APPENDIX G

Trireme Warfare in Thucydides

squadron of triremes himself (4.104.4-5; 4.106.3)
the key to supremacy in the Aegean (1.15)
glory was inextricably bound up with her for

§2. The opening years of

—learly viewed naval power as
; Athens’ rise to empire and fall from
tunes at sea.

the Peloponnesian War saw the Athenian navy at the

pshots—a moment of battle, an orator’s defense of a cer-
tain naval policy, the snippet of a commander’s exhortation to his men—and
wrote for an audience intimately familiar with the ships, men, and often the locali-
ties and the battles themselves. These factors sometimes make it difficult for us to

understand the details of what he is describing, though the general outlines are
clear.

§4. The building of specialized warships already
ides’ day, and both warship design and naval fighti
tially over the centuries. In carliest times, when
transport and the battle itself took
carry as many men as possible to battle. Eventuall
sea, but at first these earliest naval ski
fighting done on land: ships served simply as vehi
range of their enemy. Archers, javelin throwers, and hand-to-hand combat de-
cided the outcome of battle. Gradually the ships themselves began to be used as
weapons, and speed, manecuverability, and hyl] strength superseded the imppr-
tance of transport capacity in warship design. By the time of the Peloponnesian

War, naval strategy centered on the offensive capabilities of the trireme, a warship

had a long history by Thucyd-
ng tactics had evolved substan-
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whose main weapon was the ra
pended on a strong crew of rowcrrrsl sf]?iﬁugt.cd . her prow. Success at sea de-
§5. Long and sleek, with a | €d In carrying out ramming tactics
name from the arl‘angc’ment ffirlgth-to-bcam ratio of 9 to 1. the frirerie it
thalamites in the depths of tho rowers. The hull enclosed two, levels of e,
(thwarts). A third row o(f) ¢ hold and the zyyites seated on the hlsll(l), -
the topsides of the hull Thoar§mcn, the zhranites, sat in outriggers m ; crozsbcams
were in a position to s C'c th:‘nl'sz were the key members of the crew. si?]umcnl alt(l)lng
was responsible for guidin tﬁar bla,dcs enter the water. For this rcasc,) cc}?thy 2
'him to adjusf their Stroke% ﬁe zygite and thalamite immediately ncxi1 tCac : ;ainte
il e of three, and thiso' t the general cadence. Thus the trireme c(;can clz) ‘:i/
three-fitted.” (Trireme is s Why'tbe Greeks referred to these warshi -
C(?nﬁguration packed 170 i Ang_llClZCd and Latinized version of ths lgs asl( v
wide, and optimized the b iowers into a hull only about 120 feet | . rcs 1.)5’If'hls
;F:}lj more rowers would ;aigclie(;flp}?;vc'r, speed, and mancuvcrabili(t);i T(r)lngcr bgzt
ng much i ; avier an : & :
have lfckedci;:cglcar‘:’;y Of 1pcreascd speed; a (simrzl(;;: lcaicl)faficvuvlittlfof er (e w1thou(;
technique, and since ;mklﬂg power. Since ramming was th e Wo‘.ﬂ
pared down to a bare gm'tnF ss and speed were paramount, the 3 pmfn:lx;y s
ment for an Athenian tri;nlmum. ‘In addition to the rowérs tt:CSt . d cdcrcw V;las
hoplites (marines), four ar Eme during the Peloponnesian Wa,r ¥ S'tandarf cIollmp 5
stro§6. lI;ikc the hulls of nclofiisr,na[rl: flbOUt sixteen other crew tocs(:i}sglt: b;to T
Tong but light . cing shells, th . <
niques and mgatcnf?lspl?:;b!ea.and this is rcﬂcctcdcirllniltls (:ifczi - vrlas nglt t;O bc;f
s fietions 1o de-dolc?( 1ts construction. The elaborate sgfi: ;SIC‘Z;S: bzsiltn;rouilctlczhe
1concern for light hulls, Since Warshlp§ also bear eloquent tcstirflon to the Athenians’
ogged one, crews regular] A o6y ship was both faster and le . t; -
use. The lightweigh, s hal}l, pulled their triremes out of the ss apt to rot than a wa,tc.r
foles 1o help haul t,h ow-drafted ships were relativel watcr when By “3
During the Sicilian ¢m onto the shore and su i e = o beach and carrie
expedition, wh pports to stabilize them once there.
» When the constant danger of attack required the

