Commanding Texts: Knowledge-ordering, Identity Construction

and Ethics in 'Military Manuals’ of the Roman Empire
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Introduction

This thesis is about military manuals—synoptic pedagogic texts on military matters — produced
in the first few centuries of the Roman imperial period. These are not the most popular of
Classical texts, often described as dry, practical, and straightforward, but this thesis argues that
they merit far more attention and appreciation than they have received in the scholarship so
far, and will explore some of the areas in which this more sustained scrutiny is particularly
fruitful. Before doing so, however, it is worth providing a short summary of the present state of
the field, since the study of ancient military manuals has been associated mainly with the
discipline of military history and has altered as that discipline itself has changed over the last
decades, and since Classics itself also extended its textual horizons over the same time frame.
This thesis builds on this recent work, as well as developing themes and questions about empire
and identity, power and knowledge in the Roman world that have emerged from other areas of

ancient historical enquiry.
1. Different approaches to military manuals

‘Traditional’ military history focuses mainly on topics that have to do with campaigning, in
particular strategy, tactics, battle formations and weapons. Military historians usually take a
strictly utilitarian approach, being interested in the very practical aspects of all these
components. Such an approach, which has been applied to the Classical world as well, is
reinforced by the belief popular amongst military historians that certain parameters remain
constant, irrespective of cultural background and time period, and that similar methods of

investigation will yield similar results.?

Ancient military manuals — from Aeneas Tacticus’ fourth-century B.C. work on how to survive a
siege to Vegetius’ fourth or fifth century A.D. epitome of the military art (and beyond) — have
been considered rich sources, because they provide precisely the sort of information sought out

by this line of inquiry. But the traditional military historians’ relationship with the manuals has

1 Kéchly and Riistow (1852), Droysen (1888), Delbriick (1920), Kromayer and Veith (1928), Anderson (1970).
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been limited, with little attention paid to the potential agendas and overall projects of these

texts.

In recent decades, military history and its approaches have evolved and diversified. Arguably,
the publication of John Keegan’s The Face of Battle in 1976 revolutionised the way scholars
looked at battle and warfare, through its focus on the personal experience of the soldier — on
what one would have done and felt on an individual level.? Many of his methods and
approaches, his questions and ideas, have since been applied to the Classical world.3
Subsequently more complex issues of warfare, such as the psychology of the battlefield, post-
traumatic stress, morale, the depiction of the self and the enemy, and the relationship between
social, cultural and practical factors in different types of war-related practices have attracted
attention (with the Greek phalanx receiving particular attention). Methods from psychology,
anthropology and sociology have been deployed in order to understand ancient warfare and
warriors in @ more rounded way. Scholars have moved away from the ‘traditional’ utilitarian
analysis of military history, to think more deeply about how combat was conceptualised and
whether the ways in which men fight are dictated by factors other than efficiency, such as
social norms, expectations and reputation, with even the traditional topics of tactics and

weapons being scrutinised from this viewpoint.*

Although military history has branched out, its relationship with military manuals has remained
limited. Indeed, they have actually faded in importance — or worse, became even more
decontextualised, bundled together with other sources in attempts to (re)create the
aforementioned ‘face of battle’. With their apparent focus on tactics, formations and weapons,

they have not seemed to offer the data relevant to the new directions being taken, and scholars

2 Keegan (1976); for a good overview of Keegan’s method and impact on the writing of military history see Ostwald
(2012), thought he seems to have been mainly influential in anglo-saxon literature and Ostwald mentions that
French scholarship has had a “long-standing preference for ‘war and society’ studies”.

3 Victor Hanson’s (1989) book brought Keegan’s approach to ancient history, but see also Philip Sabin’s (2000)
article for a similar approach with respect to the Romans, Goldsworthy (1998), (2007) and Daly (2002).

4 Hanson (1989) and van Wees (2004) are perhaps the most influential. Also Crowley (2012) and Kagan and
Viggiano (eds.) (2013) for a mixture of old and new approaches and theories. But cf. French scholarship, always
interested in the more social aspects of warfare; for example Ducrey (1968), Harmand (1967), Vernant (1968)
Garlan (1972) and (1989), Le Bohec (1998). For understandable reasons, German scholarship after World War I
has taken little interest in warfare. For a more complete discussion see Hanson (1999).
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have looked more to writers of historical narrative for answers about psychology, cultural

connections and individual experience in ancient warfare.>

In as far as ancient military manuals have attracted recent scholarly attention this has, broadly
speaking, taken two forms, both of which are connected to a wider move within classical
studies, a move to extend and challenge the literary canon, to find value and interest in
traditionally non-canonical works from the Greek and Roman worlds, and to be more holistic in
approaching ancient culture. Thus, a range of more or less obscure and overlooked texts,
including some on how to build artillery engines, fortify a military camp, and command an
army, on strategy and tactics in warfare, have received new editions, translations, and
commentaries, and been more generally discussed by those focusing on particular treatises or
authors.® Secondly, military manuals have been caught up in the recent outburst of activity

around ancient technical literature, as it treats an array of subjects, in an array of styles.”

In the first case, the quality of editions and translations, studies and analysis has been mixed.
Everett Wheeler and Peter Krentz’s translation and commentary on Polyaenus’ Strategemata,
for example, published in 1994 is very useful, and has helped the work achieve a higher profile
in scholarship more broadly.? Others, such as James DeVoto’s edition and translation of Arrian’s
Taktika and Ektaxis, and Christopher Matthew’s of Aelian’s Taktika, are marred by inaccuracies,
a poor understanding of the manuscript tradition, and a tenuous grasp of the Greek language.®
Similarly, although some recent articles and essays have strong individual points to make,

others are more superficial and summary in their treatment, and the discussion remains rather

5 For example Lee (2013) relying mainly on Xenophon, Thucydides and Herodotus; Heckel (2013) on Diodorus; Sage
(2013) on Polybius and actually faulting ‘military manuals’ in not being useful in recreating the ‘actual’ history of
tactical developments.

6 Whitehead (1990), (1992), Burliga (2008), on Aeneas Tacticus, and Garlan (1977) on siege warfare more
generally, Milner (1993) on Vegetius, Grillone (2012) for Ps-Hyginus, Stoll (2012) on Xenophon's Hipparchikos. No
new English translations of Frontinus’ Strategemata have been attempted since Bennett’s (1925) but there are
relatively new Italian and French editions of the text; Laederich (1999) for the French one and Galli (1999) for the
Italian one. See also Petrocelli (2008) and Sestile (2011) for new Italian editions of Onasander’s and Aelian’s
treatises.

7 Formisano (2017) on Vegetius and Onasander, Kénig (2004) and (2017) on Frontinus, Roby (2016) on the “artillery
manuals’.

8 Krentz and Wheeler (1994); also more recently Broadersen (2011).

9 DeVoto (1993); Matthew (2012) with Wheeler (2016) for the numerous problems of the edition.
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disparate and fragmented, underdeveloped and un-joined up, so far.’® The most important
contributions have been Philip Stadter’s and Brian Bosworth’s discussions of Arrian’s military
texts in the context of his other works, of his complete oeuvre, and of the author himself,!!
Everett Wheeler’s attempts to discover the purpose of Arrian’s Taktika and analysis of it in the
context of his relationship with Hadrian, and Delfino Ambaglio, James Chulp and Christopher
Smith’s articles on Onasander, discussing his focus on psychology and the moral aspect of
generalship, as well as his emphasis on ‘just warfare’ (Smith also tackles the background of the

author and of his patron, Q. Veranius).*?

In the second case, scholars have moved away from regarding technical literature as simply a
factual ‘source’ from which to cull ‘accurate information’ and have focused on the rhetoric, self-
positioning and overall agenda of the authors.!® Scholars have explored the way knowledge is
ordered and presented and how authors present themselves as experts and compete with each
other, and how (Greek) ‘knowledge’ and (Roman) ‘power’ and the different types of knowledge
and expertise related to one another.?* Military manuals have been partially integrated in this
discussion, but there is more to be done, as there has been no overall analysis of the whole
‘genre’ of the ancient military manual, nor have they been treated as a whole in any way.*> This
thesis brings the two aforementioned approaches together in a holistic way, examining a series
of texts from the Empire in a thematic manner, dealing with both their practicality and with

guestions asked about technical literature in more general terms.

2. A holistic approach to military manuals

10 Stadter (1978) and Dain (1946) attempt a parallel between Aelian, Arrian and Asclepiodotus as the ‘parent text’.
11 Stadter (1980); Bosworth (1993).

12 Ambaglio (1981), Chulp (2014), Smith (1998).

13 Most recently Kénig and Woolf (2017). For rhetoric in the history of science see Latour (1987); Gross (2006);
Pera (1994). Konig (2004) 6-7 points out that ‘texts about technical knowledge are generally considered to be
simple’ and do not constitute ‘the object of reflection’, scholars considering that ‘they do not carry ethical or
political values’ and that they are ‘not an essential part of the culture that produced them’; also Cuomo (2000); on
Frontinus especially being read as a practical, no-nonsense guy Laederich (1999) 34; Campbell (1987) 28.

Y¥For all these themes see Kénig and Woolf (2017) 1-17, Whitmarsh and Kénig (2007) 5-6; Barton (1994); Nutton
(2009); von Staden (1997); van der Eijk; for excessive philotimia as negative Konig and Woolf (2017) 16-25; for
competition between different kinds of expertise Formisano and van der Eijk (2017), Parry (2007); Rihl (1999) 13-
16; A. Konig (2017); for (Greek) ‘knowledge’ vs. (Roman) ‘power’ Wallace-Hadrill (1988); Whitmarsh (2005); Barton
(1995), J. Konig (2009), A. Kdnig (2009).

15 See esp. Kdnig and Woolf (2017).



This thesis will examine Frontinus’ Strategemata, Arrian’s Ektaxis and Arrian and Aelian’s
Taktika, Onasander’s Strategikos and Polyaenus’ Strategika in an attempt to flag up some of the
bigger themes and problems that have been discussed in relation with other, more prominent
technical texts, and show how ‘military manuals’ are an integral and significant part of the
history of knowledge and have much to contribute to the discussion about experts and

expertise in antiquity.

The approach that | take here has been inspired by Brian Campbell’s 1987 article which brings
all the texts that | consider in this thesis together and treats them as a ‘genre’ or at least a
distinctive group, raising issues such as their potential audience, purpose and comparison to
other Lehrbucher but also asking more traditional questions related to their practicality and

usefulness.1®

Comparison of the texts considered here to Lehrbucher or ‘manuals’ raises the question of their
practicality for instructing readers about warfare and generalship, as does the label of ‘technical
text’ or technical literature.'” Indeed if one reads the second half of Arrian’s Taktika, one might
wonder whether there is anything to be learned from the description of ‘parade’ cavalry drills,
or whether we should place more emphasis on the way that military knowledge is constructed,
presented and evaluated.® At the same time, we cannot disregard Campbell’s observations
about the lack of an actual system of instruction for generals and officers in the Roman Empire
(i.,e. a ‘Roman military academy’) so the practical value of the texts cannot be so readily
dismissed, especially when they do not necessarily fit into our own scheme of what constitutes
a manual.’® Having an agenda need not be seen as excluding an intended practicality.?® My
intention in bringing ‘military manuals’ into the frame of ‘technical texts’ is to deploy in relation
to these military works the more sophisticated, complex analyses that have been used with
regard to other technical texts, analyses that do not assume that the authors were only writing

practical guidelines on how to perform a specific task or master a specific discipline, but show

16 Campbell (1987).

17 Also Formisano and van der Eijk (2017) esp. 2-11.

18 For example A. Kdnig (2017) investigates Frontinus’ discourse on practical know-how and theoretical expertise.
1% Campbell (1987) 22.

20 Campbell (1986) 24.



how the works reflect the authors’ broader concerns about learning, knowledge, its (and their)

position within the political world, among other things.

The texts that have been discussed as part of ‘technical literature’ are varied in nature,
spanning both topics that are considered traditionally ‘technical’ — such as mathematics,
architecture and medicine — and topics dealing with law, historiography and philosophy.?! One
of the primary arguments which has emerged from this comparative approach concerns the
importance of the way in which knowledge is ordered in these treatises, especially in relation to
texts and authors of the Roman Empire (which is also concerned with ordering), but also in

relation to the accumulated knowledge of the past. 22

The ‘military manuals’ have been overlooked in this approach and indeed their concern with
ordering knowledge will constitute one of the main guiding threads of the thesis. We shall see
that the ordering and categorising done by the military manuals is not just an ordering of the
topic(s) discussed and the information available, but also a cross-cultural ordering and ranking
of Greek and Roman knowledge, with particular focus and attention to precedence. In doing so,
the authors not only build up and compare ‘empires of knowledge’ with the physical Roman
empire ‘of power’, but square off different Greek and Roman ‘empires of knowledge’ against
each other, often using ‘Greek knowledge’ to define Roman identity — but also their own
identity as authors — and to point out and explain diversity. So ordering and presenting
knowledge are also interconnected with authority and competition, and, as Kénig and Woolf
assert in introducing their recent collected volume on Authority and Expertise in Ancient
Scientific Culture, ‘scientists’ in the Ancient world had to work much harder at making
themselves authoritative because there was no formal institution that could accredit them as
experts, and they, therefore, worked just as hard to construct authoritative authorial personas,
emphasising — in the first person — their own knowledge and expertise.?> Rhetoric and

rhetorical persuasion are therefore an important part of ‘handbooks’, not only for self-

21 Kénig and Woolf (2017) 1-3.

22 For example Whitmarsh and Kénig (2007) 5-6.

23 Kénig and Woolf (2017) 1-2. Despite this competitive element, Whitmarsh and Kénig (2007) 21-22 point out that
even though oftentimes authors create parallel ‘empires of knowledge’, they do not always have to compete with
the political empire of Rome, their agendas playing a much more complicated game of ‘subversion’ and support.
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promotion but also for the promotion of the content therein, and the way in which material is
presented against other similar material is often the greatest source of authority (and this is

especially true for a body of knowledge which at first seems very similar). 24

We shall therefore examine, in the second chapter (after the first chapter which will
contextualise and provide more information about each text, engaging with issues such as the
identity of the author, the intended audience of the work, and the ‘genre’ to which the work
belongs), how authors tackle the issue of ‘Greek’ and ‘Roman’ knowledge, categorising and
ranking it and, in doing so turning it into a tool of self-promotion. We shall see how Roman
knowledge is both undermined and subverted but also praised, and how Greek knowledge is at
the same time placed above Roman knowledge and integrated into a narrative of continuity
with it, in an attempt to bolster the authorial personas of the authors and to create both a
ranking and a unified concept of military ‘science’.?> We will discover in Arrian and Aelian’s
Taktika how different rhetorical strategies are used to persuade the reader not only of the
prominence of a certain type of ‘military knowledge’ but also that a particular author can offer

the best interpretation of this said knowledge.

This type of discussion will also tie closely into existing debates about the relationship between
‘knowledge’ and ‘power’ in the ancient world (especially between ‘Greek knowledge’ and
‘Roman power) — or knowledge-ordering and politics.2® The ways in which authors approached
their dedicatee(s), and positioned their expertise with respect to these persons of power and
influence, which has been explored in new —and more nuanced — ways in other texts, will now
also be examined with respect to ‘military manuals’ throughout chapters two and three — but

especially in the latter with a special focus on the relationship between Arrian and Hadrian.?’

The theme of identity will also feature prominently in chapters two and three in light of the

explicit polarisation in the texts of ‘Greek’ and ‘Roman’ knowledge, but chapter three in

24 For example A. Kdnig (2009) about the presentation of architecture in Vitruvius.

25 For self-promotion and self-defacing in technical literature see Kénig and Woolf (2017) 2; 7-9; they give the
example of Galen as a classic one of self-assertion with Barton (1994); Nutton (2009); von Staden (1997); for
excessive philotimia as negative Konig and Woolf (2017) 16-25.

26 For example Wallace-Hadrill (1988); Whitmarsh (2005); Barton (1995).

7). Kénig (2009); esp. A. Kénig (2009) for the relationship between Augustus and Vitruvius.

9



particular will focus on the use of Greek knowledge in the construction of Roman identity, of
the identity of Arrian himself but also the identity of the Roman Empire. However, because
structural divisions are often artificial, the theme of order and ordering will not be too far from
this latter chapter either, and we shall see how Arrian uses Greek knowledge to give shape and

to organise his Roman world.

A brief look at Aelian’s preface will give a taste of how all these themes are an essential part of
his agenda and demonstrate how they have so far been overlooked and how they can

contribute to and inform recent debates in scholarship on technical literature:

Trv mapa toig "EAAnGL taktiknv Bewplav And twWv ‘Ounpou xpovwv tnv apxnv Aapoiocay,
aUtokpatop Kaloap vie Beol Tpaiave oeBaote, moAol TV Mpo AUEOV cuvéypadav oUkK

€XOVTEG, NV NUETG €V TOTC HaBruacLy EmLoTeLONUEY EELV EXELV.

