thus present some frailty. The river was meant to have been used as a natural barrier to slow the enemy and,
given the Roman situation of apparent disorganisation, chasing the enemy through a course of water might
not have been the best possible option. Regardless, one might always point the psychological and emotional
effects of battles, which might have led the soldiers to engage in otherwise technically difficult situations.
See Caes. BGall. 2.23.

198 For an archaeological analysis on the trade between Brittany and Britain and how Caesar’s incursions
would have affected the area, see, for instance, Yenne 2012.

199 Caes. BGall. 3.8. Yenne makes a comparison of the difficulties faced by Caesar in 56 BC and those
endured by General Patton in 1944, during the US army’s mission of taking Brittany. Both armies struggled
with the local topography; the US Army, for instance, would have ignored the forts of Saint-Nazaire and
Lorient, which would not surrender until 1945. If, as Yenne mentions, the Allies «wrote off a seaborn
landing on the rugged coast of Brittany as potentially too costly», Caesar’s efforts with the technology of
the 1%t century BCE would have been even more significant. Both the Roman army and the Allies would
have felt the need of controlling the sea and become a leading «maritime power» in the region, in order to
dominate the area. See Yenne 2012; Cardwell 1860.

200 On the background and beginning of the Veneti uprisings see, for instance, Billows [2009] 2012b, 142.
201 Caes. BGall. 3.9.
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typologies or shipbuilding — that will be left for the following chapters?®?, Whether Caesar
actually had these ships built or freighted, who would have built them, where and with
which materials are questions we will attempt to answer afterwards, though one might
point out that, like Appian, Cassius also mentions that Caesar would have ordered the
building of the ships, not specifically due to former struggles, but because he would have
heard that these were the most advantageous vessels to fight in the Ocean; these ships
would have been brought down the river Liger?®. The intention is to observe Caesar’s
actions as a commander, and what seems less liable of being doubted is the affirmation
that ships were sent to the North and that Caesar is said to have ordered the building of
these ships?®. If both of these affirmations are truthful, and if these ships were not
freighted from local communities instead, this is one of the first circumstances in which
a Roman commander is said to have ordered the building of ships during the first century
BCE (thus, long after the First Punic War and the first outburst of Roman naval
construction was over), instead of «recycling» the ones captured in battle or relying on
those borrowed by allies. It is also the first time that a large-scale expedition will be sent
to the northern Atlantic Ocean, a new space with different navigation styles?®®. Thus, it is
possible that we are in presence of a novelty in Roman flexibility: the Romans, no longer
able to rely on their allies as ship providers — for they were not fighting in familiar seas,
the Mediterranean and the Euxine — now had to attempt new strategies. One might also

202 As an introductory note, one may point Yenne’s statements, based on Caesar’s: that the Veneti vessels
would rely mostly on sails and be built for endurance, whilst the Roman ships would rely on speed and
oarsmen. See Yenne 2012; Salway 1993, 7.

208 Djo Cass. 39.40. According to Cassius, who confirms what Caesar says in De Bello Gallico, the naval
investment may have been motivated because most of the Veneti cities were inaccessible to the Roman
infantry and the usual Roman fleet (Dio Cass. 39.40). However, and according to the same source, these
ships seem to have been relatively unimportant, with the bulk of war granted by other typologies of ships
brought from the Mediterranean by Decimus Brutus. These would have been light and fast vessels, very
different from the large, sturdy enemy ships (Dio Cass. 39-41).

204 This account is explained by Levick, who considers these events to be of uncertain chronology (but after
the winter of 57-56 BCE, and during a period in which Caesar would have «thought that Gaul had been
pacified». The author analyses preparations on both sides and the formation of a type of coalition between
several population groups; Levick 2009, 64-65. See also Raaflaub et Ramsey 2017 for a more detailed
account of Caesar’s campaigns on land, and note that, prior to the conflicts with the Veneti, Caesar would
have sent one of his subordinates to attend to issues with «the maritime nations along the Atlantic (2.32)»
(namely Publius Crassus), thus not attending this initial stage of confrontation with Atlantic populations
himself.

205 Nonetheless, the lack of military intervention does not signify that Rome did not have contact, however
indirect, with Britain, and that this would not have influenced the Roman interest in the area. As mentioned
by Salway, «(...) archaeological patterns do faithfully reflect important cultural and political changes in
Britain in the period between 125 BC and Caesar, and that the traffic between the Continent and Britain
that originated in the Roman-dominated Mediterranean had much to do with themx. Given that the Veneti,
«and possibly the Osimi», dominated the trade-routes, Caesar’s military expedition may be justified further,
given that Rome would possibly have this knowledge at the said period. See Salway 1993 and Dando-
Collins 2002.
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observe the likeliness of a great part of the crew not being Roman. Caesar orders the

hiring of people from the Gallic provinces — rowers, sailors and steersmen.

There is one issue which might be debatable regarding these circumstances, and which
cannot be answered without further analysis of the events. If the Veneti were so well-
known for their naval prowess®®, why would Caesar have decided to confront them at
sea, especially in an unknown territory, when Rome did not have a significant naval
tradition?"’? There are several hypotheses. The one postulated by Cassius says that the
Veneti would have been defeated due to being unacquainted with the ship types brought
into the battle and considered them a smaller threat than they truly represented; however,
the ship types used by Caesar seem to be confusing, when both sources are compared.
Cassius also mentions that the Veneti would have struggled against the meteorological
conditions, due to the material of their sails; however, Caesar consistently speaks of their
advantage at navigation, due to them knowing the location better. By observing the
following points, one might reach some conclusions. Firstly, there will be a combat
between both parties. The Gallic alliance began by organising their fleet and equipment

(«pro magnitude periculi bellum parare et maxime ea quae ad usum nauium pertinent

prouidere instituunt»?%), and allegedly felt confident due to their advantage: a great

geographic knowledge of the region. They are said to have relied on the fact that some of
the land paths became insurmountable during the high tides, and navigation itself was
difficult due to topography and the lack of harbours. Caesar also affirms that the Veneti
knew the Romans did not have a navy, did not know the inlets, the bays, the islets nor the
harbours, and would struggle with Oceanic navigation, which would be very different
from that in the Mediterranean Sea. Their other premises would have been their belief in

the Roman lack of supplies (present or future) and their naval superiority.

According to the Gallic Wars, in spite of all the apparent difficulties, Caesar would have

opted for entering the war due to the iniuria against the Roman equites, the uprising, the

206 They may also have been warned of the Roman expedition by their allies. See Rhys [1882] 2014, 49-50.
207 Since the earliest studies on the matter, several authors mention Caesar’s account of the Veneti ships,
which, according to Rhys, «had made a deep impression on his mind». In the latter decades of the 19%
century, Rhys goes as far as to state that the Veneti and their allies could be considered as an «Armoric or
maritime league» (Rhys [1882] 2014; Dougherty 2014, 284). The position regarding the Veneti trade
supremacy in the Northern Atlantic has been relatively undisturbed: in 2014, Dougherty mentioned that
«the conquest or annexation of the Veneti was inevitable sooner or later, given that they controlled the
coastal trade routes and posed a threat to Roman shipping in the area», with a strong emphasis upon their
«position» and «settlements», their «ship design and seamanship», together with the «knowledge of local
waters». See also Goldsworthy 2006, 360-61.

208 Caes. BGall. 3.9.
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desertion and, above all, fear that other communities would follow these into rebellion.
His disposal of forces would have been the following: Titus Labienus was sent to the
Rhine, to close the river crossing to the Germanic tribes, in case they attempted to cross
it with their ships; Publius Crassus goes to Aquitaine to prevent those peoples from
helping Gaul; Quintus Titurius Sabinus goes to other Gallic territories; more important to
this study, he sent Decimus Brutus to command the ships and fleet provided by the Gauls,
and ordered him to go to the Veneti, whilst Caesar himself would travel there with the
infantry. It seems that there would have been a series of skirmishes throughout the season,
which are not specified in this source, but are briefly mentioned by it, including the
struggles the Roman army and fleet would have to face and the defensive methods of the
enemy population. The topography of most settlements would include mostly
promontories and spits of land, which would become inaccessible to both the infantry
(when the sea rose) and fleet (during the low tides; the ships would get stranded on the
sandbars). The Roman engineers seem to have attempted to counter this effect, by
building moles and moenia, to contain the sea level; but the besieged cities would take

the inhabitants to their ships and retreat to other settlements and fortifications.

From this topic one can infer at least two conclusions. Firstly, Caesar, as a general, would
have preferred to delegate the command of his fleet on Brutus and take charge of the
infantry himself. Secondly, some technological effort would have been made to change
the landscape. The source mentions that Rome’s enemies would have retreated by ship,
which seems to indicate that the Roman efforts were directed towards trapping water
rather than draining it, or that the enemy fleet had a typology of ships which allowed for
dislocations through the sandbanks, something that the Roman ships would be unable to
follow. There are mentions of difficulties in sailing on the Roman side, due to poor
meteorological conditions and the lack of safe harbouring locations, as well as issues

sailing in open sea.

According to this source, the enemy’s ships keel would have been lower in height —which
would allegedly benefit them against the sandbanks — whilst the bow would have been
taller in height, and the stern sturdy and strong; overall, these ships would have been
heavier and sailed with a different type of sails. It seems that the Roman ships would be
lighter and faster, but that factor would not bring them any advantage against the sturdy,
tall ships of the Veneti — neither the spur nor the projectiles would have been able to cause
much damage. This brief introduction was included at this point of the study to explain
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the strategy of the Roman navy in battle against the Veneti, and the causes for their
subsequent failure — the Roman fleet, despite being equipped in order to be able to attack
ships with spurs, still had a strong preponderance of the traditional techniques of
approach, combined with infantry attacks. At this point, they were unable to succeed

through such techniques, due to the inadequacy of the fleet.

Chapters X11, X111 and XIV of Book 3 conclude by saying that Caesar would have realised
he was unable to capture the fortifications and decided to wait for the fleet, commanded

by Brutus?®

. Whereas Brutus was the commander of the fleet, the ships themselves were
distributed amongst military tribunes and centurions®®, The number of ships under
Roman service (either Roman or Gallic) is unclear; the enemy had 220. Having the need
to adapt to the height of the enemy ships (against which turrets are said to have been
insufficient as a counter measure), they would have resorted to the use of falces, a sort of
hook or sickle, through which the Romans would cut ropes attached to the masts; this
technique would only be possible through the strength of rowers?!t, The enemy sails were
then disabled, the ships unable to move, and the Roman fleet would send two or three
ships, from which the soldiers could approach and board the enemy vessels. This would

have resulted in a significant victory for Rome.

One can infer several significant points from this combat:

209 According to Professor Lawrence Keppie, «many of these promontory forts have been identified, but
archaeology as yet supplies no direct evidence for a Caesarian onslaught». See Keppie [1984] 2001. One
may question why Caesar would have delegated command of the fleet, seeing as his early career is said to
have involved several naval episodes and dislocations. Caesar is said to have «commandeered a small fleet,
led it back to Pharmacusa, and brought the pirates to battle, capturing several ships and their crews»; this
would not have been a major naval occurrence, but a smaller skirmish, and it is possible, if not likely, that
Caesar was in charge of the fleet himself, given the private nature of the conflict (Jiménez 2000). The case
of the Veneti, however, involves Atlantic navigation, so one might question whether Brutus and his
subordinates were in charge of acquainting themselves with this sea.

210 «Neque satis Bruto qui classi praeerat uel tribunis militum centurionibusque quibus singulae naues
erant attributae» (Caes. Gall. 3.14.3); these men would not have known the best combat tactics to adopt,
since they were unaware of the results their ships would have against the enemy’s; this seems to indicate a
lack of previous combats. It is also one of the few cases in which there is a specific mention to the lower
command hierarchies.

211 Caesar does not specify exactly what sort of falx this would be. The word itself is ambiguous, being used
both in agricultural and military contexts; it is not mentioned how it would be propelled against the ropes
and kept in place until the Roman rowers were able to achieve significant speeds in order to trim them.
These events would have occurred about one century and a half before the Romans had contact with the
more well-known and widely studied Dalcian falx (see, for instance, M. Schmitz 2005). There is a
comprehensive study of falx typologies amongst the Romans, but it mostly regards agricultural tools;
however, it is likely that, given the time-period, the device used in these circumstances would not vary
significantly from the agricultural sharp blades, attached to a pole. See White 1967.
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1) The importance of the second-in-command. It is not Caesar who commands the
most successful — if any — ships, and even Decimus Brutus, the commander in
charge with the fleet, is not specifically mentioned. The «falx» technique is not
said to have been suggested by either. The source specifically mentions the
military tribunes and centurions, and the fact that each of them would command
a ship; given that these ranks are often devoid of any mention throughout the
battles might suggest their relevance during this naval conflict.

e Cassius — unlike Caesar — mentions that Brutus would have considered
abandoning the ships altogether and fighting on land, which would be
consistent with the Roman preference for land battle (Dio Cass. 39.42), and
only changed his approach due to an alteration in meteorological conditions
which hampered the movement speed of the Veneti ships.

e This source also mentions ramming and does not seem to specify the use of
the «falx» during the early stages of conflict: the falx would be left for a later
stage, when the Roman victory would be close to assured, and would serve
mostly to prevent the enemy ships from being able to move yet again (thus, in
Cassius’ writings, the function is similar to that described by Caesar, but it
seems the moment of battle in which it is used is unclear). According to
Cassius, the formation would have been broken — or, at least, changed —
according to the circumstances: at some points, Brutus would have opted for
having several ships attacking a single enemy, whilst at others, the numbers
would be kept relatively equal (Dio Cass. 39.42). However, Cassius does not
dismiss the presence of the traditional Roman naval combat, through boarding
and infantry fight. He also mentions another point which Caesar fails to
specify, which is that the Veneti would not be using archers, slingers or any
type of projectile against the Roman ships?2.

2) The seemingly great skill of the rowers, who would have had the strength to
dislocate the ships in significant speeds and thus allowed for the immobilisation
of enemy ships. This would have subsequently enabled the Roman army to follow
the usual method of approach and boarding, which must have included ladders, if
the enemy ships and the Roman ships did have such a great disparity of size.

212 Cassius also mentions that some Veneti ships would have been set on fire, but does not specify how this
would be possible (the method or fuel, for instance, which would be dangerous to carry inside Roman
ships). Dio Cass. 39.43.
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The duration of the combat is fairly large, according to the source. Though
specialists debate the meaning behind Roman time — the combat is said to have
lasted from the Fourth Hour until sunset — it can be deduced that it may have
lasted, in the very least, an entire afternoon, and, at most, a whole day. It is
unlikely that the peak of the combat lasted for such a long period, given the
physical exhaustion that would have overcome both armies and rowers. It might
be argued that a naval combat could last longer, depending on the manoeuvrability
of the ships; however, this account of time might probably include the hours that
went from the moment of the approach of both fleets and preparation of combat
techniques and formations, to the moments that followed the battle itself, such as
the capture of the enemy ships and reorganisation of the fleet.
Regarding the «falx», it is probably safe to affirm that the instruments had been
loaded into the ships prior to the battle. This means that someone must have
considered this technique — might even have been aware that it worked against the
Veneti ships — and suggested it; they could also have been carried to the Roman
ships by naues speculatoriae swiftly moving between the centre-stage of battle
and the shoreline. One might question, especially given the inclusion of Gallic
ships in the incursion, whether some of the low-rank commanders were not local
individuals, aware of the fighting techniques and how to make the Roman
disadvantages come to a better outcome.

The immediate outcome seems to have been the complete surrender of the Veneti.

This people seems to have felt very comfortable in their navigation, topography

and geography, in order not to fear the Roman fleet. Thus, one of three

possibilities might be presented:

e The Romans inflicted several other unmentioned defeats upon the Veneti and
their allies before this battle, either on land or at sea, and might have been able
to cut their supply lines.

e The Veneti naval superiority was not as significant as the source seems to
show. This might explain not only the quick surrender, but also why there were
no other naval battles prior to this. The 220 enemy ships might not be
representative of a very large fleet, but of one consisting mainly of these 220
vessels. Chapter XV1 seems to confirm this, for it says that the Veneti had

gathered most of their ships during that battle.
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e The campaigns of Quintus Titurius Sabinus and Publius Crassus across the
remainder of Gaul were successful and prevented the Veneti from receiving
much further assistance from their allies. Regarding the former, this seems
unlikely, for the results of both Caesar and Titurius’ campaigns seem to have
been nearly simultaneous; Crassus’ campaign might have been even longer,
for it is mentioned that, when he was victorious, Caesar would have already
been intending to wage war against the Morini and the Menapii, whilst
Summer would be nearly at a close. Considering the three hypotheses
presented, the second seems the most likely. Not only had the Veneti lost a
considerable amount of their vessels — thus losing their capacity for
transportation — but a significant part of their demography, particularly the

younger men who were able for war.

Before the military campaigns in Britain began, Caesar would have undergone a series of
events, which were mostly of diplomacy and display of strength. The issues would
concern the Germanic tribes and, despite being connected to land and settlement, had
their starting point at the crossing of the river Rhine. Following a series of diplomatic
actions on the Germanic side, and after a successful land battle, Caesar would have
decided to cross the Rhine himself, allegedly to impose fear and respect upon the
Germanic tribes, and to comply with the requests of his Ubian allies. Regardless of the
reason, it seems that Caesar would have made a short incursion on the other bank of the
river with his army. Even though it is not a naval event, it is worth observing Caesar’s
action as a commander. Despite the fact that his allies would have offered him their own
transport ships to cross the Rhine, Caesar would have decided to build a bridge instead,
for two reasons: the dignitas (of the Romans and his own) would be offended in crossing
it by ship, and the unsafety he would have felt on doing so0?%3. It seems likely that the
second motivation — the possibility of losing men and cargo during the crossing — would

have been the most prevalent?*, but one may observe here some sort of ideology

213 Or, according to Cassius, to attain fame for himself. Dio Cass. 39.48-50.

2l4As mentioned in note 2 of the Portuguese translation by Victor Raquel, Caesar might have intended to
assure a fast way not only to cross large segments of the army, but also to retreat; a bridge would also have
made it easier to cross supplies, if carried in carts (Raquel [2004] 2016, 142). During the Gallic revolts
following his return from Britannia, Caesar will also be seen ordering the building of bridges (for instance,
in the territory of the Menapii — Caes. BGall. 5.6); the Roman struggles to cross rivers will also be faced
by Labienus against the Germanic tribes, with the former settling the camp close to a river, but not crossing
it, a course of action shared by the enemy. The said river will be crossed by Gallic forces, and Labienus
would have attempted to lure them away from the water — Caes. BGall. 5.7-8.
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regarding the use of river vessels — and borrowed ones — by a commander-in-chief, and
question why the source mentions something as the dignitas of Caesar and the Romans.
Even if only to attenuate the image of the difficulties endured by the Roman army
regarding river transport across the Rhine, it is, nonetheless, a remark that might show
Caesar’s preference, as a general, for land transportation'®. However, as seen in several
instances throughout this chapter, Caesar is also known to be a commander who relies
mostly on the celerity of his troops’ movement; the fact that he decides for safety instead
of speed, together with the remark that the bridge would have been destroyed by the army
once they returned, might be representative of a particular necessity for safety, not only

of men, but also of supplies?®.
8. A change of tides: the first incursion in Great Britain?’

In 55 BCE, following his victory against the Veneti, Caesar will attempt his first journey
to the island of Great Britain, allegedly to prevent the local populations from supplying
the Roman enemies in Gallia?*®. The matters of Caesar’s actions as a commander are seen
throughout the chapters XX-XXXVI. It seems that there is little space for doubting

Caesar’s intentions during this first attempt: these would not have been of conquer, but

215 Caesar may have been the «first Roman general east of the river» (Kaiser 2017, 69). Regarding the
technological processes of building a Roman bridge, see, for instance, Troitsky 1994 and Ulrich 2007; the
latter provides a detailed analysis of the current efforts to understand the bridge’s design and building
efforts.

216 This might be confirmed by the fact that some of the Gallic tribes would have crossed the Mosa river to
concur in pillage actions, and taken a substantial amount of cereal, which might have made it difficult for
the Romans to gather supplies from the territory and them to rely mostly on what they already had.

217 The precise location of the army’s arrival remains uncertain; early 20" century historiography was led
to believe that it may have been «along the coast between Walmer and Deal» (Holmes 1907, 311). However,
very recent archaeological survey in the county of Kent has led archaeologists to believe that the landing
site was Ebbsfleet; the belief that Caesar would have landed in Kent has long been attested by researchers
(since, at least, the 19" century; see, for instance Longmate 2001, 95-96). Nearly 500 years later, Ebbsfleet
was probably also the landing site of the new communities invading Britain (Yenne 2012, 79). As for
Caesar’s presence in the area, investigations carried by the University of Leicester have found what is
believed to be the remains of a Roman weapon, together with several hillforts. See
https://www?.le.ac.uk/offices/press/press-releases/2017/november/first-evidence-for-lulius-caesars-
invasion-of-britain-discovered and
https://www?.le.ac.uk/departments/archaeology/research/projects/footsteps-of-caesar/in-the-footsteps-of-
caesar-the-archaeology-of-the-first-roman-invasions-of-britain. The excavation team in Pegwell Bay has,
so far, found the remains of what seems to be a Roman pilum, pottery and bone fragments, including a
femur which «shows signs of a cut that was inflicted by a sharp blade», and support the claims that this was
the landing place, at least, for the second invasion. See Fitzpatrick 2018.

218 Eytr. 6.17. Eutropius summarizes Caesar’s feats as having crossed to the British ocean, subdued Gallia
between the Rhone, the Rhine, the Alps and the Ocean, made war upon the Britons and invaded Germanic
territory by crossing the Rhine. They are all bound to geographic landmarks, most of them rivers and the
sea.
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of reconnaissance?'®. The island was virtually unknown to the Romans, and it seems that
not even the tradesmen were able to provide Caesar with enough information regarding
the harbours, population numbers, lifestyle and war-style. It seems, however, that for
some reason the island would have been attractive enough for Caesar to attempt to gain
further knowledge®®. Once again, he will not be the main naval commander, at least
during the early expedition, sending Gaius Volusenus instead; as for himself, he would
have left for Icius Portus, in the North of modern-day France, and gathered his fleet,
including the ships built to fight the Veneti. These movements would not have been
unknown to the Britons, who would have sent diplomatic entourages to Caesar (although,
unlike what Caesar mentioned, they might not have intended to submit themselves to the
Romans). Volusenus returned without having disembarked, and another individual,

named Commius, was sent for further information, although nothing is heard of his return.

Prior to his departure, Caesar is said to have made peace with the Morini. Despite the
source’s mention of Caesar’s acceptance of their submission, it is possible that he would
have agreed on a truce in order to hire ships and crew capable of sailing across the
Channel??!. The expedition departed with eighty transport ships, distributed amongst his
quaestor, legates and prefects; eighteen others would have been left behind, with the
equites in charge. It is the first circumstance in which the cavalrymen are presented as
being in charge of sea vessels, and it is particularly relevant when one notes that there
were still significant parts of the army (amongst which stood some legates) which were

left behind and sent to other parts of Gallia.

From this moment onward begins the incursion itself. Caesar departs with the eighty ships
— the eighteen others left with the Equites suffer a delay — and arrives at a promontory
where it was impossible to disembark. Thus, the fleet keeps moving and the men attempt
to disembark at a nearby beach???. The Britons would have been awaiting the Romans

219 Goldsworthy (2006; see also Hoffman 2013a, 26) considers that about 4000 men of two legions would
be present, that some of the legionaries may have served as oarsmen, and that the majority of the army
would have remained behind, close to modern-day Boulogne. As for the departure, Keppie suggests «Pas
de Calais» or «West Flanders» as the point of departure of the greatest contingent and refers we do not
know from where the cavalry could have left (Keppie [1984] 2001, 62).

220 See also Dio Cass. 39.50.

221 The statement that says that the legate Publius Suplicius Rufus would have stayed behind to guard the
harbour with a garrison might denote some degree of uncertainty or distrust regarding the Morini, which
may confirm this statement.

222 The operation of disembarking seems to have presented significant trouble for the Roman army. As
mentioned by Grainge, Caesar would not have known «the layout» of the coast, regardless of being aware
of the «rise and fall of the tides». «The warships, which had been hauled ashore and were no doubt lying
on their beam ends, filled before they could float, while the transports, lying at anchor, lost ‘cordage,
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with their cavalry and war chariots??; as for the Roman fleet, the disembarking of the
army continues to be problematic??*, The ships were too large to come closer to the beach,
thus forcing the soldiers to leave the vessels and move through unsteady water with heavy
armour, while fighting the advances of the enemy cavalry and darts. During these earlier
moments of battle, it seems that both transport ships and war ships were close-by, which
once again seems to point that Caesar’s intentions were not of conquest, but recognition;
otherwise, it is likely that the round ships would have stayed in a second or third line,
surrounded by warships, protected against enemy incursions for long-term sustenance.
Given the situation, Caesar orders some of his warships to right-flank the enemies and
shoot from slings, bows and ballistas. The effect seems to have been slight, but enough
for the infantry to recover and advance further to the shoreline.

The formation lines remained broken for most of the conflict, and the Britons took
advantage of their knowledge of shoals, their cavalry and their projectiles??®. The Roman
soldiers would still be struggling with their movement, having reduced speed and
increased weight, but they would have been relieved by new hosts, able to disembark
closer to the shore through the use of skiffs, such as the naues speculatoriae. Thus, they
managed to be successful in sending their enemies into retreat. Even though the source

says that Caesar’s victory was not complete due to the absence of the cavalry, which

anchors and the rest of their tackle’ and several ‘went to pieces’ (B. Gall. 4, 29)»; Grainge mentions the
possible use of «Iron fisherman (hook-shaped) anchors», or «stone sinkers and warps». See Grainge 2002.
223 Harding considers that, given the archaeological findings in Wessex hillforts, «consistent with the use
of sling-stones or hand-thrown stones», it is «perhaps surprising that Caesar made no specific reference to
coming under attack from Gaulish or British slingers». If slingers were a usual component of the armies, it
is possible that these would have also been present amongst the host awaiting the Roman army during the
first disembarking in Kent; further archaeological survey might aid with the understanding of the sort of
forces awaiting the Romans at the beach. See Harding 2012, 195. On the subject of Iron Age warriors,
weapons and hillforts, see also Hoffman 2013b. Regarding Caesar and the matter of borders, see Lendon
2015.

224 Bradley considers that it «is unlikely that the coastal Britons had faced an amphibious landing prior to
55 B.C., and this may have been a cause of Caesar exaggerating the capabilities of his opponents»; however,
he adds that the «horses used in war, as with other teamwork, would have been conditioned for this type of
activity». According to the same author, «modern reconstructions have determined the chariot’s ability to
travel at around ten miles per hour even over rough ground». See Bradley 2009: 1080. According to
Cunliffe, archaeological works within the hill-fort of Danebury, «strongly redefended early in the third
century», have found that «horses account for more than a quarter of the animal bones and exceptional
quantities of horse gear and chariot fittings were found»; thus, «The implication would seem to be that
activity within Bury Hill now focused on the building of war chariots and the training of teams of horses to
power them». With the chariots, «powered by two well-trained horses», having been «used in Britain as an
item of elite display from at least the fifth century», the author believes that, during the period of Caesar’s
invasion, «chariots were now well integrated into the systems of warrior display and prowess» (Cunliffe
2013, 323-24).

225 In Dio Cass. 39.51, the conflict seems less significant, as most of the Britons would have retreated before
the Romans had landed.
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would have been delayed, it is possible that he did not intend on taking them to Britain at
all, considering the nature of the expedition and the small number of ships left behind.
Their later journey to Britain might have been motivated by Caesar’s initial struggles, or
a desire to strengthen his position. It was, however, unsuccessful, due to heavy storms

that also damaged a significant part of the larger fleet??®,

The destruction of the fleet put Caesar’s army in a disadvantageous position. They had

221 Caesar is said to have sacrificed twelve

no means of returning, and not enough supplies
ships to repair the others with their materials, whilst attempting to gather as much grain
as possible. The Britons would have attempted an attack and been defeated, and their new
situation would have driven them to make peace with Caesar. The diplomacy between
Rome and Britain throughout this first incursion seems unstable, with both sides being
less willing to fight, unless they could assure success; and whilst Caesar is said to have
demanded more hostages, and to have these carried back to continental Europe by the
Britons themselves, one might question whether this is not be an indication for Briton
ships carrying the Roman army back to continental Europe not due to fear of Caesar, but
to rid their land of unwanted invaders. One can wonder, considering how Caesar’s fleet
was partially destroyed, whether this is not a discrete way of the source saying that some
Briton ships would have been used to carry the Roman army back to continental Europe,
which would allow not only for the army to be safely transported as a whole — without
soldiers being left behind — but also for the army to become acquainted with the ship-

types, their respective construction and navigation style.

The return to the continent was not peaceful??. It seems to point towards the former issues
with the Morini: Caesar left for Britain with a truce, but this would have been broken, a
hypothesis which shows the frailty of leaving a relatively less stable territory behind in
55 BCE. Two transport ships carrying three-hundred soldiers were lost from the main

226 According to Billows, and considering Caesar’s own account of the facts, it seems that there would have
been three core points: first, that «his cavalry transports had been unable to make the crossing»; thus, Caesar
could not count with a significant part of the army. Second, that the ships were used as platforms for the
artillery: «the accompanying warships were rowed into shallow water on the flank from where they
provided covering fire with on board artillery: catapults and stone throwers». Last, that skiffs and small
ships were used for faster transport into rougher fighting areas: «Caesar embarked as many soldiers as he
could on small boats to row to where the fighting was thickest and lend aid». See Billows [2009] 2012b,
146. See also Payne 2006.

227 The reliance on sea and river transport for supplies is not an exception, but the rule: The Roman army
would have heavily relied upon grain transports, rather than foraging. Regarding sea and river transport of
supplies, and the respective logistics, see Roth 1999.

228 Dio Cass. 39.52-53 speaks of Gallic disturbances, which would be a contributing factor to hasten
Caesar’s return to the continent.
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fleet on Caesar’s return, and the Morini would have attacked these men. The equites left
behind would have been the ones to come to their rescue, which once more seems to
indicate that some cavalry would have been purposely left behind, rather than losing its

way from the main fleet, to prevent this type of situation. Thus ends the first invasion??°,

9. Caesar’s solution: the second invasion of Britain

Caesar’s second invasion of Britain seems significantly different from the first, not only
in terms of his apparent intentions, but also regarding the way he orders the expedition to
be organised and dispatched?3°. There is a renewed investment in naval construction and
repairs, and the innovation lies in the modification of the ships, which are now lower in
height and larger in width, and all have sails and oars, or so the source says. These
interventions would have been made so that they could easily cross the Ocean, transport
the cargo (possibly including horses for the cavalry) and, most important, to allow the
men to disembark more easily. This seems to have been a large effort of construction,
with materials coming from Hispania, and resulting in six hundred ships of the new model
and twenty-eight long ships fully equipped — or nearly. These would depart from Itius to
Britannia. There are two main points that we will now underline from the first chapters
of Book V:

1) Caesar orders the building of a large number of ships with the new typology.

These would have been meant mainly for an extra aid with transports and

229 For an analysis of the impact of the expedition, see Eaton 2014, 56: «his campaign was geographically
limited and any influence he had won was located to the south-east». There are also records of how coin
imagery becomes «increasingly sophisticated» and «closely mirrors that displayed on Roman coins»; so,
numismatics also attests Caesar’s invasion. Eaton 2014, 57.

230 Salway states that «we shall probably never know exactly why he [Caesar] launched his two expeditions
to Britain in 55 and 54 BC nor whether he intended conquest», although he parallels it to a «punitive foray»
like those «across the Rhine into Germany». The author also states that even if the military aftermath was
«modest» (a «temporary confederation of the British tribes» would have been an impediment»), the
expedition was impactful both in Rome («Caesar had put Britain on the Roman map», although with what
he calls «an aura of mystery») and in Britain, creating «precedents» for future Roman presence, such as the
establishment of a tribute to Rome and the instalment of a Gaulish prince as «king of the Trinovantes of
Essex». See Salway [1984] 2010, 8-9. See also Birley, who discusses the presence of legati unmentioned
by Caesar (such as Quintus Tullius Cicero), and states that «Britain was not left entirely alone between
Caesar’s second invasion in 54 BC and Claudius’ expedition of AD 43», a period in which Octauianus
«occasionally showed signs of sending troops to reassert it», but invested less on military presence and
more on diplomatic efforts. Birley (1979, 22-23) also states that Commius, «Caesar’s agenty, upon turning
against Rome in 52 BCE, would have «fled to Britain in 51 or 50 when resistance ended in Gaul»; Commius
would have «established a kingdom south of the middle Thames, where he struck coins», and had several
successors. This indicates that although the contacts are not as evident and constant, they are far from
inexistent. For an account of Caesar’s invasions, see also Todd 2004, 42-44.
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disembarking. However, the warships themselves are only twenty-eight. This
means that not only did Caesar not expect a war at sea, but also that his investment
in the navy, as a commander, was to have it as a support of his land force:.