Athenian flee

tto be e

A note of real ver battle-read i

: de : y, dr ying o

impossibility o fp?l)llciranon creeps into Nicias{’; 1 Ctliz:ltl(e) ltlhucnj\ gas 9f paraxtrllognt c_c;r;ctrllllc-
enians as he descrl

ng hi :
mo§t7. Becaysc triren%cs ivséigd;n 'shIPS out of the water (7.12.3-5)
= Strcver)‘r inch of space was uCSIgHCd to maximize speed and minimize weight, 3
fion Ct:linng, much less for slcs: d to accommodate rowers. There was hardly room
s c((:a € necessity of regular b[:ngil or preparing and serving food. Thus, in addi-
b oo o e s vee cosrened o
; gistical : : crew coul . 4.20;
zgrcrllcst(i)mcumcs even thccggilcicmuons affected the strcalt:;; 2?1?1 Zittlc(sl Stfzu,: path
CXCrtiomcs' even at midday—in n:ie of battles. Fighting usually ceased a:t sunset—
18 In the stifling heat ? rder to rest and feed crews quickly fatigued bY theif
(0) cramPCd, closcly packcd ql?artcrsy bakf:jl undcr c

that made th
> € nonsto;
to M P voyage ;
Ytilene so remarkable g::t ’zli‘scyd‘dcs felt the need to explain
w did it (3.49).

G7a i
It was this constraint

at the second trireme
how the

Mcdlterranean sun. In fact, several “naval” battles were won by one fleet surprising
its enemy’s crews ashore while they were on dinner break (7.40). Beaches where
b_oats could put in and the crew could disembark for eating and sleeping were sO
Yltal to naval combat that the Spartans at Pylos could plan to drive away the Athen-
ian fleet simply by denying it access to all local landing places (4.8).
§8..A shore camp was also vital as a repository. Although a trireme carried masts
and sails for long-distance travel, as well as anchors, spare oars, cooking equipment,
f”md other supplies, when the ship entered combat all dead weight was left ashore or
in an emergency jettisoned. Finally, the shore station served as both a refuge and a
Ease from which to organize a new attack in the event of defeat. For these reasons,
naval battles” were often amphibious affairs that included fiercely fought battles
on land for control of the shore (7.24). The loss of a base camp was a serious set-

back even for a fleet undefeated on the water.

. §9.. The trireme’s light and slender hull can
its point, the warship’s offensive weapon, was th
prow. One such prow—the only ancient ram ever foun
the coast of Israel, near Athlit. A warship with its buoyant
slow to sink, and long after the battle had ended the victorious fleet scoured the
waters for flooded and capsized hulls to tow off as war booty (1.54). At the very
least, long timbers and the bronze ram could be salvaged and reused. The Athlit

ram, although from a ship larger and later than the fifth-century triremes, provides
and cost invested in a Greek warship. The

a fasc.inating glimpse into the engineering
ram ftSle, a hollow casing weighing half a ton, was cast in a single pouring—32 feat
that impresses even modern bronzesmiths. Its tip flared into fins rather than coming

to a point in order to prevent it from getting wedged in the hull of its opponent,
and the timbers that the bronze casing covered were carefully designed to distribute
th.c.shock of impact over the entire length of the light hull. Like our sophi.sticatcd
military technology today, the ancient warship was an example of contemporary en-

gineering at its highest level.