‘Imperator Caesar son of the deified [Nerva] Traianus Augustus, tactical theory among the
Greeks goes back as far as the time of Homer, and has been written by many whose

standing in scholarship was not reputed equal to mine’?8

In one sentence we see how the importance of Greek knowledge on the matter is being flagged
up and placed before an existing body of knowledge, but also how the author is emphasising his
own role in the ordering of said knowledge because of his superior scholarly skills (¢v toig
poBnuaowv érotevBOnuev) and implicitly putting himself first in the order of those moAAol TWv
npo UV, ‘many before him’, who had written about the topic. So we see how in just three
lines Aelian talks about Greekness, about his own authority in ordering Greek knowledge and —
by addressing the emperor Trajan — about his importance in the ‘order’ of the empire and for
ordering the empire. The mention of Greekness here — and of the knowledge coming from
Homer — is essential and ties into broader discussions of the social acceptability of a certain
kind of knowledge and how Greek knowledge in some forms was treated with suspicion and

skepticism. As Whitmarsh and Kénig emphasise, ‘elite Romans had to tread a delicate balance

28 Ael. Tact. Pr. 1, all translations by A.M. Devine, unless specified otherwise.
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between excessive devotion to Greek knowledge and ignorance of it’ and this is particularly

true for the military sphere. 2°

As mentioned, the second approach in this thesis will be connected to more traditional
preoccupations of military history, namely ascertaining if the texts were in any way practical or
didactic, and | turn to this particularly in the last chapter of the thesis, with a focus on ethics.
Studies such as Pierre Ducrey’s Traitement des prisonniers de guerre dans la Grece antique: des
origines a la conquéte romaine ask whether there was a code of battle conduct in the Classical
world, but make no systematic use of ‘military manuals’ as sources of information, despite the
need for a comparison between ‘practice’ and ‘theory’, and do not ask whether certain types of
practices that have deep cultural connections are considered unethical or whether there are
ethical taboos/recommendations that transcend the boundaries of ‘Greekness’ and
‘Romanness’.3® Therefore, the fourth and final chapter will attempt first to determine whether
there was indeed an ethical code of conduct in battle in the Classical world — and if yes,
whether it was shared by both Romans and Greeks and/or different from general ethical norms.
| shall then examine whether these texts engage in any way with this ‘code’, whether their
individual approaches have anything in common, or whether there are fundamental

differences.

My aim in this thesis is to deepen our understanding of these — in a way — much used texts but
also to diversify our approach to them and fit them into the broader questions and problems of

cultural history.

I. Authors, Projects and the Tradition of ‘Military Writings’

In what follows | will discuss in some depth the authors and their works which are the focus of
this thesis. The main issue tackled will be whether the authors operate within a specific, pre-

existing category of writing which conditions or influences their choice of topics and material,

2% Whitmarsh and Kénig (2007) 23.
30 Save in Gilliver (2011).
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that is whether there were several established groups or ‘genres’, of military writing, and how
they relate to other traditions of technical texts. Questions of audience, both the audiences
these texts construct for themselves and which the broader history of the Roman world
suggests for them, will also be addressed and finally the issue of their practicality. This will also
lead to the justification of the specific choice of authors which has been made in this thesis, as
the contrast between our texts and others which also might be considered ‘military manuals’
will become clear. Chronology will be secondary to the discussion, though information about

when the authors lived and worked will be provided.

We shall see, however, that answering all these questions, providing context and definition, is
not an easy task because of the scarcity of material that survives, and the uncertainty about
what has been lost. While | shall be providing several interpretative suggestions, in dialogue
with previous scholarship on these matters — and express my preference for one of them — | will

in no case discount the other possibilities.

1. The authors and their work

Before even approaching the more complicated topic of ‘genre’ or ‘genres’, we can start by
noticing that the texts we are discussing can be grouped into three categories in terms of their
scope. The first one, represented solely by Onasander’ Strategikos, is characterised by a general
approach to military matters, where topics which can be considered more ‘specialised’ — such
as battle formations and manoeuvres — are discussed together with more ‘general issues’, such
as what qualities a general should possess, what men make the best generals and what the
psychological factors that influence warfare are. | am putting Onasander in his own category
simply because, as we shall see later on, there are other earlier texts (such as Aeneas Tacticus’
Poliorketika) which are very similar. The second group is represented by Frontinus’ and
Polyaenus’ collections of stratagems — that is short anecdotes about the deeds of famous
generals — and | will attempt to elucidate the history and origins of this type of, apparently
more innovative, composition in what follows. The last — and perhaps the most interesting —
group of texts is represented by Arrian and Aelian’s Taktika, both very detailed accounts of how

to marshal and arm one’s troops (and Arrian’s Ektaxis could also be included here, though it is a
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particular case that it needs discussion in and of itself), which exclude most other matters, such

as examples, and it is on these and their authors that we shall focus first.3!

As mentioned in the introduction, Arrian is the better known of the two.3? Born in Nicomedia,
he was a senator and then consul at Rome, perhaps in 125 or 126 A.D. (but more likely in 129
A.D.), a protégé of one of the most prominent senators under Trajan, C. Avidius Nigrinus.33
After holding the consulship he went on to become the first Bithynian provincial governor and
one of the few Greeks in charge of a province with legions — Cappadocia — where Cassius Dio
tells us he repelled an attack of the Alans (although it is less certain that there was an actual
battle).3* Following his governorship, he retired to Athens, where he held the office of
eponymous archon in 145/146.3> But Arrian — as Stadter points out — was also ‘a philosopher
and a hunter, a general and a historian’.3®¢ He was equated with Xenophon even in antiquity,
engaging in the same activities as he did and writing about it, but also referring to himself as
Xenophon repeatedly (whether that was his given name or one he took up).3” In a Xenophontic
manner, he wrote a treatise on hunting (Kynegetikos), meant to be read alongside that of
Xenophon, a history of Trajan’s wars against Parthia as part of his Parthica (which is now lost,
along with his Events after Alexander, the local history Bithyniaka, the Alanike, and his
biographies, Dion, Timoleon and Tillorobus), an account of the teachings of the Stoic
philosopher Epictetus of whom he was a student (and he was a Stoic ‘philosopher’ himself, as

was well known in antiquity) and the Techne taktike here in question, composed in the

31 | acknowledge that the titles of the works are sometimes problematic. For example modern scholars refer to
several of the Roman treatises on warfare as de re militari without knowing whether that was their actual title. In
this thesis, the titles used are those that have been traditionally accepted, for the sake of brevity and convenience,
and with the caveat that sometimes the works would have perhaps been called differently by their respective
authors. For the same purporse of brevity, the ‘military manuals’ of both Aelian and Arrian will be referred to as
Taktika. Moreover, all the abreviations of the titles of the works and names of the authors are those used by the
Liddell-Scott-Jones Greek Lexicon and the Lewis and Short Latin Dictionary. The only exception is Arrian’s Ektaxis
kata Alanén, where | have preferred the abbreviation Ektax. to the Latin one Alan.=Expeditio contra Alanos.

32 For a detailed account of Arrian’s life see Stadter (1980) 1-17; for a comparison between Aelian and Arrian see
Stadter (1978) 118-119.

33 Stadter (1980)1; 7-8; 11.

34D. C. 69.15; also Stadter (1980) 47; Devine (1993) 313.

35 Arr. Cyn. 1.4; Stadter (1980) 15; 17.

36 Stadter (1980) 1.

37 Stadter (1980) 2 believes Xenophon was his actual name and not one he took up; but see note 11 in Stadter for
the view not being a widely accepted one, as well as the more detailed discussion in chapter Il of this thesis.
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twentieth year of Hadrian’s reign, 136/137 A.D. (therefore after he had become governor of

Cappadocia). 38

On a non-Xenophontic note, but relevant for our purposes (and Xenophon never being too far
away), there are his other literary works. Arrian wrote a Periplus documenting his
circumnavigation of the Black Sea during an inspection tour of his province and very similar to
his Indike —a story of Nearchus’ journey on the Indian Ocean to Babylon. He also produced the
Ektaxis, a detailed but literary account of his battle plan against the Alans, which will also be
discussed in a following chapter, whose date of composition is not certain — we only know that
the expedition happened in 135 A.D. so naturally the work would have been written after that

time.3?

So it is clear just from a brief outline of his life and work that Arrian is very consciously
positioning himself as part of a certain tradition of Greek writing, and by his association with
Xenophon, linking himself to a particular strand of Greek military writing. Knowing what we do
of Xenophon’s own more ‘technical’ military texts, such as the Hipparchikos — where he
combines practical advice with that which falls into the category of ‘battlefield psychology’— it
is thus notable that Arrian excludes an important component of warfare — psychology — from
his text altogether. So, there is a sense in which he is also trying to distance himself from
Xenophon in the Taktika and locate himself somewhat differently. This difference, as will be
explored is connected to the Roman Empire in which he lived and wrote, though whether
Stadter’s description of him as a ‘man of two worlds’, both ‘Greek’ and a ‘Roman’, is helpful will

be left open for the moment.*°

While we have a significant amount of information about Arrian which helps us understand and
contextualise his works, we are not so fortunate in the case of Aelian, as everything we know

about him comes from his own Taktike theoria.** From his reference to his more learned nature

38For the lost histories see Stadter (1980) 166-153; Devine (1993) 314-315 for Arrian being better known as a
philosopher than a historian and his identification as the ‘New Xenophon’; also Bosworth (1993) 272-275.

39 For Arrian’s complete works see Stadter (1980) 32-163 and for his minor works Bosworth (1993).

40 Stadter (1980) 1.

41 For the date Arr. Tact. 44. 3; Devine (1993) 315; Stadter (1980) 41; see Dain (1946) 20-23 for different figures
with the name Aelian.
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and from the general tendency of philosophers to include warfare in the activities they
theorised about (as for example Asclepiodotus, Onasander and not least of all Arrian himself)
we might deduce that he too was a philosopher.*? We also know that he was a close friend of
Frontinus — a Roman general and official of the late first century A.D. discussed further below —
but he himself emphasises that he had no experience as a commander.*® He also mentions in
the preface that it is mostly due to Frontinus that the work was completed, as it was the latter’s
advice and encouragement during their meeting at Formiae which enabled him to go through
with the project. However, we know of no other works by Aelian and even the date of his
Taktike theoria is problematic, not least of all because of the aforementioned story of the

meeting with Frontinus.

The problem stems from the fact that the manuscript tradition preserves two versions of
Aelian’s text: a shorter version, present in the oldest manuscript available, the Laurentianus
55.4 (which was also copied in other later manuscripts), and a longer version, preserved in the
Codex Venetus Marcianus 516 and another manuscript once in the Library of St. Mark’s
Cathedral, Venice, now lost.** All of the surviving manuscripts give Hadrian as the Emperor to
whom the work is dedicated, but the philologist Andrew Devine has argued (following the
French Hellenist and Byzantinist Alphonse Dain), that the mention of the emperor’s deified
father Nerva in the preface, of the emperor’s skill in battle and of his excellence in ‘great wars’
make it more likely that the manuscripts are corrupt, and the work was in fact dedicated to
Trajan.* According to him then, the text should be dated between 106/7 A.D. — the end of the

Dacian wars —and 113 A.D. — the beginning of Trajan’s Parthian campaign.

The ancient military historian Christopher Matthew, however, has a different view. According
to him, the two versions of the text represent two different stages of composition. He bases
this on Aelian’s account (in the preface of the Taktike theoria) of how he had started composing

the work, but set it aside because he did not think himself worthy, then, after meeting with

42 Matthew (2012) 135; Stadter (1978) 118; see below for the possibility of him being a Stoic.
43 Ael. Tact. pr. 1-2; Devine (1989) 31.

4 Devine (1989) 33.

4 Ael. Tact. pr. 3 for Nerva; Devine (1989) 31; Dain (1946) 18-19.
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Frontinus, he was reassured and decided to finish it. ¢ The Codex Laurentianus thus contains
the incomplete, pre-Frontinus draft, which he started under and dedicated to Trajan, while the
fuller versions reflected his completed, post Frontinus work which he then rededicated to
Hadrian, changing only the name of the emperor.#’ The rest — Matthew continues - fitted
Hadrian as well so did not require any additional changes: Trajan — Hadrian’s adoptive father -
was Marcus Ulpius Nerva Traianus, having been adopted by Nerva, and the ‘great wars’ which
the emperor commanded could refer to Hadrian’s military activities ranging from Britain to the

Near East.

However, it must be noted that this is a clarification of Matthew’s argument, as one struggles to
understand exactly what he is trying to put forward.*® This is mostly because Matthew does not
seem to have examined any manuscripts when putting together his new edition of Aelian’s text,
but refers mostly to printed editions — in fact giving most credence to Robertollo’s 1552 editio
princeps, calling it the ‘best edition’.*® The reason behind this is that it included the longest
version of the text, with chapters not found in any of the subsequent editions, and of course
also missing from the oldest manuscript, the Laurentianus 55.4. However, Devine follows Dain
in arguing that the ‘missing chapters’ are in fact interpolated mid-tenth century Byzantine
comments meant to ‘elucidate the material in the shorter authentic recension by incorporating
additional material from other Hellenistic tactical manuals, now lost’, which presents a big
problem for Matthew’s theory.”® | believe Devine’s view must be the correct one, not least
because the shorter version of the Laurentianus 55.4 was copied in subsequent manuscripts,
while the ‘interpolated version’ exists only in two, one of which is lost.>! | also believe Devine is
right in thinking the emperor to whom the work is dedicated is indeed Trajan, as all the current
manuscripts have ‘Hadrian’ as the name of the dedicatee, which makes it easier to believe that

there was confusion between the two emperors and ‘Trajan’ was replaced with ‘Hadrian’,

46 Matthew (2012) 135-136.

47 Matthew (2012) 137.

48 Also Wheeler (2016) 580-581.

49 Matthew (2012) xvi; Devine (1989) 33.

50 Matthew (2012) xvii-xviii.; Devine (1989) 59; Dain (1946) 77-115 puts forth a more detailed analysis of the
interpolated recension; see esp. 88-89 where Dain follows Kéchly’s demonstration.

51 For a very good review of Matthew’s use of manuscripts and printed editions see Wheeler (2016) 578-581.
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whereas, in order for Matthew’s interpretation to work, the names of both emperors would
have to appear in different manuscripts, since the ‘shorter version’” would be dedicated to
Trajan whilst the ‘longer’ would be dedicated to Hadrian. The former hypothesis of the
confusion is supported by Wheeler as well, who points out that early manuscripts (especially
those containing military texts) have a very hard time differentiating between Trajan and
Hadrian, so we could easily believe that this is the case here as well.*? Irrespective of whom the

text is dedicated to, it is clear that it precedes that of Arrian.>3

Since we mentioned Aelian’s connection with Frontinus, it is only fitting that we continue the
discussion with the collections of stratagems, one of which bears his name, his Strategemata,
together with Polyaenus’ Strategika. We are fortunate in knowing far more about Sextus lulius
Frontinus than we do about Aelian.”* He was probably born in Narbonese Gaul sometime in
Tiberius’ reign and we first learn of him being praetor urbanus in 70 A.D., though his early
career is not known. He then went on to become consul three times (in 73, 98 and 100 A.D.),
two of which were together with the Emperor Trajan, which led some scholars to believe he
must have played a significant role in Trajan’s succession of Nerva as emperor.>> He also held
the most prestigious post of proconsul of Asia and that of curator of the water supply, all
amounting to a very impressive career.”® Perhaps more importantly, Tacitus speaks very highly
of him as governor of Britannia (in 74 A.D.), praising him for dealing with the raids of the very
powerful and bellicose Silures despite the difficulties of the terrain.>’ This would only have been
a part of his very successful military career, which most likely involved him being legatus
legionis during the Rhineland revolt in 70 A.D., since he himself states he accepted the

surrender of the Lingones, but Tacitus’ praise is remarkable considering that his father-in-law

52 Wheeller (2016) 380-381.

53 For all the copies of the text in the Laurentianus 55.4 see Devine (1989) 33; Dain (1946) 19 thinks the manual
was offered to Trajan in the first decade of the second century A.D.