2) It is worthy of mention that prior to gathering in Itius with his legions, he would
have had some struggles with the Transrenanian Germanic tribes, commanded by
Indutiomarus and Cingetorix. These tribes are said by the source to have had the
strongest cavalry in Gallia®*?, and Caesar would have ordered Indutiomarus to
come to him with two hundred hostages (obsides). Even though the source does
not specify it, it is possible that some of these men would have been horsemen
which Caesar intended to take on his expedition to Britannia, particularly when
one observes his alleged intentions of strengthening the ships to allow the
transport of animals. Despite mentioning beasts of burden (iumenta), horses could
have also been transported across the Channel.

Caesar departs to Britannia with all but sixty ships, and, according to Cassius, lands on
the same place as before (Dio Cass. 40.1); this contradicts the Gallic Wars to an extent,
for Cassius mentions the existence of a harbour, whilst Caesar mentions mostly beaches.
The point mentioned in 2) is revived in chapter 5, which states that horsemen from all
across Gaul (4000 men) would have gathered in Itius with the important warriors of all
tribes; and though Caesar mentions that he would have left only the loyal Gallic men
behind, taking the hostages with him, it is possible that their situation wouldn’t have been
exactly one of hostages, but of auxiliary cavalry troops. The speech of Dumnorix is also
relevant: he mentions that Caesar’s intention in carrying the men to Britannia would be
to have the most of warriors perish in battle. Whether Caesar did have second intentions
in carrying the Gallic cavalry to Britannia cannot be analysed through the words of
Dumnorix alone, especially given he was a Gallic chief. One can question whether Caesar
would have had the capacity to force the tribe’s chiefs into a foreign expedition and battle
against their will. Even though the Gallic and Germanic tribes had struggled against his
legions, one can argue that, once in Britannia, they could have joined the British tribes,
especially given their alleged former alliances (for instance, with the Veneti). A possible

explanation for Dumnorix’s speech is the statement that he feared the sea and was unused

231 Cassius confirms the building of new ships, mentioning these would be a mixture of the fast vessels of
the Mediterranean and the Veneti cargo ships, so that they would be swift but sturdy, and so that the army
could pull them ashore. Dio Cass. 40.1.

232 Caes. BGall. 5.3: «Haec ciuitas longe plurimum totius Galliae equitatu ualet magnasque habet copias
peditum Rhenumgue ut supra demonstrauimus tangit».
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to sailing, which might underline the novelty in Caesar’s military actions against
Britannia, but mostly seems to confirm that Caesar had no intention of building a strong
navy in the Northern sea, and instead intended to have a strong land-army when the ships

landed on the island, with the cavalry being one of its main elements?3,

The crossing itself happens in different guidance from that of the previous year. This time,
Caesar left a strong force behind to guard the harbours and provide them with supplies,
which implies that some ships could be coming backing and forth between the Continent
and the Island. He departed with five legions and two thousand cavalrymen, and it seems
that the adaptation of including oars in all ships was particularly useful, given that the
wind pushed the transport ships out of their route. Nearly eight-hundred ships would have
arrived in British shores, and these would have been guarded by ten coortes and three

hundred cavalrymen, led by Quintus Atrius. Several remarks can be made on this episode:

1) One can possibly presume that the warships were not the ones to come ashore,
but the new ships, that would transport horses and warriors. This way, Caesar’s
army was able to disembark and would have easily confronted the enemy, if
faced with a similar situation as in 55 BCE.

2) This time, the enemy was not waiting for Caesar with the chariots. According
to the source, they would have been frightened by the large number of ships.
This might only be part of the truth, however: it is possible that the British tribes
would have been aware of the new ships’ possibility to land ashore (either
through some informers or by noticing that the soldiers were not leaving the
larger ships and coming ashore on skiffs) and, given the size of the fleet, they
might have felt outnumbered and retreated, knowing that the enemy would no
longer have the disadvantage of not being able to disembark directly on land.

3) Caesar seems to have been able to safely disembark the horses, given that the
cavalry will be a constant mention throughout the subsequent chapters.

4) There is still a certain degree of inexperience relatively to the management of
the ships. Even though they are able to come close to the shore, they aren’t

pulled to the sand, and a strong storm would have destroyed a large number of

233 Although not relevant for this particular analysis, one can observe the episode of Dumnorix’s flight with
the Aedui: even though it was only one unit, Caesar would have taken the time to send men after them, in
order to retrieve the horsemen. When Dumnorix refuses to return, he is executed.
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vessels®*, This seems to indicate that the large number suggested by the source
might be a fallacy, for Caesar immediately turned back and took a significant
amount of time (at least ten days) in fixing the broken ships and pulling the
remainder of his fleet ashore, to prevent further destruction; these last are
enclosed in some sort of fortification. It might be added that Caesar also sent
word to Labienus to build more ships; only when the vessels seem safe will the
legions depart once again, and the text gives us the notion of a restless repair
action, working day and night. It is likely that Caesar did not intend to be
trapped in insular territory yet again. The lack of success of the expedition was
eased by the capacity of retreat following diplomatic measures with local chiefs,
enabling the commander to take both his army and some prisoners back to the
continent. This took several voyages, and it seems that several ships never made

it to their destination on time, including the sixty which Labienus had built.

10.The second crossing of the Rhine and the campaign against

Vercingetorix: bridges

Following his return from Britannia, it seems that Caesar once more crossed the river
Rhine, yet again due to problems with the Germanic tribes. Caesar will opt for the
building of bridges instead of ship crossing, with an allegedly well-known and tried
method that would have eased the construction and hastened it?3>. The bridge receives a
heavy guard on its entrance, and Caesar crosses it with the remainder legions and cavalry.
He will not advance deeply into Germanic territory, however, and following his return it
seems that a significant part of the bridge is destroyed, and the end is fortified with a
tower and trenches?®; this might indicate that Caesar feared a river crossing from his
enemies and desired to prevent it. Knowing Caesar’s approach, the Gallic tribes would

have taken refuge in forests, swamps, or islets, in case of the sea-bound populations; with

234 Dio Cass. 40.1 confirms the storm and the destruction of several Roman ships (Dio Cass. 40.2) and
mentions the subsequent attacks of the Britons to the vessels: once after the storm, and another post the
fording of the Thames by these same tribes (Dio Cass. 40.2-3).

2% Regarding the crossing of the Rhine and the building of bridges, see Kaiser (2017, 69-71). The author
compares the crossings of the Rhine to the campaigns in Great Britain, seeing as they extended outside the
«ecumene and entered completely new territory», something which should be observed in relation to «the
backdrop of Roman politics». See also Freeman 2008, 175-79; Stevenson 2015, 184.

236 Also seen in Dio Cass. 40.32: the army would have destroyed the part of the bridge close to the bank
inhabited by their enemies, building a fortification (ppodpiov) on that same side.
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the evolution of the campaign, some of the Germanic tribes would have crossed the Rhine
themselves, not through the building of bridges, but by the use of small skiffs and rafts,
relatively close to Caesar’s entrenchment, but not within attack range®’. Their defeat
would have driven them back to the other side of the Rhine, which means that they

possibly managed to protect their small vessels from the Roman army.

The conflict between Vercingetorix and Caesar also becomes, following the siege of
Auaricus, a struggle for bridges. There are several mentions of bridges being cut by the
Gauls, in order to prevent the Romans from crossing the river (e.g. Caes. BGall. 7.19;
Cassius mentions a similar occurrence regarding the Auerni tribe in Dio Cass. 40.35).
Following Caesar’s success in Auaricum, he advances to Gergovia following the river
Allier, whilst Vercingetorix orders the destruction of all the bridges along the river.
Caesar was unable to ford it but determined to make use of trickery against the enemy
and rebuild one of the destroyed bridges, whose pillars remained standing?®. This means
that, at this point, Caesar was not likely to be travelling with transport ships along the
river, but that the supplies were being carried by carts; no signals of archery attacking
transport ships are written down. Following the failure of the first campaign against
Gergovia, the Roman army returns to the Allier and builds yet another bridge (Caes.
BGall. 7.53). When he reassembles the army, it’s in Nouiodunum, a city of the Aedui,
placed on the riverbank; in this specific occasion, it seems more likely that transport ships
were used, given the higher bulk being transported — not only grain, but also hostages,
army luggage, valuable metals and horses. The usage of transport ships in this river is in
fact confirmed in chapter 55, not regarding the Roman army, but its enemies: they took
whichever supplies they could, loaded them on the vessels, burned the city and departed.
This would have given the Gauls a double advantage over the Roman army: if Caesar’s
legions did not, in fact, use ships, having to rely only on bridges, and if the Gauls were
able to destroy these bridges and carry supplies by river vessels, they would attain a
greater movement speed, which is one of the factors that usually comes in Caesar’s aid.

At some point, Caesar would have given up on bridge construction to gain greater celerity

237 Caes. BGall. 6.35.
238 According to Cassius, before the siege of Gergovia, Caesar would have made use of rafts to cross the
river, instead of fording it. See Dio Cass. 40.35.
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and, in fact, forded the Loire with his army, apparently utilising his cavalry to diminish

the strength of the current (by which method, it isn’t specified)?°.

When the Roman army advances to Lutecia, they will have to rely on river transports,
given that the city would have been located within an islet of the river Seine. Through the
use of small transports, Titus Labienus, for instance, is able to make small, fast incursions
in other islets, which would have been hard or impossible to do while struggling to cross
swamp areas?*°. However, once again, the bridges will have a significant role: the bridges
to Lutecia are destroyed to prevent the Roman army from entering the city. One might
question, however, the mention in chapter 59 of the legions being separated from the
supplies and luggage by a wide river. Either there was a significant haste from the Roman
side to reach Lutecia and engage in the small incursions throughout the Seine, or — given
the mention of the small ships used in these incursions — Labienus expected the supplies
to be sent by ship, if necessary. However, these same ships, together with some others
which Labienus would have attained, are quickly dispatched with soldiers, commanded
by the equites; some would have gone up the river — which would probably imply the
existence of oars (mentioned in the same chapter), to counter the current —and most would
have followed the current itself, the latter transporting three legions. Despite the fact that
the river was being watched, it seems that the Roman incursions by use of ships would
have been unexpected. Through the aid of this manoeuvre, Labienus manages to cross the

river with the army. From these statements, one might infer the following:

1) Even though Caesar is frequently mentioned as having to rely on bridges,
Labienus, for instance, achieves a significant increase in the army’s movement
—which was being handicapped by the destruction of the said bridges — through
the usage of ships. It is not mentioned where and how he gets both the fifty ships
he sends with the equites and the subsequent reinforcements, and chapter 49
says that the army would have been separated from their luggage by the river.
It seems dangerous to leave supplies behind, unless they could easily be

conveyed. Despite the fact that the situation is referred as being, in the least,

239 As mentioned by Laurence, «The role of river transport and construction of canals in the Roman empire
is something that remains largely ignored by scholars involved in the study of the ancient economy»
(Laurence [1999] 2011, 109). Itis likely that, during his stay in Britain, Caesar would have been acquainted
with different types of river-transports, which are referred as «British skin-covered craft» by Hornell. These
would have been used by Caesar in 49 BCE, whilst fighting Pompeius” army in Hispania. See Hornell 1946,
112.

240 Also in Dio Cass. 40.38.
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worrisome to Labienus, and that, in the early stages, he does opt for attempting
the pathway of the swamps to reach Lutecia, he quickly gives it up in favour of
boats.

2) Even though the use of small transport ships to accompany the army is not
mentioned, Caesar frequently travels along the riverbank. This could, however,
be easily justified by the need of attaining drinking water. Following Labienus’
incursion through the Seine, however, the Alobrogi seem to have established
several fortifications along the Rhone. These would have prevented Caesar’s
march from advancing smoothly through the riverbank, but could also have
served to destroy any potential transport ships and depriving the enemy of
valuable supplies.

It is difficult to determine why a commander would have opted for bridges rather than
boat crossing. Most military treatises, whether ancient or modern, focus on the existence
of the different possibilities, rather than providing an explanation as to why each would
be advantageous by comparison to the other. The same happens with bibliography: in
1953, Edward Echols wrote an article intitled «Crossing a Classical River», where he
presented the issues surrounding ancient river crossing: traveling downstream is usually
not problematic, and traveling upstream can be achieved, even if it takes towing; the issue
is crossing between the two banks of a river. In terms of legion dislocation, this could be
achieved through several methods, of which swimming would be a «last resort»,
considering the weight of armour on a soldier whilst trying to swim across. The main
methods to achieve it would thus be fording®*!, «boats and rafts» and bridges. The latter
often seem to be a preference, especially during Caesar’s campaigns in Gaul, and the
importance of bridges for river crossing is seen in several works from antiquity to the
current era®*2, Frontinus, for instance, on the Strategemata, recalls the episode in which
Themistocles declined the destruction of a bridge, something that would have prevented

Xerxes from crossing and thus forced him to fight in desperation (Frontin. 2.6, in

241 1t is described as «easy or difficult» depending on «enemy position; the temperature of the water; the
type of river bottom; the depth of the river; and the rate of the current»; it would have been particularly
difficult in three situations: after the snows began to melt, thus increasing the strength of the current; if the
river bottom was plentiful of rocks; or if the river was too deep. Echols 1953: 215-16. The author also
mentions several methods used by ancient commanders to slow the current (such as using the cavalry).

242 Echols (1953) mentions, for instance, Lucan (4.130-136), who describes a circumstance in which Caesar
would have opted for ships after a bridge had proven to take too long to build. In this case, there is a clear
preference, seeing as ships were a second resort.
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opposition to Caesar’s options)?*3. Bridge destruction is seen as a way to cover retreats,
with the example of Horatius Cocles, who would have ordered his supporters to cross a
bridge and then destroy it to prevent the enemy from following, defending the bridge until

the army had crossed.

Vegetius adds other points. According to his writings, it would be essential to teach all
soldiers how to swim, seeing as sometimes it was impossible to retreat through a bridge;
this passage has no mention of ships. Retreating through swimming is something seldom
mentioned in the Roman army, but which sometimes appears regarding foreign
populations; however, the possibility is covered in military treatises. Equally noticeable
Is the passage in which Vegetius mentions skiffs being transported alongside the army,
given these could then be fastened together with chains and covered with boards in a way

to allow for them to be used as a bridge, suitable for both cavalry and infantry?*4,

Roman authors seem to underline the importance of predicting situations in which bridges
are unavailable?®, as well as looking at their use during retreats. Machiavelli will follow
this tendency: in his Art of War, the character Fabrizio states that it is important to teach
soldiers how to swim, as there are not always bridges nor ships which may be used; this
is a near-direct quote from Vegetius. Later, it is equally stated that some rivers can be
diverted to the rear-guard of the army, so that they can be crossed (similar to the episodes
mentioned by Frontinus); there is also a description of the usage of horses to cut the
current. Afterwards, Machiavelli begins to explain what can be done in case an enemy is
blocking the crossing, and the example he uses is that of Caesar and Vercingetorix: as

Caesar was being prevented from crossing, he marched along the river and found a

243 There is also the mention of Croesus, who would have opted for building a ditch and changing the course
of a river, seeing as bridges and ships would be unavailable.

244 \Jegetius is a 4™ century author, and one can question when this technique came to use. However, one
can ask whether ancient sources are often referring to the disassembling of these pontoon bridges, rather
than the actual destruction of a structure. Caesar never mentions the transport of these skiffs alongside the
army, however, and the fact remains that there is a prevalence of enemy destruction of bridges, which means
they would have been pre-existent structures. As seen in Vegetius: «Scafas quoque de singulis trabibus
excauatas cum longissimus funibus et interdum etiam ferreis catenis secum legio portat quatenus contextis
isdem sicut dicunt monoxylis superiectis etiam tabulatis flumina sine pontibus quae uadari nequeunt tam a
peditibus quam ab equitatu sine periculo transeaturs.

245 1n the Arthashastra (2014), a Sanskrit manuscript of uncertain dating, the matters of rivers are equally
mentioned, as well as the issues of crossing them: if a river can be crossed by a «bridge formed of
elephants», «wooden bridges» or boats, it is also stated that rivers are «not always deep» and a river can be
«emptied of its water»; this is meant to underline the advantages of mountain fortifications rather than
relying on rivers for protection (411); it is also added that when the enemy has «obstructed» the crossing,
the invading army «may cross it elsewhere together» with «elephants and horses» (524). In Caesar’s
campaigns against Vercingetorix, this seems to be the case: an obstructed crossing involves a change of
location so that a portion of the army can come across.

121



I. DE BELLO NAVALE

suitable place to form a camp, where he built and fortified a bridge; by ordering part of
the legions to advance, he would have deceived Vercingetorix and part of the army could

Cross?4e.

The issues of river-crossing will continue through time, and it will remain considered a
moment of frailty. Napoleon Bonaparte would state so in the 19" century: when an army
has to retreat over a bridge and the other has its troops in a wide area, the latter has the
advantage and should make use of it by manoeuvring towards the flanks?*’. He would
have also considered that river crossing was often advantageous regarding marches,
especially in mountainous areas, as a bridge could be built in 6 hours with 19" century
technology, whereas a road would take 6 months; a pontoon bridge could be made in
twelve?*®, The general stated that a river with several bridges should be crossed through
a single column to distract the enemy, whilst the light infantry would prepare its own
crossing in a different location (a similar system to that suggested by Vegetius and
followed by Caesar); as stated by Colson, who edited his writings, «it was rare for one to
be able to tactically force the crossing of a river that was defended», something that would
have required «psychological and physical superiority»?*°. On the other hand, Carl von
Clausewitz notes that «nowhere can a fortress serve so many purposes or play so many
parts as when it is located on a great river», where it can ascertain «safe crossing», prevent
the enemy from crossing himself, control the flow of ships and shelter them, prevent the
enemy from reaching roads and bridges and defending the river bank?°. Alongside these

advantages, Clausewitz also dedicates a chapter to river crossing, stating that the main

246 The remainder of references to bridges in Machiavelli’s Art of War is mostly dedicated to the need of
controlling them, defending them, if necessary, with fortresses and similar structures.

247 Colson 2015, 317.

248 Colson 2015, 317-18.

249 Napoleon equally adds the importance of communication, especially relevant when crossing large rivers
like the Rhine (Colson 2015, 317); according to Colson, in 1796, the Po river would have been crossed in
«a dozen boats» by the advance guard, whereas the remainder would have had to wait and build a bridge.
Therefore, river craft would have been used so the scouting units could advance, whereas the remainder of
the army could not succeed through that method. Carl von Clausewitz has a somewhat different perspective
and states that when a «battalion is ordered to drive the enemy from a hill, a bridge, etc., the true purpose
is normally to occupy that point», in what he calls a «means to an end»; hills or bridges are captured to
inflict more damage on the enemy (96). Instead of underlining the strategic importance of bridges as a
communication point, von Clausewitz places them as a place where an army may inflict damage upon the
enemy. However, this chapter of his work is related to attacks, and further along he will state that
«marching», as an «integral part of combat», includes «measures taken solely for the convenience of the
troops, such as building roads and bridges» (130); the ability to be connected to the communication lines,
which «as a rule follow major roads» (if possible, wide roads which connect several wealthy cities and
fortresses), is also considered, and rivers would affect the «selection and organization of lines of
communication» both as a «means of transport» and as points of passage through bridges (346).

250 Clausewitz 1976, 399.
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reasons to motivate one would be the «roads running down to the river, tributaries flowing
into it, large towns located on its banks, and, above all, its islands»?®!. This author,
differently from what seems to be the case in ancient sources, seems to favour boats over

bridges regarding the crossing of «major rivers»%°2,

In a 1988 report by the US military, there are references to the difficulties an army will
face during river-crossing even today?>3. The choice of site is pointed as crucial. During
a deliberate crossing undergoing the assault stage, for instance, an army has to attempt to
«cross sufficient combat power to secure the far shore of the river», not differently from
what Caesar would have opted for in Gallia; the places in which the river is crossed,
through either swimming or «assault boats», require «minimum exposure to enemy direct
fire weapons», the possibility of concealment, banks which are «firm» and «gently
sloping» (and thus allowing a «rapid entry»), and that the army crosses the river at a
narrow point. When one continues to the rafting stage, the commander «reinforces assault
forces with armored vehicles and antiarmor weapons», and it is important to be
«positioned downstream of proposed bridge sides», to reach the shore on places close to
the expected landing point, preferably connected to «well established road networks».
The location ought to have «firm banks», be on a «narrow point» of the river with no
«sandbars or other obstacles», and in places with a low current and enough depth. During
the bridging stage (the last of a deliberate crossing), it would be necessary to have a
greater «depth of water» in a narrow portion of the river, still with firm banks, road

connectivity and «upstream of raft sites».

Following this report, there are observable issues regarding river crossing: if the fastest
course for a ship is the horizontal line between both banks, the current may redirect it.
Wind and ship propulsion can also be accountable for deviations («the faster a boat moves
through water, the easier it is to control»; «when going downstream, the speed of the boat
relative to the banks can give a false impression of speed through the water»). Therefore,
even today, it takes thorough planning for an army to cross a river, especially when the

enemy is holding the opposite bank.

251 Clausewitz 1976, 436.

252 Clausewitz 1976, 436.

253 The report divides modern river-crossing operations in three types: «hasty» (through rafting, quickly-
assembled bridges, existent bridges and ferries; only possible when the river is not a «severe obstacle» nor
the enemy considerably strong), «deliberate» (divided in the assault, rafting and bridging stages) and
«retrograde» (defensive). See https://armypubs.army.mil/epubs/DR_pubs/DR_a/pdf/web/tc5 210.pdf.
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When attempting to understand why an ancient army would prefer bridges over boats,
one may look at the works of Brian Campbell and Jonathan Roth. The former focuses on
the importance of navigable rivers?®*. Bridges and ferries are important to allow for
smooth communication between the two banks of a river and thus connect the roads®®®.
Navigation may have its limits: upon reaching a location with its cargo, a ship cannot go
further into the mainland. If the army was using carts or wagons, enabling these to be
crossed directly may have proved a valuable asset, as it diminishes the possibilities of
losing army supplies. As much as ship transport can increase an army’s movement, it can
only be done while the march follows the river, and when the army needs to remove itself
from its course, bridge crossing may be preferable. Bridges may also «impede
navigation» and their «supports» would increase the strength of the current, which could

become a hazard or a benefit, depending on the army’s intentions and situation.

Roth follows another path and does a logistical analysis of the question. As mentioned by
the author, the sea and rivers were often used to carry supplies®®; it was, as he states, a
matter of celerity and cost-management. Estimates consider that in order to convey
supplies to the army for six months by sea, one would have needed 200 ships of 30 tonnes
each, not to mention the capacity required for the transport of soldiers, war equipment,
horses and mules, all of which was subjected to attacks and meteorology?®’. Similar issues
occurred in rivers, which may have been impossible to navigate due to «too much, or too
little, rainfall»?%8. Nonetheless, the author states that a 9-ton ship could have carried «the
same load as about 18 wagons or 72 pack animals», as well as doing so significantly
faster. Land transport, if not preferable, was rather common and not disregarded, and Roth
considers that through wagons and carts armies could be supplied «for well over 100 km
(...) and occasionally up to 320 km»?%°. Marches on land always required infrastructures
to support them, and alongside «pack animal, wagon or boat», the study speaks of «roads,
bridges and canals»?®°; regarding the two latter, however, the author does not make

254 Of which the area with greatest potential would be the «lower river valleys» and enhanced through the
number of tributaries. Campbell 2012, 222-23.

255 The author also underlines the importance of river-road connectivity and adds the possibility of building
canals and create a connected river network» (Campbell 2012, 239).

26 Roth 1999, 189-90: «It was the geography of their empire that determined the Romans would move most
military supplies by water».

27 Roth 1999, 193.

28 Roth 1999, 197.

29 Roth 1999, 200.

260 Roth 1999, 214.
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extensive remarks, aside from the fact that they were used and built. All methods were,

therefore, in use, even if the latter is usually more expensive and morose.

According to the Lieutenant Colonels Rester W. Grau and Leroy W. Dennison, there is a

predictability in the flow of rivers that facilitates enemy attacks: «watercraft» will be

slower upstream rather than downstream, when it follows the current, and the vessels

themselves may be «restricted» to the «navigation channels» if their draft is too deep;

around the river bends, channels are closer to the bend and «the opposing bank is more

shallow», with the river accelerating. Hence, it is easy for an enemy to understand the

navigation route of ships, therefore making them easier to attack, together with what is

often the «advantage of height»2°Z,

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

Boats and rafts may be dragged by the current downstream and far from the
landing site, away from a pathway which the army can easily follow (road
networks) and from supply routes.

Disembarking requires specific characteristics regarding the riverbanks.

Soldiers crossing in ships are more easily exposed to enemy fire — a vessel can be
more unstable and difficult to control than a bridge (especially when the current
is strong and there is oaring involved), and retreating may prove impossible.
Bridges allow the army to arrive exactly where it means to.

Depending on local resources, it may be faster and more resource-efficient to build
a single bridge through which the entire army can cross than several ships that
would have to undergo return trips to convey the entire army and supplies across
the stream.

Vercingetorix destroys bridges to prevent the Roman army from reaching him;
Caesar opts for reutilising the remains of a half-destroyed bridge, which would
reduce the time and cost of action.

As mentioned by Brian Campbell, bridges can be built to cut river circulation and
they will increase the current in certain sites. Upon strategic planning, it is possible
that either army has attempted to take advantage of these characteristics,
especially if transport ships were involved.

Some rivers, or at least sectors of rivers, are not navigable, either due to

sandbanks, stones or strong currents.

%1 Grau et Denniston 2014: 32.
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8) A bridge is often associated with a nearby camp or fortification, and that is an
additional defensive characteristic.

9) The motivations behind Caesar’s options may depend upon the campaign. In the
case of the river Rhine, it may be a matter of insufficient capacity of his ships, as
he is said to have mistrusted them; regarding the Allier, and seeing the army’s
route, it may have been a different issue, and one which is mentioned by
Clausewitz: even if a river is wide, that does not mean it is navigable, and even if
it is navigable, «river traffic upstream is extremely slow and often difficult;

frequent bends may more than double the distance to be travelled»22,

Clausewitz’s statement leads to several inferences. Firstly, it explains why Caesar would
not have been traveling with transport ships from Auaricum to Gergouia, even though
they are later seen to make a reappearance upon going North the Loire and to Lutecia: the
Allier river runs North, and it would have been extremely slow to drag the vessels up the
river. While traveling from Nouiodunum and Auaricum to Gergouia, Caesar would be
going against the current, something which is reversed when returning North. In terms of
the river crossing itself, and considering the difficulties presented above, Caesar may have
found his army carried backwards through the force of the current, rather than forwards;
yet another setback. To answer these questions with a greater degree of certainty, it would
be necessary to estimate with significant certainty the precise location on which the army

263

would have crossed each river as they=*° vary in terms of width and depth, and it may be

that either the depth made it impossible for rivercraft to cross and convey both army,

262 Clausewitz 1976, 446. Clausewitz, however, disregards the role of river transport for armies, stating that
seeing all the difficulties it may present it «plays a much smaller part in the supply of armies than textbooks
would have us believe. Its effect on the course of events is therefore quite remote and hard to measure».
263 Some authors have presented their estimations on the location of Caesar’s crossing of the Rhine.
According to Lepage, the first bridge would have been located «between Andernach and Neuwied,
downstream of Koblenz», and the second at «today’s Urmitz (near Neuwied)» (Lepage 2012, 57). This
perspective is shared by Yenne (2012), who also adds a note on the ideological perception: the Rhine was
«the de facto boundary between Germania and Gaul» and, therefore, «the de facto boundary of the Roman
power» (91-92), which means that a crossing of the Rhine would have had an impact directly related to
Caesar’s statements on the dignity of the Romans. This, according to Yenne, would have been a
preponderant motivation for the building of the bridge: «the river at this point was wider than a man could
hurl a spear, and at least twice as deep to ford even if it had not been so deep»; and if Caesar may have
«built barges to transport a contingent of skirmishing cavalry» or used «rowboats to carry some infantry
across», he opts for what Yenne calls a «show of force that would clearly underscore the superiority of the
Romans», the building of a bridge (92). The author concludes by observing that whereas the bridge itself
took 10 days, the Roman army would have returned after 18 days, and that whereas Caesar «had decided
that he had “advanced far enough to serve both honor and interest”», the commander was probably avoiding
a large-scale battle with a «supply line as tenuous as a bridge», thus allying his ideological interests with
what Yenne calls «tactical pragmatism» (93).
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materials and horses, or that the width made it unnecessary and impractical to use boats

at all®%4,
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Fig. 4. A map of the direction of river flows (blue) and some approximate army movements (red).

264 |n the case of the Rhine, there seems to be the particularity of mistrusting ship characteristics, as seen
above. There are a few notes that can be made regarding a few of the rivers on the way of Caesar’s march.
The Rhine, which flows north, has its deposits coming from «both tectonic developments and climate-
induced changes», and it carries sediments into the North Sea while it «drains most of the Northern and
central Swiss Alps», thus probably creating heavy flow, especially after the ice in the mountains begins to
melt (Preusser 2008: 7). The Loire equally flows Northwards, coming from the «Massif Central» towards
the North Atlantic (610), and the oscillation in water levels is noticeable nowadays, going below 150 m3 s
—1 in the summer and above 4000 m3 s —1 in winter («Typically the lowest waters were observed from
mid-July to the end of October»; Garnier et al. 2018: 613). The Allier is the Loire’s tributary, and can
present both «severe low water levels during summer» and «catastrophic floods» during the winter and
spring; like the Loire, it also flows north (Gar6fano Gomez et al. 2016: 188). The Seine flows northwards
as well, into the Atlantic, and it presents seasonal disparities in similarity to the other rivers, connected to
the «pluvio-oceanic climate» (Massei et al. 2010, 2148); however, summer drought may not be as
significant, seeing as it is recorded that it has «relatively constant flow» between July and September (data
from 1950-2008); even if the flow diminishes from March onwards, the decrease only lasts until July, where
growth is verified. Opposite to these four rivers flowing North, the Saone-Rhone complex flows south,
towards the Mediterranean; the Rhone itself is also an Alpine river, and studies point that the «<Roman and
Medieval periods» would have had «warmer climates» and allowed for agriculture in «higher altitudes»
(Olivier et al. 2009, 203). Therefore, aside from this case, while traveling from Nouiodunum to Gergouia,
an army would be against the current; whereas while travelling North, it would often be favoured by river
flow.
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Internal Conflicts
11.The Social Wars

The early 1% century BCE was an unstable period regarding the internal politics of Rome
and its relations with the Italian Peninsula. After Liuius Drusus attempted to regulate the
relations between Rome and its allies, and his subsequent murder, the Italian cities
revolted against Rome. Many of these were people who lived near the coast or the river,
such as some of the Peligni, Vstini, Marrucini, Frentani, Pompeiians, Apulians, just to
mention some of the list given by Appian, who stated that the remaining tribes across the
river Liris to the lonian gulf would also have joined. Most of the conflicts throughout the
Social War happened on land, and there is little mention of the use of rivers or seas as a
means of transport (and even less as the stage of combat — no naval battles are mentioned
in this specific war). Aside from a few isolated sections, there is little chance for observing
Roman commanders interacting with their fleet. There is a mention to Rutilius, consul,
and Gaius Marius building bridges over the river Liris to cross it — thus, not crossing it
with transport ships®®®, but little else.

Later, when the Etrurians and Umbrians joined the war, the Senate would have feared to
be surrounded by enemies and is thus said to have issued decrees for reinforcing defences
along the seacoast between Cumae and Rome?®®. Neither of these episodes seems of
particular significance to this analysis, and even the individuals who revolted along the
coast of the lonian Sea seem to have preferred the dislocation of their men by land-
roads?®’. This last mention could be of consequence, and one might question why even
coastal cities would have preferred not to ship their men, especially when their pathway
is said to have been quite strenuous and hard to cross. It might have something to do with
the place they meant to reach, which might have been further inland and justified the
dislocation by land, or due to the fact that Winter was approaching, and navigation
diminished along the coast. It also seems that the Romans might have feared Etruscan and

265 App. B Civ. 1.5. The Tolenus River would have been used as a natural border for «either trapping Roman
garrisons or intercepting the advancing Roman commanders» (Dart 2014, 140). According to Dart, the
bridges, built either over the Tolenus River or the Liris (which is its tributary), would have suited the
purpose of accessing Alba Fucens, «situated on the Via Valeria (...), the main means of access to the
territories of the Marsi and Paeligni. Furthermore, it was the main route between Rome and the cities of
Alba Fucens and Corfinium, where the Italian war council had its seat». See Dart 2014, 141; 148.