§10. The prow, then, with its ram and heavy buildup of timbers, was both the of
fensive weapon and the best protected area of the ship. The stern and sides were b
vulnerable quarters. As long as a warship kept her prow toward the enem, S16 T
poised for both offensive and defensive action. Consequently, in the vicinity of hl?d'
the most advantageous position was a battle line drawn up parallel to the shore with
prows facing seaward against the enemy (2.90). This position R
of protecting a place on the beach for the fleet to store all nonessential qupmcm
stripped from a warship before going into battle. In open seas, @ fleet achieved #C5

fensive position by forming a circle with sterns toward the center and prows bristling
two evenly matched flects usu-

outward (2.83.5; 3.78.1). A confrontation between
prows facing one another.
cessfully take

ally began with warships ranged in two parallel lines,
§11. Only a commander with fast ships and skilled rowers c'_ould succ
aggressive action. A commander less surc of his forces would simply wait for the at

be likened to the shaft of an arrow;
e bronze-clad ram mounted on its
d—nhas been excavated off
wooden construction was

611
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CIOSC range . & aslve action. If thC att k 1thi
Silacat %lés?i:l?cch;p[ilt'es threw grappling irons to secure thaztC eflreriﬂ tcixc'd aVI’I -
skilled Athenians gowg ting commenced between the crews of the tvsz,os }llp O’FE :
proficient at Cxc’cutingcva:;’ohzf 2 5 cPcllltation for aggressiveness and were psultll?s{llulff
around”) th 3 andar attack maneuvers. In t ; Cenils
from bCl)lirl(;: f,islttzf Athenl"_‘n ships outflanked the enemy; tl?rn:,l; Plfi’:ﬁl”m s
bt throuéh gapiﬂgzlwy, in the dickplous (“sailing thr(;ugh”) tcflle At}lll,cerllrild Strfil'Ck
their sides or turned 'ccklll the enemy ships and then either i;nmediatel in ’ IPS
great skill, for the ene qul; y and battered their sterns. Rammin itsclg amr'ned
damage but not so mzlc}il al;llthad to be hit with enough force to %ausc si;i?;é;t
A 0 entangle th : i

preventin \ gle the attacking sh :

8 its crew from backing their ship away to saf%t}sf 1ll‘)hlcntrtilrlzrrsllczilmferlcld hgll,

. of all navies

sa
Iy to execute such tactics effectively.

§12. Swift confusj
gagement commcnccgna;guld descend upon even well-trained rowers once an en-
Therefore, skilled and e more than once turned the tide of battle (2.9; 3.77
competed fierc oy for pe)r(foerlcriccd Crews were a prime commodity and r.ivai n;wie)s.
Wwages; slaves were emplo I:iﬂc . wacrs were generally free men hired on at decent
ides tells us that Athciiaz’lC 6only In unusual circumstances (1.55; 8.15). Thucyd-
manders) offered substantja(l 31) and_ Corinthian (1.31) triemrc;as &trirc.:me C(C)ym-
that desertion from one bonuses in an effort to lure well-trained d
her crews intact, the AtheI:laivy to another was frequent (7.13). In an effocrrtc ‘g,k?;
upon completion of the vo AN custom was to pay half in advance and the rcmaindc[;
per day—the standard wo k);;gc ,(8.45). The going rate in Athens was one drachma
(the thalamite and zyg;j ) an's wage—to row in the lower two level tf: o
these rates (along Witillgglcc I‘)&f;sg:onsf).hThranitcs received an additioiilob?)rfszcrx
per month to oper: ages of the rest of the crew), i ;
major advantags O?tl?&:}?cc : ,tr_lreme'(fo.r drachma and mlz’;;t :cocsi‘&ab(:rlltdi(;n;) t%i:f
fleets at sea every year 35 Imperial income was that it al,lowcd F;l P 8
skill in relation ¢ and thereby bring her crews . er to maintain
§13. Their o those of her opponents to a decisively superior level of
' navy w; : >
ocratic state for alI’}rlanli: erl :t‘;? cative symbol of the power and discipline of the dem-
pated in the maintenance and Cﬂlans'. Even members of the upper clazs actively partici-
were assigned one-year com Operation of her fleet. Wealthy and powerful ingisiduals
pointment served as a form Hlf{8310ns as commanders (#rierarchs) of triremes. Their ap-
Crew’s wages, the trierarch S5 o while Biosup provided an e hl d d}:c
with funds from his own €11 Was responsible for outfitting and mai mpty s fh an i
L isinin setting navﬁOCkc-t' Their financial investment gave thi:mtalmngl : V‘:)w-
had at least as much to i p.OhCy’ and many decisions made by Ath s pdcrs
st0§1fl- Of course, Thuc;vclitigiomcsﬁc politics as with field st};ategizrsuan L
o A . -
ry s clearest in its portrayal of Xt}ﬁtr?jz?,l;%liz&;o;ztin l;i;;o(x;}trh of Athcns,cménil}is
. er states—Corinth,