54 For a detailed account of his life and career see Rodgers (2004) 1-5.

55 E.g. Syme (1958) 16-17, Eck (2002) 219-226 and Rodgers (2004) 4.

56 Bennett (1925) xiii-xviii; Laederich (1999) 5-15.

57 Tac. Agr. 17.4.
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Agricola was Frontinus’ successor in Britannia, and this adds weight to Frontinus’ reputation

and skill as a commander.>8

So one way we can understand the Strategemata — though far from the only way, as we shall
see — is as the work of a highly proficient general interested in passing on his expertise, and
naturally interested in the military deeds of other great commanders. As for the work itself,
based on internal evidence — namely references to Domitian as Germanicus, a title acquired in
83 A.D. - the first three books were most likely composed between 84 and 96 A.D.*° It also
comes, of course, as part of a larger literary output, including a treatise on aqueducts, De Aquis,
one on land surveying, and most importantly a treatise on ‘the art of war’, De re militari, to
which he refers in the preface of the Strategemata but which is now lost to us. It seems his
military expertise was highly valued particularly because of this more general treatise, as
Vegetius refers to it twice in his much later Epitoma rei militaris — a work promising to put
together Roman military expertise from the past alongside that of the author’s present.
Vegetius emphasises that he is merely summarising Frontinus’ words, the implication being the
same as Aelian’s exercise in modesty, that the De re militari is far superior to their own works

and cannot really be improved upon.®®

We only have a brief entry on Frontinus’ counterpart, Polyaenus, in the Suda, which the
Classical military historians Peter Krentz and Everett Wheeler use to reconstruct his career
along with ‘some scattered fragments and personal references in the prefaces of the
Strategica’ .®* According to them he was born in Bithynia in around 100 A.D. to an elite family of
Macedonian descent— but everything else in their reconstruction seems to be a matter of
guess-work, except the fact that by 161 A.D. he was pleading cases in the courts in Rome, and
therefore was most likely a Roman citizen who knew Latin and Roman law.%? Krentz and
Wheeler assume that, like many other of his ambitious Bithynian countrymen, Polyaenus too

left his home ‘to pursue fame and fortune, seeking literary patronage and work as a teacher of

8 Rodgers (2004)1.

59 Bennett (1925) xxi.

0 Rodgers (2004) 3; Veg. Mil. 1.8, 2.3.

61 Krentz and Wheeler (1994) ix.

62 For the full account see Krentz and Wheeler (1994) ix-xvi.
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rhetoric or an advocate in the courts’.®® There are surviving fragments of a Greek speech of his,
On Behalf of the Macedonian Assembly, which suggest his wider rhetorical prowess. In the
preserved fragment of his On Thebes (also mentioned in the Suda) he calls himself ‘Athenian’,
which makes the way in which he constructs his identity that much more interesting, because —
like Arrian — he could choose to highlight whichever aspect of his identity was more suitable for
him at a given time: Athenian, when he was delivering speeches and Macedonian when he was

writing about war (which is not to say he did not spend time in Athens).5

Polyaenus’ arrival at Rome cannot be dated. However, the date of the composition of the
Strategika — a collection of stratagems written in Greek — is given by his reference to the
Parthian war of Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus. As Krentz and Wheeler point out, Lucius
Verus’ departure to the East in 162 A.D. is noted in the preface to book six, so the first five
books must have been written by then, especially since they believe that Polyaenus will have
been very enthusiastic about the opportunity to dedicate his work to the emperors at such a

moment, to offer a treatise that could serve as a guidebook in this war.

The last category of texts, namely the ‘general manual’ is — as previously mentioned —
represented by Onasander’s Strategikos. As for the author himself, we do not have much
information except an entry in the Suda stating that he wrote a commentary on Plato’s Republic
(which has not survived), so we might suspect that he was a philosopher like Asclepiodotus and
Aelian — though attempts to reconstruct his Platonic views from the actual Strategikos have
been less successful.®> His Strategikos is a work on generalship written in Greek dedicated to
Quintus Veranius, one of the consuls of 49 A.D., who died 10 years later in 59 A.D. Because of
this the philologist and historian Charles Oldfather reasonably considered the latter as the
terminus ante quem for the composition of the treatise.®® The Strategikos is made up of forty-
two chapters containing military principles on various themes ranging from the choice of the

best general and the factors that should influence it, to the importance of psychological factors

63 Krentz and Wheeler (1994) x.

64 Krentz and Wheeler (1994) x.

55 Smith (1998) 152; for the different variations of Onasander’s name see Oldfather (1923) 345-347.

56 QOldfather (1923) 347; for a detailed account of Quintus Veranius’ career and his relationship to Onasander see
Smith (1998) 152-156.
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and battle formations. Unlike Aelian’s text this is addressed to ‘professionals’ (to the extent to
which any Roman general can be called professional) and the chapters are somewhat self-
contained, each discussing a topic that is not necessarily related to the previous or subsequent

one. %’
2. The works and the ‘tradition’ of military writing.

The particular texts discussed in this thesis do not stand alone but come as a part of a larger
group of surviving military writings from the ancient world and as an even smaller part of what
we may call ‘technical writings’ more broadly. These latter are texts which present a certain
type of knowledge required for a specific field of activity, whether intended for other experts
and/or a broader audience. They may also, as already mentioned, be much more than
‘technical’ in their oulook and content, often engaging with broader ideas and problems of

empire, power and knowledge.

| refrain from using words such as ‘tradition’ and ‘genre’ at this point about the military writings
because, as we shall see, we do not possess enough extant texts to establish what this
‘tradition’ might have been and whether there is indeed a norm that ‘military manuals’ follow.
We shall, therefore, further divide the discussion into two sections. In the first part we shall
examine the ‘military manuals’ which survive from before the middle of the first century A.D.,
that is which precede the composition of the texts which are the main focus here, and those
earlier texts which we know about (or suspect the existence of) but are now lost both in Greek
and Latin. We shall also look at a group of related texts that scholars have generally studied
separately from ‘military manuals’, namely artillery manuals. In the second section, we will
continue the discussion of both military manuals and artillery manuals with those written in the
Roman Empire that include our own texts, and try to establish some relationships between
these various groups and traditions. On what grounds are military and artillery manuals
distinguished? To what extent can the variation visible within the set of surviving military
writings from the early Roman Empire already mentioned be traced earlier? How far do the

later works seem to follow patterns and how far do they seem to take different paths?

57 Onos. Pr. 1.
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2.1 Earlier texts, extant and lost.

There are three surviving, earlier Greek texts which might be considered to come under the
rubric of the military manual: Aeneas Tacticus’ Poliorcetica, Xenophon’s Hipparchikos, and
Asclepiodotus’ Taktika. There are naturally other Greek historical texts that engage with the
specifics of warfare, such as Polybius’ Histories, and other Greek technical texts on other
military matters, namely the artillery manuals mentioned before and we shall discuss them all

briefly in what follows.®

Aeneas Tacticus wrote a ‘manual’ about siege warfare in the fourth century B.C. (sometime
between 370 and 346), mixing in very detailed technical knowledge about how to lock gates
and how to prevent mining operations under fortifications, with insights into the psychology of
a besieged city and the need to beware of plots and ‘the enemy within’.5® Written closely in
time to Aeneas’ text is Xenophon’s Hipparchikos.”® Addressed more specifically to the holder of
the office of cavalry commander at Athens, the text also combines practical advice, with tips on
how to use deception and take advantage of perception. Paul Cartledge contends, however,
that the main emphasis of the text is on the morality of the man who would occupy the
commander’s role, focusing more specifically ‘on the moral and religious qualities required to
lead men as a cavalry commander in any situation, place or time’, something that we also find

in Onasander’s later text.”!

While arguably the two aforementioned texts refer to more specific circumstances,
Asclepiodotus’ Taktika seems to be putting forward general principles to be followed in any
situation. Asclepiodotus was a first century B.C. philosopher and disciple of the Stoic

Poseidonius.”? His text is divided into twelve chapters (each with respective subchapters) and it

58 For a survey of all the texts in this section see Spaulding (1933).

59 For the name of Aeneas’ treatise see Hunter-Handford (1927) x-xi; for a detailed discussion Whitehead (1990) 5-
17; for the dating see Whitehead (1990) 8-9. For plots and ‘the enemy within’: chapters 1 to 5, 10 to 14, 17 to 32
and 40; gates: 28; mining operations: 37.

70 For the date see Cartledge (1997) 65-66; Marchant (1925) xxviii-xxix.

1 Cartledge (1997) 66; for the purpose of the text also Stoll (2012).

72 Oldfather (1923) 233-234.
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discusses the very practical matters of organising, marching and manoeuvring troops, without

the added elements of psychology or morality.

Aeneas Tacticus himself talks about two of his other books, one on ‘preparations’ (év T
MNapaokevaotikii BiBAw) and one on supplies (év ti) Moplotikii BIPAw), and Aelian adds that
Aeneas put together many books on generalship (otpatnywka BiBAia ikava cuvta&duevog)
which may have included more general matters, since Aelian also tells us that Aeneas discussed
the definition of tactics.”? This is in relation to a dispute with Polybius on the subject, and Aelian
mentions a Taktikd by ‘Polybius the Megalopolitan, a man of great learning and a companion of
Scipio’ while Arrian names him as one of the writers ‘about such things’ (¢otL cuyypaupata

Umép toutwy [...JMoAuBiou; presumably military matters, though the beginning is lost).

Obviously, Polybius includes many military specifics in his histories — most notably his
description of the Roman army in book six, but also the later comparison between the Roman
legion and the Macedonian phalanx, which might overlap with a more general military work to
which he refers in his Histories, and which is no doubt the one that Arrian and Aelian are
referring to. ’* Moreover, the material has echoes in Asclepiodotus. Again we learn from Aelian
and Arrian that Poseidonius ‘the stoic philosopher’ also wrote a treatise on warfare and the
argument has been made that it is Polybius who was the inspiration for this.”> Furthermore, it
has been argued that the text of Asclepiodotus is actually an ‘edited’ version of his master’s
manual, which might be the reason why he is not named among the authors of Taktika, whilst
Poseidonius is. It is this Poseidonian treatise, then, which would have been the original source

for the Taktika of Arrian and Aelian.”®

There are other Greek authors mentioned by Aelian and Arrian such as Cyneas the Thessalian,
Pyrrhus the Epirote and his son Alexander, Clearchus, Pausanias, Evangelus, Eupolemus and

Iphicrates.”” However, the existence of some of these texts is put into question by the desire of

73 Aen. Tact. 7.4; 14.2, Ael Tact. 1.2 and 3.4 but this could also be part of any work so is in no way a clear indication
of the existence of a separate treatise.

74 Plb. 9.20.4 and Walbank (1972) 15.

75 Arr. Tact. 1; Ael. Tact. 1.2; Devine (1980) 33 and (1993) 318.

76 The discussion is summarized in C.H. Oldfather and W.A. Oldfather (1923) 233-238; also Devine (1993) 318.

7 pel. Tact. 1.2.
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the two later authors to fit into a Greek tradition of writing about warfare and to establish the
precedence of Greek military science (this shall be explored in depth in chapter Il). It seems
almost too good to be true — although not entirely implausible — that several famous Greek
generals such as Pyrrhus, Alexander, Pausanias and Iphicrates (although Arrian mentions that
this is not in fact the Athenian general, something not found in Aelian) all had literary
preoccupations and happened to write treatises on military matters. The habit of writing under
the name of a famous figure in the field, or in history, was a well-established one in the ancient
world, as the rich range of surviving pseudepigraphic work attests.”® Arrian and Aelian may
have been particularly susceptible to such material, wishing to demonstrate that the Greeks too
had men of action whose wisdom stands the test of time. At the same time, we cannot discount

the possibility that such works contained worthwhile material, regardless of their authorship.

On the Latin side little is preserved, unfortunately. There are the vestiges of Cato the Elder’s De
re militari (of an unknown date), sections of which have survived but not enough to tell us how
he treated his subject matter and what he discussed, and while Vegetius — who used Cato, as
pointed out by Astin and Milner — is extant, it would be difficult and dangerous to argue from it
which parts may or may not originally have been in Cato’s text, since it is ‘virtually certain that
he did not have access to Cato’s work’.”? The six books de re militari by Cincius, an antiquarian
author probably writing in the first century B.C., are cited by Aulus Gellius in his erudite third
century A.D. miscellany, the Attic Nights.8° Judging from Gellius, its contents ranged from how a
legion was arranged and the names of its component parts to the recruitment of soldiers.
Vegetius also mentions the encyclopaedist Celsus among the early Roman military writers.8! A
book on military matters was part of his encyclopaedic Artes, composed in the reign of Tiberius,
and also encompassing five books on agriculture, seven on rhetoric, perhaps six on philosophy,

and, of course, the almost intact eight books on medicine for which he is most well-known.#?

78 As is the case of medical texts such as Ps-Pythagoras and especially Ps-Democritus.

79 Astin (1978) 184 (for the quote) that is to say he did not have direct access, but read digests of Cato; 184-185 for
the treatise in general; Milner (1993) xviii.

80 Gell. 16.4; see also Kierdorf (2006) accessed on 1/6/2017.

81 Veg. Mil. 2.8.

82 0On Celsus see Langslow (2000) 41-48, particularly 41-44 for the organisation of his work and its dating.
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Then there is a group of texts from the same period that focused specifically on the
construction of artillery, giving very technical details and specifications. Surviving are Biton’s
Construction of War Engines and Artillery, Philon’s Belopoeica, Athenaeus’ On Machines in
Greek, and the book on siege machines in Vitruvius’ De architectura in Latin.® Little is known
about the first but the work is addressed to a certain Attalus of Pergamum which Eric Marsden,
writing a history of Greek and Roman artillery (and publishing the texts of Biton, Philon, Heron
and Vitruvius), identifies as Attalus | based on technical factors in the description, therefore
dating the treatise to the 240s B.C. The work addresses the construction of several engines: a
stone-throwing engine, a giant siege-tower, a Sambuca, a belly-bow catapult and the mountain
belly-bow. Marsden also dates Philon’s Belopoeica to the last third of the third century B.C.
based on the fact it seems to draw on Ctesibius, an Alexandrian author in the mathematical and
mechanical traditions active in the earlier third century, the manual containing a very technical

description of existing artillery but also some ways to improve it.8*

However, it must be noted that Philon’s Belopoeica comes as a part of a larger work on
mechanics, the Mechanike Syntaxis of which there would have been nine books: 1.
Introduction, 2. The Lever (Mokhlika), 3. Harbor Construction (Limenopoiika), 4. Artillery
Construction (Belopoeika), 5. Pneumatics (Pneumatika), 6. Automaton Construction
(Automatopoeika), 7. Siege Preparations (Paraskeuastika) 8. Siege Craft (Poliorketika) and 9.
Stratagems (Strategemata). Books five, seven and eight are extant (though fragmentary), and
the latter two on sieges focus specifically on the positioning and use of siege machines such as
catapults, but also on more general aspects to do with preparations for a siege and on the
psychology associated with sieges.®> Therefore, given this multiple focus on different aspects —
some of which we encounter in ‘military manuals’ as well, such as the importance of betrayal in
sieges, found both in Aeneas Tacticus and Philon — Philon’s Mechanike Syntaxis when taken as a

whole (based on what we can deduce from the Belopoeika, Paraskeuastika and Poliorketika)

83 Marsden (1971) 1-14.

84 Marsden (1971) 6-9.

85 See Tybjerg (2008) 654-656; Campbell (2004) 159-162 and 188 for an example of the different topics treated in
Philon.
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demonstrate the sometimes artificial ways in which we differentiate between ‘artillery

manuals’ and ‘military manuals’ which will be explored further below.8¢

Athenaeus probably wrote his treatise On Machines sometime in the later half of the first
century B.C. It starts with a history of simple siege equipment as far as Alexander and then goes
on to detail the construction of several machines such as portable towers, tortoises, sambucas
and rams, and then describes the pithekion (‘little ape), forwheel goblet-joint and city-taker in a
category which the same scholars call ‘innovation’.?” Interestingly, much like Aelian and Arrian,
Athenaeus also gives a list of previous authorities in the field of war-machines: Deimarchus,
Diades and Charias, all of whom went on Alexander’s expedition and wrote Poliorketika and
then Pyrrhus the Macedonian who wrote on Siegecraft Equipment.® But Athenaeus lavishes
the most praise upon his — and Vitruvius’ — master, Agesistratus, from whom he says he learned
everything mentioned in his book. We learn — from both Athenaeus and Vitruvius — that he was
a technical innovator, creating catapults with more range by modifying designs for spring-

frames.8°

All of these later texts are now lost but it is interesting that Pyrrhus of Epirus is also identified as
a writer of an ‘artillery manual’, which could mean that either famous commanders viewed
‘military’ and ‘artillery’ manuals as closely related and chose to engage with both topics
indiscriminately, or that authors writing in the two ‘genres’ sought to construct the tradition of
their particular expertise in similar ways — in this case by invoking the involvement of famous
commanders with their topic. Both of these possibilities again show that the two categories of
texts could be seen as more closely related than modern scholarship has tended to give them
credit, but we should also not ignore the importance of certain tropes and methods of
constructing authority that — as we shall see below — seem to transcend categories and genres,

that are more widely shared and so make all divisions problematic.

8 For Philon on betrayals and psychology see Campbell (2004) 161.

87 For a detailed discussion see Whitehead and Blyth (2004) 15-19; for the structure 32.

88 Ath. Mech. 5-6; Whitehead and Blyth (2004) 69-71 for the identification of these figures.
8 Ath. Mech. 8; Vitr. 7. Pr. 14.
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Amongst the most significant artillery works that have been lost are those of the
aforementioned ‘most famous of Alexandrian engineers’ Ctesibius (in fact none of his works are
extant, although we do know he was a prolific writer).’® Marsden points out his importance to
the other artillery writers by emphasising that his name is present in the title of Heron’s
Belopoeika, that is ‘Heron’s edition of Ctesibius’ Construction of Artillery’ from which we
naturally deduce that Ctesibius had also written a Belopoeica, and Marsden also argues that
Heron’s description of the gastraphetes was based closely on Ctesibius’ Commentaries, also

now lost.”?