266 App. B Civ. 1.49.

257 App. B Civ. 1.49.
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Umbrian sea-bound attacks, given the Senate’s decree for larger garrisons to be stationed
at coastal cities. Other than this fear for Etruscan and Umbrian attacks (which might not
have been necessarily naval), the Social War of the early 90s of this century seems to

have been land-bound.

The Social War’s main implication to the Roman navy might be more related to its
relation towards external conflicts than to internal politics. As mentioned above,
Mithridates’ stronger actions against Rome seem to have coincided with this period of
greater instability between Rome and its allies, many of which are potential providers of
sea-related supplies (particularly, transport ships and sailors). The possibility of Rome
attaining a significant number of ships from its allies may be related to the idea that Gaius
Marius believed the Mithridatic War to be a profitable and easy enterprise, thus desiring
to attain the command for himself?%, In fact, Appian’s account of the Civil Wars gives
us further details regarding the Mithridatic conflicts, which the book regarding the king
of Pontus did not. For instance, it is said that Sulla would have first assembled his army
in Capua, and that this would have been the place from which he departed to Asia — not
Capua itself, but one of the closer harbours. Another disregarded piece of information in
the Mithridatic Wars regards the army Sulla is left with once he is declared an enemy of
the Roman people and decides to return to the Italian Peninsula to fight his enemies: in
spite of keeping with himself a great part of the soldiers, his officers seem to have

forsaken him?%,

During the Marian-Sullan civil war, very few naval events can be accounted for?°, Sulla
certainly travelled from East to West by ship, but it is unknown whose fleet he took, who
were the sailors and who were the rowers. One of the few episodes involving a ship does
not account for the army or naval battles, but, in fact, for a commander. When Marius

first falls from power due to Sulla’s invasion of Rome, he flees, and there seems to have

268 App. B Civ. 1.7.55. As stated by Torelli (1986, 61), after opposing Liuius Drusus’ agrarian law in 91
BCE, the Etruscans would have «almost unanimously joined the faction of Marius», either due to «client-
patron tiesy», an aristocratic opposition to Sulla’s centralisation politics or «social disturbances» derived
from their Roman citizenship. On the Social Wars, see Dillon et Garland 2005a, which analyses the events
as well as laws from the early decades of the 1% century BCE, historical sources and coinage; see also
Gabba 1994. See also Heredia Chimeno’s discussion (2017) on whether the Social Wars are not also a Civil
War, seeing their specific circumstances and connections between Italian and Roman individuals, as well
as the change of mentality in this time frame, observing «structural similarities between the Social War and
its impact, the First Civil War».

269 App. B Civ. 1.7.58.

270 On Sulla and Marius’ careers and the events that lead to the civil war, see also Dillon et Garland 2005a
and 2005b. For an account of the events and chronology of the Social Wars and Civil Wars, see, for instance,
Sampson 2013.
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been, at least, one assassination attempt — or, if the episode of the Gaul who attempted to
kill the former consul, but did not succeed, can be considered as an elaboration of
Appian’s literary style, it seems that the intention of murdering Marius could at least have
been in Sulla’s projects. Sulla utilised some of his resources to find Marius, who had
become one of his greatest political enemies, and thus Marius attempted to hide himself.
In one of his efforts to outwit Sulla’s army or small garrison, he would have boarded a

small boat («é¢c erapoc dlicwc npeafvtov»), belonging, most likely, to a fisherman —a

sail boat (ioriov) — and travelled to an island, where he would have found a ship which
belonged to his own friends. From this ship, he sailed to Africa. During this trip, he would
have been joined by several of his political and military allies, of which are named
Cethegus, Granius, Albiouanus, Laetorius and his own son?'%,

It can be questioned whether these men travelled alone or with their armies, for either of
these hypotheses stand for different possible intentions and outcomes. If they had been
travelling alone, it would have been easier to conceal themselves from their enemies (in
Marius’ case, Sulla’s army, and, in everyone else’s, the possible threat coming from
Hiempsal of Numidia). Appian clearly mentions that they had no army, and thus could
not attempt to do as Sulla and attack Rome itself. However, it is mentioned that the vessel
on which Marius crossed the Mediterranean would have belonged to some of his allies or
friends. Thus, one might ask, is it possible that Marius would have had greater ease in
attaining the one resource that Sulla lacked (the navy, which spent most of the Mithridatic
Wars under the command of Lucullus, away from Sulla)? It might not have been a
meaningful resource to take back Rome itself in the immediate stance, but could signify,
in later periods, a capacity for transporting the army that Sulla did lack. Regardless, if
Sulla really was lacking this much in naval terms, it seems that he did, at least, three great
crossings of the Mediterranean — the first aforementioned travel from Capua to Asia, his
return from Asia with his army to take power and enter Rome itself, and another crossing,
once more, from Capua to Asia, together with his army. He might not have had a
significant number of warships — which would have been weighty against Mithridates’

large fleet of quinqueremes and triremes — but he must have had, or freighted, a number

2" One may also consider the patronage and clientele established by the Marian brothers in the Western
Mediterranean (particularly in Iberia and southern Gaul) as potential supporters of naval enterprises. See,
for instance, R. Evans 2008. Sicily also seems to have been a potential centre for the Marian faction,
particularly when one observes that, after «Pompeius was given the command against the fugitive Marians,
who had spread out to Spain, Africa and Sicily», «The Sicilian command was Pompeius’ first task». See
Southern 2007, 273.
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of transport ships, and these would have been used or freighted at least three times
throughout the Marian-Sullan wars. The fact is that Sulla does not seem to fear Marius
during his crossing, probably because he did not, in fact, have an army, as the source
mentions, but also, possibly, because he would have had the naval support of Lucullus,
in case Marius managed to assemble some allies and attack him either in Asia or during

his travel.

There are several factors that may be underlined in this chapter. Firstly, that Marius
entered a ship to escape from Sulla, and that his intentions seem to have been to go abroad,
dividing his escape in two stages: firstly, a crossing to an island; afterwards, travelling to
Africa. If these events can be acknowledged as truthful, it is possible, and even likely,
that Marius did not happen to stumble on his friends’ vessel by mere chance, but instead
that he already intended to reach them and cross to Africa when he departed. The last
specified name of a location where Marius would have been is Minturnae (Minturno),
which is quite close to the sea; he is said to have attempted to reach it and, subsequently
crossed to the island where he found his friends. The closest islands to Minturno are the
Ponzi islands (modern day Isola di Ponza, Isola Zannone and Isola Palmarola) and
Ventotene. There is the possibility that Marius left for either of these, or that he did not
embark a small fisherman’s boat and, instead, took a transport ship to Sicily, which would
fit with his further travel to Africa. The vessel that carried him to the South could not

have been the small skiff, but a larger ship?’2.

The theory that Marius could have had a strong naval support — or, in the least, the support
of sea-bound peoples — is renewed in App. B Civ. 1.8.67. With the increasing instability
within Roman politics and Cinna’s advances against Sulla’s faction, Marius’ first action

is supposed to have been his sailing to Etruria?’®, together with others who had exiled

212 Appian refers to it as veag, instead of «skaphos»: «xazijyOy 5 éc riva vijoov 80ev vedqg oixeiwy dvépdv
rapanieobanc mrvyav éc Afdny éxépox. App. B Civ. 1.7.62. As mentioned by Santangelo, there are two
different accounts of this episode. Appian underlines the difficulties faced by Marius, whilst Plutarch states
that the people of Minturnae would have aided Marius. Plutarch’s version, according to Santangelo, may
be seen in the following way: «Such a zealous intervention in his support can only be explained by the
existence of a robust network of clientelae of Marius in the area, which not even his status of ‘public enemy’
could destroy». See Santangelo 2015.

273 Traditionally a naval region itself. Etruscan support to Marius throughout the Civil Wars, at least in
ancient Arretium, may be supported by archaeology: «it was only at Arretium where the combination of
local traditions and especially the position of the community after the Sullan victory over Marius were such
as to force the local elites to adapt to the new situation in ways that made the adoption of terra sigillata
industry a logical choice». See Kiiskinen 2013a and 2013b. According to Licinianus, Marius would have
sailed from Telamon, together with Brutus and other fugitive members of the faction, coming from Hispania
(Gran. Lic. 35.6). According to Lovano, coins were found in Dossenus with «types of Neptune and Victory
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themselves or been exiled by Sulla and «500» of their slaves. By promising to defend
their interests in Rome, he would have managed to gather the support of a great number
of Etruscans, and 6000 are said to have accompanied him back to Rome. When they reach
it and join Cinna’s army, the camps are said to have been settled on the banks of the Tiber,
and Marius’ army was the one that was stationed closest to the sea. An army of such
dimension must have been transported from Etruria to the outskirts of Rome, and Etruria
was always a region related to the sea and sea-transport, so it is likely that, in this specific
case, they had travelled in Etruscan transport-ships, and that these would have been
stationed at some harbour close to Rome, so that, in case of defeat, the army could retreat
in a safer, faster manner, reducing the number of casualties. Regarding this possibility, it
seems of significant importance that Appian mentions Marius’ capture of Ostia?’*. Even
though it is stated after the narration of the placements of each camp, it is possible that
this attack happened when the Marian sources first disembarked. It would mean that,
regardless of Rome’s ability to gather ships for its commanders, some generals would
have found the means to provide themselves with a transport fleet, whose fealty would be

to the general and not to the city-state.

It might also be an indicative that Marius would have attempted to exploit Sulla’s
disadvantage in this area: this attack happened while Sulla was in Asia once more,
fighting Mithridates, and he would have had no means to return by himself, but needed
to freight ships or await the return of one of his naval commanders, such as Lucullus. It
is possible that Marius’ strongest asset throughout the Marian-Sullan civil wars could be
his mobility (and, by extent, that of his army), and that this mobility could have been
afforded by a significant transport fleet, provided by Italian allies to whom Marius would
have made promises of political value?’®. The source does not mention ships or a fleet
throughout this stage of the confrontations, but seems to indirectly confirm its presence,
not only through the attack to Ostia, but also by the confirmation of the reason why it was

(...), perhaps suggesting a hoped-for success at sea against the fleet of Marius», which means that, by this
point, Marius and Cinna would have a fleet capable of facing their opponents (Lovano 2002, 42, note 56).
274 According to Marin, «Marius captured and sacked Ostia» — Rome’s most important port. This resulted
in Marius now having control of all shipping, including the important grain-supply to the city». Together
with Cinna’s control of some northern cities, they would have managed to gain a position which could
further allow them successful exploits. Marin 2009, 49-50.

25 Cinna’s capacity for opposing Sulla and his fleet is an object of debate: if Cinna, together with Carbo,
managed to renew their consulship in 84 BCE, and if he managed to assemble a fleet and attempted to
«cross the Adriatic», he was later «stabbed to death in a mutiny», which led Sulla to return to the Italian
Peninsula. See Osgood 2018, 83.
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carried: Marius’ intention to cut the sea-supply to Rome?’®. In order to achieve this, he
would have needed ships to keep the commercial vessels from entering the harbour. The
camps of Cinna, Carbo and Sertorius, his allies under these circumstances, would have
been close to the river Tiber, and it is said that Carbo and Sertorius would have also
attempted to cut navigation, this time through the river itself, with the same purpose (in
this particular circumstance, through the building of bridges). It seems that a significant
number of provisions would be reaching Rome by sea and river, and experienced
commanders, like Marius, would be aware of the advantages of controlling Ostia and the

Tiber?"".

In spite of his victories in the Italian Peninsula, Marius could no longer pursue his rival
Sulla, for he died not long afterwards, in 86 BCE?’®, It was at this time that Cinna
attempted to replace Sulla with Valerius Flaccus, and the Mithridatic Wars came to be
with three different factions instead of two. Sulla’s faction would have come out
victorious against the King of Pontus, and he could now return to Rome not only with the
prestige of his success, but also, if Appian is correct, a fleet, which would have been a
part of the peace agreement with Mithridates. Cinna and Carbo (Flaccus’ successor),
aware that Sulla would be returning with a fleet — and, if one is to believe Appian’s
comments on the First Mithridatic War, one which would have consisted of large
typologies of warships, such as triremes and quinqueremes — would have hastened to get
ships in proper conditions. These probably came from Roman allies yet again — though

their specific origins are mostly unknown, Appian mentions that they would have sent for

26 App. B Civ. 1.7.69.

277 This is not meant to undervalue the importance of land transport, which can be seen in this chapter: after
cutting sea and river transport, which would have been, most likely, faster, Marius proceeds to attack several
settlements close to Rome (namely Antium, Aricia and Lanuuium, amongst others), also to prevent them
from furnishing Rome with fresh supplies. According to Appian, Marius would have been aware that all
these processes were not enough to prevent Rome from getting provisions, which would have made him
take the army against Rome right afterwards.

278 Tt might be questioned whether Marius and his supporters would not have attempted to prevent Sulla’s
rise to supremacy by doing anything within their power to prevent him from having a fleet. It could be an
explanation for Sulla’s early lack of means to fight the king of Pontus, and why the Mithridatic Wars have
very few accounts of naval battles. Sulla might have been aware that he could hardly expect to face
Mithridates in the open sea, given some sort of technological or numeric inferiority of his fleet, but it cannot
be completely dismissed that this lack of means had some sort of intervention on the side of his political
adversaries. If it is true that Marius wished the command of the Mithridatic Wars for himself, and given
these latest comments regarding Marius’ less obvious, but still significant relation with the Italian Allies
and their ships, one can question if, in case Marius had managed to attain the command of the Mithridatic
Wars, he intended to take these to battle against Mithridates, to rely on Rome’s Eastern allies and provinces
(as the commanders of the First Mithridatic War effectively did), or to attempt land interventions. Appian’s
description of this conflict seems to indicate that the siege of Piraeus was one of the most problematic
moments for Sulla, who had a greater ease to take Athens than the harbour.
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the ships in Sicily to return to the Italian Peninsula, to aid with keeping the coast safe
from Sulla’s attacks. The nature of these ships is not mentioned, but it is possible that,
whether warships or not, they were of a significant size, given that they were expected to
counter Sulla’s fleet. On the other hand, as previously seen during the Mithridatic Wars,
it is possible to defeat larger warships with the aid of small vessels, and the Rhodians
were successful using this method against the king of Pontus; this adds to the uncertainty
as to which ships would have been guarding the shore. The one point that seems clearer
regarding ship typologies is that the two consuls would have needed to quickly dispatch
their armies to Liburnia, and this dislocation would have been done by shipboard, which

probably indicates transport ships?’®.

As for Sulla, his naval capacity had now risen from almost inexistent in the outbreak of
the First Mithridatic War, to very significant numbers?®. His land-army, both cavalry and
infantry, would amount to a great quantity: Appian mentions 40 000 individuals and, even
if this is an exaggeration and the number could be cut in half, it is still a fairly large army,
which needed to be transported from East to West. These men would have been
transported in 1600 ships. It might, perhaps, be wrong to suppose that all of the vessels
involved in taking Sulla’s army to the Italian Peninsula came from his peace agreement
with Mithridates; instead, it is likely that some allied cities of the East provided him with
some. This approach seems particularly valid if it is true that Sulla left from Piraeus,
because some of the Athenians who belonged to higher society ranks are said to have
sided with Sulla; and even if these would not be ship owners, Sulla’s newly acquired
treasury (for Mithridates agreed to pay the costs of war) could have allowed him to hire
Greek freight ships. Leaving the Piraeus, he would have gone to Patrae. It is from here

that he is said to have left with 1600 ships, a number that might correspond not exclusively

219 App. B Civ 1.9.77. This voyage seems to have been partially unsuccessful, given that only a part of the
army managed to safely reach Liburna, whilst the others were caught under a storm.

280 His delegation of office seems to have changed following the civil wars. As soon as the Italian Peninsula
is firmly under his control, Sulla begins «hunting down the enemy leaders who had escaped» to some of
the provinces; the individual put in charge of this task would have been Pompeius, instead of the more
natural choices of Quintus Metellus and Crassus. This could mean that either Sulla acknowledged
Pompeius’ military virtues to be highly superior, or that family alliances would now be interfering with the
distribution of naval ranks. See Leach [1979] 2002, 28. Pompeius’ early career was believed to have been
strongly shaped (and to have benefited from) Sulla’s influence; the fact that he was assigned a naval office
by Sulla might lead to rethinking the traditional relation of the Late Roman Republic with the navy. See
Fields 2010, 104.
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to vessels acquired from peace treaties, but also to the combined presence of allied or

freighted ships?®.

Throughout the following years of political instability and civil wars, little is mentioned
regarding the usage of the navy; it is only said that Norbanus would have fled to Rhodes
as a «private individual», which probably means he would have used his personal funds
to buy his place on a ship. This cannot be accounted for as a commander’s action, despite
the terminology of Norbanus boarding a ship as a «private» establishing somewhat of an
opposition between different ways to travel, which can probably be subdivided in
command missions and personal appointments. It is also said that Metellus would have
sailed near the region of Ravenna to take hold of the territory around Uritanus, which was
a centre of cereal production??, It is likely that other dislocations also happened by sea
or river, even though they aren’t specifically mentioned; whatever happened to the Roman
fleet which was guarding the coast, or Sulla’s fleet, is unspecified, but it is possible, aside
from regular guard duties against pirate attacks, that these ships would not have been kept
stationary, but instead used for transport purposes. The same seems to have happened in

the years that followed Sulla’s death, all throughout the revolt led by Spartacus?3.

Even though this work analyses internal and external wars separately, their events and
outcomes are closely related. Sulla’s interaction with Mithridates depends on his status
in Rome, and his decision to take Rome by force is partially made possible by Mithridates
agreeing peace-terms with him and providing him with new resources that made this
possible. Marius is absent from foreign wars in this period, but his travels to and from the
Italian Peninsula, together with his allies, also have a relation with the navy, as does his
attack to Ostia. A great portion of the first half of the 1% century BCE is spent amongst
internal and civil wars and, despite their significant land-component, which is especially
relevant throughout the Marian-Sullan civil wars, where the navy seems to be a

281 pompeius would have joined Sulla in the Italian Peninsula not long afterwards, and soon become a
favourite with the commander. Given that Pompeius would come to be known in sources as a man of great
prowess in naval matters, it is relevant to note the connection between these two individuals, one whose
mid to late career would have been marked by his acquiring a large fleet, and the other, a favourite with the
former, only starting his military career, who would later become a well-known naval commander. See
App. B Civ. 1.9.80. Even though it is not our purpose to make a detailed analysis of Sulla’s influence upon
Pompeius’ career, ancient sources and modern authors agree that Pompeius’ inclusion in Sulla’s familiar
circles, together with Sulla prompting his career from an early age, would have been of significant
importance in his advances. See Seager [1979] 2002a.

282 App. B Civ. 1.10.89.

283 Eytr. 6.7. It might be mentioned, however, that when defeated and pursued by Crassus, Spartacus would
have attempted to carry his army to the sea, to cross over to Sicily. See App. B Civ. 1.14.118.
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notoriously significant, albeit scarcely mentioned, resource. The events following the
death of Sulla, the end of the Sertorian Wars and the slave uprising lead by Spartacus will
change Rome’s political and military standings, whilst bringing three new commanders
to the centre of events. These will be the previously mentioned Pompeius, whose early
career was already seen throughout the Third Mithridatic War and his campaign against
pirates in the Mediterranean; Crassus, whose early death limits the possibilities of study,
but was, nonetheless, a member of the First Triumvirate; and Julius Caesar. This study

will now proceed onto analysing their actions as commanders.

12.Gnaeus Pompeius vs Julius Caesar

Following the series of events that ultimately culminate in a civil war, whose two main
commanders would be Pompeius (fighting on Rome’s orders) and Julius Caesar (fighting
on his own account), the latter of which is made to return from his expeditions in the
North to fight his enemies at Rome?34. This early stage of the war will be constituted by
increasing movement from several armies, to and from the Italian Peninsula, from several
parts of the European Continent. In Julius Caesar’s case, it will be a matter of reaching
the Italian Peninsula and settling his army in advantageous positions, from which he could
attempt to counter Pompeius; whilst in Pompeius’ situation it was a matter of gathering
an army and carrying the men to the Italian Peninsula. His army seems to have been partly
scattered, for, at least, part of it was stationed in Hispania, and he still had to account for

his eastern allies?®.

284 According to Goldsworthy, Caesar would have had ten legions (V to XIV); his legions were constituted
by «seasoned veterans, utterly devoted to Caesar», as well as «Gallic and German cavalry». Pompeius, on
the other hand, would have seven legions in «his Spanish provinces», which Goldsworthy classifies as
unexperienced, as well as the XV which had «questionable» loyalty. Fields (2010b, 144-152) also
underlines their «questionable» loyalty, stating that «the pretext of a Parthian war would have served to
deprive Caesar from two legions»; the author gives an account of the immediate events that lead to the civil
war between Caesar and Pompeius and also observes the matter of crossing the Rubicon (and whether
Caesar had a valid casus belli), «an otherwise insignificant muddy stream that separated Gallia Cisalpina
(Caesar’s province) from Italy proper», dividing the area where he «held imperium pro consule» and that
in which he was a «privatus». On the formation and collapse of the First Triumvirate see, for instance,
Shotter 1994a, who distinguishes its initially more private nature from the one of the Second Triumvirate,
more imbibed in the government.

285 At this point, the traditional structure of the Roman army had already been significantly altered. Not
only were the soldiers more closely related to their commanders than the Roman state («En effet, si ces
soldats font prevue d’une abnégation civique extréme, celle-ci n’est consacrée qu’a un homme, César, et
non-a la Res publica»), but, throughout the political instability, the armies themselves became more
unpredictable, with an increasing number of «desertion collective et individuelle» (Gueye 2015: 117; 115).
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As mentioned above, Julius Caesar’s dislocation through Gallia would have been made
along fluvial courses, probably recurring to the aid of transport-ships to carry heavier
loads. According to Appian, it seems that one of the most feared attributes of Julius Caesar
as a general was not so much his capacity to prepare for war by assembling large armies
and resources, but the skill to quickly dislocate his armies and take an aggressive stance
(in this case, by taking hold of the best positions in the Italian Peninsula before Pompeius).
This celerity of Julius Caesar might probably be attributed not only to his army’s physical
preparation for marching, but also to the use of other means to transport men and supplies,
such as rivers and the seashore. Whenever a natural barrier might have prevented him
from travelling faster, he may have preferred aquatic transport, which seems to have been
adamant in this early period of the civil war, especially because his enemies had the
advantage of proximity?®, One can also add that, according to Appian, Caesar’s first
action would have been to take Ariminum and garrison some of his troops there:

Ariminum, modern-day Rimini, is a city located by the sea®®’.

Pompeius, on the other hand, would have gone to Capua, like Sulla did upon his
departures from the Italian Peninsula during the Mithridatic Wars. This, however,
followed prior courses of action: he did not take leave from Capua, but went first to
Luceria and afterwards to Brundisium; only then did he cross the sea to Epirus, where he
would have gathered a significant number of supporters amongst the local rulers and
cities?®. Pompeius’ army was divided between Hispania and the Italian Peninsula, and
the latter portion would have been subsequently moved to Epirus, to join forces with his
allies. It seems that Pompeius would have been able to attack Julius Caesar’s army from
both banks of the peninsula, either by crossing the lonian Sea with the oriental army, or
the Tyrrhenian with the western. It also means that he had a number of ships at his

disposal, either inherited by Sulla’s successes in the Mithridatic wars, borrowed from his

28 It might also be added, though on a more literary note, that one of the most well-known episodes
regarding the life of Caesar is the crossing of the Rubicon River, at which moment he is said to have
pronounced the renowned sentence «alea iacta est». There is a metaphorical image associated with the
boundaries of rivers and river crossings. See App. B Civ. 2.5.34-35.

287 Ariminum would be a relevant strategic point from a military point of view — not only is it a coastal city,
but it is also connected to two of the main roads in Ancient Rome, the Via Aemilia and the Via Flaminia
(see Linderski 2015, 285; see also Billows ([2009] 2012c, 205: «He had secured the key cities of Ariminum
and Arretium by sending detachments of soldiers ahead to occupy those cities before news spread that war
had broken out, and he marched with great rapidity to join his advanced detachment in Ariminum»). Peer
notes that Caesar’s intervention in the Italian Peninsula following such events would have been the object
of a chronological manipulation, undervaluing his actual movement and actions in the Italian Peninsula and
placing a more significant stance in Ariminum, whilst not mentioning that he had «occupied several towns»
(as stated by Cic. Att. 7.14.1, and mentioned by Peer 2015, 63-64).

288 App. B Civ. 2.6.38.
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allies, or even freighted, and that these would swiftly convey his men. If there is some
truth in Appian’s saying that Julius Caesar would have been feared by the swiftness with
which he moved his armies, it might be questioned how long it took Pompeius to assemble

his forces in the Italian Peninsula.

Like Julius Caesar, Pompeius would also land his army in coastal cities. He first joined

290 where he had ordered the

the consuls in Dyrrachium?®® and then moved to Brundisium
assembling of the army. Julius Caesar’s first attack against Pompeius seems to have been
at this point, whilst he was still awaiting the arrival of some of the ships which were to
convey the warriors. It seems that Julius Caesar was attempting to prevent Pompeius’
gathering of his full strength, and thus decided for an early attack. This confrontation
happens at a coastal city, but whether it implies Julius Caesar’s dislocation by ship can
be questioned, because Pompeius is said to not only have defended the city successfully,
but also departed once more to Epirus, this time with a great part of his army?*. If Caesar
had travelled by ship, it is likely that there would have been some sort of skirmish during

Pompeius’ departure, but nothing of the sort is mentioned.

Knowing himself unable to follow Pompeius due to his scarcity of ships and given that
Pompeius could have the Italian Peninsula surrounded from both sides (with the aid of
his allies from the East and Hispania), Julius Caesar would have returned to Rome (Dio
Cass. 41.15). A second moment in this war is marked by Julius Caesar’s attempt to control
supplies — the already well-known action of most commanders throughout the wars — and
to engage in fast movements towards Pompeius. One mention that might be of some

significance is that he would have sent his commander, Quintus Valerius, to carry a

289 |t is not the purpose of this chapter to analyse typologies of ships, which will be left for a later moment
in this investigation. However, as an introductory note, it is relevant to mention that Dyrrachium would
have been taken by an Illyrian tribe called the Liburnians, who, according to the source, made a living out
of piracy, using fast ships in these enterprises. These ships, as mentioned by Appian, are the reason behind
the name of the «liburnae»: given their considerable speed, it would have become a Roman habit to call
«liburnax, or «liburnicoe», to any fast ship. See App. B Civ. 2.6.39.

2% Dio Cass. 41.11. See also Lovano 2015: «Caesar would not have known what Cicero knew, according
to his letters from the time, which was that Pompey was always prepared to evacuate»; whereas Caesar
attempted to blockade Pompeius in Brundisium and prevent him from reaching Greece, this attempt failed
and the latter would have been able to retreat without leaving «vessels large enough to carry troops across
the Adriatic in pursuit of his»; therefore, although Brundisium was now controlled by Caesar, it did not
allow him to put an end to the war (109).

291 Cassius mentions that the insufficient number of ships in Pompeius’ faction would have resulted in two
travels being made to and from Macedonia, the first with the consuls and the second with Pompeius and
the army. All that would be left for Caesar in Brundisium from the fleet would be two ships, which he
would have managed to capture. Dio Cass. 41.12.
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garrison to Sardinia and control the production of grain®*2, The methods used in this are
not clearly specified, but, given that Sardinia is an island, either Valerius was able to
control all the available harbours and prevent the movements of supply ships, or one could
presume there would be a support fleet, either controlling the strait, the main trade routes

to the Italian Peninsula, or the entrance to, at least, some of the harbours.

Following his attempt to control Sardinia, it also seems that Julius Caesar deemed his
naval resources as insufficient, for one of his following actions is said to have been the

233 one of which would be stationed at the lonian Sea, and

construction of two new fleets
the other at the Tyrrhenian. These would have been constructed with Roman funds, which
Julius Caesar would have taken from the treasury — even though this is not clearly stated
by the source, it can be interpreted from Appian’s chapter, given that Julius Caesar
ordered the building of the fleets right after his taking the deposit from the treasury. This
is one of the few specific mentions to the means used by a commander to finance a fleet
and is followed by the explicit use of the term vadapyoc to refer to the individuals left in
charge of each of these units, namely Hortensius and Dolabella. They would have been
in charge even before the fleets’ construction was finished, which might mean that these
men, or their subordinates, might have been left behind to superintend the construction.
The «navarkos» will be accompanied by the use of «gzparyyoic» to refer to Pompeius’

subordinates Petreius and Afranius.

One of the events unmentioned by Julius Caesar, but mentioned by Cassius, is Brutus’
victory against the Massaliots?%*, It seems that Brutus would have a significant naval force

with him. Cassius considers this victory of extreme importance in granting Julius Caesar

292 Dio Cass. 41.18 also mentions Caesar’s attempts to control Sardinia and Sicily, as sources of supplies.
His next step would have been to attack Hispania, one of Pompeius’ allies; while doing so, at least two river
crossings by bridge are mentioned. One is that of Gaius Fabius, with the bridge collapsing whilst the men
were crossing it and being ambushed — perhaps, although this is unmentioned, a part of the ambush itself.
The other was of Caesar, crossing the same river. See Dio Cass. 41.20.

293 «yedv orélovg Jbo» — App. B Civ. 2.6.41.

29 According to Meijer, who considers Pompeius’ delayed actions as one of the causes for his defeat («If
Pompeius had acted immediately and combined his seven legions in Spain with the rest of his army on the
Balkan, the situation might have developed in a completely different way»), Caesar would have needed
Massilia for «corn and other supplies» to be «shipped from Gaul to Caesar’s army in Spain». Brutus would
have set up a base on an islet close to the shore and Caesar would have «ordered ships to be built (...). In
Acrelate (Arles) twelve triremes were built within 30 days, a force inferior in number to the 17 galleys and
many fast light ships of the Massaliotes». Once again there seems to have been a battle of technique and
strategy: the Massaliots attack with the «traditional» naval combat style of ship vs ship, whilst Brutus’ fleet
uses boarding techniques. Following this victory, the «food supplies to [Caesar’s] army in Spain were no
longer at risk». See Meijer [1986] 2014, 197-99.
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the possibility to continue the war?®. This seems to point two things: first, that the
privatisation of the navy happened on deeper levels than those regarding its immediate,
nominal first commander, given that Julius Caesar is said to be lacking in naval resources,
whilst Brutus seems to have them. Second, that there seems to be some inconsistency
regarding Brutus’ fleet. One might question why it wasn’t used against Pompeius, or to
carry allies to the East, especially given that Julius Caesar is said to control Sardinia and
Sicily. It is possible that war at sea, especially in the coastal regions of Hispania and
Gallia, was being significant enough to engage the necessity of a working fleet on Julius
Caesar’s party, in order to repel attacks from the Pompeian faction; it might also mean
that Brutus, as a naval commander, had some degree of consequence in deciding the
destiny of the fleet and, either by fearing to be outnumbered or blockaded and out of
supplies, opted for not going further into the Eastern fraction of the Mediterranean. It may
also be that Brutus and Caesar’s fleets allied would have still been insufficient, either in
numbers or technology, to grant victories against the Pompeians. In fact, the issue of the
Pompeian ships on the Western part of the Mediterranean might be more significant than
it seems, and Julius Caesar’s control of Sicily and Sardinia might not have meant the
control of the passageway between both quadrants of the sea, given that Pompeius was
able to send reinforcements to the Massaliots — which were, however, defeated yet
again?®®. From them, Julius Caesar would have acquired a new fleet with which to face

his enemies.

Julius Caesar’s characteristic naval investment as a commander is once again seen during
Curio’s time in Africa, campaigning on his behalf against Juba and the Pompeian Forces
under the command of Attius Varus. Curio, sailing from Sicily to Africa under Julius
Caesar’s orders with two hosts, would have been accompanied by twelve long ships and
several transport ships, not commanded by himself but by a navarkos, Flamma (thus
Curio was in charge of the army and crossing with the fleet, but not of the naval
operations)?®’. It seems that the number of war ships is not very significant — at least in
comparison to the large fleets held by Mithridates, which were subsequently captured by
Sulla — and it might be questioned what these twelve warships were meant for. During
this period, piracy is not supposed to have been a significant issue, given this happened

2% Dio Cass. 41.21.

2% Dio Cass. 41.25.

297 App. B Civ. 2.7.44: «Kouvpiwv 8’ nép Kaioapoc abroic éx Tikeliag énémier 5o téAeot otpatod kai vavai
dvadexa_pokpaic kol cixdor mollaic», explaining how Curio departed with two legions and twelve
warships from Sicily, as well as some transports.
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following Pompeius’ campaigns, unless new pirate communities had established
themselves meanwhile. Can it be supposed that Curio was intending to fight a naval battle,
if attacked by Pompeius or his allies? Or are these twelve long ships only meant for
guarding the transport ships against minor skirmishes and attacks? It might also be
questioned what the use of these ships would have been afterwards, given that Curio’s

campaign is said to have been mainly land-based.