Sy.racuse, and Corcyra, among others—had powerful navies and, like Athens, their
ship-of-the-line was the trireme. All triremes were basically alike in design, so that
the crew of an Athenian trireme could comfortably operate a Peloponnesian or a
Phoenician trireme, and vice versa. But certainly the number of warships and skilled
rowers a state could muster varied greatly. At least in the carly decades of the war,
few could directly challenge the fleets and experienced crews of the Athenians.
Thucydides® battle descriptions give us an indication of the tactics developed by
Athens’ enemies to counteract her superior might at sea. For example, since the
classic Athenian naval maneuvers required plenty of sea room (2.89), one straight-
forward measure taken by her enemies was to avoid engaging in battle on the open
seas. Whenever possible, they took advantage of topography and challenged the
Athenian fleet in confined waters such as the harbors of Pylos and Syracuse, where it
was impossible to execute the periplous or diekplous. Confinement not only pre-
vented the Athenians from employing their prowess at rowing but also increased
the ever-present danger of ships running afoul of one another. Once flects were
locked in a standstill, fighting was reduced to hand-to-hand combat and tactics and
weapons differed little from those used on land (1.48). The Corinthians (7.34) and
the Syracusans (7.36) carried this strategy onc step further and rebuilt their navy to
suit the new demands of warfare based on strong hulls and brute force. Thucydides’
ficscription is too brief for us to understand the exact nature of the alterations, but
it is clear that they redesigned their prows so that the force of collision would be
aimed against the Athenians’ unprotected outriggers. Rowers rather than hulls were
damaged, but the effect was the same: with their wings clipped, the spmn
triremes became sitting ducks and were easily overcome by the heavily manned
ships of their enemies. Over the course of the war, tactics dCVdOPCd,tO — —
Athenian rowing prowess became standard battle stratcgy. For navies (clylng on
such strategies, hull strength and capacity to carry marines became more lmporfam
Fhan speed and maneuverability, and the design and operation ‘of the classic Athen-
ian trireme was eventually superseded by the demands of new kinds of warfare.
§15. Athens ruled the sea during the period when she alone, due to her lmpcb:rs
SYStcm, could finance the training, manning, and sustained opcranqn of l;argc ﬂ:t?: 77
of triremes capable of executing sophisticated maneuvers: Thucydides ¢ OX:]:ens” it
scribed this heyday of Athenian naval might. But as the war dragged -

" i i - ships to gain a major victory in
ponents developed new strategies and modified their ships hi%h s s

Sicily, and th. i i Dersia with W
en obtained financial support frA% destroy it. Almost 2 century Wou

ian supremacy in the Aegean, and ultimately t begin-
pass before the final eclipse of the trireme, but Thucydides’ account heralds the begt
ning of the end.
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Trireme Warfare in Herodotus

§1. Herodotus describes a vigorous era in the history of the maritime traffic and
warfare in the Mediterranean. Greek: and Phoenician colonies anchored far-flung
trading networks north to the Black Sea and west along the African and European
coasts to Spain and even beyond the Straits of Gibraltar. Sea lanes had to be policed,
colonies protected, parochial navies developed and increased. Furthermore, naval
strength, always a prerogative of coastal and island states, became an important factor
in the expanding domains of inland powers such as Spartac and Persia. The jostling of
all these escalating commercial and political interests in the seas of the Mediterranean
fostered developments in ship design, construction, and handling.