The Roman Vitruvius wrote one book on artillery as part of a larger work in ten books entitled
De Architectura and dedicated to Augustus. This work covered a variety of topics — in the words
of Alice Konig — ‘stretching well beyond what we usually define as “architecture” today’, and
amongst which are the suitable sites for the foundations of cities, bulding materials,
construction of temples, supply of water and clocks and sundials.?? Kénig goes on to say that it
has been pointed out that the text goes beyond even contemporary conceptions of the subject
indicating the author’s professional, intellectual and literary ambition, and we might note here
again the variety of authors who choose to write on military matters as well as their different

background and interests.?® All these literary traditions were flexible and adaptable.

These are the main texts — both extant and lost — that we know of from before the mid-first
century A.D., but military writing continued in the Roman Empire and we shall now turn to the
directions it took and try to ascertain whether there is any reason to believe there were several
‘genres’ with different characteristics and audiences. So far we have evidence of the existence
of a variety of texts. These include taktika such as that of Asclepiodotus (and perhaps
Poseidonius and Aeneas), works on generalship such as Xenophon’s, as well as more specific
works on different topics such as that of Aeneas on sieges, but also preparations for warfare
and supplies. On the Roman side there were the ‘military’ works (de re militari) of Celsus, Cato

and Cincius, whose subject matter is harder to determine but which also seems to have been

% Marsden (1971) 2.
%1 Marsden (1971) 2.
92 A, Kénig (2009) 31; her article is a good starting point for recent bibiography on Vitruvius, especially note 5.
93 A. Kénig (2009) 31.
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quite broad, spanning from recruitment to training and tactics. There were also works on
artillery, some more narrow in scope, such as Biton’s, and others containing information that
could be said to pertain more generally to the field of war-machines, such as Philon’s
Mechanike syntaxis which also discusses sieges and the preparation for them. So far, however,
we shall see that there is no evidence for individual collections of stratagems, and this will be

discussed below.
2.2. Later texts, extant and lost

Among these later texts are, of course, our particular texts but also, in the category of ‘military
manuals’ the most important absentee is Frontinus’ lost De re militari which he refers to
himself in his preface and which Vegetius also mentions in his treatise.®* The literary tradition
of the artillery manual also continues in the Roman imperial period, with Heron of Alexandria
and Apollodorus of Damascus, whose works are extant. Heron wrote two quite different works
in the first century A.D. The Belopoeica describes the construction of the earliest non-torsion
arrow-shooting engine, the gastraphetes, but also presents a constructional history of torsion
catapults, while the Cheirobalistra is essentially a list of components for a recently introduced
type of machine.?® Apollodorus wrote a quite technical and machine-oriented Poliorketika
dedicated to the emperor Trajan, which talks about how to protect the attackers in a siege,
excavations against fortifications, rams and their effects, towers, ladders and an assault raft for

crossing rivers.%®

In what follows, therefore, we shall attempt at first to make the case why we should indeed be
talking about ‘military manuals’ and ‘artillery manuals’ as separate categories, after which we
will establish — given all we know about both earlier and later texts — whether we can talk about

different ‘genres’ of military manuals.

2.2.1 ‘Military’ and ‘artillery’ manuals

% Veg. Mil. 2.8.
% Marsden (1971) 1-2.
% Whitehead (2010) 17-24.
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As | have hinted on a couple of occasions now, the distinction between ‘artillery’ and ‘military’
is to a certain extent a modern choice made in order to help with classification, and one could
point out that the ‘military’ in fact encompasses the ‘artillery’. But there are some fundamental
differences that, despite the similarities, make it worthwhile for us to think of this type of texts
as perhaps serving a different purpose and addressing a different audience than the ‘military

manuals’.

One of the fundamental differences between the ‘artillery texts’ and the ‘broader military
manuals’ (both the earlier ones and those discussed in this thesis) is the level of technicality. All
of the former describe in detail how to construct and assemble various pieces of artillery for
what one might assume was an audience made up of ‘specialists’, since they seem little
concerned with accessibility.”” Indeed, there seem to be certain centres where artillery making
was focused — such as Alexandria and Rhodes — and it appears that authors interact in one way
or another with such centres and discuss their work and designs with other experts. We see this
in the case of Philon of Byzantium who visited Alexandria and would have spoken to those who
worked with the artillery expert Ctesibius.®® Philon also seems to make this explicit in his
treatises. His Belopoeica is addressed to a certain Ariston the identity of whom is unknown but
who — judging from the context — could be another ‘expert’ or at least someone more familiar

with artillery construction:

TO HEV AVWTEPOV ATOOTAAEV TPOC o€ PBiPAiov meplelxev NUiv T Algevomoukd. viv &€
KaOnkeL Aéyelv, kaBoOTL TV €€ Apxiig Slataélv EmonoapeBa mpog o€, mepl TV BEAOTOUKOY,
OMoO &€ TVWV OPYaVOTIOUKDV KOAOUUEVWV [...]OTL HEV oUV cupBaivel SucBewpnTov TL TOTC

TIOAAOTG KOl ATEKUAPTOV EXELV TNV TEXVNV, UTTOAQUBAVW ur) dyvoelv og

‘The book we sent you before comprised our ‘Making of Harbours’. Now is the time to

explain (in accordance with the programme we laid out for you) the subject of artillery

9 Cf. Roby (2016).
%8 Marsden (1971) 6.
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construction [...] | understand that you are fully aware that the techne contains something

unintelligible and baffling to many people’®®

The subject matter described would seem more complicated as well and requiring significant

knowledge of engineering. For example, Philon writes:

Eotw yap TIC eUOeTa Sedopévn THC Slapétpou, NS Adyou xdpLv SeT eVpelv Suthaciova KUPwW,
f A- Suthaciov’ oOv TaUTnNg 0NV alTH PO 6pBac TNV B, kal &’ dkpag Tiig B €€€Baov
TpoG 6pBac v B, kal am’ dkpag th¢ B €€€Balov mpog 6pBbag GAAnv tnv I dmelpov, Kot
katryoyov &mo Thc ywviag, £¢’ g O, eVBelav THV K, kal Stethov avtnv Sixa kol éotw TO

Slatpoliv onpueiov kata to K.

‘Let there be a straight line, A, given of this diameter, of which, for the sake of argument,
we must find the double to the power three. | put a line, B, double A and at right angles to
it; from the end of B | drew at right angles another line, I, of unknown length. From the

corner O | drew a straight line, K, and dissected it; let the point of bisection be K.1%°

Heron addresses his Cheiroballistra to a knowledgeable audience, Marsden pointing out that he
‘assumes a different role, that of a technical expert writing for the benefit of other experts a
detailed specification for a new or recently introduced type of machine’.’°! Indeed, Heron does
not include a preface to his work instead going directly into the very technical building

specifications:

FeyovETwoav KAVOVEC SU0 TeAekwToL, ot AB [A, év TETpaywVoLC TTEAEKIVOLS, WV BAAUC pév
€otw O AB, Gppnv 6€ 0 TA. Kal 10 pev piikog €xétw O AB modag tpelg kat SaktuAoug

Téo0oapag, TO 6& mMAAtog SaktuAoug 'E, 10 &€ mayxog daktuAoug AZ.

% Ph., Bel., 49-50, all translations from Biton, Philon and Heron are by E.W. Marsden.
100 ph , Bel., 52.
101 Marsden (1971) 2.
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Fashion two dowetailed boards, AB and I'A, with quadrilateral dovetails, of which let AB be
the female and r'A the male. Let AB have a length of 3 ft. 4d, a breath of 3%d, and a
thickness of 4 % d.192

Heron also takes a different approach in other treatises, playing a double role. His Belopoeica,
for instance, is much more similar to Aelian’s Taktika in terms of stated intention, Heron

claiming in the preface that he aims to make his work more accessible:

Emtel o0V ol PO AUGV TMAeloTaC pév dvaypadag mept BEAOTOUKGV EMOLCOVTO HETPA KOl
SlaBéoelc avaypadpevol, oUdE el 6¢ aUTOV OUTE TAC KATAUOKEUAC TRV Opyavwv
EKTIOETAL KATA TPOTOV 0UTE TAG TOUTWY BETAL KATA TPOTOV OUTE TAG TOUTWV XPNOELG, GAN
WOTIEP YWVWOKOUGOL TAoL THV Aavaypadnv €moltjoavio, KaA®g £xelv UmoAappavouev &€
aUTWV Te AvaAaPelv kal éudavicat mept TV 6pyavwy TV v T BeAlomoliq, wg unde lowg

OUMapxOvVIwy, OMwg MoV eumapakoAouBNnTog yévntal i mapadooic.

‘Writers before me have composed numerous treatises on artillery dealing with
measurments and designs; but not one of them describes the construction of the engines
in due order, or their uses; in fact they apparently wrote exclusively for experts. Thus |
consider it expedient to supplement their work, and to describe artillery engines, even
perhaps those out of date, in such a way that my account may be easily followed by

everyone.’103

This claim to clarity is not the only similarity between Aelian’s text and Heron’s. An antiquarian
interest is manifest in both, as Marsden points out that Heron in fact reproduces Ctesibius’
outdated ideas instead of newer practices, and this might be done with the purpose of
preserving a Greek tradition and showing its continued importance and relevance. Aelian and
Biton’s work also have in common dedication to an emperor and king respectively, and —
although less explicit in Aelian perhaps — the express desire that the information contained in

the text be of use:

102 Hero, Cheiroballistra, W123.
103 Hero, Bel. 73.
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ABOBOAOU OpydavVOoU KATAOKEUNV EMBERANAL ypaal, w ATtole Bachel- kal pry okwng,
el Twva €tépav autod ei¢ UMOBeowv mintovta TuyXAvel Opyava, ... SU wv MEMELOMAL, OTL
talta 1A KOtA TAG TPOoPoAdg TGV ToAeulwv  Opyava padiwg AvaotpéYelg,

AVTLOTPATEUOUEVOC TATC UToyEYpaUUEVOLS HEBOBSOLC.

‘I have set out, king Attalus, to describe the construction of a stone-throwing engine; and
do not scoff at me if some engines perhaps belong to a type different from this. | am
convinced that, with their assistance, you will easily repulse those engines employed in the

offensives of your enemies, if you counter attack by the methods described below.’1%

But as Campbell points out, there are other technical texts which display similarities with both
‘military manuals’ and ‘artillery manuals’. While the topics of these are varied, it is agricultural
manuals that Campbell thinks are the closest because they also claim to be of practical use to
the reader.’® The difference is — much like with ‘artillery manuals’ — that the agricultural
authors claim to be drawing on personal experience, which is only true for a part of those
writing ‘military manuals’, and they do offer specific and situational advice on farming,
something which again the ‘military manuals’ do not do.'%® However, we cannot discount the
fact that many of these apparent similarities can also be viewed as tropes that extend to an
even broader range of texts — such as the claim that one’s text will give clarity and order to a
seemingly complicated field, or the statement that one is writing at the behest of someone else
(or for friends), as is the case with Polyaenus and Apollodorus, or claims of lack of competence
—such as is the case with Aelian.1®” Therefore, while these tropes do connect ‘artillery manuals’
and ‘military manuals’, one has to note that these similarities in presentation are of a broader,
more general nature. Then, we have to ask ourselves whether the addressees of a text and
their dedicatees, their level of technicality, their presentation or they way in which they
construct authority should be in any way left to dictate or separate categories, or that they

rather play out across categories as different authorial strategies in general.

104 Bito, 43-44.

105 Campbell (1987) 18-19.
106 Campbell (1987) 19.

107 J, Kénig (2009) 41-44.
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The texts and traditions discussed so far do themselves suggest a self-conscious distinction
between ‘military’ and ‘artillery’ manuals: that these were considered different if connected
traditions at the time. First, there are indications that our ‘military manuals’ were viewed as
being broader in scope and reach than more specialist artillery texts. | believe there is no
coincidence in the fact that both Cato and Celsus wrote on military matters as part of larger
projects dealing with more artes and perhaps we have to understand that the ‘military arts’ are
part of a broader category of knowledge that would be useful to a cultured Roman, as part of —
for lack of a better word — their ‘general education, whereas the very technical aspects of
artillery building were not. Then there is the fact that these also seem to refer back to different
authors and different traditions of writing ‘military’ and ‘artillery’ manuals respectively. Aelian
and Athenaeus, as mentioned, listed a distinct set of previous authorities, also signalling that
the ancients themselves perhaps believed these to be two different strands. The only notable
exception is Pyrrhus of Epirus, who — again if Aelian and Athenaeus are to be believed — wrote
both a ‘military’ and an ‘artillery’ manual. However, this is perhaps simply meant to show that
artillery was regarded as part of the general’s necessary preoccupations (as the dedication of
Apollodorus’ text to Trajan — keen on cultivating the image of an accomplished general — would
also indicate), alongside other issues in ‘military’ manuals. The distinction lies in the fact that,
while a general had to be interested in both artillery and the issues we find in other manuals,
the ‘educated Roman’ only needed to be concerned with the more general issues. The presence
of Pyrrus in both traditions, therefore, is to be ascribed to him being a general and naturally at

the intersection between two kinds of knowledge.

The manuscript tradition mentioned before also supports the view of different traditions since
the majority of the texts we call ‘military manuals’ (except Frontinus, obviously being Latin) are
grouped in one great manuscript, the Laurentianus 55.4. So it is clear that at least in for tenth
century Byzantine copyists and/or readers (and perhaps earlier ones too) they were a group, to
the exclusion of others.'% To put it differently, they perhaps constituted the elementary level
of knowledge which any general needed in order to be successful, and the fact that they were

copied and commented on thoroughly in the Middle Ages supports the idea.

108 The Laurentianus 55.4 contains the Excerpts of Polyaenus; see Krentz and Wheeler (1994) xix-xxi.
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2.2.2 Different ‘genres’/groups of ‘military manuals’

To summarise my argument so far, we have seen that there are different types of texts that
precede our own ‘military manuals’, and that we can perhaps draw a very thin line between
‘artillery’ and ‘military’ manuals due to their different levels of technicality, different scopes and
because of the way in which they position themselves relative to a tradition of military writing.
Closely related to the issues of technicality and diversity of subject matter we should ask the
guestion whether within ‘military manuals’ there are multiple ‘genres’ or groups of military
text. | am wary of applying the term ‘genre’ too firmly, hence the scare quotes. What | am really
interested in, rather than getting bogged down in complex issues related with the much
debated definition of genre, is whether the specific categories in which texts operate impose

certain rules or patterns from which the texts cannot (or should not) deviate.1®®

This question was first prompted by the great similarity in subject matter and organisation of
the Taktika, which scholars have repeatedly pointed out, and seems to mark them apart from
the other texts. As we shall see, while all the other authors seem to take a more varied
approach to their content, including both more technical aspects such as battle formations and
marching orders alongside considerations of a more moral and psychological nature and what
could also be characterised ‘common sense military knowledge’, the Taktika restrict their
subject matter to weapons, the divisions of the army, how to and arrange troops in formations
and how to march them. It is therefore my aim to determine if the Taktika in particular
constitute a group, separate from all else, which should contain only this kind of information
and nothing more. However, following my investigation of the Taktika, | discovered that there
is another category of texts which resembles them in their ‘single-mindedness’ of presentation,
focusing on conveying knowledge through examples, namely collections of stratagems, but
these are not so restricted in subject matter, since the stratagems contain both moral and
psychological aspects. | shall therefore also consider whether the Strategemata are a separate

group as well and if so when they originated.

109 For genre see Kroll (1964), Depew, M. and Obbink, D. (eds.) (2000), Conte (1996), Farrel (2003).
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As previously mentioned, Aelian sets his tactical ‘manual’ up by explaining how it will be clearer
than those of his predecessors (some of which he names) — something which the use of figures
and pictures will aid — and is not only aimed at those who are already familiar with the
terminology and with what is described.'° If one sets aside the chapters which Dain and Devine
consider to be late interpolations, his treatise is a description of what is primarily Alexander’s
army, with a focus on infantry and cavalry (and some mention of chariots and elephants), their
divisions and weapons, the names of their particular units and officers (with emphasis on the
number of men each unit must contain) and how they are drawn up, their manoeuvres, types
of marches and finally how to give them commands and a chapter on the importance of

silence.111

While Arrian’s preface and potential explanation for writing is now lost to us, and his text is in
many respects similar to that of Aelian, unlike the latter it is divided into two distinct sections.
The first, comprising chapters 1-32, deals with roughly the same Alexander-type army and
discusses the same topics as Aelian, but with some significant differences, notably the
discussion of current Roman practices alongside Greek ones. Then, chapters 33 to 44 tackle the

12 The treatise ends with an

contemporaneous Roman cavalry, with a focus on its drills.
exhortation to the emperor emphasising his role in ever improving the Roman army. Scholars
have argued that the first part of the treatise is an abbreviation of the same kind of information
found in Aelian, which Arrian tries to liven up with examples, and that the second part is where
Arrian really comes into his own, as he is describing practices with which he is accustomed.!3
But Arrian’s reasons for the curious choice of pairing cannot be as easily explained away as
some have tried to, because of the lack of the preface and a lacuna in the manuscript in chapter

32, where Arrian did offer some reason for it, so this will need to constitute the object of

another discussion.