During this campaign, the admiral deserts the army. The chapter regarding Flamma and
his «flight» from Africa might be subjected to closer examination. According to Appian,
Flamma would have departed without taking the land forces (y7) aboard. This might only
mean he took the crew rather than the land forces (rowers, steersmen, etc.), but it may
also be interpreted as there being a part of the army — not solely a crew — under Flamma’s
command, thus giving him a dual role as admiral and land commander. There is another
point that might be questioned. Appian states that, following this circumstance, Pollio
would have gone to anchored freight ships and engaged them to carry the army. If, as
Appian says, Curio sailed to Africa with transports, it means that Flamma would have
taken not only the warships but the transports as well; but it may also imply that they were
freight ships, and hence their absence and a justification for Caesar’s subsequent naval
investment, so as not to become dependent on it. It also seems that Flamma took most of
the equipment with him, seeing as most of the men in the land-army would have been
transported in very small boats, which became crowded: the ships were probably
anchored in circumstances that required the use of skiffs to board, and Flamma did not
leave them behind.

Whether Julius Caesar’s efforts in naval construction were fruitful may be answered with
Appian’s B. Civ. 2.8.49: Pompeius’ response throughout this period would have been to
further his fleet’s numbers as well, for which he would have had to gather resources, even
though it is not mentioned how he proceeded to do s0?%. It seems that Pompeius, despite
his allies and fleet, finds it necessary to accompany Julius Caesar’s progresses in this
field, and that may be motivated by his attempts to prevent Julius Caesar from crossing
to the East, given that Pompeius’ fleet would be attempting to protect the Ionian Sea from

the enemy crossing, capturing forty of his ships in the process. The matters of numbers

2% According to Cassius Dio, Pompeius’ reasons for leaving the Italian Peninsula and travelling east would
have been the fact that no one would follow him due to their lack of ships, and that he had several allies in
the East (Dio Cass. 41.10).
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are less clear. Appian says that Pompeius would have six-hundred long ships («vijec de
uoxpai»), and one hundred of such ships would have Roman crews and had a very good
quality; plus plenty of transport ships, for which he utilizes two different terms: «zoo de

0AKAOMY Kol GKEVOPIPWY (Ao mAijBoc» (dAkddec and oxevopdpor). It is not likely that

this large fleet was built in a small period of time; thus, how many warships did Pompeius
have before he set out to build more? Could it be presumed that only the one-hundred
ships manned by Romans truly belonged to Pompeius, and that the others were allied
fleets®®? It can also be added that, if Julius Caesar’s fleet wasn’t a cause for concern,
Pompeius would most likely not have felt the urge to build more ships; however, can it
be considered that Julius Caesar owned six-hundred warships, especially when looking at
the African enterprise, where only twelve were present? Either the number of ships in
Pompeius’ fleet is highly exaggerated by Appian, or Julius Caesar had a far larger fleet
than it can initially be supposed, possibly focused on transports rather than warships®®.
One can also account for some sort of naval hierarchy within Pompeius’ fleet, despite the
unspecified terminology: it is mentioned that several «navarkos» were present, and that
Marcus Bibulus would have been the leader of the subordinate «navarkos», even though

he does not receive a particular nomenclature as a commander-in-chief.

It would have seemed that the following moment of war would have brought a significant
decrease in naval activities, with the approach of winter. Pompeius himself seems to have
believed that the adverse meteorological conditions would have impeded Julius Caesar
from crossing to the East, and thus kept his «navarkos» and his fleet mostly on patrol
missions. However, according to Appian, Caesar would have preferred, once again, to
take advantage of celerity of movement, and attempted navigation in spite of the
season®’’. Given that Pompeius would be stationed in the East, he and his allies could
have continued to gather the resources to bar Caesar’s advance. As soon as the sea

presented itself navigable, Caesar relied on transport ships3®? to take his army further. He

299 It will be stated by Appian that Pompeius would have had allies from many peoples in the East, Greeks
and barbarian tribes, and those who inhabited the Euxine Sea; these would have provided him with men,
weapons, supplies, amongst other war necessities (App. B Civ. 2.9.51).

300 1t might also be wondered whether the translation of «vijec d¢ uaxpai» might not be exactly equivalent
to a warship, but to some sort of vessel which, even though equipped for naval battles, would have had its
main function in carrying garrisons.

301 According to Beresford, who based himself on Tammuz, Winter navigation would not have been
impossible, although limited to «open-water routes» and less frequent; merchant vessels, for instance,
would probably make «regular» voyages. See Tammuz 2005; Beresford 2013a; 2013b.

302 As the warships were serving guard duties in Sardinia and Sicily, creating an effective barrier for the
Pompeian fleet.
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first sent his fleet against Pompeius’ supply ships, which Lucretius and Minucius,
Pompeius’ commanders, would have preferred to sink rather than to allow them to
become Caesar’s. However, one might ask how Caesar managed to cross his army
through a sea which Pompeius, with a far greater number of ships, would have had a
greater ease to control; how the army managed to attack Pompeius’ cargo vessels; and
how the garrisons could have dislocated themselves quickly and with little trouble during
winter months. It seems that Julius Caesar’s satisfaction in App B. Civ 2.8.55 might be
exaggerated: either Pompeius’ control of the sea wasn’t as significant as it seems, or

Caesar’s naval capacity is purposely being underwhelmed by this source.

The last stage of the civil war between Julius Caesar and Pompeius will, once again, be
one of fighting for supplies®®. Both Caesar’s and Pompeius’ attempts to take cities or
control the sea are mostly related to either reaching the enemy’s main source of supplies
or preventing him from reaching their own. Pompeius’ would have been in Dyrrachium?®%*
— it can probably not be assumed that he would have kept a single base, but it seems as if
this would have been one of the largest. Caesar once more orders his army to cross the
sea during seemingly less navigable periods (at Winter), to prevent Pompeius from
increasing the number of patrols during the Spring and Summer. However, one might
question whether Pompeius was not aware of Caesar’s intentions — Caesar had already

crossed a garrison to Oricum®%, and Pompeius had sent back a fleet to retrieve the city.

303 If both Caesar and Pompeius would have gained practical knowledge of supply management whilst at
war, it may be added that Pompeius, who became «commissioner of the grain supply» in 57 BCE, would
have acquired inner knowledge regarding the workings and redistribution of grain within Roman territories.
See Temelini 2006. As for Caesar, according to Aly, his «role in the grain distribution was also significant.
Fewer policies and rules changed during his reign relative to the somewhat obsessive grain legislation
reforms of the early first century BC. However, he did create aediles cereales, officials that dealt with
Roman grain supply issues, including distributions, the market, and trade». This was, however, following
his defeat of Pompeius (Aly 2017: 22), so one may question if it had any practical effect during this civil
war. See also Tucker 2017, 32-38. According to Erkdamp, «an army of 40,000 men would need an equal
number of mules to haul all the food and fodder it consumed in 30 days. (...) We can distinguish three
phases in the transportation of supplies. First, provisions were brought to supply bases, which tended to be
located near rivers or on the coast, because large volumes of supplies could only be transported over long
distances by ship or boat. Second, a shuttle system regularly transported the supplies to the army, or the
army would replenish its stocks at the supply base. (...) The third element in the supply system was the
army train itself, which carried supplies for at most 15 days». See Erkdamp 2011, 103-5.

304 Archaeological survey in Dyrrachium shows that «Artefacts from the Archaic, Classical and Hellenistic
periods are most prevalent [...]. Material from the Roman period is noticeably underrepresented», as is the
«Late Hellenistic» (Davis et al 2003: 68). «The history of Durrés in the last three centuries B.C. is
complicated and a review of the scanty information preserved in ancient texts does not explain why later
Hellenistic and Roman remains are so rare in most of the area that we investigated» (Ibid. 70-71). The
survey of 2003 in Dyrrachium, however, revealed mostly ceramic findings, instead of battle-related
artefacts.

305 The attack to Oricum possibly marks the beginning of the last stage in the Caesarian-Pompeian conflict.
As mentioned by Colegrove, immediately before the taking of the city, «Pompeius, (...) surprised at the
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It might be another suggestion of Pompeius’ naval capacity not being as decidedly
superior as it first seemed. As for Caesar, he would have sent for a ship and a steersman

(«of keAntiov 6E0 kai kvPfepviTyv») in order to cross to Brundisium and bring the troops

himself, sailing through the river — it is one of the first clear mentions of river navigation,
recurring to both oarsmen, rowing, and sails. In a later moment, a naval battle was almost
ensured between Caesar and Pompeius’ fleets, for Pompeius’ warships found Caesar’s
(under the command of Antonius) crossing the sea, but it seems as if a change of wind
might have prevented it (which would account for Caesar having lighter, faster ships,
instead of larger warships as triremes, as mentioned by Appian). At this point, Pompeius
would have more ships controlling the crossing, for Caesar is said to have struggled with
the matter of supplies.

In Cassius’ version, Caesar would be in Brundisium awaiting the spring, and only
attacked when half the winter was past. Still lacking in ships, he would have attempted to
elude Marcus Bibulus, Pompeius’ commander at the crossing, by sending part of his army
to Epirus (to the Ceraunian Headlands); when already there, he would have sent the ships
back to retrieve the others. Bibulus would have realised that the second voyage was
happening and attacked, but Caesar would have managed to arrive in Epirus safely with
part of his army (Dio Cass. 41.44)%%. As for Antonius’ soldiers, they would have only
arrived later in the war: the death of Bibulus and his subsequent replacement with Libo,
likely a less experienced man, allowed Antonius to join Caesar. Chapter 2.10.66 seems
to point out that, during the following months, Pompeius would have remained at an
advantage and received a fair amount of supplies by land and sea®"’, unlike Caesar, and
the source states that Pompeius’ initial plan would have been to win the war through
starving the enemy, and that only the urging of others would have made him decide to
pursue battle. Nonetheless, and judging by our previous analysis of the relative strength

of each, it is likely that neither Caesar’s situation regarding supplies was as desperate as

unexpected news, (...) determined to go to Apollonia by speedy marches, to prevent Caesar from becoming
master of all the maritime states». After taking Oricum, Caesar marches to Apollonia, thus leaving
Dyrrachium. Pompeius would have attempted to reach this last city, which Caesar answered by encamping
close to river Apsus, and wait for the other legions. Calenus was waiting in Brundisium with the fleet, under
Caesar’s orders, whilst the remainder of the coastal area was being controlled by Bibulus (thus, the
Pompeian faction). Bibulus «debarred Caesar of the liberty of the sea and harbors», which brought
difficulties in supplying the army. See Colegrove 2007, 228-32.

306 At this stage, Caesar seems to be in haste to reach Pompeius and put an end to the war. The episode in
41.46, whether real or fictional, seems to point a desire for celerity, by an attempt to cross the sea through
the storms and in Winter.

307 Albeit struggling with some dislocations: Dio Cass. 41.48 mentions the breakage of a bridge during a
march.
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it seemed, nor Pompeius was as capable of fully controlling the sea route. Even after
Caesar’s attempts at Dyrrachium and the Battle of Pharsalus, the outcome seems to have
been more well-balanced than the source accounts for, given that Pompeius still had

warships and naval forces in Corcyra and Africa’®

. It is likely that the war only came to
a definite end due to the murder of Pompeius in Egypt, and that, had it not been for these
circumstances, Pompeius could have made a new attempt against Caesar’s army. He still

had his eastern allies to rely upon, and not all of his fleet was lost>®.

Pompeius’ death does not put an end to Caesar’s opposition. His father-in-law, Lucius
Scipio, took charge of his fleet. At least three hundred triremes are said to have remained
in Corcyra. New armies are seemingly assembled, and once again the source will attempt
to underline Caesar’s want of large war-ships (which would largely be held by Pompeius’
son), which would have forced him to sail mostly with smaller typologies of vessels. The
episode in which Caesar meets Cassius’ 70 triremes and the latter surrenders is
arguable®®, because it attributes the surrender to Cassius’ awe of Caesar, whom he
supposed to have come purposely on his direction; it is more likely that Caesar had a large
army being transported on fast vessels, which could overcome the slower, larger triremes
of the enemy fleet. According to Cassius Dio, at the late stage of the war, Pompeius would
have had at least five hundred fast ships, spread across the Mediterranean; this means that

even after his demise, his supporters may have had some manoeuvrability. Following the

308 The seeming proof would be that even after the victory at Pharsalia Caesar would have crossed with
Pompeian fleets across the Mediterranean, commanded by Lucius Cassius (Dio Cass. 42.6); however, at
this point, he would have been able to overcome them.

309 See Amela Valverde’s article (2002) regarding Pompeius’ network of clients: during his early career,
Pompeius would have achieved a wide area of influence from the centre to the east of the Mediterranean,
approving the Lex Pompeia of Transpadanis in 89 BCE and thus transforming his allies «en “ficticias”
colonias Latinas», therefore bringing new clients to his gens. His client network, both inherited and
constructed, would have been one of Caesar’s main objectives, first across Gaul, then in Hispania; the
author underlines that although a person could be client to several, this would generate issues in case of
conflict, as was the case of Massalia (74). The loss of influence and client networks may reveal itself of
particular importance upon observing Pompeius’ ultimate demise: as stated by Batstone et Damon (2006,
27), Pompeius first goes to Greece and then to Egypt, «where he hopes to find a friendly reception owing
to the assistance he once gave the present ruler’s father»; however, according to his analysis, his defeat
would have «destroyed Pompey’s credit with his former friends throughout the empire», thus leading to his
assassination. There is also historiographic questioning regarding Pompeius’ strategy during this stage of
the civil war: as stated by Welch (2012b), «naval strategies lend themselves to long-term planning and are
ill-suited to spur-of-the-moment decisions», and Pompeius, after his successes against piracy and his
«provincia over the grain supply», would have given him significant advantage; only in 45 BCE, following
the Iberian campaign, would Caesar have had «outright naval advantage», and this chapter states that «the
few authors who have examined affairs on sea from 49 until 45 cannot understand why Pompeius,
experienced in naval campaigns, would gather such a huge force and not use it in an effective way», opening
the space for «Caesar’s improvised sea-tactics», which were unusual and perhaps more successful for that
reason (48-49).

310 Dio also mentions that Cassius would have surrendered without a fight. See Dio Cass. 42.6.
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war, Pompeius’ eldest son, Gnaeus, would have taken an Egyptian fleet against Epirus
and attempted to capture Oricum, whilst Marcus Acilius would have been blockading the
entrance to the harbour through boats filled with stones and towers, an incursion of
moderate success>!!. Something which is unmentioned in the Gallic Wars, but might have
been of significance, is Caesar’s orders to attack the Piraeus, which was taken by
Calenus®'2, Meanwhile, Cato would be roaming the Mediterranean, first seizing Patrae,
then going to Cyrene, and last going to Africa. At this point in the war, however, the
Pompeian faction and fleet would have lost strength, which resulted in several of them
turning to Caesar. The fact that Calenus had captured the Piraeus on Caesar’s orders prior
to that®!3, with the quick follow of the capture of Patrae, might have contributed to
assuring the Caesarian faction a basepoint in the Eastern Mediterranean, thus depriving

its enemies of a major base3'“,

When Caesar arrives in Egypt (and even prior to that), he seems to be benefiting from a
larger fleet, and from the diminishing of the enemy’s sea control, by Cato’s abandoning
of the Dyrrachium blockade®'®. However, Cassius mentions that, during Caesar’s stay in
Alexandria, the royal palace would have been attacked by the people from land and sea,
and that there would not be an adequate number of Roman military men to defend it3!®;
this seems to mean that a significant portion of the fleet would not be in Egypt with Caesar
at the time of these events (either due to being employed in patrolling the seas or
commanded by Caesar’s legates in other missions), or that the fleet attained by Caesar

himself would not be very significant, being redistributed amongst other commanders®?’.

At some point, perceiving enemy movements, he would have also fortified the royal

palace and its accesses both from land and sea®'8. This, together with the summoning of

311 Another less successful attack was made against Brundisium. Dio Cass. 42.12.

312 Djo Cass. 42.14.

313 Calenus had been sent by Caesar to Greece, in theory to broaden «his base of operations» by taking the
Peloponnese. Calenus would have taken «Delphi and the cities of Thebes and Orchomenus in Boeotia
without a fight and successfully stormed several others»; «He also occupied the Piraeus, which was no
longer fortified. He was unable to take Athens, however, defended for Pompeius». See Habicht 1999, 351.
314 Dio Cass. 42.14. Together with simultaneous revolts in Hispania. Dio Cass. 42.15.

315 Dio Cass. 42.10.

316 Dijo Cass. 42.35.

317 The fact that Caesar provided Arsinoé and Ptolemy the Younger with the domain of Cyprus raises the
possibility of it being related to his lacking naval means to defend the island (Dio Cass. 42.35).

318 Djo Cass. 42.37. According to McKenzie 2007: «lt is possible that the residential part of the palace was
on the promontory el-Silsila (akra Lochias). (...) El-Silsila would have been supplied with water by the
channel under street RI [27]. The enemy deliberately pumped sea water into Caesar’s water supply. (...)
From his cornered position, cut off from his troops and fresh water, Julius Caesar set fire to the attacking
ships and those in the dockyards (naualia)».
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men and fleet, would, according to Cassius, have granted Caesar the control of the sea,
but made him unable to control the harbour and the land. It seems that his major problem
in Egypt is not one of lack of ships, but the inability to control the land, which would have
led him to build fortifications. During the conflict between Ptolemy and Cleopatra, Caesar
is said by Cassius Dio to have been successful in an unspecified sea-fight, which led to
blockades in Alexandria and to Caesar sinking Egyptian freight ships in order to put an
end to it and allow for supplies to reach the city. Caesar now had a larger control of the
sea and was thus able to perform successful sea operations®'®. The faction of Arsinoé
would have made attempts against the Roman fleet®?°, endeavouring to destroy some of
their supply ships and enter the blockade of Alexandria’s harbour, but it came to no avail,
given that Caesar would have entered the harbour of Pharos, burned Egyptian ships and
taken the place®?!. It seems that the Roman fleet would be more significant in Alexandria
than the land army, for Caesar, who usually preferred taking bridges, now opted for
travelling by ship; the Egyptian people, however, took to these bridges and attacked them
— one might question why the bridges were not destroyed by the Romans once in Pharos;

perhaps due to lack of time, due to the battle with Arsino&’s faction.

The struggle for the Nile will continue with the intervention of other individuals.
Mithridates of Pergamum would have attempted to sail into the Nile, successfully
avoiding a blockade and a subsequent attack from the sea and the river and capturing
Pelusium with the aid of both infantry and fleet®??. The last moment of the war is
Mithridates’ invasion of Egypt: the Egyptians would have attempted to attack him, and
Caesar would have prepared a stratagem to trick his enemies into thinking he was going

to sail away from them, allegedly by lighting all the fires, and putting them off again at

319 See Dio Cass. 42.38.

320 According to Cassius, her commander, Ganymedes, would have put Achillas, a Ptolemaic commander,
to death, accusing him of having the intention to betray the fleet. This would have allowed Arsinoé to gather
a significant fleet, despite probably constituted by smaller ships, given that many of them came from the
Nile and the lakes. This fleet is the one that would have been carried out to attack Caesar’s. Dio Cass. 42.40.
321 Dio Cass. 42.40. It is mentioned by Cassius that Caesar would have attempted a stratagem against the
opposing Egyptian faction, by lightening several illuminations inside the ships, pretending to be going
away, and then putting off the lights and returning (Dio Cass. 42.43).

322 The same Mithridates seems to have been involved in Caesar’s network from, at least, the early years of
Caesar’s Asian campaigns. «Moreover, Mithridates was not simply a famous provincial but for Caesar to
leave him to organize an army must indicate that he had considerable expertise in this area as well». See
R. Evans 2013, 177. See also Bunson’s entry on Mithridates (281), which states that following the
campaigns in Asia and the Battle of Zela he would have received part of Galatia and Pontus. He was
defeated by Asander of Bosporus later in life.
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some point, whilst turning the vessels around, at which moment he would have

attacked®?*. Two topics can be noted from the Egyptian war:

1) That Caesar had both sea and river vessels at his disposal or ships able to sail
across both. One might question whether these were the Mediterranean ships
taken from Pompeius, or freight ships/ships provided by Cleopatra’s faction*.

2) There seems to be a mention of nocturnal navigation and trickery. Whilst this
would have been harder to fulfil at sea, with the unsteady currents and waves,
there is the possibility of this happening in the lake or river surrounding
Alexandria.

3) He had the aid of seemingly foreign commanders, as is the case of Mithridates

the Pergamenian.

Scipio and Pompeius’ faction is unsuccessful, in spite of their attempt to regroup in Sicily
and Sardinia, both men and fleet®®; it seems that Caesar’s increased mobility, gained
through the control of fleets circulating within the Mediterranean Sea, would have
allowed him to quickly move supplies and men across the Mediterranean basin®?°.
However, in the aftermath of these events, Julius Caesar will be assassinated, an event

which will become the onset of the following triumvirate and the next civil war.

13.The rise and fall of the Second Triumvirate

Octauianus’ first action following the news of Julius Caesar’s death would have been to
remove himself from Apollonia and cross the lonian Sea. The source states that he would
have gone to Lupiae instead of the more usual Brundisium (a frequent place as a
destination for naval journeys)3?’. After receiving Julius Caesar’s will, it seems that

Octauianus felt secured enough of his position to travel to Brundisium at last and attempt

323 On Caesar’s presence in Egypt see, for instance, Freeman [1996] 2014; Burstein [2004] 2007.

324 Based on Caesar’s account, Barnes states that «Caesar himself says (...) that he burned all the vessels
in the harbour which had come to support Pompeius plus 22 warships which had usually been on guard in
Alexandria. He said that he did this because he could not protect so wide an area as the harbour with his
small number of troops» Thus, it is likely that most of the fleet available belonged not to Caesar, but to
Cleopatra and Mithridates. See Barnes [2000] 2004.

%25 Dio Cass. 42.56.

3% This can be seen in books 42 and 43 of Cassius Dio. Given that the subject of those books isn’t
specifically naval command, with only the use of ships as transports being mentioned, we opted for not
analysing such episodes in detail, given they were not in accordance with the general subject. It is worthy
of mention, however, that one of Pompeius’ bases would have been the Balearic Islands (Dio Cass. 43.29).
327 On the formation and decline of the Second Triumvirate see, for instance, Weigel 1992.
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to gather the army and assure its loyalty. Not only does Octauianus seem to easily assure
himself an army, but also supplies and other means. It appears that he would have had
enough ships available to convey his army from Brundisium to Tarracina, even though
this is not explicitly mentioned. Following early litigations, most of the people involved
with Caesar (either for or against him) begin new movements. Antonius goes to
Macedonia; Brutus, Cassius and Trebonius are gathering resources and fortifying the
province of Asia®?®. The latter is eventually killed under the orders of Dolabella.
Afterwards, Antonius will attempt to bring the army stationed in Macedonia to the Italian
Peninsula, while his brother, Gaius Antonius, will cross with another army, once more,
to Brundisium®?®. However, there is no mention of any battles happening during this
period, which seems intermediate and mostly preparatory for most commanders involved:
it will be during this time that the relationship between Octauianus and Marcus Antonius

will change from its early stages of conflict, to an alliance, to civil war.

When disagreements come between Antonius and Octauianus, new movements can be
observed. The former goes to Brundisium, and the latter travels to Campania (Calatia and
Casilinum) to collect an army for himself. This moment approximately coincides with the
outbreak of the Parthian conflict, and it seems that some of the individuals who were to
participate in this conflict would have been recalled by Antonius to fight in the civil war.
These men would have been transported to Ariminum following the seacoast, and it is
likely that this action was proceeded by ships — or, in the least, to have had transport ships
carrying the supplies accompanying the army’s daily march. It seems that Octauianus’
chief advantage in war would have been a fair amount of currency, a great portion of it
likely inherited from Julius Caesar, which would have allowed him not only the
possibility to hire transport ships or purchase supplies, but also to engage several

mercenary men to his service (App B Civ. 3.7.48, for instance).

Specific naval references will only reappear in chapter 3.8.63 of Appian, after nearly three
full books regarding the political balances and imbalances within Rome, and the

individual struggles between the leading political and military figures in the aftermath of

328 In the immediate aftermath of Caesar’s murder, more precisely in 42 BC (the consulship of Marcus
Lepidus and Lucius Munatius Plancus), the situation would be such as «the triumvirs held Spain, Gaul and
Italy, [whilst] Marcus Brutus and Cassius dominated the eastern Mediterranean and thus the richest
provinces of the Roman world, while Sextus Pompeius, who discovered that his name was on the list of the
proscribed, had sailed with his fleet to Sicily, which he effectively controlled». See Richardson 2012a, 39.
329 On the specific details of Octauianus’ prospects upon landing in Brundisium, his early arrival in Lupiae
and his course of action immediately before and after this voyage, see Richardson 2012a.
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Julius Caesar’s death. Following Antonius being declared an enemy of Rome by the
Senate, Marcus Brutus received the government of Macedonia and Illyria, which granted
him a significant army. Brutus himself would also have assembled long-ships and

transport ships («vaig ciye parpdg tc xoi dixddac»). Meanwhile, Cassius became

governor of Syria and was assigned to wage war against Dolabella®*°. Every commander
throughout the provinces and the lonian Sea was officially under the orders of Cassius
and Brutus.

Another occurrence happens following Antonius’ abandonment of the siege of Mutina®?,
where Decimus Brutus would have remained. No matter what Antonius’ true reasons for
abandoning the siege were (most likely, the fact that Octauianus’ army would have been
harder to face, given that Antonius had just been defeated; Antonius could have been
attempting to protect his own legion from further losses), Octauianus’ legion stands close
to Mutina, and it seems that Decimus Brutus would have destroyed the bridge over the
nearby river to prevent him from crossing it with the army. Following Decimus’
informing of Octauianus that he was not to have command of the province of Gallia, and

that Decimus himself would be in charge of Antonius, Octauianus turns back.

Dislocations to and from the provinces happen several times throughout this period, but,
as frequent movements of this sort have been mentioned previously, and as there is no
significant naval action or mention of the use of ships to convey the movement of armies,
they shall not be mentioned in their specificities. It is worth mentioning that, during a
later moment, throughout which Octauianus was at odds with the Senate and attempting
to become a candidate to the consulship, there were preparations for upcoming conflicts
that include ships and naval action, firstly with the arrival of two legions from Africa, and
secondly with the preparation of ships and skiffs in the harbour so that a retreat — or a

flight — could be easily executed in case the Senate’s attempt to counter Octauianus failed.

During one of the periods of alliance between Antonius and Octauianus, whilst several

political purges are happening in Rome, numerous of the condemned men attempt to

330 Who attained a large fleet from Asia, according to Cassius (Dio Cass. 46.30); he was then able to cross
to Arados but was subsequently caught and defeated by Cassius.

331 On the siege of Mutina see, for instance, Fields 2018, who states that Antonius would have attempted to
avoid a large-scale battle (56); see also Richardson 2012a. See also Alston 2015. Another point which can
be mentioned is made by Kearsley (2013) regarding the «oath of allegiance» of 32 BCE: in Antonius’ case
(44 BCE), he had «both legionary and veteran units (App. B Civ. 3.46), whereas in Octauianus, over a
decade later, he had «an oath of allegiance sworn en masse at all locations simultaneously», thus achieving
the support of the «veterans», many of which had been part of Julius Caesar’s armies.
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escape. Their routes seem to have been mainly either to Cassius or Brutus, who were
abroad, or to Sextus Pompeius, who was in Sicily. Sextus still had under his possession
ships of several kinds, including skiffs, transport ships and long warships, which would
have been used to convey some of those attempting to flee from the Italian Peninsula.
Amongst these men seem to have been capable commanders, from whom Sextus would
have drawn new naval leaders for this fleet — it thus seems that he managed to keep the
fleet and, at least, a fair number of rowers, steersmen and, in general, of the crew to man
the vessels, but that he would have been left with few men capable of leading military
actions from within the ships®*2. Some of these political enemies of Antonius and
Octauianus would have later attempted a reconciliation, and these too would have
received naval offices, such as Messala, who became a vadapyoc®® under Octauianus and
fought Antonius at the Battle of Actium. The same would have happened with Bibulus,
who abandoned his allegiance to Marcus Brutus and subsequently served under Antonius.
Messala would have later become a consul, which shows (like Lucullus had in previous
periods) that despite having had a naval charge, this was not seen as hampering his
political career by matters of worth. There is also mention of Rebilus being taken to Sicily
on a freighted ship, taken in by the vaoxinpoc — both the owner and likely commander of

the ship.

The final confrontations between the factions will regain further naval investment from
the commanders. Unlike the period immediately following the murder of Julius Caesar,
in which there are fewer opportunities to observe the interactions between commanders
and their fleet (as observed, this is a moment for dislocations and, after the reconciliation
of Antonius and Octauianus, of flights in attempts to escape the political purges),
commanders will once again be observed preparing for the upcoming wars, and an
increased naval concern will be included. Whilst Cassius and Brutus were managing their
resources in their assigned provinces, Dolabella was assembling a navy. In this case, the
ships are specifically said to be hired, and not provided by allied forces free of charge33*
(they were also hired by means of another man, Lucius Figulus). Whilst Dolabella was
assembling tribute from the cities of lonia, it is unclear whether Figulus was only in
charge of travelling between cities and ordering the formation of a fleet or had invested

some of his own means to do so. As for the fleet itself, it is assembled from within

332 App B Civ. 4.6.36.
333 «vavapynoavra» — App B Civ. 4.6.38.
33 «wai vavtikov éyeipwv émi wiod@» - App. B Civ. 4.8.60.
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Rhodians, Lycians, Pamphylians and Cilicians — either former allies in past wars, as is
the case of the Rhodians, or former enemies at sea, as the Cilician piratical communities.
One of the main tasks of this new fleet would be to assure Dolabella’s army of supplies

after they went to Laodicea.

Cassius would also have attempted to gather ships, this time from Phoenicia, Lycia and
Rhodes, and all cities except Sidon would have refused him, which is of particular
relevance in the case of Rhodes — either they had temporarily exhausted their naval
building capacity whilst creating a fleet for Dolabella, or the Rhodians were supporting
Dolabella’s faction; in fact, they would have excused themselves with an alleged
neutrality, saying that they did not mean to support either side during civil wars, and that
they had provided the ships to Dolabella as escorts®¥®, not to be used at war. A naval
engagement happened between Cassius and Dolabella, but it seems to have been of small
dimension or little consequence, given that it is neither narrated to detail nor the losses
are significant on either side — even Cassius, who was at a seeming disadvantage, is said
to have lost only five ships with their crews (excluding the sunken vessels). Cassius is
more successful in Egypt, with Serapio, one of Cleopatra’s subordinates, sending him a
large number of ships — apparently against the will of the queen, who was supporting
Dolabella, sending him the legions that were left behind in Egypt and preparing a fleet
for him as well®%. After two more attempts, Dolabella is defeated at sea and Cassius is

able to take Laodicea®®.

One might question why Cassius took the option of attacking Dolabella openly at sea —
and why Dolabella gave him battle — instead of attempting to merely attack supply lines.
Whether he first attempted to do so or not is unclear. It seems as if Cassius is bound for a
fast course of action, attempting to quickly manage the enemy before he has time to gather
a fair share of supplies and build new entrenchments. If one is to observe chapter 63 of
Appian, it might seem that the confrontation between both men is mostly a skirmish, not
a large-scale battle: after his victory, it is possible that Cassius had access to both his own
fleet and Dolabella’s, and yet, when he hears of Octauianus and Antonius crossing the
lonian sea with a large fleet provided by Cleopatra, he gives up his intents of crossing to

Egypt — thus, Cassius and Dolabella’s fleets combined are inferior to the one that

335 «vabg wpomoumotc» — App. B Civ. 4.8.61.

33 Cassius also mentions Cleopatra sending ships and currency to Dolabella. See Dio Cass. 47.30.

337 According to Dio Cassius, Lucius Statius Murcus would have assembled the fleet, attacked the ships
stationed in Laodicea, conquered the city and the harbour and blockaded Dolabella. Dio Cass. 47.30.
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Cleopatra is able to provide®*®. The concern of Cassius’ faction with their fleet’s
inferiority seems to prevail when the former reunites with Brutus, given that their joined
actions are intended to subvert Rhodes and Lycia, specifically because they were on
friendly terms with their opponents and could provide them with ships®*°. But Cassius
himself is said to have had a well-prepared fleet and crew as he sailed towards Rhodes.
The Rhodians put thirty-three ships at sea, according to Appian, as prevention against the

foreign invasion3%.