§2. Herodotus is one of our primary sources for these developments. But he
assumes a firsthand familiarity with seagoing ships of the Greeks and Persians, and
so his abbreviated references do not provide us with the complete manual of ancient
seafaring in the archaic Aegean* that we would have liked. It is not easy to complete
the picture. There are images of ships, primarily on Attic pottery, but they are diffi-
cult to interpret. Underwater explorations have yielded only cargo ships; ancient
warships have left few traces. Men jumped off sinking ships, and without the weight
of human ballast, the empty wooden hulls floated just below the surface and were
often salvaged before they sank completely. Those hulls that did sink to the seafloor

had no cargo to protect them from marine predators and deterioration, and so there
is now little or nothing left for underwater archacologists to discover. Especially
conspicuous is the lack of Phoenician testimony; we know of the ships and maritime
achievements of these most excellent seafarers and sea fighters mostly through sec-

ondhand, often hostile accounts. Thus Herodotus’ story remains the essential
account of archaic maritime history.

S.1a  Greece (Hellas): Map S, AX. S.1lc
S.1b  Europe, Phoenicia, Euxine (Black) Sea, Africa S.2a
(Libya), Spain (Iberia), Straits of Gibraltar (Pillars
of Herakles): Map S, locator.

Sparta: Map S, BX.
Aegean Sea: Map S.
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rowers. In its classical form, the hull enclosed two levels of rowers, and a third row of
oarsmen sat in outriggers mounted along the topsides of the hull. Only the topmost
rowers were in a position to see the oar blades enter the water, and each rower in the
upper bank was responsible for guiding the two rowers below him to adjust their
stroke to fit the general cadence. Thus the trireme crew worked in teams of three, and
this is why the Greeks referred to these warships as #7ieress, “three-fitted.” This config-
uration packed 170 rowers into a hull about 120 feet long and 15 feet wide, and opti-
mized the balance of power, speed, and maneuverability: a longer boat with more
rowers would have been heavier and more difficult to maneuver without gaining much
in the way of increased speed, while a smaller boat with fewer rowers would have
lacked sufficient speed and striking power. During the classical period, since ramming
was the primary offensive technique, and since lightness and speed were paramount,
the rest of the crew was pared down to a bare minimum. In addition to the rowers,
the standard complement for an Athenian trireme during the Peloponnesian War con-
sisted of only ten marines, four archers, and about sixteen other crew to sail the boat.b
§6. At what point the trireme attained its classical specifications is a matter of
debate. There is likely to have been significant variability among the earliest models.
Certain fleets of archaic triremes had a reputation for better performance. Herodotus
praises especially the ships of the Sidonians among the Phoenicians, and the Samians,
Athenians, and Aeginetans® among the Greek fleets. But he does not specify whether
this is a matter of construction, crew, or condition; his stock praise is simply that the
ships “moved best in the water.” If this was a matter of design, the differences cannot
have been conspicuous, since there are several incidents of confusion between enemy
and friendly ships in the Histories (for example, 7.194.1, 8.87.4). Herodotus does
mention that Phoenician triremes could be distinguished by the figureheads on their
prows® (3.37.2), and at least some ships carried individual insignia (8.88.2, 8.92.2),
but in general and at least externally all triremes must have looked essentially alike.
§7. The number of marines on the decks of these early fleets of triremes did
vary,* and scholars debate whether these differences in the number of fighting men
are indicative of substantive differences in ship design and /or battle tactics. Essen-
tially the question is whether marines played a primary or auxiliary role in offensive
tactics. Or, put another way, at what point did ramming strategies supersede the
old-fashioned conception of warships as troop carriers? How one understands
Herodotus is the linchpin to this debate. Can Herodotus’ descriptions of certain
ships/fleets as “better at sailing” or “heavier” (8.60.a1) be understood in terms of
number of marines on board and/or modified designs? How many marines would
necessitate modifications to ship design (added deck space, for example)? Does a
report by Herodotus of an increased number of marines indicate a fleet built for

S.5b  See Figure S.1 for a photograph of the Olympias, a ent contingents are described in terms of their armor,
full-scale trireme constructed in Greece and sailed, weapons, and dress, but not by distinctive triremes.
rowed, and tested in the 1990s; and Figure S.2 for S.7a The Chians at Lade fought with a complement of
a construction and manning diagram of the ship. 40 marines (6.15.1). (Chios, Lade: Map S, BY.)