110 Ael. Tact. 1.5-6.

111 Ael. Tact. Pr.6. for the army described as Alexander’s, 22-24; 2.3-2.12; 8.3-9.10 and 15-20; 3-23; 24-34; 36-39;
35,40 and 42.1; 41.

112 Bosworth (1993) 257-258 for current practices discussed alongside ancient ones.

113 Bosworth (1993) 254-255.
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The great similarities between Aelian and Arrian’s treatises do indeed warrant the question of
whether they constitute a separate ‘genre’ or group which is operating under certain
restrictions or assumptions, but such questions are difficult to answer mainly, as we have seen,
due to a relative scarcity of surviving texts. Still, | shall attempt to provide at least partial
solutions by examining the texts that are extant. There is a clear opposition between the
subject matter in the Taktika (including that of Asclepiodotus’) and the texts of Aeneas,
Xenophon and finally Onasander. The last is a good example of a work that spans a diversity of
topics such as characterise all three texts, ranging from the moral qualities which a general
needs and the psychological aspects of warfare — such as how to encourage a frightened army
and how to show courage when facing adversity — to the more practical aspects of warfare such
as how to make camp, battle formations and how to give watchwords.?!# Nor is there a clear
separation between these larger themes within the text itself, as Onasander discusses practical
issues such as pursuing the enemy and receiving messengers, then moves on to the psychology
of troops and how to encourage them, only to return to battle formations and the use of
skirmishers and again to psychology, discussing how to announce favorable news and how to

make sure friends fight next to friends in order to inspire courage.'!®

It seems, then, that there is a category of surviving Greek ‘military’ writings which generally
have a different emphasis than Aelian’s and Arrian’s texts, favouring a more varied approach,
but they are by no means in the majority. So based on the limited evidence that we do possess,
we could argue that some authors of earlier Greek texts believed a general should possess a
more varied skill-set than just practical knowledge of the marshalling of troops, such as Aelian
and Arrian present, or, at least, they write that way. However, because we have so few ‘military
manuals’ in general, it is hard to establish what constitutes the norm and the exception. Even if
we take the examples mentioned, there are three texts that mix psychology and practical
knowledge, and there are also three texts that only focus on practical aspects, so hardly enough

to draw any serious conclusions.

114 Also Oldfather (1923) 348;0no0s. 2 for moral qualities, 14 for encouraging the army, 13 for courage in the face of
adversity, 8 for making camp, 15 for battle formations and 26 for watchwords.
115 Onos. 11 for pursuing and messengers, 17 for skirmishers, 23 for news, 24 for friends fighting together.
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So then how are we to understand these two apparent strands of ‘military manuals’? Two
solutions could be presented. The first is that the Taktika is a particular type of text with a long
pedigree, going back to the Classical period, which only dealt with the marshalling of troops —

psychology et alia falling outside of its scope. This is in fact what Vegetius suggests:

Lacedaemonii quidem et Athenienses aliique Graecorum in libros rettulere conplura quae
tactica uocant; sed nos disciplinam militarem populi Romani debemus inquirere, qui ex

paruissimis finibus imperium suum paene solis regionibus et mundi ipsius fine distendit.

The Spartans, it is true, and the Athenians and other Greeks published in books much
material which they call tactica, but we ought to be inquiring after the military system of
the Roman People, who extended their Empire from the smallest bounds almost to the

regions of the sun and the end of the earth itself. 116

It is not clear though what conplura actually represents, however. Nor what the content of
these works was, that is what Vegetius thought ‘Tactica’ comprised. For Vegetius himself takes

quite a broad approach on occasion.

If we had Aeneas’ work (presumably also a Taktika) which Aelian and Arrian include in the
tactical category, then matters would become clearer. But the disagreement between Polybius
and Aeneas on the very definition of tactics, as seen in Aelian — with the latter describing it as
‘the science of military movements’ and the former as ‘whenever anyone takes an unorganised
crowd, organises it, divides it into files, and grouping them together, gives them a practical
training for war’— makes it less likely that the lost Taktika of the two were that similar, and so
they may not be part of the same group.'” There could have indeed been different variations
permitted within the group of the Taktika as long as certain information — such as
organisational patterns — was present. The hypothesis of the Taktika as a separate
‘genre’/group dealing with only certain aspects of warfare could also be supported by Aeneas
Tacticus’ reference to his two other books, on Preparations and on Supplies. While we cannot

possibly know how these two topics were dealt with (and it is possible — though perhaps less

116 yveg. Mil.8; all translations are by N.P. Milner, unless specified otherwise.
17 pel. Tact. 3.4.
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likely — that Aeneas included very refined references to human psychology there as well), the
existence of these two categories makes us think that there were authors who divided the
subject matter in such a way as to make it more mangeable. This eventually gave birth to
different groups of military writings with material specific to each group that had to be
presented in a certain order and perhaps in a certain style. This would explain why the Taktika
are written in a more ‘dry’, ‘objective’ style than, say Onasander’s Strategikos. Aelian certainly
emphasises that Aeneas had written many books which had been epitomised, so for all we
know there could have been several works On Supplies by several authors with some variations,

just as there were several Taktika later on.

Going back to the Taktika of Arrian and Aelian, it is Polybius’ definition of tactics that is the one
that more closely describes them, which brings us to the second possible solution to
understanding them. That is, as part of a distinct strand of military writing starting with Polybius
— as the ‘parent text’” — which emerged due to the intrusion of the Romans in the Greek
world.'*® This would not mean that they are not a separate ‘genre’, but simply provides a
reason why said ‘genre’ appeared. This type of military writing then, so dissimilar to Xenophon
and Aeneas’ line (if we indeed believe that he took an all-inclusive approach in all his texts),
could have started to serve Roman needs of knowing more about their enemies’ way of fighting
but also Greek needs to ‘show off’ their own tactical organisation and discipline in response to
the mighty manipular legion. Considering the latter, it is interesting that Polybius compares the
self-same manipular Roman battle array to the Macedonian phalanx, in an attempt to find out
which one is better, but also that it is the Macedonian phalanx that both Aelian and Arrian
describe, with Arrian also placing it in an — albeit different — comparative context alongside the

Roman cavalry.

Ultimately it would be difficult to ascertain which interpretation is more justified. There is also a
third possibility - though less likely in my view, despite modern scholars arguing for it - that
what appears to be a separate group/‘genre’ is in fact one text which is being copied and

slightly altered by different authors, starting with Asclepiodotus copying Poseidonius, Aelian

118 For Polybius as the ultimate source of the manuals of Asclepiodotus, Aelian and Arrian see Devine (1995).
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copying Asclepiodotus and Arrian copying Aelian. The apparent similarities between the three
Taktika we possess may also come from the fact that the source material that writers of Taktika
have to deal with is much drier and more confined, so they will always look repetitive, whereas
when one discusses psychology and morale, there are more possibilities and more material to
expand on. In any case, it seems certain that the Taktika follow a certain organisational pattern
(presentation of the types of troops, their weapons, their arrangement and manoeuvres) which

must always be present, but that they allow for variation, interpretation and addition.

On top of this, one might also ask the closely connected question whether or how Roman
tactical writings themselves might have influenced the development of such different strands of
Greek military writing. Unfortunately again, it is impossible to have a definitive answer because,
as we have seen, we possess no early Roman military manuals. Based on the passage of
Vegetius quoted above, however, we can say that there does seem to be a reaction to Greek
military knowledge manifested in the author’s desire to return to the old Roman teachings.
Indeed previous Roman authors who wrote on military matters are mentioned, including

Frontinus, Celsus and interestingly Paternus:

Haec necessitas conpulit euolutis auctoribus ea me in hoc opusculo fidelissime dicere, quae
Cato ille Censorius de disciplina militari scripsit, quae Cornelius Celsus, quae Frontinus
perstringenda duxerunt, quae Paternus diligentissimus iuris militaris adsertor in libros

redegit, quae Augusti et Traiani Hadrianique constitutionibus cauta sunt.

‘This requirement made me consult competent authorities and say most faithfully in this
opuscule what Cato the Censor wrote on the system of war, what Cornelius Celsus, what
Frontinus thought should be summarised, what Paternus, a most zealous champion of
military law, published in his books, and what was decreed by the constitutions of

Augustus, Trajan and Hadrian.’1®

This may mean that our Greek ‘military manuals’ did have a significant impact on how Romans

thought about warfare and while it does not tell us much about how Latin texts would have

119 veg. Mil. 2.8; Milner renders de disciplina militari as ‘the system of war’ but it could also just as well mean
‘military discipline’.
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influenced Greek ones, it perhaps implies they were somewhat different in focus. Despite this,
Vegetius’ treatise seems to be similarly discussing psychology alongside organisation, as well as
moral expedients (which are also present in Onasander), so either his argument seeks to again
emphasise Roman superiority, or earlier Latin texts emphasised different aspects — practical,
psychological, moral — in different proportions, with perhaps more focus on the moral. This
might be likely because of Vegetius’ insistence on the moral decline of his present (although
this theme is never too far from Latin authors in general), for example when discussing the

current status of recruits or the loss of tradition:12°

Sed huius rei usum dissimulatio longae securitatis aboleuit. Quem inuenias, qui docere
possit quod ipse non didicit? De historiis ergo uel libris nobis antiqua consuetudo repetenda

est.

But the illusion of a long-lasting safety abolished the practice of this subject. Whom can
you find able to teach what he himself has not learned? We must therefore recover the

ancient custom from histories and (other) books.*?!

Perhaps Roman ‘manuals’ placed more emphasis on discipline — something we shall see as well
in respect to Frontinus in a later chapter — and it is not insignificant that the first chapter
heading of the first book of Vegetius is Romanos omnes gentes sola armorum exercitatione
uicisse/‘That the Romans conquered all peoples solely because of their military
training/disicipline’.1?? This is also important in terms of reaction to Greek manuals and pre-
eminence, as we shall see that Aelian chooses to start his manual with a chapter "Ott"Ounpocg
TPpMTOG Mepl TFG €V ToIG MOAEUOLG TaKTIKAG Bewplag Eypadev/ That Homer was the first to write
about tactical theory in war’. Focus on discipline is also confirmed by the interesting reference
to Paternus. According to Milner, he was ab epistulis Latinis to Marcus Aurelius in the 170s,
then praefectus praetorio to Marcus Aurelius and Commodus (180-182 A.D.). He wrote a
‘juristic work on the Roman army’ of which we have a few fragments, mainly in Justinian’s

Digest, one of which indeed refers to discipline and its importance:

120 yveg. Mil. 1.7 for the deplorable state of recruits.
121 yveg. Mil.1.8. | have slightly altered the first line of Milner’s translation.
122 yegetius refers to the chapter headings in Pr. 5, showing they are indeed authentic.
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Paternus quoque scripsit debere eum, qui se meminerit armato praeesse, parcissime
commeatum dare, equum militarem extra provinciam duci non permittere, ad opus
privatum piscatum venatum militem non mittere. nam in disciplina augusti ita cavetur: "
etsi scio fabrilibus operibus exerceri milites non esse alienum, vereor tamen, si quicquam
permisero, quod in usum meum aut tuum fiat, ne modus in ea re non adhibeatur, qui mihi

sit tolerandus".

‘Paternus has also written that a general who is mindful that he commands armed troops
ought to grant leave very sparingly, ought not to permit a stallion belonging to the army to
be taken outside the province, nor dispatch a soldier on his own private business or out
fishing or hunting. For in the disciplina Augusti provision is made in these words: ‘Even
though | know that it is not inappropriate for soldiers to be employed on jobs as craftsmen,
| nonetheless fear that if | should permit any such thing to be done for my convenience or

yours, limits tolerable to me would not be imposed on this practice’'?

But in the remaining fragments, especially in John Lydus’ De magistratibus, Paternus focuses
more on questions of hierarchy and different positions in the Roman army. He discusses the
position of the tirones in relation to the other soldiers and how those holding a certain position
in the army (such as doctors, craftsmen, bowmakers, hunters etc.) were exempt from the more
burdensome munera.*?* So indeed this might mean that the Roman manuals had a more
legalistic focus, unsurprising given the general Roman interest in law and procedure, and this is
perhaps something that Vegetius wants to preserve and expand upon as — along with discipline

— it reflects a higher level of order and organisation that the Greek manuals lacked.

Coming back to the influence of Roman writings on Greek ones, | believe there is no greater
influence than in the elaboration of collections of stratagems. Strategemata have not been

mentioned as part of the pre-existing ‘military’ tradition because there is a serious possibility

123 Djg. 49.16.12, all translations by T. Mommsen, P. Krueger, and A. Watson.
124 Joan. Lyd. De mag., 1.47.
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that they originated with Frontinus — and this is what we shall look at next, starting with the

way the surviving texts in this category are organised and respond to each other.?®

Frontinus Strategemata is divided into three books organised thematically, as the author

himself explains in the preface to book one:

Quo magis autem discreta ad rerum varietatem apte conlocarentur, in tres libros ea
diduximus. In primo erunt exempla, quae competant proelio nondum commisso; in secundo,
quae ad proelium et confectam pacationem pertineant; tertius inferendae solvendaeque

obsidioni habebit otpatnynuata, quibus deinceps generibus suas species attribui.

‘Moreover, in order that these may be sifted and properly classified according to the
variety of subject-matter, | have divided them into three books. In the first will be examples
for use before the battle begins; in the second, those that relate to the battle itself and
tend to effect the complete subjugation of the enemy; the third contains stratagems
connected with sieges and the raising of sieges. Under these successive classes | have

grouped the illustrations appropriate to each.’'?¢

To these, a fourth book has been added with a different thematic approach — focusing on what
Alice Konig refers to as ‘ethics’” — which modern scholars now believe is authentic and written
by the author himself.'?” Moreover, as Laederich has observed through comparison with
Polyaenus’ work, Frontinus’ treatise is very structured, providing guidance to the discussion in
the form of categories and chapter headings which he points out in each of the four prefaces,

and the authenticity of which we have no reason to doubt.?®

By contrast, Polyaenus’ work is not organised thematically, but in eight books which contain
individual stratagems named after their protagonist, sometimes arranged in chronological
order. The author does not at any point manifest any intention to organise his material

thematically; however Krentz and Wheeler have picked up on some patterns in its presentation.

125 Also see Wheeler (2010) 19-23.

126 Front. Strat.1. Pr.; all translations are by C. Bennett unless otherwise specified.

127 K6nig (2004) 117; Laederich (1999) 36-37 cf. Bennett (1925) xix-xxv.

128 | aederich (1999) 35 comments on Polyaenus: ‘mais c’est un inextricable fouillis ou le lecteur ne discerne aucune
méthode, aucune logique, aucun ordre comparable a la rigueur de Frontin.’
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According to them each book was published separately and Polyaenus did not review the whole
work after its publication, and each covers ‘a central people, theme, or chronological period’
despite these getting blurred because of the author’s rush to publish. They consider that book
one best reflects Polyaenus’ original design ‘for a universal stratagem collection’ and presents
stratagems in chronological order from mythical times to the return of the Ten Thousand. Book
two loses its internal logic and chronology, but starts with fourth century Spartans and
Thebans, then various peoples of Dorian origin. Books three and four are about Macedonians,
while book five would have intended to treat Sicilian history and book six shows an
ethnographical pattern. Book seven is entirely about barbarians whilst book eight contains the

stratagems of Romans and women.!?°

Modern authors have assumed that there were Hellenistic collections upon which Frontinus
and Polyaenus later drew. Thus Roth states: ‘Much of the technical Greek military writing of the
period (i.e. Hellenistic) was devoted to the collection of such stratagems’ and he references
Wheeler’s Stratagem and the Vocabulary of Military Trickery, but the latter discusses the
terminology of Greek stratagem in Polyaenus, Polybius, Plutarch, Thucydides, Xenophon and
other authors (with mention of Philo of Byzantium though), with no references to actual
Hellenistic collections of strategemata, conceding that even the term itself is quite rare in
Greek literature.3® Hornblower also seems to assume a Hellenistic date for collections of
stratagems, comparing them to fourth century B.C. works such as Aeneas Tacticus’ Poliorketika,
and the Aristotelian Oeconomica, a book about economic devices, both of which present
examples alongside theory.'3! The same assumption is made by Krentz and Wheeler in their
introduction to Polyaenus, stating that ‘both authors (namely, Frontinus and Polyaenus) drew

either directly or indirectly upon numerous earlier collections.’*32

There are two reasons why we could think that there were stand-alone collections of
stratagems before that of Frontinus, which would constitute a separate group of military texts.