The battle that follows, allegedly close to Myndus, is one of the most detailed naval battle
descriptions in Appian regarding the 1% century BCE. There is greater detail regarding
formations, ship sizes and command, even though it still is insufficient for deeper
analysis. It seems that the Rhodians had the advantage of larger ships, whilst Cassius had
to rely on a heavier fleet. However, Cassius had the advantage of numbers. The Rhodians
attempted to sail by the Roman ships and attack their rear-guard, but their attempts at
ramming had little success against the sturdy ships of Cassius’ fleet, whilst these seem to
have attacked the Rhodian vessels in a similar fashion (through ramming, which is
relatively unusual within the Roman naval history). Cassius captured three Rhodian ships
with crews and sunk two others through the use of rams. Both fleets retreat with need for
repairs®. It might also be mentioned that Cassius, despite being the commander, was not
an active element in battle — he is said to have observed from a mountain, which means
that he must have had a second-in-command leading the fleet in his name. This man,
however, is unknown or unmentioned by the source. It is also relevant that he is said to
have taken eighty ships to a Rhodian fort (Loryma) following this conflict — if eighty
ships were present at Myndus, can the Rhodian number of thirty-three be accounted for?
A siege of Rhodes follows, minor naval skirmishes happen, and the city is surrounded by

the fleet and the land-army. Cassius is said to have captured the city without battle, and

338 App. B Civ. 4.8.63.

339 As per Dio, the Rhodians provide the ships to their faction; the ease of attaining supplies and their
numbers would have made them decide to hold the battle. See Dio Cass. 47.38.

340 According to Cassius, the Rhodians would not have felt the need to wait for Cassius and, confident in
the strength of their fleet, would have attempted a display of strength; this would subsequently have been
appropriated by Cassius (Dio Cass. 47.33).

341 Cassius must indeed have had a larger fleet than the Rhodians. Otherwise, it is unlikely that he would
have been able to encircle the swift, lighter vessels of his enemy, which could then have easily retreated in
case of threat. Discussion of ship weight and length will be left for a latter chapter; however, it might be
questioned how different the builds and dimensions of the two fleets must have been, that allowed the
Roman fleet to be rammed without sinking due to their sturdiness, but did not, on the other hand, permit
the Romans to sink a large number of enemy ships by ramming — perhaps due to their speed.
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this is likely due to his control of supply lines, at a time when Rhodes would have been

scarcely provided with the means to endure the siege.

As for Brutus, his battles seem to have been mostly land-bound during this period.
However, he managed to form an alliance with Lycia, and thus assemble new means to
fill the treasury and to gather a fleet. He is also said to have possessed some ships of his
own, which would have joined the Lycian fleet and sailed for Abydus, where they would
await Cassius. Meanwhile, Cleopatra’s fleet was apparently damaged by a storm, thus
allowing for Murcus to sail to Brundisium and preventing the travelling of his enemies to
the East. A naval battle happens between Antonius and Murcus, with the former being
ill-equipped — he had an inferior number of warships and attempted to suppress this
difficulty with towers (zidpyor) mounted on small vessels, probably skiffs or rafts
(oyediar). Octauianus himself was also fighting naval battles with Sextus Pompeius to

retrieve Sicily, and Antonius sent for his help32,

Sextus Pompeius, younger son of Pompeius Magnus, spent the years following his
father’s demise in activities of pillage with a fleet until the death of Julius Cesar. As

mentioned by Lange:

«According to Welch the triumvir Antonius and the so-called Republican Sextus Pompeius
formed some form of alliance even though they were on opposing sides of the war (Welch
2012: 234; contra Gowing 1992: 86). As the rift between Octavian and Antonius deepened
— which was resolved at Brundisium, where Sextus Pompeius was made an official enemy —
there was an added problem of Sextus Pompeius’ blockade of Italy, which was felt in Rome
(Dio Cass. 48.31.5). (...) The triumvirs had no choice but to accommodate Sextus Pompeius
and in connection with the agreement at Misenum in 39, Sextus Pompeius was granted the
provinces of Sicily, Sardinia and Achaea for a five-year term. In return he had to cease raiding
mainland Italy and allow the grain supply to Rome to recommence».3*3

Following this event, he was appointed to the same functions as his father, being the first

in command of the sea («Baldoonc dpyerv»), which allowed him to increase his fleet.

Partly thanks to this, he managed to take possession of Sicily, defend the island and take

the refugees, amongst which, as seen above, were several men who had naval knowledge.

342 App. B Civ. 4.10.82.

343 |_ange 2016, 118-19. This view has been argued. In 1983, Shelley Stone published an article regarding
the archaeological evidence of Sextus Pompeius’ domination of Sicily, stating that sources imply his
«popularity» (aside from certain cities, such as Messana), which was possibly inherited from his father’s
and increased by the prosperity of the island during this period, unlike what is described in historical sources
(10-12). Stone also underlines the roles played by Agrippa and Lepidus in the defeat of Sextus Pompeius
(13); archaeology attests «destruction and abandonment during the second half of the first century B.C.»
See also Rogers 2008.
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Thus, Octauianus sent a fleet, commanded by Saluidienus, in order to put an end to the
situation, and a naval battle followed, close to Scyllaeum. Saluidienus was dealing with
larger, sturdier ships, whilst Pompeius had the advantage of swift, lighter ship-types with
well-prepared crews. The currents nearby would have been troublesome to the larger
ships and crew of Saluidienus, which were unable to maintain their position. However, it
seems that neither of the sides has a particular advantage, given that both are said to have

been affected and with ships in need for repairs (in Saluidienus’ case, in Balarus)3#.

Meanwhile, Cleopatra’s fleet continued its way to Octauianus and Antonius. Cassius
stationed a part of his fleet in the Peloponnesus (sixty cataphract ships —
xotdagppoxtoclkatappaxtor), led by Murcus®®. After the engagements at Scyllaeum,
Octauianus answers Antonius’ call for help and reaches Brundisium. This seems to have
sufficed their purpose of crossing to the East. Within the fleet were both transport ships
and warships, with the latter being constituted mainly of triremes, which worked as an
escort to the round ships that were carrying the soldiers and supplies. The whole fleet
carrying the army seems to have successfully crossed the strait. Later, the combined
efforts of both Murcus and Domitius Ahenobarbus, with an extra fifty ships (making for
a total of 130), attempt to attack some of the transport ships which stood behind, with a
certain degree of success. It seems, thus, that while travelling in formation from West to
East, the first ships to sail in Antonius and Octauianus’ fleet were the transports carrying
men; these were the most valuable element and were thus protected by triremes. Behind
them (at a certain distance, if one is to believe that Ahenobarbus was not immediately by
Murcus’ side and had to take his time to make the journey) were the supply ships. It is
not mentioned whether these were equally escorted by warships; perhaps the faction did
not, at the time, have enough warships to protect both groups, and decided they would
rather protect the men and attempt to get supplies on the spot if they were to lose the
supply transports; however, one might wonder why they travelled at such a distance from
the main formation. Perhaps it took longer for the provisions to be completely assembled,

and the commanders took their departure earlier with that knowledge, or perhaps they

344 1t seems that archaeological records point to a period of prosperity during the years of Sextus Pompeius’
presence in Sicily, followed by a period of urban decline and destruction after Octauianus’ intervention.
See Stone 1983. According to Appian’s further mention, Pompeius, Murcus and Ahenobarbus combined
would have had a total of 260 ships. App. B Civ. 4.16.117.

345 1t is likely that Murcus, being dispatched to Peloponnesus right after taking Rhodes, could have been
the commander in the early battle against Rhodian ships. App. B Civ. 4.9.74.
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intended to prevent aid from arriving to Murcus (as it did, in fact), who would have

attempted to keep them from crossing over with the army34.

Ahead of these two formation lines were the fleets of Decidius and Norbanus. They had
been sent by the Caesarian faction beforehand, and captured the lands of the Corpileans
and Sapaeans, which would have allowed them to control the main land route (and,
according to Appian, the only route) of travel from Asia to Europe. Throughout the
speeches made by the Pompeian faction before the battle of the Philippi, Appian
introduces us to a point of situation: the Pompeians considered themselves as having more
ships, more cavalry, more auxiliaries (the Medes and Parthians), and the aid of Pompeius
in Sicily, Murcus and Ahenobarbus in the lonian Sea. They would also have the
advantages of provisions — the Caesarian faction would only get them from Macedonia,
whilst they could easily control the sea and receive supplies by sea or river from several

points or cut out the enemy’s allies from sending them any.

It seems that the events leading up to the battle of Philippi are confusing regarding the
numbers, allies and fleets of each commander3¥’. If the Pompeians are to be believed,
they would have been at a great advantage regarding the fleet, but if that was so, why
were they unable to prevent their enemies from travelling East? And if they had such ease
to cut off their supplies, why would they have further engaged in battle, risking their fleet
and men, instead of weakening the enemy through their lack of provisions? In the
moments leading to the battle, not only the mainland is controlled by Cassius and Brutus
from a hill (Mount Serrium), but they also send Tillius Cimber with the fleet and some
soldiers (amongst which archers) to control the area nearby, scout places for future camps
and, it seems, to frighten Norbanus, so that he would not attempt to approach Brutus and
Cassius. It might be added, though, that the two commanders decide to take their army to
Philippi by land, and struggle with the lack of supplies (especially water) along the way.
One might question that option, given that they allegedly had a very large fleet nearby,
including some warships, which would be stationed at Neapolis following their arrival in

Philippi.

346 App. B Civ. 4.11.86.

347 Even though it is not our purpose to analyse this specific battle in detail, there is a report by UNESCO
containing detailed information on the «city [and] battlefield, [which have not] been subjected to later
intervention, since no later settlements grew up at this location». See «Archaeological Site of Philippi»
2015, 156.
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Following a first engagement on land, the final battle is fought in the lonian Sea. The
source says that two legions were being taken to Octauianus on transport ships, together
with other specialized troops travelling on triremes. These were met with 130 warships
led by Murcus and Ahenobarbus. The meteorological situation did not help most of
Octauianus’ fleet, led by Domitius Caluinus: the wind was not blowing, and the transports
were on a calm sea, which allowed their enemies to attack them by ramming. The triremes
protecting Caluinus’ transport ships were in too small a number to counter their enemies,
even though there was an attempt to maintain the formation by using ropes to tie the ships
together. Apparently, Murcus would have answered with a charge of burning arrows and
the ships had to separate. One might question, however, why Murcus would allow for
flammable materials to be lit inside his own ships, since there was the danger that his fleet
would also suffer severely if it caught fire. Some of the soldiers in Caluinus’ fleet attempt
to board the enemy ships —a more usual Roman approach; even though Appian mentions
this would have happened due to despair, it is likely that it was only usual orders of an
attack formation. The image presented by Appian of half-burnt ships floating seems to
imply that Murcus was carrying a significant amount of flammable combustible within

his fleet348,

After the demise of Brutus and Cassius, the naval commanders, or navarkos, left behind
will assemble themselves and attempt to go to Sicily to join Sextus, prior to his death.
The fleets mentioned by the source are that of Cassius Parmesius, Clodius and Turulius.
Regarding Parmesius, Appian mentions that, after learning about the death of Cassius, he
would have burnt all ships except thirty and the sacred ship. Why he should have decided
to burn the ships, considering the material resources needed to build them, is unclear, and
one of the valid explanations is that he might not have had enough men to serve as his
crew, and thus preferred to destroy the vessels instead of allowing his enemies to attain
them; however, this might seem insufficient and the episode is still unclear; perhaps
Cassius Parmesius only had thirty ships to begin with. The notion of Parmesius having a
smaller fleet seems to coincide with the number of ships kept by Clodius — thirteen. Even
the large fleet attributed to Turulius seems vague, given that the number of ships is
unspecified. Regardless, it is likely that these individuals indeed struggled to fully man
the ships, given that they had to recruit crews (including rowers) amidst the locals,

including slaves and prisoners, which might not have had appropriate training for their

38 App. B Civ. 4.15.116.
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functions. As for the naval command functions, these would have been fulfilled by several
Romans who escaped from Thasos, including those accompanying Cicero (son of the
elder Cicero, who had, by then, been murdered) and Lepidus. This assembly of men,
together with Murcus and Ahenobarbus, is the one said to have sailed West**°, and was
still troublesome to Octauianus, given that they were able to cut off supply lines from
Sicily to the Italian Peninsula — and intended to increase their efficiency, judging from
Ahenobarbus and Murcus collecting a new fleet**°.

Sextus Pompeius managed to grow in power by engaging in constant piracy>*!, through
which he assembled a significant number of ships and men3*? which, added to Murcus’
eighty ships, seems substantial®>3, Appian goes as far as to question why did Pompeius
not invade the Italian Peninsula, blaming it on his incompetence as a commander3%*, As

for the lonian Sea, it was still being crossed by Ahenobarbus with about seventy ships®®°.

39 App. B Civ. 5.1.2.

30 App. B Civ. 5.2.15; the issue of Pompeius’ faction cutting food supplies reappears in the following
chapter, App. B Civ. 5.3.18.

351 Sextus’ career began, however, not with pirate ships, but with actual Roman ones: at some point, he was
appointed vadapyog, and though Octauianus had removed him from his office — which shows that, by this
time, a consul would have had similar powers to Pompeius, that is, to appoint and fire naval officers — he
kept the fleet. It seems that he would have had some resources, which enabled him to build triremes; to
these, he would add the support of pirate communities, probably some of which had already been
diplomatically engaged with his father. With these resources, he began pillaging the coasts of the Italian
Peninsula and seized some Sicilian cities, amongst which Mylae and Tyndaris. It was at this point that he
began the blockade, followed by the attack to Syracuse and the increasing numbers in his fleet, both with
Syracusan ships and those sent to him from Africa by Quintus Cornificius. See Dio Cass. 48.17.

32 According to Welch, «The soldiers who turned against Caesar’s memory cannot be called ‘Pompeian’.
Nor can Marcus Brutus. Students of the period after November 43 should divest themselves of the unhelpful
term ‘Pompeian’ and then attempt to identify a broad constituency more accurately as ‘anti-Triumviral’».
The term Pompeian will be used throughout this work to ease the understanding of the matter, given that it
is directed towards naval issues and not politics, but Welch’s note seemed worthy of inclusion. The author
also argues whether his actions can be considered as piracy or not, together with those of his father; she
considers that «Sextus Pompeius was no more a pirate than Antonius was the latro or gladiator of Cicero’s
expansive rhetoric in the Philippics». In practice, both factions would probably be engaging in what may
be called piracy, naval incursions against each other; the notion of Sextus Pompeius and Murcus as being
«piratical» is, according to the author, a matter of viewpoint within the sources (see Welch 2012a; 2012b);
this does not, however, eliminate the possibility of Sextus Pompeius having associations with pirate
communities outside the Roman sphere, and, as stated by de Souza, «lt is also suggested by Mar6ti that two
of Sextus Pompeius’ most important admirals were ex-pirates. Menekrates and Menodoros (called Menas
by Dio) are names which could have a Cilician origin (...). What is more significant about the pair is their
skill in naval warfare (e.g. Dio 48.46), which they are unlikely to have acquired as pirates. They were both
admirals and it was as admirals that they were important to Sextus Pompeius and the Republicans». See
Souza [1999] 2002, 192.

353 This number would have kept growing through the building of new ships and the inclusion of Statius’
fleet. See Dio Cass. 48.19. On Sextus, Octauianus and their conflict, see also Goldsworthy [2014] 2016,
166-78.

354 App. B Civ. 5.3.25.

3% According to Cassius, the fact that Sextus Pompeius controlled the sea around Sicily and Ahenobarbus
the lonian Gulf would have been hazardous to Octauianus’ politics in Rome, for they would have added to
the famine already felt within the city-state. See Dio Cass. 48.7.
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It seems that the sea dislocations were out of Octauianus’ control, and that his attempts
to counter this (for instance, the triremes sailing around Brundisium) were feeble against
the strength of his enemies. The famine felt within the Italian Peninsula would have
propelled Octauianus to equip a fleet and send it to Rhegium, commanded by Saluidienus
Rufus, and was successful in expelling Sextus and preventing further Italian incursions,
locking him in Sicily. Whilst that happened, he would have ordered several new ships,
different from the Roman ones and likely similar to those used in Britannia; these,
however, he would not use to cross the strait. Octauianus’ party would still be suffering
from numeric inferiority regarding the fleet®®, and he, like his adoptive father, would
have preferred to rely on his infantry, which he unsuccessfully attempted to cross to

Sicily.

The Perusine wars will not be accounted for in this study, given their brevity and the lack
of information regarding naval command. Their immediate aftermath is more profitable
regarding these subjects. Octauianus’ opponents left by sea to several locations, amongst
which Brundisium, Ravenna and Tarentum; others joined Murcus and Ahenobarbus, and
others still joined Antonius. Five warships were in Brundisium, waiting for Fuluia,
Antonius’ wife, who was seemingly taken by an escort. Antonius’ party went through
several dislocations throughout this period, and Antonius himself went to Cyprus, Rhodes
and Athens, where he found his wife. Appian mentions that his mother, Julia, would have
been sent from Sicily with several warships and an escort®®’. When tensions between the
members of the second Triumvirate once more begin to escalate, it seems that a similar
situation to that of the first Triumvirate will ensure: the Julian faction will, once more,
have a strong land-army but be lacking in ships, and the opposing faction, now an alliance
between the Pompeians and the Antonins, had a large fleet of at least 500 vessels®*®. They
also had the means for ordering the construction of more — Antonius is said to have
ordered the building of 200 ships in the Asian provinces and departed from Corcyra to
the lonian Sea. By this period, he also has the advantage of an alliance with Ahenobarbus,
the commander of a large fleet. They sailed together to Brundisium and besieged it
(surrounding the harbour), together with several attempted sieges at the Italian

Peninsula’s coastal cities. By the combined actions of Antonius’ army and Pompeius’

3% Dio Cass. 48.18.
357 App. B Civ. 5.6.52.
38 App. B Civ. 5.6.53.
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fleet, commanded by Menodorus, they attacked Sardinia and managed to take control of
it.

One of Antonius’ stratagems for achieving more soldiers may be analysed in further
detail. During the siege of Brundisium, he summons his army from Macedonia.
Throughout the night, he would have sent warships and round ships carrying non-military
individuals, whilst in the morning they would sail with armed soldiers, coming through
as if they had arrived from Macedonia. The intention of this stratagem is questionable,
but it may be related to an attempt to make Octauianus believe his fleet and army were
superior in numbers. This seems, however, to involve some sort of switch during the
night, or the arming of non-military people; it could also mean to make Octauianus
believe that the greater portion of Antonius’ fleet had arrived already, whilst they were
still on their way from Macedonia. Appian’s description (5.6.58) is unclear and the

motivations and intentions are difficult to ascertain.

In the war between Octauianus and Antonius, and according to Cocceius’ speech written
by Appian, the Italian cities are said to have been without means to repel naval attacks
from the Pompeian-Antonin faction®°. However, if their fleet was so large, why did they
not attack whilst they had this advantage, before Octauianus could have time to fortify
these cities? One of three possibilities present themselves: either Octauianus’ fleet was
not as insignificant as the sources make it seem, or the Pompeian-Antonin fleet was
significantly smaller than it is famed for; it is also possible that the latter did not have
enough men to garrison these cities after they were taken. One can also wonder why there
are not many mentions of supply routes and supply lines being cut, which probably meant
that Octauianus managed to have supplies delivered to the cities, either by merchant
vessels escorted by some of his warships (which he seems to have had, in spite of them
being in small numbers, if one is to regard, for instance, the triremes present in
Brundisium) or by land routes. Even after the renewed agreement between Octauianus
and Antonius, Pompeius is still in control of the sea and preventing oriental trade-ships

from reaching the Italian Peninsula by setting his fleet near Sicily.

39 Regarding the political interaction between Octauianus and Antonius, see Southern (2009a and 2009b),
who observes their early relations, the evolution towards the Treaty of Brundisium in 40 BCE, the exchange
of armies and fleets and the final years and preparations which ultimately culminate in the battle of Actium.
On the last civil war between Octauianus and Antonius, see also Goldworthy [2014] 2016, 180-203.
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The issues with Pompeius will continue after the renewed peace between Antonius and
Octauianus. Throughout the negotiations between both, he is said to have made
demonstrations of strength by using very large ships (¢p#¢, a «six»). This is considered
by Appian to have been the «commander’s ship», and the usage of vessels this large is
not mentioned for either of the naval conflicts studied heretofore. Throughout both
encounters between the three individuals, ships are said to have always been present as a
safety measure. Despite the seeming discrepancy between the idea suggested by sources
and the actual number of ships, it does seem that Pompeius did have a larger fleet than
his enemies, that this fleet might have included some very large vessels — whether these
were practical in battle or not, will be left for a later chapter — and that these fleets would
have been useful to Antonius and Octauianus, given that Pompeius would have received
the command of the largest insular territories — Sicily, Sardinia and Corsica. It would also
have served the purpose of providing the people of Rome with the cereals previously

taken from them by means of this same fleet.

The peace between Octauianus and Pompeius will not last long. Soon, Pompeius will
begin building new ships, and once more attacking vessels and coastal areas, preventing
Rome from receiving its supplies. Appian says that Octauianus would have caught some
pirates, and these would have made him acquainted with Pompeius’ course of action,

which might mean that he had some patrol ships at sea°

. A more serious evidence might
be the summoning of his warships stationed in Ravenna to Brundisium and Puteoli, with
the intention of sailing across the strait into Sicily and wage war against Pompeius;
however, as Antonius did not agree with this course of action, Octauianus instead
attempted to fortify the coastal cities of the Italian Peninsula. According to Appian, he
would have reassembled the fleet under the command of Caluisius as a navarkos and (a
new instance in the source) would have put one of Antonius’ former slaves, whom he
turned to a free citizen, under Caluisius, as a commander®!. The terminology used by
Appian referring to this man, named Menodorus, is that of «dzogparnyéw», indicating a
subordinate commander, and his functions are not clearly defined; one only knows that
he was under the navarkos in hierarchy, but would have had a charge of sufficient

importance to be mentioned. The other portion of his newly built fleet would have been

360 App. B Civ. 5.9.77.
31 App. B Civ. 5.3.80.
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brought by Cornificius to Tarentum, and at least one of the ships destroyed by poor

meteorological conditions.

The fleets prepared against Pompeius sail simultaneously from several points in the
Italian Peninsula — Octauianus departs from Tarentum, Caluisius sails from Etruria with
Sabinus and Menodorus (with Sabinus probably being an hypostratego as well).
Pompeius awaits Octauianus in Messana, whilst his commander, Menecrates, awaits
Caluisius and Menodorus, observing their movements®®?. Caluisius would have travelled
with a formation shaped like a «crescent», close to the shore, and this would have
prevented Menecrates from a naval combat at sea and obliged him to attempt to drive the
enemy vessels closer to land and attack from there, thus cornering the enemy ships®®,
During the battle that followed, which was divided in several wings, there seem to have
been collisions between ships on the right wing, whether by mismanagement or on
purpose, which led to their partial destruction. It is likely that grappling hooks were also
used, given that the ships of enemy commanders are said to have been close together and
could not move; boarding bridges are specified. It seems like this combat is a mixture
between traditional Roman fighting — with boarding, the use of infantry and archery (with
the throwing of several projectiles) and the Greek/Phoenician method of ramming — even
though rams are not mentioned, it is possible that the collisions would be caused by
attempts to ram the enemy ships. Meanwhile, in the left wing, there was an attempt made
by Caluisius to isolate some of the enemy ships, which seems to have been unsuccessful
due to the intervention of Demochares. This individual is also referred to as a freedman

and a vrootpdnyog.

Perhaps more important than the outcome of the battle, which seems to have been more
negatively eventful to Octauianus’ faction and positive to Pompeius’, is the first specific
approach to a social group within a specific function. Both sides have a second in
command, a hypostratego, who comes from a slavery background. This is unmentioned

in previous confrontations, and it seems that at least one of these former slaves had

%2 The source mentions, once again, that they would have been observed during their night-time movements
in the open sea. This instance is not as relevant as others, for there is no naval engagement; however, it is
worth mentioning, and one might question the capacity for both travelling by ship at night and following
the movements of a fleet in the absence of daylight. See App. B Civ. 5.9.81.

363 One might wonder why there was no attempt to attack the enemy ships closer to the shore — perhaps out
of fear of the ships being impeded from movement, either due to the conditions of the sea-banks or to their
superior dimension. The source seems to contradict itself, given that an actual naval battle will follow.
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enough naval combat knowledge to defeat a man who was higher in hierarchy, a

navarkos.

As for Octauianus, he is said to have refused to attack Pompeius’ fleet of forty ships,
regardless of having a larger fleet himself, given that he was either fearful of fighting
between the straits, or waiting for reinforcements — which might once more indicate a
naval inferiority on Octauianus’ side, given that it is not likely that he would have refused
to do so if he could ascertain a victory, especially given the events that follow: Pompeius’
attack to Octauianus’ fleet and his refusal to fight back without the rest of the navy. Once
again, the Julian fleet will attempt to defend itself by sailing close to the shore and is
unsuccessful against Demochares’ attacks®*4. Some of his commanders (among which
Cornificius) keep going against the enemy, however, capturing, at least, the large «six»,
and attacking another vessel. This, together with Caluisius’ arrival, would have caused
the enemy’s retreat. Octauianus’ fleet suffered a great deal from this incursion — some
ships are said to have been burnt (the matter of burning ships has been discussed above;
whether burnt or not, it seems that some vessels were destroyed), and most of those that
were not destroyed needed repairs. He would have also lost some of his crew, which
meant that the ships were difficult to manage, some of them crashing against the strait’s
rocks. Adverse meteorological conditions would also have caused damage to the fleet and

the equipment®s.,

Once again, it is unclear why Pompeius does not attack the remnants of Octauianus’ fleet,
nor does he attempt to attack the coastal cities, which Octauianus would have intended to
defend. If the latter did not fear this sort of attacks, he would not have taken the option to
fortify them; however, it seems difficult to explain why Pompeius would have, once
again, decided to hold, especially with Octauianus’ fleet in such a poor condition, or
practically inexistent, according to the source®®®. One of Appian’s explanations is that he
thought the disaster that befell the enemy fleet was enough; it is likely that the defeat,
followed by the storm at the strait of Messina, rendered Octauianus’ fleet incapable of
fighting; but the fact that Pompeius does not follow with attacks might mean that he

wasn’t at such a great advantage. He might have had enough ships, for instance, but

364 App. B Civ. 5.9.85.
365 This chapter mentions two elements of the crew: the regular element (iSiornc) and the steersman

(rvfepviiTig).
366 |t might be added that Sicily seems to have been prosper during the government of Sextus; coinage,
particularly with naval motives, was issued frequently. See, for instance, J. Evans 2018.
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lacked the infrastructures, or the materials for building siege engines which allowed him

to attack the coastal settlements.

The first campaign in Sicily seems to not have been very successful. Octauianus
immediately begins building new ships, and Pompeius’ main course of action is to send
Menodorus to spy on the shipyards. The latter, meanwhile, would have been resenting his
stagnant military career — he would not have been promoted, and only kept the seven
ships he brought with him, which seems to confirm that the units under the second-in-
command did not make for a very large number — unless Menodorus can be accounted as
an exception. His raids on the shipyards seem to have caused a certain deal of destruction
— this, however, might be argued against, depending on the number of guardships that
would be on the docks. This is unspecified; nonetheless, if Octauianus had left a
significant number of guardships, it might be questioned whether Menodorus could have

done substantial damage with only seven ships, regardless of their size and his skill®’.

This latter period of war is possibly a turn-point in Octauianus’ naval strategy. It is the
first time that liburnes are specifically mentioned and, following Menodorus’ skirmishes
at the shipyards, Octauianus is said to have dismissed the zpijpapyor, or captains of his
triremes, to choose their own course of action®®, The second incursion to Sicily consists
of a highly bustling sequence. Octauianus departed to Vibo; Messala joined Lepidus and
they stationed in Tauromenium; others were sent to Stylis and to the straits; Taurus sailed
to Scylacium, opposite of Tauromenium. The enemy fleet was in Messana, and Sicily’s
main coastal cities were guarded, but it seems that Octauianus would make a bigger effort
on mobility and preventing enemy movements. More legions would have been
transported from Africa in transport ships, but with little success, given that Papias, a
commander under Pompeius, would have intercepted them and destroyed most of the
fleet. This might mean that Pompeius took a greater stance to keep watch on the southern
and eastern sea, which might have proved a bigger threat: if Octauianus and his allies
managed to sail south, they could have trapped him and his army in Sicily, whilst this
way they only had control of the northern portions of the Mediterranean — the Tyrrhenian
and the straits.

367 App. B Civ. 5.11.101.
368 Menodorus would have also been taken back into Octauianus’ army, under the orders of Messala, who
would be commanding in Agrippa’s place.
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Octauianus’ mobility missions will continue, firstly throughout the Aeolian islands
(where he would have decided to take Tauromenium, given that he believed the enemy
legions to be far from that point), and secondly to the island of Hiera (this time, under the
command of Agrippa). Agrippa intended to face Papias, but the fleet had been joined by
that of Apollophanes; thus, he sent for Octauianus. His formation prior to the battle
consists of placing the large, heavy ships in the centre, whilst keeping the rest of his fleet
on the outer rim. Both fleets are said to have had at least two towers. Pompeius’ fleet was
well-prepared for naval combat, including the destruction of oars and ramming of ships,
whilst Octauianus’ fleet tried to counter this by taking advantage of their size and
throwing projectiles and grappling hooks®®. This does not mean that Agrippa was unable
to use naval combat tactics and succeed: he seemingly damaged Papias’ ship by similar
techniques, destroying the keel and allowing water to sink it. Regardless of speed and
size, Pompeius’ fleet was unable to grant victory at Mylae against Agrippa and, seeing
that reinforcements were coming, retreated to the shoals, where the large enemy ships
could not follow them. This might be seen on the superior number of sunken Pompeian
ships — thirty — when compared to the five lost by Agrippa. Whilst Octauianus was
striving for mobility, it seems that Pompeius was now attempting to increase his ships’

height.

Cassius Dio’s account of this event is very close to that of Appian, albeit less detailed.
Octauianus’ attempts to counter Sextus’ actions in Sicily are seen several times during
the war (see, for instance, Books 47 and 48 of Cassius Dio). One of these attempts would
have led to an engagement between Octauianus’ fleet and Sextus’, the latter commanded

by Apollophanes («adzac 0 vavtxdv, Arorlopaver mpootalac»). Apollophanes would

have found Octauianus and Sabinus while sailing. The Caesarian fleet would have held
their ships in a tight formation, anchored close to each other; these ships would have been
carrying heavy infantry, and the prows would be facing the enemy, so that the weakest
points of the ships would not be exposed. This means that Octauianus would be
undertaking the already well-known Roman tactics of employing infantry — in this case,
heavy infantry — as the main resource in a sea battle. However, Apollophanes would have
had two advantages: a greater number of smaller ships, which could constantly take away
the wounded and bring reinforcements from other ships, probably left further back and

protected by his formation; and several projectile devices, some of which including fire

369 The coruus is also mentioned, xépa; the treatment of this device will be left to a subsequent chapter.
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(«mvppipoic Bédear»)®™®. This would have forced Octauianus’ fleet to release their

anchors and sail away; during this retreat, part of the fleet would have been destroyed by
a storm, and the source mentions that although Sabinus had a very experienced
commander (Menas), most of the men in charge were relatively inexperienced in
navigation, which would have been one of the causes for the great losses during the poor
weather conditions®’t. As for Sextus, he would have continued increasing his fleet and
crews, by assembling teams of rowers from slave groups and subsequently training

them?®72,

Octauianus seems to have heavily relied on his allies at this moment. Some of them would
have granted him ships, and Antonius joined him with three hundred. The expenses with
the fleet were one of the reasons of Antonius’ complaint to Octauianus, together with his
need to return to Parthia for his campaign. The expedition to Sicily is repeatedly delayed
until the following year, with an exchange of resources taking place amongst both men:
Antonius would provide Octauianus with ships (one hundred and twenty, sent to
Tarentum) whilst Octauianus would give him twenty thousand legionaries®”. It is said by
Appian that Octauia, sister to Octauianus, would have presented him with ten ships of a
different typology. The name of this ship would be paoniog, phaselus, and it would be a

combination between a long-ship and a transport-ship3’,

This event was followed by Menodorus’ desertion — the slave turned into a second-in-
command by Octauianus. When leaving, he took seven ships to Sextus Pompeius. One
might wonder if this would be close to the usual amount of ships commanded by an

individual in Menodorus’ position. The fact is that he does not seem to be a great loss as

370 Throughout this chapter, several circumstances have mentioned the usage of fire within ships. This
possibility will be further analysed in the following chapter; for now, regarding this context, one may
ascertain that, whether fire, stone or other material, it seems that Apollophanes was using projectiles against
Octauianus’ fleet; that his ships, being swifter and smaller, would have the advantage of speed, so they
could dodge enemy projectiles whilst throwing their own; and that a war-engine of some sort was likely
being used to propel these missiles, given the superior height of the enemy ships. See Dio Cass. 48.47. It is
also worthy of mention that, according to the same source, a flagship of a fleet would usually carry a light
during night navigation, in order to serve as guide to the other ships. Dio Cass. 49.17.