S.6a  Sidon: Map S, locator. Athens, Aegina: Map S, BX. Xerxes sailed with an additional 30 marines on

S.6b  See also Samian ships (not triremes) with boars’ deck (7.184.2). Kleinias® crews of 200 conform to

heads on their prows (3.59.3). the classical standard, namely, 10 marines (8.17).
S.6¢  In the catalog of Xerxes’ fleet (8.89-95), the differ-
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FIGURE S.1. THE MODERN TRIREME OLYMPIAS, BEIN
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APPENDIX S

FIGURE S.2. CROSS-SECTIONAL DIAGRAM OF A TRIREME, SHOWING PLACEMENT OF ROWING
STATIONS.

Sea Battles

§9. Herodotus’ account of the battle of Salamis® is his most detailed description
of a naval engagement; he was a boy when the battle took place, and as a native of
Halicarnassus,® he must have heard about it—and especially Artemisia’s role—
directly from participants on the Persian side. There exists a second contemporary
source, the Athenian tragedian Aeschylus, who probably took part in the battle. His
drama The Persians played before an audience that undoubtedly included many who
had fought at Salamis eight years earlier. The two authors disagree about the num-
bers of ships on each sidec and the locations of their ships and tactics at the initial
attack.? These discrepancies highlight the uncertainties of Herodotus’ method,
reliant primarily upon oral and, most often, secondary or even tertiary sources.

§10. It should be remembered, too, that literary considerations influenced his
narrative. So, for example, the figure of Artemisia, who certainly existed and whose
reported actions may well reflect reality, also serves to illustrate the themes of inver-
sion® and transgression® and resulting confusion that pervade this history. Herodotus’
S$9a  Salamis: Map S, BX.

§.9b  Halicarnassus: Map S, BY.
§$.9c¢  Herodotus: 1,207 Persian vs. 380 Greek.

accounts is the depiction of foreign customs as an
inversion of the normal order. So, for example,
Egyptian women urinate standing up, but the men

Aeschylus: 1,000 Persian vs. 300 Greek. sit down.

$.9d  For detailed discussions, see J. S. Morrison and S$.10b Boundary crossings and boundary violations,
J. . Coates, The Athenian Trireme ( 1986), 59-60, physical and behavioral, are a central theme of the
and, most recently, D. Potter, Bryn Mawr Classical Histories. Herodotus characterizes especially the

Review 2006.03.29 (a review of R. T. Wallinga, Persian Kings with such actions, as, for example,
Xerxes’ Greek Adventure: The naval perspective. Xerxes’ crossing of the Hellespont (Map S, AY) or

Mnemosyne supplement 265 [ Leiden: Brill, 2005]). his treatment of the son of the Lydian Pythios
S$.10a A common theme of Herodotus’ ethnographic (Lydia: Map S, BY).
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description of Artemisia ramming a Persian ship is an excellent example of this
combination of historical report and literary topos.c In assessing Herodotus’ histor-
ical narrative, it is important to realize that this is first of all a work of literature, in
which imagery is manipulated and “facts” are tools used to advance the themes of
his history.

§11. Even so, it is possible to detect in Herodotus’ narrative an increasing
emphasis on naval warfare (and skills) in its implementation over the course of the
sixth and early fifth centuries. Fleets grow ever larger, and coalitions become increas-
ingly broad in scope. Battle strategy grows more reliant on rowing tactics and per-
haps incorporates ramming as an offensive weapon.

§12. Herodotus reports only the barest outlines of the battle at Alalie (535),
between a fleet of sixty Phocaean ships (probably penteconters) and a Carthaginian-
Etruscan coalition double that size.* Of special interest is his description of the dam-
age to twenty Greek ships: he says that they were rendered unusable by their “rams
being ‘bent back’ (1.166). This is the earliest extant mention of rams in battle
(although there are earlier depictions) and, as discussed above, it is possible that this
awkward image of damage is indicative of newly emergent technology and tactics.