Firstly, we have the mention of book nine of Philo of Byzantium’s Mechanike Suntaxis entitled

129 Krentz and Wheeler (1994) xiv; also Wheeler (2010) 19 who names Frontinus as the first known author.
130 Roth (2006) 369; Wheeler (1988) 3; 7 for Philo.

131 Hornblower (2007) 51.

132 Krentz and Wheeler (1994) viii.
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Strategemata. But we know nothing of the actual contents of this book and one could assume,
in a treatise on mechanics, that the focus would again be on war-machines and perhaps quite
different from the exempla of famous generals found in Frontinus and Polyaenus. Moreover,
we need not assume that anything entitled Strategemata necessarily contains exempla in the
same way as Frontinus’ and Polyaenus’ collection, since Onasander refers to the theoretical
principles in his text as mepl TV év T®de T® Aoyw otpatnynuatwv nbpolopévwy — ‘the acts of
generals collected in this book’. Also, we cannot ignore the fact that book nine is simply a part
of a larger work containing both theory and examples, and that in this respect it would not
differ from the Aristotelian and Aeneas’ works. Moreover, we have Valerius Maximus’
Memorable Deeds and Sayings in which one section of book seven is dedicated to stratagems
(with examples of cunning behaviour from other contexts being dealt with under different
categories), so if the inclusion of strategemata in a wider collection constitutes evidence for the
existence of a separate group/‘genre’ then indeed we would not need to look any further than
that, but | do not believe this is the case.3® The argument could be made that there is a
potential difference between Valerius Maximus’ and Aeneas Tacticus’ works, which could more
easily be read together as a whole, and the various books of Philon in the Mechanike Syntaxis
which — as we have seen in the case of the Belopoeica, Paraskeuastika and Poliorketika — could
work as individual pieces. Furthermore, we could say, based on Frontinus’ preface and his
advertising of the Strategemata and his more theoretical work together, that they too are part
of a larger framework and need not be that different conceptually from Philon’s Syntaxis.
However, it is clear in Frontinus’ case that the Strategemata is meant to function separately
and that it is not part of the same overarching work. Besides the fact that Valerius’ work could
also easily be read piecemeal, it is also difficult in the absence of all the books of Philon to see
how these would have worked together and complemented each other, and therefore we may
be easily tricked into seeing them as functioning as individual texts because we do not possess
the entire treatise. So book nine of the Mechanike Syntaxis proves only that there was interest
in such tricks before Frontinus (especially since we do not really know what kind of tricks would

have been included in it) but not necessarily that there was a whole ‘genre’ dedicated to them.

133 See Langlands (2011) for an example of using examples situationally as well as for bibliography on Valerius.
Bloomer (1992) and Morgan (2007) are also good bibliographical starting points.
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The second piece of evidence that has led scholars to believe there were such stand-alone
collections before Frontinus’ appears to be only a brief comment in his preface.’®* Thus

Frontinus states:

At multa et transire mihi ipse permisi. quod me non sine causa fecisse scient, qui aliorum

libros eadem promittentium legerint.

‘And so | have purposely allowed myself to skip many things. That | have not done this
without reason, those will realise who read the books of others treating of the same

subjects.’t3®

Thus the aliorum libros eadem promittentium have been interpreted as books of stratagems,
but doing this means taking the phrase out of context. In the previous paragraph Frontinus
hints that, although historians and writers of notabilia included such examples of stratagems in
their work, he was the first to systematise them into a single compendium.3¢ Thus, while it is
not entirely clear what he means when he mentions the aliorum libros eadem promittentium
and he may indeed be talking about other collections of stratagems, it is more likely that he is
referring to those histories and books collecting notabilia which he had mentioned before.
Therefore the eadem is more likely to mean exempla than strategemata, as otherwise he would
be contradicting his statement about originality, and indeed we have other collections of

examples such as Valerius Maximus’.

While it could be argued that claims of originality need not necessarily mean anything (in fact
Frontinus also claims to be the only one who has systematised the res militaris while there were
several known Greek manuals of tactical theory before his own) the fact that we have no
explicit evidence for stand-alone collections of stratagems before that of Frontinus adds
strength to his claim. Though examples feature as part of other manuals, and the practice of

collecting examples was established in the Greek tradition, especially in pinacography and

134 Wheeler (1988) 18.
135 Front. Strat.1. praef. 3
136 Front., Strat., 1.praef.2.
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paraxodography, these which seem to me to be a separate manner. Frontinus could, of course,

have been influenced and inspired by all these collecting practices.*3’

The idea expressed by Krentz and Wheeler that ‘most of the earlier stratagem collections must
have circulated privately without formal publication’ is puzzling to say the least.'3® While one
could understand such a practice if strategemata were regarded as some sort of arcane
knowledge, the fact that a general would become famous for his stratagems and they were
present in several historians — as Frontinus himself points out — clearly shows this was not the
case. Even if one chooses to believe that there were similar collections before Frontinus’ there
would have been nothing to stop him from organising his material in whichever way he liked, as
we have Polyaenus’ collection which is centred on figures and not themes. If one thought that it
was traditional to approach the subject thematically, there would still be no reason to believe
that Frontinus could not have chosen any examples he wanted in order to fill those categories,
for instance focusing only on Roman figures for the entirety of the treatise, or on Greek figures

for one section and Romans for others.

Thus the organisation of Polyaenus’s text may be deliberately aimed to be different from that
of Frontinus, in order to subvert his authority, and that the group/‘genre’ of the stand-alone
strategemata may have been in fact ‘created’ by Frontinus and then challenged by
Polyaenus.'® It is very plausible that Polyaenus was reacting to Frontinus’ text since he could
read Latin as a lawyer in the Roman courts, and would also have known that Frontinus’ sister
had been married to Marcus Aurelius’ great-great grandfather. The connection between the
family of the emperor and Frontinus would have made Frontinus’ text a must-read on two
accounts, firstly because of the similarity of topics approached and secondly it would have

boded well to read a similar work written by someone in the extended family of the emperor.

Also, the invention of the Strategemata as a distinct group would not be uncharacteristic of
someone, namely Frontinus, who claimed to have systematised all knowledge about warfare.

We could say that Frontinus did the same thing with the strategemata that he had done with

137 Cf. Wheeler (1988) 19; Krentz and Wheeler (1994) vii.
138 Krentz and Wheeler (1994) viii.
139 Krentz and Wheeler (1994) xiii.
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the res militaris in his previous manual, in that he took an existing concept and/or category and
reorganised it, making it both Roman and his own.*° This rediscovery and incorporation of a
Greek concept into a Roman superstructure may explain what Wheeler calls ‘the “golden age”’
of Strategemata’, as Frontinus’ claim to be the authority in collecting and ordering stratagems
would have encouraged other Greek authors, such as Hermogenes son of Charidemus and the
Athenian sophist, Melesermus, to write collections of their own, which also may have sought to
challenge this newly asserted Romanitas of stratagems. Unfortunately, since none of these has

been preserved, it is impossible to tell for sure what their approach would have been.!#

The final text which will be discussed in this thesis is Arrian’s Ektaxis kata Alanon. | have
deliberately not included it in any category because it seems to resemble no other known text.
It is simply a series of orders in the imperative and infinitive, divided into thirty-one chapters,
which are meant to make up a battle array against the imminent attack of the Alans. As such, it
reads more like a written-down oral account of what Arrian would have actually said to his
officers at the time of battle. However, as we shall see in a following chapter, this apparent
orality is a carefully constructed image which is meant to allow the reader to step into the

author’s world but also to allow Arrian to step into a different — and yet similar — world.

Therefore, we could say that there are several ‘genres’ or groups that impose certain
restrictions upon authors in this larger universe of topics relating to generalship, and the reason
for the choice of subject matter and style in the case of each is only one interesting aspect of
works which are more complex than they have been given credit for. This is especially the case
for the Taktika which have been called ‘strictly utilitarian’.*> The works also have to be read in
the broader context of technical literature in general and as a part of similar texts about
knowledge, such as those of Celsus and Strabo. While there are of course many differences,
there are also problems which can be clarified by the comparative approach, such as the issue

of precedence of knowledge, of Greek knowledge in the Roman Empire and of its positioning.

140 See especially A. Kénig (2017) 158.

141 Wheeler (2010) 19; he dates Hermogenes’ work ‘somewhere in between’ Polyaenus and Frontinus, while
Melesermus is dated first century A.D. or later.

142 Bosworth (1993) 264. See also Stadter (1978).
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| am also not unaware that such a discussion of the ‘Greekness’ and ‘Romanness’ of ‘military
science’ begs the question of how we should read these texts in relation to the movement
which has been dubbed the ‘Second Sophistic’ by Philostratus (and modern scholars have
followed suit), especially since Arrian himself is considered an important representative of its
historiographical component.'#® This will also be tackled in a subsequent chapter, where | will
discuss why Arrian and Aelian chose to write in this particular ‘genre’ and to describe Hellenistic
armies — and Alexander’s in particular — something which lies outside the Classical period
(although Arrian does make some Classical references, the Macedonian phalanx is still the
centrepiece of his work) which Bowie argues constituted the most prominent go-to timeframe
for Greeks writing about their past glory.'** However, the questions of whom these texts are
written for and whether they are practical are more basic and immediately pressing. So this is

what we shall turn to in the last two sections of this chapter.
3. Audience: The emperor, Greeks, Romans, ‘general audience’ and ‘specialists’

All texts construct an internal audience, either explicitly, for example by referring to a
person/group that the work is dedicated to in the introduction, or implicitly, by the choice of
language, subject matter or level of technicality — as we have seen in the case of the artillery
manuals. Our authors are no different in setting up such an audience, and for most it seems to
be commanders — as is the case for Frontinus and Polyaenus — or in some sense ‘experts’
(though what an expert at warfare is might or might not differ considerably from, say, an
‘expert’ in medicine) as is the case of Onasander, but there is also the desire to engage the
interest of a broader group of people as we have already seen in the case of Aelian.}*> The
constructed audience is also sometimes explicitly a double one, as in the case of Polyaenus who
dedicates to both emperors and their commanders, or Aelian who dedicates his Taktika to both

Trajan and a more general audience.

Needless to say the ‘real’ audience of the text need not be limited to the audience the authors

themselves refer, and there are often other factors at work in shaping how a text positions

143 See Bowie (1974) 191-195.
144 Bowie (1974) 170-174 for sophistic themes; for Athens in particular 195-203.
145 Front. Strat. 1.praef.1, Polyaen. 1. pr. 1-2, Ael. Tact. 1.1-4, Onos. pr. 1.
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itself. The claim to clarity, for instance, is a topos, and thus needs to be read with care. There is
also no reason why a ‘general’ text would not be used by a more specialised audience, or why
something like Onasander’s Strategikos would not provide a sort of ‘general specialised
knowledge’, aimed at commanders who might just be starting their careers. Ideally we would
be able to corroborate the use of such texts with external sources, such as in the case of
Frontinus’ treatise on warfare where Aelian’s and Vegetius’ later references let us infer that it
was indeed known and read widely by ‘experts’ (or at least those purporting to elaborate
military theory).1#® But such examples are rare, and most of the time we are left in the dark
about a text’s ‘real’ audience. It is nonetheless possible to guess that it might have been
broader in some cases than others. So, Frontinus and Polyaenus deal in exempla, a means of
teaching common to both Greek and Roman paideia, which could have been understood and
interpreted by more than commanders, and that might suggest wider reach. It is, moreover,
possible to speculate further about the social and cultural characteristics of a possible audience,
who the ‘commanders’ reading these books might be. Therefore, in what follows | shall first
examine how the texts themselves construct and address their audience, beginning with their
dedications and the problems associated with them, then think more broadly and examine

more specifically who their audience might have actually been comprised of.

Some scholars have argued that the main reason for the composition of some of the treatises,
such as Arrian’s Taktika and Polyaenus’ Strategika, is to gain favour with the dedicatee, namely
the emperor.}*” However, dedicating one’s work to the emperor was not an unusual practice,
nor — given the number of authors doing this — should we expect a close relationship between
said author and the emperor or indeed that the emperor would have read everything dedicated
to him, let alone granted any tangible benefit to any of these authors based on what was
written (as Wheeler argues about Arrian’s hopes of having his command in Cappadocia
prolonged in virtue of the expertise displayed in the Taktika).'*® If anything, it seems that
perhaps authors who have a close relationship with emperors, such as Frontinus with Trajan —

perhaps the most well regarded Roman author of a ‘military manual’, at least if Vegetius is to

146 See also Wheeler (2010) 11-14 for Polyaenus audience and being read by the emperors.
147 Wheeler (1978) 363-365.
148 Cf. Wheeler (2010) 12.
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be believed — do not dedicate their work to them. Of course we do not have Frontinus’ De re
militari which might have been addressed to Domitian (although it could be even earlier than
that), or the beginning of Arrian’s Taktika (which does mention Hadrian at the end), but it does
seem that perhaps those confident in their expertise and social standing did not feel the need

to ‘ingratiate’ themselves with the emperor, as Wheeler seems to suggest.

This is not to say that authors did not seek patronage by the emperor or other members of the
elite, especially since, as Jason Konig argues, ‘so many different areas of knowledge were at
least in theory dependent on the Emperor’s patronage, in a society where ideals of Imperial
omniscience and ubiquity were so prevalent.”'*° We should also then perhaps understand that
on many occasions authors believed it almost compulsory to dedicate their works to the
emperor, playing into this image of him as an all-encompassing expert. But even in the context
of patronage we should not view the texts as simply contributing to an ‘imperial agenda’,
thinking that they always hold and promote an ‘official line’ (or to any kind of agenda for that
matter).t>? Often the relationship between emperor and author is more complex, as Alice Kénig
argues of that between Vitruvius and Augustus in his De architectura, where Vitruvius uses the
same rhetoric to describe the emperor and himself (and other architects), exploring ideas about
authority and power in the newly established empire, while at the same time both contributing
to the Augustan programme and challenging it.!>! In Kénig’s own words Vitruvius, ‘as a subject,
client and author, is not simply toeing the party line but fighting for power of his own by
borrowing it from his patron’. Therefore, while we might suspect that, given Trajan’s interest in
military matters and Hadrian’s care to cultivate a military persona that matched that of his
predecessor, Aelian and Arrian too are trying to appeal to the emperor’s interests and at the
same time gain his patronage and share in his authority, it is exactly this type of fluid
relationship where positions seem to be constantly adjusted and renegotiated that we shall see

in their texts as well.152

149 J Kdnig (2009) 38; also Kenney (1982) 10-15.
150 For example see A. Kénig (2009).

151 A, Kénig (2009) 36-41.

152 A, Kénig (2009) 41.
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While, as | mentioned, generally there is no reason to believe the emperor is actually reading all
texts dedicated to him, sometimes authors make more explicit reference in their text.
Polyaenus, for instance, mentions in the preface to his fifth book that the emperors Marcus
Aurelius and Lucius Verus commended him on his work.'3 In cases like this in particular — but
also in others where we have imperial dedications — dedicating to the emperor is perhaps more
a way of addressing the elites more generally. Polyaenus is a good example because he
explicitly mentions in the preface to book one that his book will be useful not only to the

emperor but also to his envoys, who will have been part of the elite:

npoodépw, 600 TV MAAAL YEYOVE oTpaTnyRUATa VUV Te aUTOLG TIOAANV éumelpiav TaAaliv
£pywv, TOl¢ TE UTIO UMDV TIEUTOUEVOLE TIOAEUAPXOLS | OTPATNYOIC | LUPLAPXOLS R XIALAPXOLG

f €€akooLapyoLg

‘I offer past stratagems as an experience in the deeds of old, both to you and those sent by
you, polemarchs and generals or tribunes or commanders of ten thousand men or those of

six hundred men.’1>*

It is not only the elite in general that Polyaenus is referring to here, but more specifically the
military elite and military commanders. So is it reasonable to believe that the elites, military or
otherwise, would have reason to read Polyaenus books and ‘military manuals” more generally?
Firstly, it is clear that technical literature of all sorts had a wider appeal, circulating and being
read by more than just ‘specialists’, and authors tried to position themselves as writers of

something that was broader than a simple techne.'>

If we think of the possibility of ‘military
manuals’ being read by the ‘Roman elites’, we have to remember that the Romans considered
that they were superior than all others when it came to warfare, as Virgil, among others, points

out at the end of the sixth book of the Aeneid:
Excudent alii spirantia mollius aera,

credo equidem, vivos ducent de marmore voltus,

153 polyaen. 5. Pr.
154 All translations are by Krentz and Wheeler.
155 Wolf and Kénig (2017) 10-15; Whitmarsh and Kénig (2007) 24-27.
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orabunt causas melius, caelique meatus
describent radio, et surgentia sidera dicent:

tu regere imperio populos, Romane, memento;
hae tibi erunt artes; pacisque imponere morem
parcere subiectis, et debellare superbos.