371 This might counter the statement which says that Apollophanes seemed to have faster ships than
Octauianus. If Octauianus’ fleet was able to escape, perhaps his ships were faster than Apollophanes’;
however, they may have been aided by the wind and by surprising the enemy whilst taking another course
of action. It seems that Apollophanes, for instance, wouldn’t be circling Octauianus’ fleet even at this
moment in battle, probably to protect the ships that stayed behind to provide him fresh warriors. Dio Cass.
48.47.

372 Dio Cass. 48.49.

373 Also seen in Dio Cass. 48.54.

374 App. B Civ. 5.10.95: «émuixroic &k te poptidwy vedv koi uokp@dv».
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a commander, given that he is promptly replaced by Agrippa, and the expedition to Sicily
happens as soon as the fleet is ready. There would be three flotillas sailing against
Pompeius, in an attempt to attack the three sides of the island: Lepidus sailed from Africa
with 1000 round ships and seventy war ships, Taurus departed from Tarentum with 102
ships (it seems that there were more, at least 130, but they could not be manned because
some of the oarsmen had died) and Octauianus left from Puteoli, sailing on the flagship
(vavapyic). Some ships went ahead on scouting missions, and a fourth group would come
behind Octauianus’ as guards. Some of the round cargo ships on Lepidus’ fleet were
destroyed by a storm, but he managed to attack and take some coastal cities in Sicily;
some of the guard ships commanded by Appius also were destroyed due to similar
reasons, and Octauianus’ as well (with the particular mention of a «six»). In total,
Octauianus lost six of the largest ships, twenty-six of the lightest, and some of the
Afopvioeg, or «liburnes». Accordingly, these losses could not easily be replaced in a short

period of time, so some of the crews were sent to man the ships left behind in Taurus.

Several reconnaissance missions would have been carried by both sides prior to the final
combat, both by Agrippa and Demochares; it seems that Agrippa would be commanding
heavier ships, different from those being used by Octauianus Caesar3”. Cassius says that
Demochares would have more ships (and easier to manoeuvre), whilst Octauianus would
have higher vessels (to which the turrets added height); the warriors on each side, referred
to as émpPamnclémpParerc’’®, are said to be of similar strength and readiness, except that
Sextus’ were mostly deserters and would have had greater reason to fear a negative
outcome. The numbers mentioned for the final engagement of this war are of three
hundred ships on each side, including towers and engines®’’. On Agrippa’s side, the
source specifically mentions the use of the harpago, a sort of grappling hook projected by
some type of catapult. The battle itself was a mingle of ship-on-ship combat and projectile
action, with a heavy reliance on the harpago from Agrippa: it would have prevented the
enemy ships from escaping their range and countered the enemy’s lightness and

swiftness®’®. During the second stage of the battle, the traditional Roman style of engaging

375 Dio Cass. 49.2-3.

376 Dijo Cass. 49.3.2.

377 The use of turrets, engines, projectiles and hooks is also stated by Cassius in Dio Cass. 49.3. These
would have made it difficult for Sextus’ fleet to attack enemy ships, something that would have been done
by dashing the ships against the enemy and damaging the prow and stern. The greatest disadvantage for
Agrippa would have been the fact that the enemy could easily furnish other ships whenever one of theirs
was sinking, thus saving a substantial amount of the crew.

378 App. B Civ. 5.12.119.
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in infantry battles was used; confusion ensued by the fact that there was a common
language spoken amidst both fleets and that they easily understood each other’s intentions
and codewords. Octauianus lost three ships, Pompeius lost twenty-eight, and many others
were destroyed afterwards. Many of Pompeius’ forces seem to have deserted, and

Octauianus was able to take Messana.

According to Dio, Octauianus would have departed from Baiae with Lepidus, taking his
own ships and expecting Antonius’; the said ships would have a greater height and strong
timber, in order to be able to carry many warriors and turrets, but also to withstand the
violent impacts of collision during battle3”. Once again, some ships are destroyed by a
storm, and the enemy, commanded by Menas (Menodorus), who had by then deserted,
attacked the fleet. It seems that Menas would have changed sides yet again, so that this
specific occasion would not have been troublesome to Octauianus in the long run.
Pompeius will subsequently divide his forces. He leaves some behind at Mylae to counter
those of Agrippa®?, and takes the rest to Tauromenium, to prevent Octauianus’ attack.
Octauianus would have sailed in a liburna, whilst his right wing was left to Titinius and
the left to Carcius. The aftermath is indecisive, and Octauianus remains amongst his

lighter, smaller ships, until he is taken ashore in skiffs.

Up to Agrippa’s taking Tyndaris®!, naval actions will mostly consist of infantry
dislocations; afterwards, Octauianus’ efforts mostly focus on Tyndaris. Most of Sicily
was being closely watched by their enemies, and it seems that the coastal cities had
projectile engines ready to fire against the ships in case any of them approached, which
might explain, on one hand, why Octauianus struggled to reach Sicily and take the larger
cities and, on the other, why Pompeius usually opted for staying back instead of attacking:
given that his resources and support were not enough to keep conquests in the Italian
Peninsula, and given that the coastal cities in Sicily were well-prepared to repel these
attacks, defence might have seemed a safer option. Only when Octauianus achieves to

place steady garrisons in Sicily will he be able to become more successful and capture

379 «oméaynto 8’ 0BV abtd Bonbnoely uéyiarov 9 1@ te Bywel 1@V okag®d Vv Koi Ti] ToybTnTL TdV oA E0dpaet

bmeproyi] te yop kol Drepucyédn kateoksvaoln wotes émbarac te mAelotove Soovg dystv kol yop wopyove
&pepov (...)». Dio Cass. 49.1.2, regarding the size, height and sturdiness of the vessels, the numbers of crew
and the towers.

380 Who, meanwhile, would have been charged with training a new crew and building and fitting a fleet, all
around the coast of the Italian Peninsula? Most of these ships would have been stored within man-built
channels along the Lucrine lake, to prevent coastal attacks from Sextus. Dio Cass. 48.49-51.

381 Dio Cass. 49.7.
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several of the cities which provided supplies to his enemies. When the supply lines had
finally been cut, Pompeius was forced to engage in a large battle. It might be doubted
whether he sent word to Octauianus, asking him to decide the conflict at sea; it is more
likely that, being out of any further options, Pompeius decided to engage in battle or to
attempt to cut through the enemy lines to re-establish supply lines. It seems even more
liable of doubt that Octauianus would have accepted to engage in such a battle doubting
his own fleet’s capacity for victory. The battle begins with a sound of a trumpet, when all
ships joined battle near land, forming a single line and taking place in shallow waters,

thus being focused mostly on infantry (Dio Cass. 49.9-10.).

Octauianus ends the war with six-hundred warships and several transport ships®?. The
latter are said to have been hired and, subsequently, sent back to their owners, given that
he had no need for the same sort of mobility as before, against Pompeius, and also had a
large number of warships in his possession, which he could use to transport troops.
Pompeius attempted to join Antonius with the ships he had left (according to Appian, at
least seventeen escaped, being destroyed during the last battle). He attempted a failed
attack on Cyzicus and engaged in several land conflicts against Furnius. The latter
received several ships from Sicily (seventy, according to Appian), from Octauianus’ fleet
(the one lent by Antonius); Titius also came with 120 ships from Syria. Pompeius is said
to have burned his own ships and armed his oarsmen, attempting to fight on land; but
even his closest allies are said to have deserted to Antonius. Not long afterwards, he is
captured, and the former «master of the Western sea» will no longer be a threat to
Antonius and Octauianus.

This will lead to those known as the final wars of the Roman Republic, between Marcus
Antonius and Octauianus. But before these events take place, both these men will
continue their military careers into other wars. Antonius goes to Parthia; regarding this
expedition, there is very little information that is worthy of including in this chapter. As
for Octauianus, he goes to Pannonia. Here, he would have advanced to Siscia; the
inhabitants would have felt secure due to two navigable rivers, the Colops and the Sauus.
Octauianus would have used small vessels — provided by his allies — and attacked the city;

382 Unmentioned by Appian is a naval battle between Menecrates and Caluisius Sabinus, which was lost by
the Caesarian faction, despite the death of Menecrates. According to Cassius, Sextus would have felt this
loss severely, which seems to point that the loss of a commander might have been as hazardous to a fleet
as the loss of ships or sailors (Dio Cass. 48.46). Also according to Diodorus, Octauianus would have
returned to Antonius a number of ships equal to the ones he borrowed (Dio Cass. 49.14).
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we have notice of several unspecified naval battles occurring in the river Colops. Whether
these can be called actual naval battles is arguable, and would depend on the river’s width,
depth and flow®®, Menas, the man who had fluctuated between the two factions, a
freedman of Sextus Pompeius, would have been killed in one of these battles, which

means that sea commanders would also be employed in river battles when necessary384,

Following the definite defeat of Pompeius and his allies, the last stage of civil wars within
the Roman Republic will begin, with the war between Octauianus and Marcus
Antonius®®. This war will lead to Actium, the last significant naval battle within the
Roman Mediterranean, which will subsequently allow some years of relative peace,
especially when compared to the period of the civil wars and the advent of Cilician piracy.
Prior to the war, and according to Cassius Dio, both factions would have made great
preparations, and it seems that Octauianus would control the Italian Peninsula, Gallia,
Hispania, Illyricum, a substantial part of Africa and the islands within the Mediterranean,
including the two largest, Sicily and Sardinia; as for Antonius, he would have had the
eastern side of the Mediterranean to support him, thus part of Asia, Egypt, Cyrene,
Thrace, the Greeks, Macedonia and several islands and islets (although unmentioned, it

is possible that Cyprus was also his ally33%).

The fleets would have been set in motion, particularly to attend to reconnaissance
missions®®’; it seems that Antonius’ fleet would not have been very cohesive and well-
prepared, due to the different origins of the sailors (and, probably, of the oarsmen) and
their lack of practice together®®. Agrippa, sent by Antonius, was stationed in Methone
and doing several incursions to transport ships in the East, which is said to have upset

Antonius, probably due to Agrippa’s taking supplies from his army. The Caesarian faction

383 Dio Cass. 49.37.

384 After this point, Cassius says that Octauianus would be planning a third incursion in Britannia, which
would have been prevented by uprisings in Dalmatia. Dio Cass. 49.38.

385 Between the death of Sextus Pompeius in 35 BCE and the battle of Actium in 33 BCE, Octauianus would
have been engaged in conflicts with the Illyrians, in what Gruen ([1996] 2004) calls an attempt to «enhance
his military reputation» and achieve «badges of courage» (172). The results are described as «<modest». Kos
(2012) speaks of the naval intervention during this conflict, stating that both seas and rivers would have
been engaged in transporting the armies (94), observing the several locations which Octauianus may have
used as a military base, and observing that by attaining the Liburnian ships the commander would have
granted himself a valuable asset in the future war with Antonius (97). There is also an observation of
possible river battles in Segesta (Sisak), which, however, are unmentioned by Appian and only «briefly»
by Cassius Dio (quoting, for instance, App. Ill. 22.65 and Dio Cass. 49.37.

386 Dio Cass. 50.6.

387 As seen in Dio Cass. 50.9, when the fleet of Octauianus sends forth several ships close to Corcyra in
order to detect Antonius and his movements, which drives him to return to the Peloponnesus.

388 Dio Cass. 50.11.
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would have the advantage of supplies coming from Sicily, Sardinia, Galia and Hispania,
whilst the Antonin faction was being blockaded in the eastern Mediterranean and had to
rely, mostly, on Egypt. It seems that Octauianus would have been aware of his advantage
in pushing Antonius further, and thus decided to attack him in the East. He departs from
Brundisium with his fleet, taking senators, equites and soldiers alike (possibly, the former
serving as commanders; these would have to provide for their own supplies), crossing
into the Ionian Gulf and sailing towards Actium, where Antonius’ fleet would be
stationed. It seems that the decision to go to Actium and attack the fleet might have been
of some significance and deliberate: Octauianus did not attack Antonius or the place
where he was stationed, and did not intend for a land battle, but instead preferred to cut

his enemy’s possibility of movement®®°,

Octauianus’ first step is to take Corcyra with the fleet and station it there, while
disembarking the cavalry at the Ceraunian mountains. Then, as no battle would follow,
he took Nicopolis, from where he was able to see most of the sea, the islands and the
harbours —thus, a watch station. He would have fortified the watch station and the harbour
of Comarus, thus being able to watch all movements from Antonius’ fleet in Actium and
blockading it. Antonius’ army would have fortified their surroundings with turrets and
stationed several ships along the strait close to the Ambracian Gulf*®. As soon as
Antonius joins his fleet, Octauianus doesn’t seem as keen to give battle, and attempts to
split Antonius’ resources before attacking: he endeavoured to attract some of Antonius’
land army to the hinterland, so that Agrippa could make a quick attack against some
elements of Antonius’ fleet. He would have succeeded in capturing the settlements of
Leucas, Patrae and Corinth, as well as attaining more ships from Leucas®®. There will be
another skirmish between Agrippa, Tarius and Sosius, with no avail to the Antonin

faction.

Prior to the actual Battle of Actium, it seems that Antonius and Cleopatra would be

concerned with the lack of supplies and would be envisioning a retreat®®. During

389 Dio Cass. 50.11-12.

3% Dio Cass. 50.12.

%1 Dio Cass. 50.13.

392 3, Richardson 2012a, 71: «Early in the year Agrippa (...) crossed from Italy to interrupt Antonius’ supply
route and succeeded in taking one of his bases at Methone (...), from which he was able to prevent merchant
ships bringing provisions to Antonius’ armies. (...) Agrippa meanwhile captured the island of Leucas just
to south, which gave the Caesarian fleet a far safer anchorage, and followed this up with a lightning attack
on Patrae, which he took. Antonius was now effectively blockaded and cut off from his supply routes, and
was forced to withdraw back across the strait to his previous camp». See Richardson 2012a. According to
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Antonius’ speech to the army, Cassius mentions that Antonius would have larger, bulkier,
lengthier vessels with higher prows and a great number of oars; according to him, this
would prevent Octauianus’ fleet from successfully ramming or throwing projectiles at
them. Accordingly, his own ships would carry many archers and slingers, together with
turrets, which would give them even further height®®. The situation of Antonius’ fleet
seems to have been of great instability, considering that he would have asked his trusted
men to board the ships and prevent eventual mutinies®*. Octauianus would have intended
to attack the rear of the enemy fleet only, but Agrippa would have insisted on a different
course of action, also due to the fact that Antonius’ fleet would have been damaged by a
storm, and due to them travelling with sails and not oars, which would give them

increased speed.

As mentioned by Powell:

Scholars still debate whether Antonius intended all along to break through Agrippa’s blockade taking the treasure
with him and fight another day, or that he intended to fight and win there, but sensing defeat, he leapt aboard the
Egyptian queen’s fast flagship and escaped. At that moment Agrippa’s leadership was crucial. He did not chase
after them as many lesser generals would have, but stuck to the agreed battle plan and remained to achieve the
strategic imperative, which was to reduce and destroy his opponents’ ability to fight and rag out the war. His
decision to use smaller, lighter vessels enabled him to take advantage of the confusion on his opponent’s side by
driving his ships at speed deep within their lines*®.

The Battle of Actium will be a divisive matter within families®®. It is said by Appian that

two men from the family Metellus, father and son, would have fought in opposite sides

Burstein, «Antonius (...) repeated Pompeius’ mistake of 48 B.C.E. by choosing to fight a defensive
campaign in Greece instead of carrying the war to Octavian in Italy», and «by late summer 31 B.C.E.,
Antonius’ naval forces were blockaded in the bay of Actium in western Greece». See Burstein [2004] 2007,
30-31.

393 Dio Cass. 50.18.

3% Dio Cass. 50.23.

3% powell 2015, 204.

3% On traditional and recent views, see Lange 2011, who discusses the differences of interpretation and the
perspective of a retreat proposed by Dio (50.14, 30.3-4). Lange considers that «the simplest resolution of
the source problem is to accept the (probably) Livian figures and suppose that in the battle Antonius had
170 warships (with or without the 60 Egyptian vessels) and Octavian around 250», which presents
Octauianus with a majority, albeit not significantly large (615). See also Southern 2009b, who observes
that winning the battle of Actium was not the equivalent to winning the war, and that the aftermath closely
mirrors that of the conflict between Julius Caesar and Pompeius, with Antonius retreating to Egypt.
However, she states that «reconstitution of a defeated fleet and army required energy», and that Antonius
had lost his determination and seemed to believe the war was lost, attempting to aid his friends and dealing
with the issues of deserters (150). Antonius and Cleopatra would have lost the loyalty of the legions
stationed in Cyrenaica (151) and in spite of Cleopatra’s arrival in Alexandria as victorious, Southern says
that «it was clear now that he [Antonius] had made his worst error in leaving the western half of the Roman
world to Octavian» (151). There were issues in Samos (veteran uprisings) and with Lepidus, and only later
was Octauianus able to consolidate his victory over Antonius.
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(Antonius and Octauianus, respectively®®”). Antonius didn’t seem to want to give battle;
Octauianus, at first, set out a single line of ships in formation, with the smaller ships to
provide him with information regarding the fight, or to carry men to and from the centre
of it (for he, too, would be carrying infantry men, archers and projectiles); he then
advanced against Antonius with a crescent formation, attempting to close him within by
attacking his flanks first. Thus, the battle began. Octauianus had the advantage in the
respect of swiftness of ships and their outer protection; they could thus easily ram or back
away from conflict if necessary. This succession of small, fast attacks not only caused
significant damage, but also prevented the enemy archers from shooting their projectiles
properly. Cassius compares the fight to a confrontation between cavalry and heavy
infantry: the cavalry (Caesarian fleet) would make fast, swift attacks against the infantry
(Antonin), wearing out their equipment and men. The narration which tells that Cleopatra
would have fled from Actium due to anxiety caused by the indecision is not likely to be

so, for three main reasons:

1) The Antonin fleet would already be retreating. Octauianus had been
blockading them and preventing them from receiving supplies and wearing
out smaller portions of the fleet with swift attacks made by Agrippa; thus, by
the time the great confrontation comes, the Antonin fleet and men are possibly
in smaller numbers and wearied out.

2) The Antonin fleet also seems to have had some issues. Several men are said
to have deserted Antonius, for different reasons; this might mean that he lost
several commanders (this is found throughout book 50 of Dio Cassius). He
would have also felt the need to protect his ships from potential mutinies,
which means that his crews were dissatisfied and potentially demoralized.
They were also very heterogeneous and had not practiced together often prior
to Actium.

3) The Antonin fleet was at a disadvantage regarding the size of its ships. Even
though they were larger and sturdier, this fact alone doesn’t assure victory in
naval battles, as seen in several situations throughout this chapter; at most, it
might even be hazardous. Agrippa’s swift attacks would be wearing out the
enemy fleet, which, relying mostly on their infantry and projectiles, were thus

unable to take advantage of their greatest asset: the archers were unable to act

397 App B Civ. 4.6.42.
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(due to the speed with which the enemy ships attacked and retreated out of
their range, and due to the constant ramming, which would have made it
difficult to aim), and the infantry was deemed useless, because there was no
boarding situation until later in the battle; at this point, Octauianus will also
have the advantage of the smaller ships carrying reinforcements to the larger
ships®%,

Given that Antonius and Cleopatra were already intending to retreat, it is
possible that Actium followed this pattern: it begins as a retreat (they were
sailing, not using the oars, thus prepared for long travels and not for fighting),
evolves into an unwanted naval battle to the Antonin faction, and ends as a
way to cover the already-intended retreat. The disadvantage at which the
Antonin fleet seems to have been might be reinforced by Agrippa’s plan of
attacking the whole of it at once, instead of only the rear-guard, as Octauianus
had intended.

Agrippa’s battle tactics (and thus the impediment of Antonius’ retreat) had
some contribution from Octauianus’ decision to use flammable projectiles
against the enemy ships during the last stage of the battle, which already
involved some boarding of enemy ships (see, for instance, the use of grappling
hooks in Dio Cass. 50.34; however, attempting to set ships on fire whilst
boarding seems counterproductive for Octauianus and Agrippa). It is possible
that Octauianus’ effort in preventing Antonius’ retreat would be an attempt to
keep him from reorganising: by destroying a significant part of his fleet —even
if at the sacrifice of some of his own ships and men, as might have happened
during the turmoil — Octauianus would destroy a significant part of Antonius’
movement capacity (which was already hampered by Agrippa’s incursions)3%®,
It 1s also possible that Antonius’ infantry would be equipped in a way that

would benefit them against the enemy, and that the throwing of flammable

3% Dio Cass. 50.33.

39 There is a recent study in this regard which uses scientific methods to demonstrate the reasoning behind
the difficulties Antonius’ fleet may have faced during the battle of Actium. It concludes by stating that
ramming would have been difficult or impossible due to «wave resistance», which was «increased up to
ten times compared to the Octavian fleet». The authors call this a «physical echeneis», in a reference to
ancient sources, such as Pliny the Elder and Ovid, who state that this small fish would have been difficult
the movements of Antonius’ fleet; it seems that the larger vessels would therefore have faced issues to
dislocate themselves in the water. This may be allied to the «dead-water phenomenon», with «two water
layers of different densities». This study will present future results regarding ancient naval battles, regarding
ship movement and resistance. See Fourdrinoy et al. 2019.
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projectiles would have been Octauianus’ way of preventing actual infantry

confrontation.

In a way, it seems that two different systems would be at stake: Antonius would have
adopted and developed the Roman traditional fighting system — to use the ships as floating
platforms, which are now fortified — whilst Agrippa would have engaged in an actual sea-
fight, adapting from his smaller, swifter typology of ships. From this moment onwards,
Octauianus was able to capture enemy settlements and harbours in the East*®. Antonius
and Cleopatra would have yet attempted to reorganise, making plans for an incursion to
Hispania and to stir a rebellion there, but their potential allies began declining them help.
The province of Syria destroyed several ships that could travel to the Red Sea, by orders
of Quintus Didius. Antonius lost some of his ships in a manoeuvre from Gallus, whilst

Octauianus conquered Pelusium?°?,

Following Octauianus’ and Agrippa’s victory in Actium, there will be no mentions of
large-scale naval interventions. The interior sea — our Mediterranean — was relatively
pacified, given that Rome already dominated the coastal areas around its basin, and the
civil wars were through. The few mentions one can find regarding seas or rivers after the
battle are usually those of voyages made by Octauianus or his commanders. One can
observe, for instance, that of Drusus: during upheavals in Gallia, he would have repelled
the Germanic tribes (which, once again, crossed the Rhine), marched along the river to
the territory of the Sigambri, and sailed down the Rhine to the ocean. He would then have
crossed a lake and entered the land of the Chauci, where his ships would have struggled
against oceanic navigation“®2. During the next year, he would have crossed the Rhine
himself and attacked several tribes, and would have intended to cross the Visurgis, but
became out of supplies; however, he would still achieve to attack several tribes along the
Rhine and fortify locations there as well*®, Tiberius would also have crossed the Rhine,

following the death of Drusus*®; at this point, crossing the Rhine seems to have become

400 Dio Cass. 51.1.

401 The history of Cleopatra and Antonius’ suicide does not partake in our investigation. According to Dio,
it seems that, even as this would be about to happen, Antonius would still be intending to fight at sea or go
to Hispania, but that Cleopatra would have prevented him. It seems likely that their position at sea would
have been hard to manage at this point, with the loss of a significant amount of their fleet, the desertion of
former allies and the constant capacity for supplies from all the Mediterranean which Octauianus had
engaged; whatever political machinations were involved between Cleopatra and Octauianus is a topic for a
different investigation. See Fourdrinay et al. 2019.

402 Djo Cass. 53.32.

403 Dio Cass. 54.33. Later, he would have tried and failed to cross the Albis river. Dio Cass. 55.1.

404 Dio Cass. 55.6.
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amore regular affair than it would have been when Caesar did so, and the river was mostly
used to transport soldiers and supplies in pacification campaigns throughout Gallia and
Germania. In fact, the Germanic uprisings would have led to the concentration of Roman

soldiers along the Rhine*®

, Which would by then have become heavily fortified.
Octauianus would have also opened a canal by the river Po, that would have a mouth to
a safe harbour for at least two hundred and fifty ships, according to Dio**®. He would also
have taken measures to prevent some exiles from owning ships: they could not freely
cross the sea, nor possess more than one transport ship and two warships (with oars; Dio

Cass. 56.27).
Some final considerations on the matter of command:

1) Roman commanders are nearly always present during naval combat, but they do
not always take command functions. It is often the case that they will be by-
standers, whether more participant or less, with different degrees of relying upon
allies. When a Roman is in command during the 1% century BCE, it is often the
case that it will be a legate rather than a consul, at least during the first half of the
century; this preference will slowly shift towards the middle, where one can find
Pompeius and his son as strong figures at sea. During the last civil war, however,
the leading figure in naval combats will not be the centre of the faction,
Octauianus, but his second-in-command Agrippa; the same cannot be said for
Antonius, who seems a more active intervenient*®’.

2) The fighting techniques chosen by Roman commanders at sea are varied and
translate an inheritance originated from multiple peoples. We can observe
circumstances of the traditional Roman approach of the 3" century BCE (ships as
floating platforms, meant for boarding), the Phoenician/Greek approach (actual
ship-on-ship combat) and a combination of both.

405 Dio Cass. 56.18.

406 Dio Cass. 55.33.

407 Octauianus’ role as commander has been analysed by some authors. Everitt mentions several occasions
in which he would have «missed the chance» to participate in battle and relates it to a «delicate health»
(43), with «frequent bouts of ill health» (153) by opposition to Antonius, «strong and gloriously fit». He
would have been absent from the Battle of the Philippi (91). The author states that Octauianus often became
ill during «crisis», especially if it was military-related (213). This is also observed by L. Powell (2008, 105-
107), who looks into the several sources for this matter: the memories of Octauianus, in which his absence
from the Philippi result from a «(prophetic)» dream; Plutarch «(in the Brutus 41.5, and in the Antony 22.1
f.)» also mentions the dream, but by one of Octauianus’ friends, as well as Appian and Pliny the Elder, who
respectively speak of a dream and a potential sickness. See also Charlesworth 1933, on the propaganda both
against Marcus Antonius and Octauianus.
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The evolution of Rome’s naval command seems to closely follow that of the army
during the 1 century BCE. As the soldiers become increasingly bound to the
figure of the commander rather than that of the city-state, the same seems to
happen in the navy, something which can be observed in the language used by the
sources themselves. One can observe the preferences, or, perhaps, the
conditioning of each commander towards certain types of ships; the winning
faction of the last civil war opts for swiftness and lightness against sturdiness and
strength.

The main element of Rome’s wars at sea is not naval combat, but logistics. One
can observe the commanders fighting to control certain harbours and supply
routes in order to blockade the enemy faction. This is already noticeable in the
beginning of the century but grows into further notoriety as Rome’s enemies in
the Mediterranean slowly disappear and the war for the control of the sea is fought
between the Romans themselves.

The most noticeable element of the qualities which made a Roman commander at
sea was their flexibility. They were quick to summon allies, adapt the landmarks,
follow river courses and build or destroy bridges. The example of Julius Caesar,
who went as far as to attempt the construction of new ship types during his
campaigns in the Atlantic, is perhaps one of the most elucidative of this matter for
the 1% century BCE.
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Ulysses and the Sirens. 3™ century CE, Dougga. Currently at the Bardo Museum?°8,

1. Approaching Roman ships in the 21 century

There are four immediate approaches when investigating ancient Roman ships, each with
their own particularities, benefits and issues. Archaeology is the one which can provide a
more immediate result, since it is the only field that can show material evidence of vessels
from the past. Only through archaeology may one confirm matters such as ship design
and materials, and only experimental archaeology, whether with physical or digital
models, would permit further understanding regarding the truth of their effective reactions
during transport and combat situations*®®. However, to study ancient ship-types through
archaeology alone presents a series of complications. The number of shipwrecks is not
substantial enough, nor are those that do exist usually well-preserved to an extent which
will allow for determinant conclusions. In addition, an ancient shipwreck, even when
under the best of circumstances, cannot fully determine how the ship would react during
an event which presented physical stress to the vessel, nor can it confirm or deny the
usage of machinery and engines. Even in the best of conditions, one will struggle to find
archaeological data for the specific time period under analysis through this project: under
the guidance of the Black Sea M.A.P., the Maritime Archaeology Project, sixty ships have

408 |mage from Wikimedia Commons.

409 Studies in naval archaeology can be traced far back — as an example, one can look at Augustin Jal, who
in 1840 observed ancient ship types in several locations, from Egypt to the Normans, and included several
illustrations to exemplify them.
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been found thus far, and their time-span goes as far as the 5" — 4" century BCE, but the
project in itself, having started in 2015, is still too recent for much information to be
retrieved and has the added difficulty of working with vessels sunk to a depth of 94
metres**?. Navis 1, on the other hand, has a significant number of Roman ships, but few
have been dated to the 1% century BCE-1% century CE, with a predominance of vessels

from the 2" century CE onwards*'*.

These factors being considered, other methods are necessary to reach more conclusions
and, together with the archaeological contributes, permit the construction of further
knowledge. The investigator may turn to iconography and observe the ancient
representations. There is a substantial number of Roman mosaics and frescos with
maritime motives, amongst which both transport and warships are represented. However,
these may often create more doubts than they solve — the ancient notions of perspective
and the techniques in use may distort modern interpretation*'2. Although it is impossible
to prove that a ship exactly like the one represented in the image above was not in use
during the late imperial period, it is verifiable, through archaeological data, that even the
smaller transports would not usually have such short masts, which probably indicates that

this was an artistic interpretation rather than an accurate depiction.

Considering the difficulties with material evidence, multidisciplinary approaches require
the access to historical and epigraphical sources. These present a significant setback:
detailed descriptions of ships, including their materials and apparel, are scarce; when they
do exist, one will often find that they are vague. The sources may tell us that a ship carried
one or two towers but will not usually elucidate as to the design of the said towers, how
they were placed inside the ship, their construction methods and materials. What may

have been obvious to a Roman who lived in the 1% century BCE eludes modern

410 http://cma.soton.ac.uk/research/black-sea-map/2500-years-sea-faring-history-revealed-deep-black-sea/
411 Since this is currently the most complete asset available, however, we have opted for focusing on Navis
I as the core of our interpretation.

412 Studies on the Roman perspective in paintings and mosaics are still being developed. For many years,
research would focus on the comparison between the painting styles in the Early Modern Age (thus, linear
perspective) and try to apply it to the Roman techniques (see, for instance, Kleiner [2007] 2018, 72).
However, the most recent studies point towards a different understanding of perspective in Roman art, not
relying on the idea of «one-point perspective», but instead on «non-scientific types of architectural
perspective — convergence and parallel», which are mostly focused on the «visual experience of
perspectival convergence» (Stinson 2011: 403; 405). As mentioned in Stinson’s article and in reference to
Panofsky’s work, the ancient «scaenographia» and its lack of a «unified vanishing point» (Panofsky 1991,
38) would lead to the «artists’ inability to portray the foreshortening of objects in a constant state of
distortion» (Stinson 2011: 406). Therefore, the difficulty to translate visual perspective into a one-
dimensional surface creates difficulties both to ancient painters and modern interpretations of their works.
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Approaching Roman ships in the 21 century

researchers: if an ancient source mentions a bireme, we have no possibility to directly
envision it, nor do we know whether the term is describing one specific typology with
several designs or a single ship design which prevailed across the Mediterranean.
Epigraphy is even more vague, in the sense that it lacks even these few detailed
descriptions, but it may give us additional data regarding matters such as ship origins and

purchases.

Our proposal for this chapter is an attempt to combine all four approaches, as far as
possible, to try and draw a general picture of what might have been the general typologies
of ships navigating the seas, rivers and lakes during the time period in question, together
with the engines which may have been used during battle. As mentioned in the
Introduction, there is a significant absence of archaeological material regarding the 1%
century BCE in specificity; however, we will follow an approach which includes craft
from former and subsequent periods, seeing as they are currently the closest approach in
chronological terms. Although this study is observing the navy from a point of view which
is especially military-bound, the following subchapters will include both warships and
transports, used in rivers and at sea, seeing as the Roman navy, as verified in Chapter I,
often has a strong transport component and is engaged in the dislocation of soldiers and
supplies. The Roman fleet is a diverse entity and commanders often had to adapt to
circumstances; therefore, to understand its composition and use, we will opt for including

different typologies.
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2. Archaeological Evidence

Brian Campbell’s list of vessels (2012, 229-32) «suitable for use on rivers», which are difficult to ascertain to archaeological findings:

. Caudicaria / codicaria (barge; towing mast, sometimes with a sail)

. Lenunculus (small boat / skiff used to «carry unloaded goods from large ships to a warehouse, or upstreams»)

e  Linter («small, light boat, which could be propelled by oars or sail», used on the Tiber and Gaul)

e  Ratiaria («very small boat»)

e  Ratis («general term for craft»)

. Scapha («skiff or light boat (...) for moving cargoes upstream or operate in harbours»)

. Slatta (small riverboat)

. Cumba, lembus, placida («difficult to define but were probably propelled by oars»)

e Actuarius («merchant vessel using oars, though usually equipped with one sail»)

. Lusoria (firstly for «river houseboats used for pleasure»; then for working boats and light galleys on the Rhine and Danube)

e  Kontoton («a kind of punt»)

e Polykopon («many oared», used for «transporting grain, army supplies and personnel»)

e  Platypegion («probably a barge»)

e  Halias («oared costal craft» used as a «dispatch boat» on the Nile)

e  Ploion zeugmatikon («catamaran or several small boats used together»)

= «Butriver navigation was more often accomplished by oars, and a long-established method of rowing in Gaul and Germany
used push oars, which were tied to the sides of craft (...). By turning the oar blade in the stroke, it was possible for the

rower to also steer the boat».