§13. Less than half a century later (494), at Lade ramming may have been inte-
gral to battle strategy. It is perhaps no coincidence that here, too, the primary role is
played by a Phocacan commander (Dionysius), in spite of the fact that he heads one
of the smallest contingents (only three ships!) of the Ionian fleet. Dionysius concen-
trates especially on two maneuvers: sailing in column (epi keras) and the diekplous,®
which in classical times consisted of breaking through an enemy line and then turn-
ing rapidly to ram his defenseless side or stern.

§14. By 480, at Artemision,* the Greeks have become adept at rowing maneu-
vers. The significantly outnumbered Greek fleet successfully defended itself by draw-
ing up into a tight circle (kwuklos), bows facing outward against the enemy. They

were able to maintain formation and fight successfully until nightfall put a halt to
the action.

Dangers on the Waters

§15. The greatest danger to ships was not battle but storm, and no ancient naval
expedition ever set sail in the Mediterranean during winter months. The Persian dis-
asters at Athos (6.44.2) and along the coasts of Magnesia (7.168) and Euboea?
(8.13) vividly confirmed Artabanos’ caution to Xerxes: the greatest threat to a large-
scale naval expedition against Greece lay in the lack of adequate havens from storms
§.10c  For more on Artemisia, see R. V. Munson,

“Artemisia in Herodotus,” Classical Antiquity 7
(1988),91-106.

but Cawkwell argues that the fully developed
diekplous was not employed until the Pelopon-
: 2 nesian War and that Herodotus’ use of the word
S.12a  Alalie (Corsica), Carthage: Map S, locator. Pho- indicates only a maneuver used to bring the
caca: Map S, BY. marines into fighting range. See Appendix H,
S.12b Literally, “They were bent back as to their beaks.” The Tonian Revolt, n. 4Cf, and G. Cawkwell, The
Other suggested translations: their rams were Greek Wars. The Failure of Persia (Oxford: Oxford

“buckled,” “twisted off,” “badly bent.” University Press, 2005).

S.13a Lédc: Map S, B_YA S.14a  Artemision: Map S, AX.

S.13b  Literally, “to sail through and out.” Later sources ~ $.15a  Mount Athos, Magnesia: Map S, AX. Euboea:
associate this maneuver specifically with ramming, Map S, BX.

APPENDIX S

- EUROPE
IBER - e ETRURIA Enxine (Black) Sea
"Ry Alalie, Y :
Sybaris,
~~ Pillars of Coreyra”’ ASIA
Herakles 5
Carthage ) .Syracusc ;
: ‘ Cyprus -
Mediterrancan Sea PHOENICIA” %idon
LIBYA
EGYPT
0 750 km 750 mi
Y
S e
X ¢ 5 o .ZOnC
D HELLESPONT
*Abydos
A
HELLAS Aggean e,
B 3 Sea X
7 - Artemision
= 1 LYDIA
w»Phocaca
Sicyon,. © “ < Sl
Corinth® © Salamis i
Epidauros, . M o b
5 , y 3 { 1
e .ﬂﬂjams.'&ui
Sparta, : i P AN :
~ Cape

Mar S

831



APPENDIX S

APPENDIX S DA S

(7.49.2-3). Ancient naval fleets by necessity hugged the very coasts that posed their
most imminent danger, for the cramped quarters of warships required regular stops
for the crew to eat and sleep. Even in good weather, long stretches in triremes
became exceedingly uncomfortable for the oarsmen. Rowers on the modern
Olympias® were much bothered by the heat and stench that quickly permeated their
close wooden quarters; in the prelude to Lade, Dionysius’ rowers endured only one
week of daylong training regimes on shipboard before rebelling (6.12.2-4).

§16. Ships also stayed within sight of coasts because these were their guideposts.
Stars were no aid to navigation in the narrow latitudes of the Mediterranean; pre-
served ancient “admiralty charts” ( periplor) indicate that mariners set their courses
primarily by coastal landmarks and estimated speeds and distances. Herodotus may
have obtained some of the information he cites for the areas of seas and lengths of
rivers from such mariners” handbooks. Apparently Darius could not get his hands on
such a guide, and so his first step in the invasion of Greece was to send ahead an
expedition to reconnoiter the Greek coastline (3.136.1). In fact, Herodotus notes
several instances in which lack of detailed knowledge of the Aegean coastline caused
troubles for the Persian fleet (7.183.2, 8.107). The Corcyrians,;® on the other hand,
used local knowledge of geography and weather to their advantage, citing the well-

known storms off Cape Malea® as a plausible excuse for not joining the Greek coali-
tion at Salamis (7.168.4, 4.179.2).