‘Others, | doubt not, shall with softer mould beat out the breathing bronze, coax from the
marble features to the life, plead cases with greater eloquence and with a pointer trace
heaven’s motions and predict the risings of the stars: you, Roman, be sure to rule the world
(be these your arts), to crown peace with justice, to spare the vanquished and to crush the

proud.’>®

While others might be better at the artes — and although they are not named, the allusion here
is surely to the Greeks —the Romans are the best at what really matters, namely war, peace and
rule.’>” The fundamentality of this view of superiority is proven by the fact that Vegetius still
argues it — albeit perhaps from a desire to return to original Roman practices due to recent
Roman failures — much later.'>® He says no one would doubt that the Greeks conquered the
Romans so far as the artes and prudentia were concerned (Graecorum artibus prudentiaque nos
vici nemo dubitavit) but that the Romans were better and won against all other peoples by
being better at every aspect of warfare: ‘careful selection of recruits, instruction in the rules, so
to speak, of war, toughening in daily exercises, prior acquaintance in field practice with all
possible eventualities in war and battle, and strict punishment of cowardice’ (tironem sollerter
eligere, ius, ut ita dixerim, armorum docere, cotidiano exercitio roborare, quaecum evenire in

acie atque in proeliis possunt omni in campestri meditatione praenoscere, severe in desides).*>®

156 Verg. Aen. 6.851-52, trans. H.R. Fairclough and revised by G. P. Goold.

157 Whitmarsh (2005) 13.

158 Vegetius, Mil., 2.5-8; Milner (1993) xvi —xviii for Vegetius’ urge for reform; for the dating of Vegetius see Milner
(1993) xxv-xxix and Reeve (2004) v; viii-x who summarise the debates around it.

159 veg. Mil. 2. 6-7.

51



So because of this view, a member of the Roman elite would have surely wanted to have some
knowledge of the intricacies of warfare so that he may at least be able to converse on the topic,
and confirm the assumption about Roman superiority in these matters. A member of the elite
might turn to texts such as Frontinus’ Strategemata to show familiarity with deeds of foreign
and Roman commanders and perhaps use the examples in different ways and for different
purposes, rhetorical or conversational. The same elite might also perhaps use the knowledge
contained in the Taktika or parts of it to show that they still possessed the kind of detailed
knowledge of warfare that made the Romans so great. At the same time, however, some of the
self-same Greeks that Virgil was alluding to were also part of the ‘Roman elite’, and some even

held military posts and had been decorated for their service.

If we look at the equestrian order, which would have initially been based on aristocratic military
participation but whose membership soon came to be based primarily on wealth, one observes
‘Greeks’ as much involved as ‘Romans’, as early as the Julio-Claudian period. Such as is the case
of C. Stertinius Xenophon, from Cos and Ti. Claudius Balbilus, from Ephesus.®® The former was
a medic and personal physician to Tiberius, but also a tribunus militum in Claudius’ expedition
to Britain (46 A.D.) decorated with a golden crown and lance for his service, and later named in
charge of the emperor’s Greek correspondence, which made him into a de facto liaison with the
Greeks (ad responsa Graeca).'®! Balbilus has a similar cursus, starting out as a praefectus
fabrorum then also was decorated with a corona muralis and hasta pura for his service in
Britain, and finished his career by occupying the most prestigious magistracy an equestrian
could attain — the praefectura Aegypti.*®? Later under the Flavii, T. Flavius Varus Calvisianus
Hermocrates, a member of a prominent family of Phocaea, both held a series of local offices in
his own native town and was commander of a cohort and tribune of a legion, both in
Cappadocia.l®® T. lulius Alexander Capito, part of the wealthy and prestigious priestly family of

Sardes, was also a tribunus legionis and a praefectus alae, both in Egypt, but also procurator of

160 The history of the equestrian order is a complicated and unclear one; for an introduction see Brunt (1983) and
(1962), Lintott (2006), Nicolet (1974).

161 pflaum (1960) 41-44; Devijver (1989) 290; 296.

162 pflaum (1960) 34-35; Devijver (1989) 295.

163 Devijver (1989) 286 and 297.
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Achaia and Asia under Nerva/Trajan.'®* Whether they saw actual military service or not, or
whether people such as Xenophon and Balbilus were just decorated symbolically is not
particularly relevant, as these ‘Greeks’ would have also been interested in engaging with the
same topics as the ‘Romans’ since they too were now part of this elite which had a strong

military tradition.®®

One could argue that they would want to assert their military knowledge
even more if they did not actually engage in military activities, and would need to engage more
with literature that could teach them about warfare and compensate for their lack of ‘real
world” experience. If we also consider their Greekness, manuals such as the Taktika of Aelian
and Arrian would be all the more appealing, as they would allow them to bring both aspects of
their cultural identity together, namely Greekness and Romanness. The Taktika would then give
them knowledge of past Greek military practices (but also the opportunity to compare their

Roman present to the Greek past) which they would be able to use as a ‘cultural currency’,

showing how Greek knowledge can also inform and educate on military matters.

Thinking about the equestrians is the perfect way of transitioning from a ‘general elite’
audience to a more ‘specialised’ one, since many of the ‘officers’ that Polyaenus mentions
would have come from their ranks. Is there then reason to believe that his text, along with
those of the others, would appeal to a more ‘specialised’ audience? Firstly, as Brian Campbell
has pointed out, there was no ‘military academy’ in ancient Rome which would teach one how
to command, or even the basics of warfare. 1% Ever since the Republic, the Romans had relied
on doing and observing in order to learn, and Polybius mentions that young aristocrats had to
participate in ten military campaigns before they could enter the cursus honorum.*®” According
to Rosenstein, they would have had the opportunity to observe the general and the workings of
camp life in these ten years, but even so commanders in the Republic were often inexperienced
and were expected to rely on the expertise of ‘officers’ such as centurions for advice on more

practical matters.'®® Later on in the empire, participation in the military sphere became slightly

164 Devijver (1989) 287 and 298.
165 Maxwell (1981) 114; 160-164.
166 Campbell (1987) 22.

167 p|b. 6.19; De Blois (2007) 169.
168 Rosenstein (2007) 139; 141.
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more specialised, and equestrians tended to be the ones more involved in military commands
and more interested in military careers, though by no means exclusively.'®® Thus, the tres
militiae came into being early into the empire to regulate the carreers of equestrians interested
in military posts. This was a succession of military commands whereby equestrians would start
as the prefect of a cohort, move on to the military tribunate of a legion and then to the
prefecture of an ala.'’? This does not mean that career paths were separated, and it was still
common for ‘military’ and administrative posts to be present in the careers of the elites,
equestrians included, despite the existence of some figures who focused on more on one or the

other.171

Still, since now there was a clearer military career path for the elites and somewhat more
specialisation, there would have been more interest in acquiring military knowledge. The
interest could have been practical, and there were perhaps members of the elite who, having
chosen to try their luck at a military post, would have wanted as many opportunities for
learning as possible. Indeed, earlier on, in the consular elections, Sallust’'s Marius had
contrasted his experience in the field with the knowledge of his rivals, which had been acquired
from books.”2 However, this would not mean that ‘actual commanders’ would have been less
interested in the military knowledge expressed in ‘military manuals’ as ‘cultural currency’. Even
more as a general, one might have been expected to know how different armies drilled and
marched, and be familiar with the deeds of the past generals of a tradition that they were now
part of. The same interest in comparing and contrasting Greek and Roman armies and finding
the significance of Greek military knowledge, that we have mentioned before, would have been
greater in Greeks who were very active in the military field, men such as the famous Pergamene
aristocrat C. lulius Quadratus Bassus.'’® He, among other military charges, was right in the thick
of the Dacian wars both as a praepositus vexilationis legionis Scythicae et legionis Xl fulminatae

in 101-102 A.D., and as adlectus inter comites Augusti in the second expedition in 106 A.D., but

169 Adams (2007) 214-215.

170 Adams (2007) 214, Brunt (1983a) 52, Eck (2006).
171 Adams (2007) 2015; Campbell (1975).

172 5all. Jug. 85.11-12; Rosenstein (2007) 139.

173 pflaum (1960) 48-49.
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also a governor of provinces with legions, Syria in 115-117 A.D. and Dacia in 117 A.D.Y"* As a
man of vast military experience, he would have been the perfect ambassador for Greek
knowledge, but also interested in the intertwining of Greek and Roman traditions that the

Taktika and the Strategikos presented.

Besides commanders in various forms, with different degrees of specialisation, there was also
another category of more specialised officers which constituted the backbone of the Roman
legions and who would have been perhaps interested in the ‘manuals’, namely centurions.
Centurions had begun to form a somewhat separate class since at least the campaigns of
Caesar, who relied on them heavily for different tasks and missions.'’> They continued to be the
core-officers in the empire, and overall could be considered the most experienced officers in
the army. They would often be promoted from the ranks of soldiers, though there were other
channels of appointment, such as patronage, and they could also come from the equestrian
order, while higher up centurions such as the primi pili also attained equestrian rank.l’®
Therefore they also constituted a somewhat mixed group, and while the majority probably
would have had significant experience of warfare, there were also some with very little, and
Pliny the Younger mentions that he secured the appointment of such a centurion with no prior
experience in one of his letters.}’” We might imagine that those equestrians who had been
appointed centurions were literate, but there is also evidence of literacy as an overall
requirement for appointment.'’® Furthermore, there are several examples of centurions
engaging in literary activities and composing hexameter poems, such as those of Quintus
Avidius Quintianus and M Porcius lasucthan found at the outpost of Bu Njem in Africa and
dated to the early 200s A.D., with the poem of lasuchtan talking about camp life specifically.?”®
There is also evidence of them being more generally interested in literature but also of

bilingualism, several centurions dedicating inscriptions in Greek and Latin.&

174 Halfmann (1979) 119-120; Salmieri (2000) 57; Campbell (1984) 322.
175 De Blois (2007) 174-176.

176 Gilliver (2007) 191; also Dobson (1974) 426.

177 Plin. Ep. 6.25; Gilliver (2007) 191.

178 Gilliver (2007) 191.

179 Adams (1999).

180 Adams (1999) 129-133.
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Considering all of this it is not unlikely that this category would have made use of ‘military
manuals’. Those centurions with limited experience would have looked to them as potential
sources of making up for it in an environment where most of their peers would have had
intimate knowledge of warfare over a significant number of years. However, the reverse is
probable as well, and given the literary interests and bilingualism of some of the centurions
from the lower classes, they would have perhaps used ‘manuals’ to build up an ‘encyclopaedic’
knowledge of warfare, which would have served them when moving up the ranks. Those who
would look to enter the ranks of the equestrians would perhaps have found the knowledge
contained in ‘manuals’ particularly useful in presenting themselves as a sort of ‘cultured’

expert, who was well-versed in all kinds of practices and curiosities of warfare.

So then we must understand Polyaenus’ audience of ‘commanders’ — but also the ones of the
other texts — as a far more diverse one then we would have thought. We must also understand
that it is partly because of the backdrop of alleged Roman superiority, but also of the blurred
boundaries between Greeks and Romans in terms of participation in military endeavours that
Greek authors were willing to write about a topic which could be considered exclusively Roman.
Coming back to the dedication of Polyaenus, we see how by talking about the ‘experience of
old’ he might expect the text to be useful in some practical way to his audience. We have
already hinted at some of the uses that these texts might have had for different types of

audience, but we shall now delve more deeply into the question of their practicality.
4. Military manuals and practicality

The most common modern assumption about ‘military manuals’ has been that they are
practical tools. Scholars have emphasised their usefulness for generals in understanding
formations and weapons from the past and how to potentially deploy them in the field.18!
Victor Davis Hanson, one of the leading figures in the history of Classical warfare, starts his
chapter on modern historiography of ancient warfare in the Cambridge History of Greek and

Roman Warfare by stating that ‘originally fourth century B.C. essays such as Xenophon’s

181 For example Stadter (1980) 42-43; Devine (1993); Wheeler (1978) 353 esp. n. 12. For a different way of
approaching practicality see Formisano and van der Eijk (2017) 1-2.
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Cavalry Commander or Aeneas Tacticus’ On the Defense of Fortified Positions were probably
intended as pragmatic guides for commanders in the field’. He then goes on to explain that ‘by
Hellenistic and Roman times formal contemplation about war-making became more academic
and theoretical, both in the scientific realm [..] and on matters tactical (Poseidonius and
Asclepiodotus concerning the Macedonian phalanx) — in addition to becoming simply
antiquarian, such as the collections of stratagems by Frontinus and Polyaenus’.'8? There is
extensive analysis of how diagrams — such as those used by Asclepiodotus — are supposed to
make generals better able to get to grips with the information explained therein and how
clearer, more accessible, explanations were meant to make knowledge from the past more
easily applicable and relevant.'® The historian Rosemary Moore emphasises the practical role
of these manuals, but also — as Hanson hints more subtly — makes the point that they provided
‘a traditional component of an elite male’s education’ and were meant to provide ‘a basis of
knowledge to officers presumably less experienced than the soldiers they were ordered to
command’ while at the same time ‘such works were doubtless also meant to entertain, and

perhaps were never intended to be applied completely in the first place.”*8*

This section does not need to reprise arguments and examples about practicality extensively. At
the same time, recognising that these texts are not always meant to be practical in the strictest
sense, but educational and entertaining, opens the door to looking at them in much more
nuanced ways. Realising that the texts are meant to stir up some pleasure makes us think of
them perhaps as ‘practical’ in the sense of pieces of conversation in a ‘banquet-type’ situation,
much like in Athenaeus’ Deipnosophistai. We can see manuals as aids in debating Greek and
Roman military achievements in a more ‘academic’ way — such as we find in Livy’s and Polybius’

discussions of Alexander versus the Romans or the legion versus the phalanx.®

One could wonder, then, whether these texts were in any way part of a general paideia and

whether not knowing certain facts included in them might be perceived negatively. Although as

182 Hanson (2007) 3.

183 E g, Devine (1993) 318ff for a comparison in terms of practicality and ease of access between Arrian and
Aelian’s texts.

184 Moore (2013) 472.

185 Ljiv. 9.18-19; Plb. 18.29.
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far as | can tell no author mentions any ‘military manual’ explicitly, the case could be made that
the authors of manuals would have intended for them to be a useful part of a general
education or to be used in discussions of a more general, intellectual nature. An example of this
sort of discussion is comparisons between Alexander’s military success and that of the Romans,
which were quite popular in the first century A.D: Livy and Plutarch provide a few significant
examples. Livy’s comparison of Alexander and the Romans and their respective battle arrays as
a significant deciding factor is precisely the kind of scenario where the information found in

‘military manuals’ would be particularly useful:

statarius uterque miles, ordines seruans; sed illa phalanx immobilis et unius generis,
Romana acies distinctior, ex pluribus partibus constans, facilis partienti, quacumque opus

esset, facilis iungenti.

‘Both armies were formed of heavy troops, keeping to their ranks; but their phalanx was
immobile and consisted of soldiers of a single type; the Roman line was opener and
comprised more separate units; it was easy to divide, wherever necessary, and easy to

unite.’ 186

The level of technicality in Livy’s analysis is worth noting. He discusses (albeit very generically)
the kind of information we find in Aelian, Asclepiodotus and Polybius, about units, mobility and
fighting order. Livy claims that some Greeks state that Alexander was greater than the Romans,
implying that this was a popular topic of discussion, and the fact that he brings in very technical
military details to show how this was not true means that these were the sort of counter

arguments which were usually deployed in this kind of intellectual discussions.8’

With this in mind we might wonder whether Aelian’s very specific statement that his reader
‘will observe Alexander the Macedonian’s efforts in marshaling his troops’ (to0 Makedovog
Ale€avdpou TNV év taic mapatateov EmBoAnyv) is not in fact also intended to make his text
attractive to those members of the elite who might want to be able to engage in such

intellectual discussions, since marshalling and battle order is precisely the point in Livy's

186 |jv. 9.19.9, all translations are by B.O. Foster.
187 Liv. 9.18.6.
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chapter. Thus we might say that Aelian wishes his Taktika to be part of a more general type of
education and also, as he claims, to appeal to an ‘educated’ audience rather than an ‘expert’

one (of course the two are not mutually exclusive).88

Several chapters in Aulus Gellius’ Attic Nights also show us how the information in our ‘military
manuals’ could be interesting and useful for a wider audience and therefore might have been
considered as part of paideia. We find that Gellius and Antonius Julianus, his rhetoric teacher,
discussed whether hurling spears and missles from below makes them more accurate or
whether it is more efficient to throw from above — a topic close to Arrian’s description of the
throwing of spears on horseback.'® The fact that this is a discussion between Gellius and his
teacher encourages us to believe that such specifically technical military topics were considered

important also in rhetorical training and in ‘general education’.