Even though this work’s main focus is the 1% century BCE, the lack of shipwrecks which
may be specifically ascertained to this period creates great difficulties upon the task. Most
of the shipwrecks found so far, particularly those with a relatively good state of
preservation, are dated from, at least, the 1 century CE — thus, about two hundred years
following the proposed time frame. However, it seems pertinent to include these vessels
regardless, considering that they are the closest approximation one may find to study these
matters from an archaeological point of view and the possible continuity in shipbuilding
techniques, which does not present drastic changes in the Roman reality of the centuries
in cause. When one is analysing Roman shipwrecks for this period, there are invaluable
online resources which can provide substantial aid with the task, and such is the case of
the mentioned database NAVIS I, which attempts to list Ancient shipwrecks in several

European locations, from the earliest Bronze age until the Late Medieval.

Whether investigation is being conducted from an archaeological viewpoint or based
mostly on historical records, one of the main features regarding ship analysis is that of
classification. The systems for categorising ancient ships have evolved with new
archaeological findings, although they began divided between two essential parameters:

«source and type of buoyancy» and «principal raw material used». This is a structure that
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Sean McGrail calls a «binomial scheme», which derived into, or was accompanied by,
«regional type-names used outside their region of origin», or «terms which imply a certain
shape». Researchers have found a series of inconveniences which are listed by the author,
amongst them the similitudes between building concepts amongst different typologies, or
the dissimilitude between ships which have essentially the same materials and buoyancy
method but a significantly different method of construction. This has led to the evolution
of classification systems and one can observe that nowadays, despite detailed analysis of
the immediate characteristics of a ship (hull, planks, mast, keel, size, weight, etc.), the
classification itself will mostly be based upon the construction characteristics. As stated
by McGrail:

«How a boat is conceived as a three-dimensional object, and how the builder translates the idea into artefact (the
‘design’ of the boat) are both probably culturally determined; as is also the choice of manufacturing techniques used
to convert raw materials into boatbuilding elements. These attributes are thus fundamental to an archaeological or
ethnographic enquiry and furthermore may be culturally diagnosed» — McGrail [1987] 2014, 5.

Regarding Ancient ship-types, as will be observed below, there are three main
construction methods, depending on their focus: the shell construction, skeleton
construction and bottom-based. However, this specific subdivision is still argued
nowadays, and some authors believe that the terminology «bottom-based construction»
is not necessary, with these ships promptly distributed amongst the other two
categories*3. These will have several variants and one can consider certain vessels as
hybrid, if the traditional categories are to be observed, but they are the essential core of
the period in cause. Whereas the shell construction technique gives the hull as being a
passive reinforcement, with the frame «not necessarily connected to the keel», the
skeleton construction involves what is considered as an active hull, «giving the hull its
shape and its primary strength»*14. Although Basch considers a «common factor» amidst
both, which is that the «framework» consolidates the planking, the guideline is that the
«passive» framework is merely a «reinforcement», whilst the «active» framework is «a

guide and a reinforcement»*1°,

Following this theory, it results that the «active» frames offer a «strong» resistance and
force the planks to be «massive»; whilst in the «passive» framework, the planks are

«relatively thin» and, unlike «active» frames, do not need to be fixed to a keel or its

413 See, for instance, McGrail 1995, 269.
414 pomey, Kahanov et Rieth 2012: 235; based on Basch 1972.
415 Basch 1972: 16-18.
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replacement. The «shell» technique is widespread, examples of it being found «from
Scandinavia to the Solomon Islands», whilst the «skeleton» technique is, so far,
exclusively European, while the transition itself seems to have «lasted c. 1000 years,
mainly during the first millennium AD». If that is so, the ships belonging to the main
period which we analyse would still be prototypes of the subsequent shapes. Amongst the
several reasons pointed for it are «social and economic stresses», the «invasions of the

western Mediterranean», «environmental conditions» and «climate change».

Some are more common in the Mediterranean, whilst others prevail in the Atlantic,
especially the North; if one can argue that Rome is more deeply connected to the
Mediterranean, especially during the early onset of its History, it must be taken into
consideration, throughout the building of this study, that the 1% century BCE is a moment
of expansion for Rome outside of its traditional boundaries. The city-state will encounter
several ship-types which are not traditionally used amongst the Mediterranean, as attested
by both archaeological and historiographical sources. Therefore, in spite of this thesis’
focus being Roman ships, several ship-types will be included that are not endogenous to
Rome, the Mediterranean and the area nearing the Italian Peninsula, as these are the
different vessels which the Roman armies would have encountered during their
expeditions, for instance, to Northern and Central Europe, and that may have later

influenced the Roman approach to ship-building.
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«It would not be surprising if, by the Roman occupation, Mediterranean shipbuilders or at least their skills reached
the military zones, as had happened with lots of other conveniences and knowledge, e.g. pottery production, Latin
language, etc. If so, we simply may continue to distinguish Romano-Celtic and non-Romano-Celtic relics
uncritically with the risk to be misled. As long as we are dealing with Roman ship finds, the simple separation in
classical Roman and provincial Gallo-Roman tradition seems to be satisfying. However (...): what do we know
about the origin of Romano-Celtic shipbuilding, the definition of which so nicely matches archaeological and
historical sources as well from the latter descriptions of Celtic ships and building procedures given by Caesar and
Strabo?» (Bockius 2011, 50-52).

The question posed by Bockius is still far from being entirely solved. He mentions Béat
Arnold’s 1992 study, in which the author underlines the «continuity of dugout tradition
(...), details as moss caulking and correlated constructional procedures»*'®; but how to
justify the «technical influences from the Mediterranean» if these had «become obsolete
and were out of fashion within contemporary Mediterranean shipbuilding since hundreds
of years?» What, in short, makes a Romano-Celtic boat*’? If the specific evolution of
Romano-Celtic building is still difficult to grasp, as verified by the remainder of Bockius’
article in 2011, the latter is equally complicated*®.

Starting with findings in Northern Europe and following the traditional terminology, one
will find several vessels that can be referred to as Romano-Celtic, in which archaeologists
such as Peter Marsden have «recognised clear differences between these flat floored
round bottomed, heavily built vessels of oak and the vessels of the same period then
known from the Mediterranean, and the Roman period vessel found earlier at County Hall
London». However, defining the nature of a Romano-Celtic vessel is difficult. The
remains of these ships are often poorly preserved, demanding from researchers a great
deal of mental reconstruction of which the exactitude cannot easily be verified; and there
seems to be a bibliographic dissent in which, although nearly all studies reach the same
conclusions and interpretation of material matters, the way in which these are exposed
and taken into relevance greatly varies. We have, for instance, Hocker, who considers

that amongst the vessels in these regions, whether inland or river-bound, one will find a

416 Casson considers that «perhaps the bark canoe came first — indeed, it may even be the earliest form of
boat devised (...). The dugout itself requires little more: a stone cutting-tool (or even just a hard shell) or
the controlled use of fire, and infinite patience»; [1971] 1995, 7-8.

417 Pomey (2011) has a very recent, succinct and accurate description of the evolution of the «Romano-
Celtic» terminology, from its beginning in 1966 with Marsden and Blackfriars 1, to McGrail’s attempt to
define it in 1995, and the new discoveries of barges in France during the late 1980s and early 1990s.

418 Bockius mentions several elements, amongst which the mast and the patterns of floor timbers. However,
due to ship deterioration and the lack of ship elements for all case studies, we will focus on the element
which seems most likely to be ascertained in nearly all: the construction type.
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predominance of bottom-built craft*®; and yet, as mentioned above, some disregard this
terminology in favour of a redistribution amongst shell/skeleton types. Whilst Marsden
acknowledges that the vessels were also «different from those of the clinker building
tradition to the north and east»*?°, Beresford, in a less usual approach, describes them as
ships which, «instead of the closely spaced mortice-and-tenons that were used to connect
the hull planking of the Graeco-Roman shell-first-vessels, Romano-Celtic ships appear to
have been built clinker fashion, and derived part of their strength and rigidity from large
internal timbers»*?1, Bockius underlines the «lack of edge-joint planking» which «set a
special accuracy standard for the construction methods»*??, whilst Béat Arnold ascribes
as the main characteristics of the Romano-Celtic boats the «discarding of direct bindings
of planks», where the «lashing or sewing was not replaced by other types of fastenings

such as the mortise-tenon-peg system or by riveting»*23,

As mentioned by Hocker, «the boat finds of northwestern Roman Europe have often been
grouped together largely because they lack the distinctive diagnostic characteristics of
either Mediterranean mortise-and-tenon construction or Scandinavian clinker
construction», with a sense that «<somehow these vessels belong together, but defining a
clear relationship has been problematic»*?4. And yet, as mentioned, Beresford classifies
them as belonging to the clinker tradition, and Marsden, even though pending towards a

418 Hocker 2004.

420 There are some theories in comparatist History which approach the ancient «Celtic» types to the Atlantic
vessels built in Portugal, the examples being the «saveiro or xavega» and the «meia lua», considering the
similarities in design and, apparently, in the construction method, which consists in bending pine planks
with the aid of water and fire, the creation of a central «line of blocks» to «support the centre bottom plank
with the rocker (longitudinal curve of keel)», and the adjustment of planks through moulds, treenails and
caulk with hemp. By comparison, the saveiro «does not have a mast, but the far more numerous moliceiro»
does. Johnstone, one of the authors to point these comparisons, reminds that «one has (...) to be very
cautious when using a modern craft, however primitive and unusual, as a source of comparison with ancient
vessels», despite the possibility of connecting North and South Atlantic ship-types. See Johnstone [1980]
2004, 93.

421 Beresford 2013, 117. Terminology such as «mortise-and-tenon joints» is relatively recent; as drawn out
by Marsden, «nautical terminology is endemic to the description of ships, but its use can become a minor
epidemic in a publication, to the extent that discussion is rendered unintelligible to most readers (...). But
this aim is complicated slightly by archaeologists who have developed a preference for certain international
terms, and by the creation of new descriptive terms to replace existing obscure terminology»; Marsden’s
example is the usage of «mortice-and-tenon joint» rather than «draw-tongued joint», which would be the
«correct English term». Marsden points Thockmorton 1987, 92-3 as an example, but this can be seen in
several authors throughout this chapter. As a way to simplify the understanding and considering how the
main purpose of this chapter is to analyse ship characteristics rather than concepts, we will utilise those
most widely found amongst the scientific community. See Marsden 1994a, 13.

422 Bockius 2009, 73-74.

423 Arnold 1999: 34.

424 Hocker 2004, 70.
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carvel-construction for a ship known as the Brugge finding, does not completely dismiss

the possibility of it having «an outer skin of reverse clinker planking»*?.

There is also scarce agreement regarding their subdivision. Whilst Goodburn classifies
them as essentially subdivided in three types (the «Blackfriars type with deeper rounder
hulls», the «Zwammerdam type with shallow punt like hulls, with completely flat
bottoms», and «New Guys house type of narrow shallow, round hulled river craft»)*25,
Arnold classifies them in «two sub-groups», «the first found chiefly on inland waters and
the second currently consisting mainly of four seagoing vessels from either side of the
Channel»*?’. Therefore, there are opposing views on whether these vessels are skeleton
or bottom-built, have carvel or clinker planking, and the one agreements seem to be that
all vessels except a few exceptions, such as «County Hall», «Vechten»*?® and the one
found in Lyon-Tolozan*?°, lack the Mediterranean mortise-and-tenon, but have
introduced some innovations considered as Mediterranean: the «large-size nails, often
turned or hooked», attaching the frame to the hull, considering the absence of «examples
of Iron Age boats assembled by nailing», especially when considering the Dover and
North Ferriby findings**°, although, according to Hocker, «independent invention cannot

be ruled out»*3!,

The originality of Romano-Celtic vessels in their context, namely through the coexistence
of Mediterranean and Atlantic techniques, is connected to their seeming innovations of
several kinds. One can take as example, as mentioned by McGrail, the fact that Blackfriars
1 is, to this day, the earliest ship with the «frame-first» technique found in the north
Atlantic ocean; and whilst it is dated to the 2nd century CE, the earliest frame-first vessel
in the Mediterranean belongs to the 6th century CE — thus, four centuries between the
shared knowledge. «<Roman tools and techniques», such as «sawn planking», were also
used, although other techniques and nail typology may have been a northern specificity:
«it is possible that the hooked iron nails used to fasten planking to framing in Romano-

Celtic vessels were an «indigenous northern European technique». The author believes

425 Marsden 1976: 28; 40.

426 Goodburn 1998, 171.

427 Arnold 1999, 33.

428 Hocker 2004, 70.

429 Arnold 1999, 34.

430 Arnold 1999, 34 and 40: «The planks were lashed (or sewn) together and this gave the hull a structural
coherence that recalls a clinker or mortise-and-tenon-and-peg construction».

431 Hocker 2004, 71.
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that it is very likely that «hide boats were built centuries (possibly millenia) before plank
boats», which means that, as stated by McGrail, those in charge of building the Romano-
Celtic vessels would have reutilised and adapted former techniques, but now to a new

material and building style*3,

An objective approach amongst these studies is that of McGrail and Nayling (2004, 209),
which subdivide them into boats from «inland waters» and «estuaries and channel»;
different ship-types result from different needs, both physical and economical. As
mentioned by E. Elliot, who calculated this data based on Diocletian (301 n. Chr.), river
transport would have been 4.9 times more expensive than maritime, and land transport 28
to 56 times as much, whereas the «nautae», known by the rivers they sail upon, would
have been distinguished from the «nauicularii marini», sea sailors**3, Whether this cost
relationship and distinction would have been noticeable in the terms of the amount of
vessels at work at any given time is difficult to ascertain, as archaeological evidence can
only make for so much of the interpretation: the number of preserved vessels is related to
matters such as the chemical characteristics of each location, and not exclusively to the

number of vessels built*34,

The main question regarding this ship-type seems to lie in one matter: were the Romano-
Celtic vessels built through Roman methods and engineering and adapted to local
techniques, or was it the opposite, with them being «products of an indigenous, bottom-
based tradition of shipbuilding»*®, in essence «native types enlarged to meet Roman
needs»? It is premature to answer, seeing the current state of investigation, but we intend

to provide updated insight which may, in future, aid in reaching a solution.

432 McGrail 2015, 131.

433 A Elliot 2018: 4-5.

434 Hocker 2004, 71-72; De Boe 2000: 76-77.

435 «All share a bottom made up of relatively straight, heavy planks that is easily distinguished from the
sides, either by form or construction». Hocker 2004, 71.
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1. Belgium

Navis | registers three shipwrecks in modern-day Belgium, one numbered as ship 17, or
the Brugge ship, and the Pommeroeul ships 1 and 2 (numbered 18 and 19, respectively,
in Navis I). The construction technique used on the latter is still argued amongst scholars.
Together with the Celtic ships found in Blackfriars (England), they seem to belong to a
group mostly intended for river or inland use. This theory is derived from external factors
of resistance: as mentioned by McGralil, if «all fore and aft members of a boat contribute
to longitudinal strength (...) and so do the transverse members», and if «in a round-hulled
boat the keel is the main centre line strength member but the central bottom plank or
strake of a flat-bottomed boat is sometimes of significantly greater scantlings (...) and is
analogous to a keel», it seems that «boats without keels, thicker central planks, hogging
trusses or other elements giving longitudinal strength are unlikely to have been sea boats,
although they may have been used in coastal waters restricted to fair weather conditions».
By this, it is not intended to say that these ship-types were always devoid of a keel, only
that the absence of a keel would most likely determine that these would be river or coastal

ships*3¢.

Fig. 5. Brugge ship, described as «inboard view of the mast-step frame». In
https://www2.rgzm.de/scripts/dbWeb/dbwebc.dll/SingleString_Full_Image?linkxresults/obj/Part_Stringsearch/col/NR/dat/1087

o

Fig. 6. Described as «unidentified oak object from the boat». In
https://www?2.rgzm.de/scripts/dbWeb/dbwebc.dll/SingleString_Full_Image?linkxresults/obj/Part_Stringsearch/col/NR/dat/1080

43 McGrail 2001, 111.
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Brugges wreck

These shipwrecks are relatively old findings, thus creating difficulties in the analysis
through 21% century techniques. The first vessel was discovered in the late 19" century
and is in a poor state of conservation, and the Pommeroeul ships in 1975. In the case of
Ship 17, found in the Bruges-Zeebrugge canal, identified as a possible cargo vessel from
the 2" or 3" century CE, Navis | and Peter Marsden*®’ point the key data as the following:

Find date  Chronology  Width Height Length Material Propulsion
1899 | 2M/39c. CE Between4 (N1) About 1.70 m 7to15m Oak (N1) Sails (N1)
(N1) and 6 m (N1)

Construction | This ship seems to have had a «flat bottom with shallow draught», with the «planks (...) fastened by wooden

features | pegs, some of which were completely impregnated with pyrites and hardened to look like iron». The mast was
probably 7-8 m long, with two slots which «perhaps held pulley wheels, and presumably had been carved to
contain the halyards or ropes for lifting the yard». «At the junction of the loom and the blade is a rounded
rebate in the side of the oar, this probably being a deliberate shaping perhaps to hold a rope which lashed the
oar to the side of the boat. On the blade are two curved incisions, the age and purpose of which are unknown».
The floor timber is of oak, but there are nails driven up the centre of a circular treenail, identified as birch.
The end «was pointed» and the post «curved upwards from the flat bottom».

As stated above, Peter Marsden’s article on the ship states that the typology is similar to
that of a shipwreck found in London known as the Blackfriars ship, and that they
«represent a local tradition of Celtic shipbuilding, perhaps located west of the Rhine,
which was different from the non-Celtic clinker tradition of Scandinavia and the carvel
tradition of the classical Mediterranean cultures»*®. This specific case suggests the
possibility of the ship possibly being «carvel-built» but presenting a skeleton-type
construction, which will not become the norm in the Mediterranean until, at least, the late
3" century CE*®. The author adds that the ship is considered to belong to a «group of
Celtic shipbuilding traditions (...) in central and north-west Europe, showing some
considerable variations in ship form, though there were technical similarities (...)».
Although the ship is «Celtic» in its type, it was found next to a Roman villa, which seems
to indicate established Roman influence upon the region and would justify the

combination of technigques*.

When looked upon with more detail, one may observe what Marsden considered as a
«Celtic shipbuilding tradition» different from the «early Mediterranean or Scandinavian

ships», considering details such as the insertion method of the nails — «driven through

437 Marsden 1976: 23-24.

438 Marsden 1976: 23.

439 Johnstone [1980] 2004, 90. Adams 2013, 67-68; Bang et Ikeguchi 2017; see Pomey, Kahanov et Rieth
2012 for a detailed description of the evolution between the mortise-and-tenon processes and the later
skeleton construction.

440 Marsden 1976: 24.
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wood pegs already inserted into the floor timbers», the «unusual shaping of the floor-
timber containing the mast-step» or the «massive size of the timber elements»*!. The
Bruges ship allows for a comparison between the Northern Atlantic ship types and those
in the Mediterranean, considering its particularities: as mentioned by Marsden, «the
characteristic feature of this [the Mediterranean] tradition, the carvel planking held edge-
ways by mortise-and-tenon joints, has occurred in all Greek and Roman ships so far found
in the Mediterranean basin, dating from as early as the 4" century BC**?». The constant
use of «locked mortise and tenon» joints in the Roman era can be seen throughout the
European continent, and vessels can be found throughout the North and Centre of Europe
following this construction method. One can look at, for instance, the two Zwammerdam
ships, and the two others found in Oberstimm, Central Germany. The problematic
surrounding Ship 17, therefore, relies on the fact that it shares the planking technique
utilised in the Mediterranean — namely a carvel technique — and combined it with a
skeleton method to assemble the structure, rather than a shell-first approach which was

more common amongst Roman vessels of this time-frame.

Pommeroeul

Another group of widely documented studies regard the Pommeroeul ships. Bromwich
classifies the two different ship typologies found in Pommeroeul as canoes and barges —
the two «canoes» he considers as having been 11.5-12 metres long, and the barge as 18-
20 metres**. These shipwrecks have taken a long period to be reassembled: «L’ensemble
des operations de fouille, traitement et remontage des barques de Pommeroeul s’est étalé
sur une période de prés de vingt ans»**4. They were found in modern-day Belgium, and

the characteristics are as follows**®:

441 Marsden 1976: 24.

442 Marsden 1976: 51. The techniques utilised to build Mediterranean and Romano-Celtic vessels were
different. According to Marsden, «Shell-building» was a technique which «required the hull to be built
firstly of planks to which the ribs were added as strengthening pieces, depending upon the planks being
attached to each other, in the case of the carvel built Mediterranean ships by mortise-and-tenon joints, and
in the clinker boats by sewing or by iron rivets which held the overlapping planks together».

443 Bromwich 2003, 258-509.

44 Tervfe 1998, 84.

45 Following the data presented in Navis .
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Find date  Chronology  Width Height Length Material Propulsion
1975 [ 1%/2"c.CE 2 0.50 m (N1) 12 m (N1) Oak (N1) Sailed / towed
(N1) (N1)
Construction | Pommeroeul 1: Bottom construction, carvel, iron nails (N1)
features
Find date | Chronology = Width Height Length Material Propulsion
1975 | 1%/2"¢c.CE 3 m(N1) 0.67 m (N1) 20 m (N1) ? Paddled / Oared
(N1)
Construction | Dugout*®. Inland operation (N1)
features

Terminology applied to them by bibliography considers them as a pirogue and a barge**’,
and they seem to be of a different kind from Brugge, particularly Pommeroeul 2, which
is thought to be a dugout. As verified through the images below, whilst 1 is a barge with
a larger width and a more significant number of horizontal beams, the latter is a pirogue
with relatively scarce horizontal support. If Pommeroeul 1 seems to share some
similarities with the Romano-Celtic vessels, especially through what is believed to be the
sharing of the carvel construction method with the Bruges vessel, one may add that it is
not classified by NAVIS | as a skeleton-first construction, rather a bottom first, as also
found in Druten 1. The dugout pirogue, an elongated boat with usage which is believed
to be mainland, cannot be included amongst the vessels traditionally considered as
Romano-Celtic.

™
B8

%

Fig. 7. As found in Tervfe 1998, 79, the «Excavation of the barge» in Pommeroeul.

446 During Octauianus’ campaigns in Pannonia, he is also said to have found a different ship type, one that,
in description, seems similar to some of the boats shown in the archaeological section above: they are
described as Movdévia, made of a single trunk of a tree, thus possibly referring to carved ships (Dio Cass.
49.37.5). These are said to have engaged in conflict — therefore, carved ships would also been used for
activities of war, when necessary.

47 Tervfe 1998, 79.
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Fig. 8 and Fig. 9. The pirogue, as seen in Tervfe 1998, 82; 85.

2. France

As it spans such a wide geographical area, touching both the Mediterranean basin, the
Northern Atlantic and several of the most navigable European rivers, and considering the
several centuries of Roman occupation, France reveals itself prolific in archaeological
findings of diverse ship-types, all from river-barges to long-course maritime vessels such
as Plage d’Arles 5, found at a depth of 350 metres and probably on course from Narbonne
to Rome, and the SM14, at 116 metres**® When analysing the shipwrecks found in France,
one will find more evidence of the difference between those considered as Romano-Celtic
and the Mediterranean types, but there are also evidences of some Romano-Celtic or
Gallo-Roman vessels. Amongst the several findings we can observe both river and coastal
craft; in what regards the latter crafting method, there are several examples uncovered

amidst the river Sadne, which is mentioned several times in ancient sources**°.

48 |_ong 2009, 214. Other maritime vessels have been found at less significant depth, such as the Saintes-
Marie-de-la-Mer 6 (14.5 m, 1% ¢. BCE), 8 (14 m, 1% ¢. CE), 9 (12-13 m; Claudian vessel, potentially
connected to the army), 10 (12.5 m; 1%t c¢. CE ship, c¢. 10 tons cargo) and 24 (10-11 m; 1%t c. CE
fluviomaritime ship). These wrecks are mostly being studied due to their cargo, however, and not ship
characteristics (see, for instance, Baron et al. 2011).

49 The river Saone being mentioned repeatedly during accounts of the Gallic Wars. See Chapter I, Caesar’s
campaigns in Gaul.
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Chalon-sur-Saéne
Archaeological surveys have revealed what are yet again considered as Gallo-Roman
river ship-types: in 1996, during the investigation of a Roman bridge at Chalon-sur-

Sadne, two Roman ships were found, with the following characteristics**°:

Find date  Chronology  Width Height Length Material Propulsion
1996 1.62m 72 cm 1550 m Oak (monoxyle

and curves); fir

(gunwhale and

farb)

Construction | Pirogue. «de type monoxyle (...), base monoxyle en chéne caractérisée par un fond plat et des flancs ouverts
features | a 45°-55%; «presence d’une emplanture de mat»; «Les courbes sont fixées par des clous enfoncés presque

exclusivement de I’intérieur du bateu vers I’extérieur et dont la téte atteint un diamétre de 3 cm». «La présence

de piéces assemblées a la base monoxyle de la pirogue s’accompaignait nécessairement du colmatage des

joints de maniere a rendre le bateau parfaitement étanche. Le matériau utilisé ici est du tissu poisée».

Maximum capacity: 5.09 t.

Find date | Chronology = Width Height Length Material Propulsion
1996 210m Known - 10 8.70 m  Oak
cm (estimated
max. 13.80 to
18 m)

Construction | Barge — «La jonction entre les bordages de fond PI. 2 et PI. 3, au niveau de I’axe central du bateau, se termine

features | par un écart en sifflet courbe que vient recouvrir la courbe C16». «Dans les zones comprises entre C1-C5 et
C19-C26, neuf clés insérées dans des mortaises aménagées dans les cans respectifs des bordages ont été
repérées». «Le systeme utilisé pour étancher le bateau correspond a un lutage a base de tissu poissé. Dans un
cas seulement, un brin apparentement en fibres végétales a été observé en plus du tissu». «Le tissu utilisé pour
le bourrelet d’étanchéité a été torsadé avant son application».

As mentioned in a 2009 study, to observe these ships necessarily implies the joint
investigation of the bridges to which they are associated*®*. The 3" century reconstruction
is believed to have been preceded by a 1% century CE structure, something attested by the
ceramic findings*®2. Thus, dating the ships was something pointed towards the ending of
the 1% century BCE — the time when the first bridge would have been built — and the early
3" century — the moment of the second bridge’s construction. Through more detailed
analysis of the ceramics found amongst the shipwrecks and a comparison with those
found in Saint-Jean-des-Vignes, an estimate chronology of between 50-70 CE was
estimated*®3. Another point is that the «presence conjointe d’une pirogue et d’un chaland

n’est pas un cas unique» and can be associated with the formerly seen shipwrecks of

450 Data from Lonchambon et al. 2009; the vessels being similar to those found in Belgium, the authors of
the study call them «gallo-romaines» considering the fact that they were found in France and share the
«particularité (...) de ne relever d’une tradition de construction navale ni scandinave ni méditerranéene»
(88).

451 |_onchambon et al. 2009.

452 «Les pieux constituant la pile centrale de ce pont, retrouvés en 2000 sous la pile en pierre du Il1¢siécle,
ont été a I’origine de la formation d’un important affouillement au fond duquel se sont échoués quelques
rares élements céramiques attribuables a la fin du régne d’Auguste ou au début du régne de Tibere».
Lonchambon et al. 2009: 60.

453 Lonchambon et al. 2009: 64-65.
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Pommeroeul and Zwammerdam; which probably indicates that, during engineering

operations, these two ship types would be working together®>.

The pirogues and barges found in 1996 are described as having a denture to connect the
bottom and the «relevaison», the use of «cuilléres» to form the «relevaison des
extremités» and the usage of nails to reinforce the joints (such as the boats of
Zwammerdam, for instance) and narrow planks (such as the Pommeroeul boat)*®. They
share, therefore, similarities with vessels of the Romano-Celtic type, and there seem to
be more Gallo-Roman monoxyle vessels which have been found by the Saone river (two
pirogues found in Sassenay, 2007 and a series of canoes found in Lyon in 2003, dated
between the mid-1% century CE and the mid-3" century CE*®). The vessels found in
Sassenant in 2007 are very similar to those found in 1996, only that the pirogue is
described as having smaller dimensions, at «8,40 m de longueur, 0.73 m de largeur
maximale a I’extérieur de la base monoxyle aux bordés et attaint 0.86 m, évasement des

fargues compris»*°’,

Galere de César and Jules Verne

Whilst the vessels found in the Centre and North of France are more closely related to
their North Atlantic counterparts, archaeological findings in the South of France, in
connection to their Mediterranean background, present different characteristics. Marseille
has been particularly prolific in providing ancient vessels for study, with a group of at
least five Roman vessels*®, having been found between the second half of the nineteenth
century and 1993. The characteristics are as follows:

454 Lonchambon et al. 2009: 84. Louis Bonamour presents slightly different measurements, although not
significantly altered; a researcher must consider that one has to deal with estimation, due to ship
deterioration and the lack of ship parts. Bonamour also underlines the usage of «fibres végétales», and «un
calfatage a la mousse identique & celui des bateaux de Bevaix et d”Yverdon».

45 Lonchambon et al. 2009: 95.

456 Laurent et al. 2011: 538. A monoxyle vessel is a «single-log dugout vessel», whilst a «monoxyle
assemble» is a «specialized, flat-bottomed punt». See note 28 in chapter 8, Snyder 2016. The canoe found
in 1996 is referred to by Laurent et al. as «fond assemblé», whilst all the findings in Lyon are described as
«monoxyle-assemblé».

457 Laurent et al. 2011. The article describes the similitudes between the several Gallo-Roman river crafts
found at the region, which seem to share construction techniques.

458 There are at least two more findings amongst the Jules Verne wreckage numbered 1 and 2, which are
said to belong to the same wreck. As they were dated to the 4™ century CE, which is far beyond the time-
period we propose to discuss, and considering the small size and scarcity of remains, they will not be
analysed in a detailed manner. For more on Jules Verne 1-2, see Pomey 1995, 462-63.
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Find date  Chronology Width Height Length Material Propulsion
1864 | 2W—39¢c. CE 7 m(N1) 17 m (N1) Pine (N1) Sailed (N1)
(N1)

Construction | Galere de Cesar: Cargo vessel? Shell first and carvel; mortice-and-tenon joints. Bronze, iron and wooden nails.
features | Bolt. (N1)

Find date | Chronology Width Height Length Material Propulsion
1974 | 3rd ¢. CE 9m(N1) 24 m (N1) Larch, pine, Sailed (N1)
(N1) cypress, holm,
olive tree.

Potentially ash

and poplar.

(N1)

Construction | La bourse: Cargo vessel? Shell first and carvel; mortice-and-tenon joints. Bronze, iron and wood nail. Bronze
features | bolt. (N1)

Find date | Chronology Width Height Length Material Propulsion
1974 | 1st-2"c.CE 5m(N1) 16 m (N1) Oared (N1)
(N1)

Construction | Jules Verne 3: Working boat. Shell first and carvel. Mortice-and-tenon joints. Iron and wooden nails. Bolt.
features | (N1)

Find date | Chronology Width Height Length Material Propulsion
1993 | 1st—-2Wc.CE 5m(N1) 16 m (N1) Oared? (N1)
(N1)
Construction | Jules Verne 6: Shell first and carvel; mortice-and-tenon joints. Bronze, iron and wood nail. Bronze bolt.
features
Find date | Chronology Width Height Length Material Propulsion
1993 [ 3rd c¢. CE Oared (N1)
(N1)
Construction | Jules Verne 8: Shell first and carvel. Mortice-and-tenon joints. Wooden nails. (N1)
features

As observable in the chart above, even though these boats’ datings are believed to span
for one or two centuries, they all share similar characteristics. All vessels found follow
the shell-first construction method, differently from the skeleton/bottom-first builds
found in the Romano-Celtic vessels. Mortice-and-tenon joints are also a constant amongst
all findings, with most including metal nails (iron, bronze or both) combined with wooden
counterparts, with the exception of Jules Verne 8, where only wooden nails have been
found. If seemingly bound to the Mediterranean tradition, some of these shipwrecks

appear to have particular styles:

«Trois de ces épaves romaines, abandonnées aux ler et lle siecles ap. J.-C. et qui appartiennent a un méme type de
bateau totalement inédit a ce jour, et les deux épaves grecques archaiques, datables de la fin du Vie siécle av. J.-C.,
constituent de loin par leur interét et leur rareté les ensembles le plus remarquables» — Pomey 1995: 459-60.