Seafaring Nations

§17. Herodotus says that the Aeginetans and, after them, the Athenians fought
best at Salamis (8.93.1).: Other Greek contingents have their moment in the sun:

the Milesians® during Alyattes’ reign (1.17.3), the Chians at Lade (6.15.1), and sev-
eral times the Samians.c Herodotus also reco

(4.152) and Phocaean (1.163.1) merchant fleets.

§18. But the sailors par excellence of Herodotus’ account are the Phoenicians.:
Phoenician colonists and merchants open his narrative (1.1.1) and Phoenician ships
permeate its entirety. Phoenician warships were the backbone, the heart, and the
stars of the Persian fleets,> Phoenician merchant ships (gauloi) plied the whole
sweep of the Mediterranean, and a Phoenician fleet accomplished the circumnaviga-
tion of Africa.c Among the Phoenicians, the Sidonians had special pride of place:
Xerxgs’ chosen flagship was a Sidonian vessel (7.100.2, 7.128.2), and a Sidonian
warship won the rowing match (7.44; especially 7.96) at Abydos.¢ Unfortunately,

archacological, iconographical, and other textual sources for the ships of the Phoeni-
cians are sparse.

gnizes the wide-ranging Samian

S.15b The keel o.f the Olympias was laid down in 1985 $.17c  The Samians are mentioned on four occasions;
and the ship was launched in 1987, 3.44.2,3.122.2,5.117. 6.14.3 ;
Sits Comm Mipe i S18a  Phoenicia: Map S, locator.
. APC At D O, DA L 8.18b  The Phoenicians are mentioned in this capacity at
S$.17a  Seealso 5.83.2 for AcgmcFan superiority at sea 3.19.2-3,5.109.3, 6.6, 6.28.1. 6.31.1. 6.33
(shortly thereafter contradicted by 5.86.2). $.18¢  Phoenician circum’na;'i ’ation.o}Aﬁiéa',4 42; also
Aegina, Athens, Salamis: Map . ¥ et

$.17b  Miletus: Map S, BY. s ki ii’;’iﬁiﬁﬂ,?ﬁs-
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Merchants and Colonists

§21. Herodotus’ enumeration of fleets only occasionally makes reference to the
supply ships that accompanied and outnumbered the warships. In contrast to thc sleek
lines of the oared ships designed for speed, cargo ships* were built for capacity, and
thus their profiles were rounded and full. Merchant traffic through the Hellespont
was particularly important, for the fertile fields of the Greek colonies in rhc< Black
Sea provided vital resources of grain to their homelands. Thus, control of t.hcsc
straits was strategically important for both sides. But Dionysius’ acts of piracy
against Carthaginian and Tyrrhenian® merchant shipping in Sicily illustrate that dan-
gers beset merchant shipping throughout the Mediterranean (6.17). It is perhaps

because of such dangers that oared warships are regularly associated with coloniza-
tion movements.<

“Other” Watercraft

§22. It is only when he discusses fo
or the baris of the Nile, that Herodotu
logical, iconographic, and/or ethno
Round, skin-covered boats (Arabic:
into the early twentieth century,

reign watercraft, such as the Armenian boats
s provides details. In both instances, archaeo-
graphic evidence corroborates his descriptions.
kufah) were sailed down the lower Euphrates
and just as in Herodotus’ account (1.149), they
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S.21a  Greek merchant ship: holkas, Phoenician:
Janlos.

$.21b  Carthage, Tyrrhenia (Etruria): Map S, locator.

S.21c  Warships associated with colonization: triacop-

ters, 4.148.3; penteconters, 1.163.1, 4.153,
4.156.2; triremes, 5.47.1.

§.22a C. Haldane and C. W, Shelmerdine. “Herodotus

2.96.1-2 Again.” Classical Quarterly 40 (199
535-539, with references. i )