The Galere de Cesar, together with Fiumicino 5, are two of the few ships found thus far
which enable us to observe a large number of different wood types utilised as ship timber.
There are two inferences that can be made: thus far, the ships found in Marseille have
different materials from those in Northern Atlantic shipwrecks and Mediterranean ones,
in which oak is predominant. Whilst both the 19th century finding and La Bourse include

pine, the latter includes a greater variety of construction materials and shares a specific
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detail with Fiumicino 5, which is the usage of olive tree for ship components, as well as
cypress and holm*,

Jules Verne 3, together with ships 4 and 5%, is said to belong to the same ship-type,
which seems unusual for the time period they are ascertained to, namely the 1%-2
centuries CE*®%. Ship 3 is said to have had «I’ensemble de la structure et les assemblages
(...) de type traditionnel», with «la coque (...) a simple bordé et les virures sont
normalement assemblées a franc-bord par des tenons chevillés dans des mortaises», but
is also acknowledged as having a singular characteristic: the presence of an orifice of 2.55
metres length and 0.50 width at the centre of the vessel, and prolonged in height by a
structure which would have come from the interior of the vessel. Throughout the remains
of Ship 5, «trois éléments de planches, entieres ou fragmentaires, qui appartiennent a la
structure du puits», it was possible to «completer a I’intérieur do navire», which was
concluded as «le tout formait donc au-dessus du puits un caisson intérieur évasé a la
base». Pomey concludes that these vessels would have been in charge of harbour service,

serving as dredged vessels through the aid of hydraulic mechanisms*¢2,

| il
.
R il

|

Fig. 10 as shown in Pomey 1995: 466. One can observe the orifice in the middle of the ship, which seems to cut across the beams,

and fig. 11, described as a reconstitution of the «base de caisson intérieur» of vessel five.

459 Unlike the Gallo-Roman or Romano-Celtic ship types observed so far, it does not use oak as its main
material.

460 Not included in Navis I, perhaps due to their poor conservation state: as mentioned by Pomey (1995,
263), Jules Verne 3 is the best preserved of all. Measurements presented by Pomey are slightly different
from those of NAVIS 1, at 12 metres length and 4 metres width.

461 pomey 1995: 463.

462 Another vessel, Pont-Vendres 1, found in 1929, is believed to have circulated during the 4™ century CE.
With a width of 2.30 metres and a length of 20, it uses pine, cypress and olive tree, wooden nails and bronze
bolt. A sailing vessel, it was constructed with the shell, carvel and mortice-and-tenon methods. When
compared to the other vessels, as one can observe, even with the different timespans, the difference in
materials, construction techniques and size is nearly null. The vessels have an average length of 20 metres;
pine continues to be utilised as timber into the 4th century CE, together with the olive tree, which may have
been a regional preference, judging by the fact that it is not found outside of a specific geographical region.
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Arles-Rhone
Arles-Rhone 2 (1989) 2" ¢. CE Flat-bottom
Arles-Rhone 3 (2004) 1% half of 1% ¢. CE Mono-assembled barge
Arles-Rhone 5 (2007) 1% c. BCE-1%c. CE Mono-assembled barge
Arles-Rhone 6 1% c. BCE - 1*¢c.CE Maritime or oceanic ship
Arles-Rhdne 7 (2007) 39¢c. CE Fluviomaritime ship
Arles-Rhdne 8 (2007) 1%¢c. CE Fluviomaritime ship
Arles-Rhone 12 (2007) - Scarce information
Arles-Rhdne 13 (2011) 3¢_4hc CE Maritime ship
Arles-Rhone 14 (2011) 1% half of 39 c. CE Fluviomaritime ship
Arles-Rhone 15 (2009) 1%tc. CE

The Arles-Rhéne shipwrecks belonging to the ancient period, as seen in Long et al. 2013.

The region of Arles-Rhone has been prolific in archaeological findings of vessels that
may be regarded as Romano-Celtic, with fourteen shipwrecks found thus far. As they
share similar characteristics, we shall focus on the three most-widely studied vessels,
namely Arles-Rhone 3, 5 and 14. As mentioned by the Dossier de presse of the Arles-
Rhone 3 exhibition, this vessel, like many others of the same kind, is a flat-bottom which
would operate exclusively in fluvial environments; however, judging by the
reconstitution, one can observe that the mast and sail are considerably further to the edge
than in other vessels of the same period, including Gallo-Roman vessels. It was possibly
a cargo vessel, judging by the archaeological findings: ceramics of several types and
blocks of limestone, which were assigned to the St-Gabriel quarries; and it has the
particular trait of presenting a towing mast, which is a rare archaeological finding,
together with the «monnaie votive» and the «nombreuses inscriptions» of C.L. POSTV,
NOBILM?*,

Arles-Rhone 5, although discovered in 2007, only began to be targeted by substantial
operations in 2014, and the recovery works were postponed in detriment to Arles-Rhéne
3 due to the absence of cargo and furniture*®*. The construction is similar: a flat-bottom
with no keel, belonging to the «barge» type and with the presence of nails and sewn fabric
and pitch®®®. It is believed that a cooking area existed on board, even if the furniture and

tools have disappeared*°®,

Whereas Arles-Rhdne 3 and 5, interpreted as exclusively river boats, are considered to

mark «la spécifité d’une zone de rupture de charge et de redistribution des marchandises

463 http://www.atlaspalm.fr/fr/s26_ar3.html#. For a specific approach to Arles-Rhone 3, see Marlier 2011;
on the dating, Greck et Guibal 2011.

464 Marlier et al. 2018, 1.

465 Marlier et al. 2008, 17.

466 Marlier et al. 2008, 39.
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vers la Gaule», thus being «lié & un commerce régional dans un espace délimite»*®’, the
Arles-Rhone group also includes fluvial-maritime vessels, namely 7, 8 and 14. These
were possibly used to transport materials brought by maritime vessels into the river and
are thus built differently, as flat-bottoms with mortice-and-tenon technique and no keel.
As observed in the chart above, the Arles-Rhéne findings provide a great variety of ship-
types, including transition typologies: the vessels are either exclusively fluvial,

fluviomaritime or maritime.

Find date  Chronology Width Height Length Material Propulsion Cargo
2004 | 1%c. CE 3m 31m Oak and fir; Sailed 21-31
iron nails. tons*6

Construction | Arles-Rhone 3: Before the assembling of the boards, fabrics and cords would have been coated
features | together with vegetable resin.*® It was built through monoxyle flanks carved into half-trunks of
fir, which were then attached to the bottom*™®

Find date | Chronology Width Height Length Material Propulsion
20074* | 51-135CE*?  ¢.4.30m 30-35m Oak and fir;
iron nails
Construction | Arles-Rhéne 5
features
Find date | Chronology Width Height Length Material Propulsion Cargo
2007 20 m*? 40 to 50
tons
Construction | Arles-Rhone 7
features
Find date | Chronology Width Height Length Material Propulsion Cargo
2011 | 2™ ¢. CE - 15-20 m Iron nails
3rd c. CE
Construction | Arles-Rhone 14: keelless flat-bottom with mortice-and-tenon technique.
features

Fig. 12. Possible reconstitution of Arles-Rhone 3 by M. Cazaux, F. Conil, J. Pasquet, D. Schiano, Sup infocom-Arles and MDAA,
200947

47 Together with smaller vessels, such as the Arles-Rhone 10, a c. 9 metres long fishing boat.

468 \alues it carried when it sank, as stated by ATLAS.

49 http://ipsofacto.coop/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/ExpoArles-AR3DP_AR3-juin2011-mai2012.pdf;
the measurements of the vessel, materials and chronology are as stated in 16-18.

470 As seen in ATLAS.

471 Marlier et al. 2018, 1.

472 The data regarding Arles-Rhones 5 derives from Marlier et al. 2008.

473 The data for Arles-Rhone 7 and 14 derives from Long et al. 2013.

474 In http://ipsofacto.coop/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/ExpoArles-AR3DP_AR3-juin2011-mai2012.pdf,
14.
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Lyon (Tolozan and Parc Saint-Georges)

Find date

Chronology

Width*™

Height

Length

Material

Propulsion

1990
Construction
features

30CE

Oak

Tolozan: Bottom-based construction; river barge, with an «étanchéité des joints par des cordons de mousse

maintenues par des baguettes, des clous, et (ou) des petites ferrures en forme de cavalier»*s,

Prior to the findings in Tolozan, only an early 19" century finding (1808) in Fontaine-

sur-Somme had been found which could be dated as early as them; it was then

accompanied by a series of other wreckage. Six barges, which have since then been

classified as Romano-Gallic, have been found near a parking lot in Lyon. These have

been dated between c. the 13 and 3" CE. It seems that significant portions of the ships are

missing: for instance, wreck 4, which has a preserved length of 18.53 metres, is calculated

as having a reconstructed length of 28 metres, 4.85 width and 1.35 height. All of them

follow the flat-bottom, keelless construction, with oak as the main material and the usage

of nails in the construction. Whilst five of the wrecks are monoxyle, Saint-Georges 8 has

a composite structure, with the presence of caulking joints and iron nails alike*'".

Find date Chronology ~ Width Height Length Material Propulsion
2003/2004 (2) | 210-215 2.83m 1.10m 1511 m Oak
CE478
(3) | Chronology  Width Height Length Material Propulsion
160-185CE  3.05m 0.25m 14.64 m Oak
(4) | Chronology  Width Height Length Material Propulsion
158-185 CE 4.67m 1.15m 18.53 m Oak
(5) | Chronology  Width Height Length Material Propulsion
150 CE 0.83m 0.55m 7.30m Oak
(7) | Chronology  Width Height Length Material Propulsion
254-260 CE 5.05m 1.13m 19.82 m Oak
(8) | Chronology  Width Height Length Material Propulsion
55 CE 2.80m 0.50 m 17.41m Oak

475 7 metres of preserved length and 2.40 m of preserved width. Rieth 2011.

476 Rieth 2011, 70.
477 Data from Rieth et Guyon 2010.
478 Chronologies provided by Rieth et Guyon 2011, 94. Width, height and length measurements as well;

these are preserved measurements, rather than reconstructed.
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3. Great Britain

In the year 2000 and according to Michael Walsh, there were «only five Roman vessels
discovered in British waters, none of which originated in the Mediterranean». These, he
lists as the «Blackfriars I ship», the «<New Guys House boat», the «County Hall ship», the
«St Peter Port ship» and the «Barlands Farm boat»; the author adds that of these, only
Blackfriars | and St. Peter Port were in relatively good conditions which would allow for
«substantial evidence of cohesive cargo which in both cases was primarily fairly ordinary

building material»*"®

, Which is derived from the fact of them being actual shipwrecks, and
not ships which have been abandoned*®. The two subsequent vessels under analysis,
namely Blackfriars I and the Barland’s Farm Boat, are of particular importance in what
comes to the comparison of archaeological sources, as they are, amongst «the ships
recovered through archaeological excavation, the ones that offer the closest parallels to

the specifications outlined for Caesar’s transport vessels»*.

Blackfriars |

One of the most well-known cases of Roman period shipwrecks in Britain is the
Blackfriars ship, found on the bank of the Thames, which is «the earliest known seagoing
sailing ship yet found in northern Europe, and although of the Roman period it appears to
belong to a native Celtic tradition of shipbuilding»*¢?. The characteristics of Blackfriars

1 are as follows:

479 Walsh 2000, 54. Even so, the ships are still subjected to deterioration: Marsden mentions that Blackfriars
1 has «the borings of mature Teredo in its hull timbers». See Marsden 1994b, 17.

480 Walsh (2017a, 6-7) mentions six potential Roman ships found during the 19" century, none of which
have reached the 21% century and, therefore, with no possibility of further analysis. There is also record of
a shipwreck called the «Pudding Pan», which Walsh analyses fully in Walsh 2017; as mentioned by
Marsden 1994b, 22: the wreckage indicates that it was involved in the «samian importation trade, probably
to London, and, if its exact site could be located, it may give important information about the methods used
to package and stow the cargo».

481 Millar 2002, 47.

482 Marsden 1994c, 33. As mentioned by the author (1994c, 56), «although Blackfriars ship 1 is of the
roman period its construction is very different from the Roman ships of the Mediterranean tradition».
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Find date  Chronology Width Height Length Material Propulsion Cargo Speed
Capacity
1962 | 2™c.CE(N1) 612 m 29 m 18 m Oak; iron Sailed (N1) 50 C. 7
(N1) (N1) (N1)*8 nails (N1)** tonnes*®  knots.*®
Hazel and
birch
shavings
and pine
resin as
caulking*®®.

Construction | «Constructed of oak planks clenched with bent-over iron nails»*®°

features*® | «Flat bottomed without keels»
Cargo vessel, inland (coastal or offshore) operation. Skeleton first and carvel. (N1)
«It is presumed that the cargo was placed centrally to give the ship an even keel»**°
«With sides of this [“at least 2.16 m from the bottom of the hull”’] height the Blackfriars
vessel must have had a deck of some form rather than have been a fully ‘open boat’»”*
«(...) likely that the ship carried a square sail, and that the master attempted to plan his
voyage so that he had a following wind — in this way he would minimise the steering
problem»*92
Average speed based on a reconstruction: 6 knots (max: 12 knots).“%
«It seems most likely that it had two quarter rudders, one on each side»**

Fig. 13 as shown in Marsden 1994c, 77. Described as a «cut-away reconstruction of Blackfriars 1 ship».

483 Marsden (1994c, 35), states that «the only constant features extant during the excavation were the gantry
supports, large circular piles, but as these did not give exact surveying points the overall length of the ship
should be considered as only approximate».

484 «Treenails in the frames were of oak. The iron nails which fastened the planking to the frames had
distinctive cone-shaped heads in which there was a ‘caulking’ of slivers of hazel wood with pine resin.
Ordinary flat-headed iron nails with square shanks were used to fasten the ceiling planks to the frames
inboard». Marsden 1994c, 38.

485 Marsden 1994c, 38.

488 Based on Marsden 1994c, 89; the ship would have been carrying «26 tonnes of ragstone», and «there
was room for up to a further 24 tonnes of cargo».

487 The maximum possible speed considered by Marsden is of 9-10 knots, «under ideal conditions with a
strong following wind». Marsden 1994c, 89.

488 The construction method is described by Marsden 1990, 66.

489 Gould [2000] 2001, 116.

4% Marsden 1994c, 60.

491 Marsden 1994c, 61.

492 Marsden 1994c, 73.

498 Marsden 1994c, 73.

494 Marsden 1994c, 76.
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The contribution of Blackfriars 1 to the advancement of Roman nautical archaeology has
significant importance when one observes that it was the first vessel to be suggested as
representing «a Celtic method of shipbuilding current during the Roman period», which
only later came to be known as «Romano-Celtic»*%. Its construction indicates that «the
flat bottom of the ship was clearly designed to sit on the sea or river bed at low water»*,
with no keel but «two thick flat keel-planks»*%”. However, in spite of the ship’s Celtic-
style construction, it seems to have shared significant bonds with the Mediterranean
tradition of shipbuilding, perhaps more than the vessels found in Belgium and France:

498 3 bronze coin was found «in a

aside from a believed mortice-and-tenon construction
recess on the port side of the bottom of the mast-step socket», with the «representation of
Fortuna, goddess of luck, holding a ship’s rudder»; this is, to this day, a singular case, as
«coins have not been found in the mast-steps of other Romano-Celtic ships from central
and northern Europe, or in Scandinavian ships of the first millennium AD», making it

likely that the «luck coin ceremony was introduced from the Mediterranean»*%°,

Fig. 14. The bronze coin, as found in Marsden 1994c, 55.

In spite of archaeology considering that several of these Romano-Celtic ships can be dated
to the 1% century CE, a dendrochronological dating system had slightly different results
and, in a general revision of most shipwrecks of the same sort — the Zwammerdam, Druten
and De Meern, Woerden, Bevaix, d’Yverdon, Lyon and the Blackfriars ships — it states
that it is most likely that they all belong to the 2" or 3™ century CE, with no 1% century

4% Marsden 1994c 36-37, quoting his earlier work (Marsden 1967, 34-5). Blackfriars might yet result in
new contributions, as there are portions of it that have not yet been retrieved.

4% Marsden 1994c, 38.

497 Marsden 1994c, 38.

4% Marsden 1994c, 50. However, it also includes «massive hooked iron nails which attached the bottom
planks to the floor timbers».

4% Marsden 1994c, 49. Marsden underlines the fact that coins were found in several Mediterranean wrecks
of the classical period.
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mention found amongst this specific dating system®°%; hence, discussion continues. Upon
finding, «the timbers were identified as probably the frames of a carvel-built ship with
flush-aid planking»>°!; that it was carvel-built was confirmed following the early
prospection works, which also revealed the sternpost®®?. Another feature is the «large
rectangular socket, measuring 0.35m by 0.25m, in floor-timber 7 on the centre-line of the

ship»°%3,

Fig. 15, described as the «reconstruction model at the Museum of London, inboard view»**,

Although we lack information regarding the specific tonnage, it is likely that it carried
heavy loads, as it is believed to have sunk whilst «carrying a cargo of ragstone from
Maidstone (Kent)»°%. There is yet another different approach as to the typology and
function of these ships, presented by Milne, which considers that they «may have been
built for the Classis Britannica, the Roman fleet responsible for transporting legions and
their supplies from the continental mainland to and around the British Isles» — which
would make the construction type in consonance with the «needs of the Roman
military»°%. This would require significant resources of both timber and iron, as the
author states, adding that «it should therefore come as no surprise that the well-attested

large scale exploitation of iron in the Weald should have come under the auspices of the

50 Thiébaux 2011.

501 Marsden 1994c, 33.

%02 Marsden 1994c, 33-35: initially, conservation attempts were not the most successful, which led to
deterioration; however, «26 years later there were still many substantial pieces available for examination,
and by that time advances in nautical archaeology had improved research objectives and techniques, and
new facilities were available, such as tree-ring dating».

503 Marsden 1994c, 37.
S04https://www2.rgzm.de/scripts/dbWeb/dbwebc.dll/SingleString_Full_Image?linkxresults/obj/Part_Strin
gsearch/col/NR/dat/1110.

505 Milne 1996: 234; Marsden 1994c, 89 (Marsden estimates approximately 24 tonnes).

506 Milne 1996: 235.
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Classis Britannica», and that several quarries dedicated to the exploration of iron were

under their management>’’.

Barland’s Farm boat

Together with the Blackfriars 1 tradition, there is also the Barland’s Farm boat, which
«was not flat-bottomed — her plank-keel projects below the outer bottom planks — and
some framing elements must have been in place before these two planks were
installed»°%; the planks «were fastened to the framing and not to each other», enabling
researchers to establish a «frame-first» construction®®. Thus, in what regards the
Barland’s Farm boat, dated to the 3" century CE, one can mention similar characteristics
to Blackfriars 1. This ship, comparably to what is verified in several other Romano-Celtic
vessels, also lacks a keel in the Mediterranean fashion, but, as established, has a
replacement — «the builder would have fashioned plank-keel, posts and some of the
framing, and then set them up»°1°. What happens in this specific case is that one may
observe several longitudinal planks, and one of these would have been used as the vessel’s
keel, instead of the more traditionally Mediterranean fashion of an outward keel shape®*?.
McGrail considers that this specific ship would have been built through a ‘design by eye’
method, in which the builder would have opted for «using inherited wisdom, his own
expertise and possibly details from another boat», which makes it not the product of a
studied ship architecture, but of transmitted knowledge between the members of a

community. The measurements for the Barland’s wreck are approximately the following:

507 Milne 1995, 236.

508 McGrail et Nayling 2004, 197.

509 As stated by McGrail and Nayling, not necessarily a «full framework or ‘skeleton’ (...), rather that,
before planking was added to the structure, some framing was in position to receive it and to determine
how it should be shaped».

510 McGrail 2015, 129.

511 «(...) the underside of the hull bottom still exhibited a slightly stepped profile during dismantling (...),
the central planks forming a plank-keel». Nayling et Hunter 2004a, 23.
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Find date  Chronology Width Height Length Material Propulsion Cargo Speed
capacity
1993 | 39 century 320 m 1m(N1) 12m(N1) Oak*? Sailed. (N1)  4-7 tonnes 4-5
CE (N1) (N1) iron nails. (optimal)®*®  knots
(N1) under
sail, 1.5
- 3
under
oars®*
Construction | Skeleton first and carvel. Believed to be a cargo vessel. (N1)
features | Inland / coastal (N1) operation.

Fig. 16 as seen in Nayling et Hunter 2004, 18, described as «Photograph of boat in situ looking south (bow)».

Barland’s Farm shipwreck seems to have been considerably smaller than Blackfriars 1°%°,
although they appear to have had similar characteristics and purposes, with Blackfriars 1
being pointed as the most ancient of the two. The two finding sites vary in their nature:
whilst Barland’s Farm ship was found in Magor (Gwent), in modern-day Wales — a
location by the sea — Blackfriars 1 was found in London, by the River Thames. Whether
the different location sites can be accounted for any significant difference in ship size or
whether this may be uniquely derived from constructional purposes remains

unanswered>!®, but there seems to have been a degree of attention to the construction itself

512 «All the samples examined were identified as oak (Quercus sp). (...) All the planks were sawn
tangentials in which the centres of the parent tree were rarely visible and only partial if any sapwood
survived. The majority of timbers had insufficient rings for dating purposes». Regarding dendrochronology,
the estimate is of it having been of about 281-326 BCE and 283-328 BCE, judging by two dated samples.
Walker et Caseldine 2004, 67.

513 McGrail et Nayling 2004, 216.

514 McGrail et Nayling 2004, 216.

515 As stated by Nayling and McGrail, «she was about one-fifth the size of Blackfriars 1», which gave her
a probable «capacity of ¢ 3 tonnes». McGrail et Nayling 1998, 57.

516 To observe the specific environment under which Barland’s Farm boat would have dislocated itself
requires inspection of specific details, such as the types of molluscs found: whilst some are «estuarine»,
such as «Hydrobia ventrosa» and «Hydrobia ulvae», evidence has been found for «freshwater and land
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that involved, for instance, that «suitable species [of trees had] been selected for specific
purposes, but also that wood with certain growth or size characteristics had been chosen

to meet specific needs»°’.

New Guy’s House

Amongst 2" century CE ships found in England, there is also New Guy’s House boat>8,
a «river barge (...) designed to carry cargo», with a «pointed end»°'%; according to Navis
I, itis still «in situ»®?°, This vessel offers similar characteristics to those mentioned above
when one regards its dimensions and materials, together with the already well-attested for
skeleton-first method®*. Marsden refers to it as the «only known example [of Romano-
Celtic ships] definitely built in Britain, since it is just possible that Blackfriars ship 1

could have been built in Northern Gaul»®%2,

Find date  Chronology  Width Height Length Material Propulsion
1958 | 2™ ¢, CE 4.25m(N1) 1 m (N1) 16 m (N1) Oak; hazel-
(N1) wood
caulking®%;

iron nails. (N1)
Construction | Skeleton first and carvel. (N1)
features | Operated inland, at the coast and offshore. (N1).

County Hall

Another significant shipwreck found in London is that of County Hall. Dated to the 3™
century CE, it is likely contemporary of the Barland’s Farm wreck. This vessel has

different characteristics from all others of the Romano-Celtic type found in Great Britain:

molluscs», although «relatively small in numbers». The fact that freshwater molluscs have been attested for
does not mean, however, that the vessel would have dislocated itself along the river, and could indicate
instead the movement of tides, as stated in Walker et Caseldine 2004, 61.

517 Walker et Caseldine 2004, 69-70. «Oak was clearly selected preferentially for construction of the vessel:
all structural elements with the exception of treenails and caulking were made from oak».

518 For the most recent archaeological report, which is mostly directed towards preservation but has no new
information regarding ship size, tonnage, cargo, etc., see «The Roman boat adjoining New Guy’s House»,
2010.

518 Marsden 1994d, 103.

520 See https://www2.rgzm.de/navis/home/frames.htm#../ships/ship021/Ship021.htm.

521 «The building sequence of the vessel was similar to that of Blackfriars ship 1. Frames had probably been
fastened to a keel or keel-plank, and the stem and sternposts were added presumably before most of the
planking». The caulking, constituted of «hazel shavings and warmed pine resin», would have been «placed
on the plank edges before the next plank was attached». Marsden 1994d, 102.

522 Marsden 1994d, 97.

523 Marsden 1994d, 98: «Quercus sp» and «Corylus Avellane.
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it is the one with the greatest length, and the small reconstructed width seems to suggest
an elongated shape; the fact that it is the only vessel out of these built in the shell-first
technique, with mortice-and-tenon joints®*, also sets it apart. Beresford considers that it
«provides clear confirmation that the Mediterranean shipbuilding technique, and perhaps
even Mediterranean shipwrights, had been introduced to north-west Europe by at least
the late third century AD»%,

Find date  Chronology  Width Height Length Material Propulsion
1910 | 3rd c¢. CE 5.06 m(N1) 2m (N1) 26 m (N1) Oak (N1)*% Probably
(N1)%% 18.30-21.30%" sailed®®

Construction | Shell first and carvel with a mortice-and-tenon technique. (N1)
features | Inland, coastal, offshore operation (N1).

Fig. 17. County Hall ship, in Marsden 1974: 56.

524 «The joints and construction throughout indicate the vessel as a fine piece of carpentry, and no caulking
was necessary». Marsden 1974: 57.

525 Beresford 2013, 119.

526 Attested by the finding of a «bronze coin of Tetricus the Elder (Emperor in Gaul), AD 270-273», one of
«Carausius (Emperor in Britain), AD 287-293» and one of «Allectus (Emperor in Britain)», AD 293-296.
Marsden 1974: 62.

527 Marsden 1974: 56. These are slightly smaller measurements than those suggested in Navis I, closer to
those of the vessels presented above.

528 Marsden (1974: 55) states that the species could either be «Quercus roburs» or «Quercus petraea», which
grow «in central and northern Europe, but not in Mediterranean lands».

529 «There is little evidence to show how the ship was propelled. There is, however, no arrangement for
rowing on the preserved east side, and this fact, together with the size of the vessel, the discovery of a pulley
block, and what was thought to be part of a mast, indicates that the ship was probably propelled by sail»
(Marsden 1974: 63).
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If both County Hall and Barland Farm’s boat are believed to have operated
simultaneously in inland and coastal areas, only the former is considered as capable of
sailing offshore. Its characteristics may be related to the tradition of building vessels for
sailing across the Thames and into the Atlantic Ocean, in spite of the constant associations

of the Veneti vessels with the Romano-Celtic, skeleton-first types.

Guernsey

Another archaeological finding is the Guernsey shipwreck, also in the Gallo-Roman
tradition. This seems to have been another case of an actual shipwreck rather than
abandonment, as the ship was destroyed by fire>°. In this case, «the strongest and heaviest
element in the hull is the tripartite keel plank», constructed with timbers of «14.05 m long
and 0.12» each®3. Found in 1982 and preserved by the Mary Rose Trust in Portsmouth,
this is one of the vessels regarding which there is less information, as it is still under
conservation, but it has resulted into a wide array of studies. The investigation rhythm is
worsened by the fact that proper funding for housing the vessel «would not be addressed»
until after 2017, as stated in an article by BBC News®3?; the same article, which dates
from 2015, mentions as characteristics a length of 22-25 metres. Aside from the original
and initial conclusions published in 1993, there is a more recent article, published in 2010,
by Jason Monaghan. In spite of its main focus not being the characteristics Guernsey ship
(rather the best methods for exhibition and preservation), it does provide a series of

information.

530 Rule 1990, 50. There are several samples of burnt timber (amidst other objects, as seen in Fig. 18 and
19). It probably sank due to fire on-board, but as it happened on «a low spring tide», not only the crew
would have had scarce difficulty in leaving it, but it also «would have been easy to salvage useful timbers
such as the steering oars or the anchors»; Rule 1990, 51. The entire building process, according to the
author, can be verified in Rule 1990, 53, and consisted, firstly, of selecting, felling and seasoning timbers,
cutting and sawing them, assembling the keel planks and then the floor timbers. Thus, there is an indication
for the skeleton construction, rather than shell.

531 Rule 1990, 52.

532 https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-guernsey-30852076.
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Fig. 18, a reconstruction of the Guernsey ship®®.

Classified it as yet another «Gallo-Roman» or «Romano-Celtic» ship, its measurements
are relatively close to those already seen for other ships of the same typology: of the
surviving 18 metres, an estimate total of 22 is derived, with a «maximum beam» of 6
metres, a keel, and the usage of «heavy oak timbers fastened by massive iron nails»; «the
timbers were butted together without jointing and were assembled frame first, unlike

many Mediterranean ships of the time»®34,

As is the case for other vessels, the dating of the vessel has been made mostly through
cargo (pottery dating to the late 3™ century CE and coins, the latter divided in a «group
of 2" century regular issues dating AD 117-200 (...) all well worn», and «75 coins (...)

all Antoniniani dating from the late 3™ century»°%®.

Navis | has the entry for Guernsey as a shipwreck of the 3™ century AD, and states the

following data:

Find date  Chronology  Width Height Length Material Propulsion
1982 (N1) | 3rd century 6 m (N1) 3m (N1) 25 m (nl) 0ak®%;  iron Sailed
CE (N1) nails.

Construction | Cargo vessel; skeleton first and carvel.
features

533https://www2.rgzm.de/scripts/dbWeb/dbwebc.dll/SingleString_Full_Image?linkxresults/obj/Part_Strin
gsearch/col/NR/dat/2922.

534 Monaghan 2010, 35-36.

535 Rule 1990, 55.

536 Rule 1990, 49: «the ship was constructed entirely of oak (Quercus sp) with edge-to-edge planks fastened
to floor timbers and side-frames with long iron nails. All the longitudinal seams were caulked with oak or
willow shavings and moss was used to effect a seal between the cone shaped heads of the nails and the
planks».
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030 Guemsey

Fig. 19, described as «pitch & burnt debris on plank T114»%7

030 Guernsey

Fig. 20, described as a «pitch block»®

4. Netherlands

De Meern ships

The Netherlands are a very particular case when one is observing the shipwrecks of the
Roman period, especially the Romano-Celtic ship types. Some of the vessels’
characteristics don’t seem identifiable in any of the crafts found thus far in Belgium,
France and Great Britain. One of the points that can be signalled regarding shipwreck
findings in the Netherlands is the fact that they often come in large groups, rather than
being isolated findings. Such is the case, for instance, of the De Meern ships, with six
having been uncovered thus far between 1997 and 2008°°. The De Meern findings, dated
to the 3 century CE>*, are overall classified as being early Zwammerdam types®*, and
investigation has distinguished them from the North Atlantic tradition by subdividing the

craft in two groups, of which one is mostly constituted by what Morel calls «Prahme

S37https://www2.rgzm.de/scripts/dbWeb/dbwebc.dll/Cargo_fulllmage?linkxresults/obj/Cargo/col/Autower
t/dat/102.

538 https://www2.rgzm.de/navis/home/frames.htm#../Navihelp/General/shiplist.ntm.

539 The location of De Meern 5 has since then become unknown, with the last unsuccessful attempt to trace
it having occurred in 2005. See Graafstal 2012, 17.

540 On a first approach, the sand deposits on the riverbank formed during the 3™ century CE or not much
later, which means the shipwrecks must date from before that period. Dinter et Graafstal 2007, 22.

%41 Morel 2007a, 15: «(...) betreft he teen vroege representant van het type Zwammerdamo.
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rheinischer bauart» (Rhenanian barges style) and the other by the «caravel built» style
found in Bevaix, Pommeroeul and Yverdon, of which only the «Druten» shipwreck can
be found in the Netherlands>*2. As one approaches central Europe, the ship types in use
seem, therefore, to diversify, in a line that flows along the Rhine and downwards to
Switzerland. Even if these Rhenanian vessels share general characteristics with the
Romano-Celtic ships (the flat bottoms, in this specific case without a keel; the usage of
iron nails®®), the exclusively carvel-built style is not a constant, being accompanied by
clinker types. It also follows that, as early as 90 CE, ships were being built with a growing
mixture between the preservation of local technology and the inclusion of the
Mediterranean one: De Meern 4 was the first vessel that allowed an identification of both
«huidplanken» (a hull plank) and «veer-endeuvelverbindingen», a mortice-and-tenon
joint technique as found in the Mediterranean®*. A particularity regarding De Meern 4,
possibly built during Traianus’ construction program, is that it seems to have been sunk

purposefully, in order to control river erosion®®.

%42 Morel 2007a, 21; 2007h, 95.

543 Morel 2007a, 21.

54 De Meern 4, identified as a Zwammerda