Similarly, Gellius also analyses the description of the historian Quintus Claudius Quadrigarius of
the battle of Titus Manlius Torquatus and the Gaul, where we see that Claudius pays attention
to the details of combat, such as how the Gaul advanced according to his method of fighting,
‘with shield advanced and awaiting an attack’ (suo disciplina scuto proiecto cantabundus).**®
Gellius also pays attention to how the Roman army was drawn up and what the names of the
formations were.’®! Therefore, it is not unreasonable to assume that our more techinal texts
would have been read as more than just specifically ‘technical’, as pieces which provided
information for the construction of arguments in more general debates and arguments on
warfare, or at least would have tried to present the information they offered as such. The fact
that Gellius is interested in the organisation of the Roman legion, and the detailed names of its
weapons and formations, and debates their usage, would explain why authors such as Arrian

parallel Roman weapons and formations with those of the Greeks. This can be seen, in my view,

188 pel. Tact. pr. 6.

189 Gell. 1.11; 9.1; for Gellius see Holford-Stevens (2016).
190 Gell. 9.13.

191 Gell. 10.9, 10.25.
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as an attempt to include Greek military practices as well into this sphere of educated learning

which would have focused mainly on their Roman conterparts.!°?

How else is then one meant to use a ‘military manual’? Do they encourage certain patterns of
thought and a certain mindset, being didactic in a more active way than in a scholastic way
which simply involves the memorising of certain practices which the general might ‘pull out’ of
his bag of tricks at an appropriate time, or briefly implement in his army? How would one use
texts such as Arrian and Aelian’s Taktika? It is difficult to believe they could simply be pulled out
on the battlefield and consulted, and the more likely — and obvious — interpretation is that — as
Hanson points out that ‘manuals’ slowly make the transition to ‘more analytical’ — they might
have constituted tools of ‘research’, to be consulted beforehand and then discussed with other
like-minded individuals.’®3® If we should give any credence to Plutarch, this is the case with
Brutus, who, whilst on campaign, spent his evenings studying Polybius’ writings.*®* But there is
perhaps more to be learned — in terms of practicality — from all these works if one goes beyond
what the hard facts could teach and think about the essence of the treatise and whether it

contributes in any way to building up a certain mindset of generalship.

If we look at all the Taktika we see that their essence is — not unexpectedly — a focus on order
and discipline, and their practicality is perhaps simply to drill into the general the idea of order
and its importance in the past, and continued importance. There is great emphasis on
mathematics, precision and numbers in Aelian, and even the ideal number of men in a phalanx
is established at 16,384, as this would enable its optimal division into smaller units.'®> The
different marching orders are also proportionally connected to the number of troops, and
emphasis is placed on the exact space that troops occupy when marching.'®® This should be
understood as part of the central message of the text, that a well-marshalled army wins battles,

so a focus on absolute precision in formations is what any general should have in mind — even if

192 For names of Greek and Roman weapons and Greek formations in Arrian see Tact.2-10.
193 Hanson (2007) 3.

19 plu. Brut. 4.4.

19 Ael. Tact. 9.10.

1% Ael. Tact. 4; 8; 11; also 15-16.
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he does not use the particular order expounded by the text itself. Arrian’s treatise also has at

its core the importance of order, and he explicitly emphasises this at the beginning:

np®dTOV UEV Or) Kal péylotov TV év otpatnyia épywv mapaiafovia mAfBog avBpwnwy

aBpoov kal ATtakTov £€G TAELY Kal KOOUOV KATAOoTHoaL.

The first and most important job in generalship is to take a disordered crowd of people and

arrange it in order and formation.%’

Apart from that, by paralleling Greek and Roman practices, Arrian also emphasises the practical
importance of adaptability and blending the old and the new. This is the case that has been
made about the Ektaxis, that it is a practical expression of the principles expressed in the

Taktika.18

The mindset that Onasander encourages in the general is similar, by suggesting adaptability and
keeping an open mind. We can see this exemplified in the chapters on the selection of the
general. While there are certain criteria, they act more like guidelines and it is a man’s skill that
is essentially the most important factor. Others — such as wealth or belonging to a famous

family — are secondary when making a choice for a general:

Onuit 8¢ prite 1OV MAoUGLOV, €AV EKTOC 1 TOUTWY, aipeiobal oTtpatnyov St Td XprApoTa,
HATE TOV TévnTa, £av dyabog n, mapatteloBat Sta thv €vdetav- ol PRV Xpr VE TOV TévnTta
oU&E TOV MAoUoLov, AAAG Kal TOV TAOUGLOV Kal TOV mévnta: oud’ €tepov yap oUO’ aipetov
oUT damodoklpactéov S TV TUXNV, AAN’ éleyktéov &L TOV tpomov.[...] Mpoyovwv 6&
Aaunpav dflwowv ayamdv pev 6el mpoooloav, o unv amoldoav émlntelv, oudE taUTN
Twag kpivewv afloug i pn tol otpatnyely, AN wormep ta Do ano tiv idlwv mpaswv

€€etalopev, OMwe evyeveiag €xel, o0Tw Xpr okKoTEV Kal THV TV AvBpwTwVY EVYEVELAV.

‘A wealthy man in my opinion must not be chosen general on account of his wealth, if he
has not these qualities; nor must a poor man, provided that he be competent, be rejected

on account of his poverty. It is not necessary that the general be rich or poor; he may be

197 Arr. Tact. 5.
198 Stadter (1980) 46; for Greek and Roman parallels in the text Arr. Tact.11; 18; 19.
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one or the other. Neither the one nor the other must be chosen nor rejected on account of
his fortune in life, but must be tested by the standard of charater. [...] An illustrious family
name we should welcome if it be present but if lacking it should not be demanded, nor
should we judge men worthy or unworthy of commands simply by this criterion; but just as
we test the pedigrees of animals in the light of the things they actually do, so we shold

view the pedigrees of men also’ 1%°

The most important principle, therefore, that comes out of Onasander is that one has to be
adaptable, not prejudge a situation and take the moving variables into consideration. This is
also apparent in what he thinks about pre-conceived plans, and there might have been a bigger
debate on the importance of learning from examples and planning ahead in ‘military science’ as
opposed to thinking on the spot, as we shall see when comparing it with Frontinus’

recommendations:

Tov & £k mpoMjPews Kal Tplv i CUMPBAAETV EMVOOUPEVWY GTPOTNYOLC ai ap aUTOV TOV
TG HAXNG Kowpov Emivolal vikng Kol AVTLOTPATNYNoel £0Tlv OTe Kal TMAsloug Kal
Bavpaocwwtepal yiyvovtal Tolg TV OTPATNYIKAV EUMELPlAV AOKNKOOLY, OC OUK £0TV

Umoonufval Adyw fj mpoBouAslioal.

‘Plans and counter stratagems for victory that are originated at the very moment of battle
are sometimes preferable to those which are conceived and contrived by generals in
anticipation and before the engagement, and they are sometimes more worthy of remark,
in the case of those made by men who are skilled in military science, thought they are

things which cannot be reduced to rules or planned beforehand’2%°

The primary thrust of the passage must surely be that it is better to be adaptable than to have a
preconceived plan. It also implies that it is less useful to try to apply certain tricks learned in
advance, such as stratagems of past generals, thus making the listing of such examples
pointless. Onasander emphasises this point using the simile of the pilot who fits his ship with

everything before a voyage: when a storm hits he does not do what he wants, but what is

199 Onos. 1.19; 21, all translations by the Illinois Greek Club.
200 Onos. 32.9.
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necessary, ‘and calling to their aid no memory of their past practice but assistance appropriate
to the existing circumstances’.?°? He goes on to say that ‘just so generals will prepare their
armies as they believe will be best, but when the storm of war is at hand repeatedly shattering,
overthrowing, and bringing varied conditions, the sight of present circumstances demands
expediences based on the exigencies of the moment, which the necessity of change rather than
the memory of experience suggests’ (o0Tw¢ ol otpatnyol TNV HEV SUVaULY EKTALoUaLY, OTWCG
odliol vouilouol ocuvoioely, émedav &’ 0 tol moAéuou meplotii XElLwv MOAAQ Bpavwv Kal
TMAPAAAATTIWY Kol TOWKIAGG €MAywv TEPLOTACEL, | TWV Amofawvoviwy év 0pBaAuolc oYL
EmunTel TaGg €k TV Kapv émvolag, ag i avaykn tfig tuxng LOAAoV i 1 LvAUN THC EUMELpLag

UTtoBAAEL).2?

Frontinus’ approach is slightly different. He states that he feels it is his duty to collect the

examples of commanders as a completion of his previous work:

deberi adhuc institutae arbitror operae, ut sollertia ducum facta, quae a Graecis una

otpatnynuatwyv appellatione comprehensa sunt, expeditis amplectar commentariis.

‘1 still feel under obligation, in order to complete the task | have begun, to summarise in
convenient sketches the adroit operations of generals, which the Greeks embrace under

the one name strategemata.’?®

We might object that any agenda and essence that the text has is obscured by this statement
because the Strategemata is only a counterpart of his more theoretical work and cannot be
considered to have any stand-alone value. However, | believe Frontinus’ statement simply
means that the two works will constitute a conceptual whole, and if Frontinus had wanted to
illustrate his principles with examples he could have done it in the same work, the way we see
Aeneas Tacticus do. Therefore, it is pretty clear that he wanted the book of examples to be a
text in its own right from which commanders could learn without reference to any other

theoretical framework, and this is what he essentially states:

201 Onos. 32.10.
202 Onos. 32.10.
203 Front. Strat., 1.praef.1.
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Ita enim consilii quoque et providentiae exemplis succinti duces erunt, unde illis

excogitandi generandique similia facultas nutriatur

‘For in this way commanders will be furnished with specimens of wisdom and foresight,

which will serve to foster their own power of conceiving and executing like deeds’.?%*

What it seems to me that Frontinus is trying to prove here is that reading examples of other
stratagems can provide you with a particular mind-frame adept to trickery —'the power of
conceiving and executing like deeds’/generandique similia facultas which is essential for
warfare. Therefore he does not encourage the repetition of the same devices irrespective of

context, but the possibility of thinking along the same lines when the situation calls for it.?9°

So both Onasander and Frontinus believe that a general should have a particular frame of mind
which he can apply in the moment of battle. This frame of mind is built with the help of
knowledge, although Onasander perhaps believes more in the importance of general principles

while Frontinus is an advocate of both general principles and examples.

Polyaenus’ approach is different. What his treatise seems to suggest in terms of practicality is
that there are certain patterns that repeat themselves, and that there are certain set solutions
that have a broader applicability. As the stratagems are presented, they read as a long list with
no real theme except Greekness. Most of the time, at least the modern reader struggles to
identify all the figures named, especially since some only appear once, and some are really
generic figures such as for instance a certain Lacedaemonian Harmost who is not even named

and who is faced with an Athenian siege.?%

This example is particularly interesting because we cannot tell from any sort of internal
evidence which war this is, when it was waged and what was at stake. Certainly, some figures
would have been famous and — as in the case of Frontinus — the readers would have been able
to form their own judgements and interpretations based on their previous knowledge, but

some — as is the case of the aforementioned Harmost — would have been hard or impossible to

204 Eront. Strat. 1.praef.1.
205 Also see Kénig (2017) 176-177.
206 polyaen. 2.18.
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identify (especially some minor commanders of the fourth century B.C.). There is perhaps much
truth in Krenz and Wheeler’s statement that Polyaenus seems in a rush to finish his work, and
thus frequently any organisation that he might have had in mind is obscured.?®” What could
also be argued from the lack of context is that context is sometimes not important for
Polyaenus because it is only the specific deed that is described that must be valued. Thus, his
readers should not care who the protagonists were, when the events happened and what the
eventual outcome was, but only take what was related at face value and perhaps integrate this
stratagem more efficiently within multiple situations. If we consider the lack of context
correlated with the case of the repetition of a certain stratagem, it becomes even clearer that
the essence of the stratagem, namely what was actually done as opposed to who did it, is what
is supposed to shine through. Certainly, the repetition might also mean that this is a stratagem
which has historically been often deployed to good effect, hence its inclusion in the collection,
but it does not take anything away from the possibility that Polyaenus might be endorsing this
message. Therefore, as opposed to Frontinus, the message in many cases in Polyaenus may be
that the success of certain stratagems does not depend on the person who is performing it, but
that they are generally applicable and performable. Therefore, one should always be on the

look out for recognisable patterns for which a certain set of answers already exists.

Therefore, | believe that, beyond the very technical and precise aspects of the treatises, they
also have an overall message that has to do with practicality, a nucleus that is meant to provide
the reader with a general principle to follow beyond the specifics, that he can take away and

apply on the battlefield or when planning and organising a campaign.

Conclusion

To conclude, | have established that, despite the similarities in presentation and the use of
similar topoi, we can talk still about ‘military manuals’ and ‘artillery manuals’ as separate
groups, and therefore an analysis of the former group in this thesis is justified. This is partly
because of the different traditions that they themselves claim to belong to but also in part

because of the different audiences they seem to address, despite the audiences intersecting in

207 Krenz and Wheeler (1994) xii-xiv.
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the case of generals. We have also seen that we can perhaps talk about different groups within
military manuals themselves, and the Taktika and Strategemata seem to constitute particular
groups of text that place restrictions on their authors in terms of subject matter and style. The
Taktika exclude psychology and moral aspects among others and are perhaps meant to be
written in a certain, more objective style, while the Strategemata are meant to be collections of

generals’ deeds, with little interpretation or commentary.

We have also established that the audience of these texts would have been a broader one than
might be expected. They could be used in various ways by a more specialist audience, either as
tools of learning or self-promotion, as well as having a wider reach. The practicality of the texts
then varies from a more general, ‘intellectual’ practicality, meant to give the reader the
possibility of engaging convincingly in intellectual conversation on a topic that was considered
the principal domain of the Romans, namely warfare, to a more ‘specific’ practicality. This
latter, also general in a sense has more to do with a central message or mindset that the texts

attempt to convey, rather than with the actual application of the details of the texts in real life.

II. Ordering ‘Military Knowledge’ in a New World: Integration

and/or Opposition?

The battlefield is the place where the Romans considered themselves most at home, so
naturally they would regard their own knowledge about military matters very highly. How
would Greek writers rank and order their knowledge in response to this? Do Greek and Roman
authors such as Aelian and Frontinus really think of Greek and Roman knowledge as opposed?
Do they rank them — and implicitly themselves — as higher and lower? Or do they try to place
them together, as equal and equivalent, and if so how and why? Are there authors that blur the
boundaries between ‘Greek’ and ‘Roman’, and can we see a theme of identity underlying

knowledge? Finally, does the ranking of knowledge reflect back upon the authors themselves
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and their position as experts, or, conversely, do their claims to expertise and authority alter the
way in which knowledge is ranked? The questions that this chapter sets out to answer have
long preoccupied cultural historians, as they are framed by several overarching themes such as
the process of ordering knowledge and its political ramifications, how authority and expertise

are constructed and the relationship between ‘Greek knowledge’ and ‘Roman power’.

As Whitmarsh notices, the Greeks were keen on representing themselves as lacking in power
but compensating by paideia (not that this self-representation reflected in any way a real
division, with power being the preserve of the Romans and culture that of the Greeks), and
Roman authors too — most notoriously Vergil and Horace — presented the interactions between
the two along those same lines.2° However, Swain pointed out that ‘the Greek past was not
the preserve of the Greek elite alone, but was open to use by other groups, including non-
Greeks’ and | believe in studying our ‘military manuals’ we can see both how aspects of Greek
‘identity’ can be blended with Roman practices and made universal, but at the same time how
authors can use it to reject a unitary conception of military knowledge, or present a picture of
both subversion and integration.??® We shall also see how our authors navigate the problem of
potentially subverting the established order of power and knowledge, as Wallace-Hadrill argues
that certain disciplines within Greek paideia might do, and we shall specifically focus on
whether the subject matter of military manuals subverts the Greek culture/Roman power
dichotomy by expanding the boundaries of normal Greek paideia with something which is
considered a Roman domain, namely the art of generalship, and whether they do so in a

manner that is meant to reconcile and not threaten. 210

To briefly sum up my analysis then, | will show how authors of military manuals seem to take
three different approaches to the problem of ordering and organising ‘military knowledge’.
Firstly, a non-ethnic/political and non-differentiating (and perhaps integrating, as | shall
attempt to prove) approach is represented by authors such as Onasander and Frontinus. By this

| mean that they seem to give the same importance to Greek and Roman knowledge, without

208 \Whitmarsh (2001) 12.
209 Swain (1996) 7.
210 Wallace-Hadrill (1988) 231.
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ranking them or emphasising the importance of certain Greek or Roman figures. An ‘exclusive’
(and even divisive) approach is represented mainly by Polyaenus who gives prominence to
Greek figures and Greek knowledge, while Arrian and Aelian could be said to take an approach

that combines the two.

To explain further, Onasander announces in his preface that his material will all be Roman, but
chooses to describe practices that are recognisably Greek alongside recognisably Roman ones,
without explicitly designating them as such. By doing so, | believe he wants his audience to
understand how Greek and Roman theory about warfare constitutes a unitary whole. Frontinus’
approach seems to be an integrative one as well, as examples of both Roman and Greek
generals performing stratagems are placed alongside each other as equivalent, but also
together with Persian and Carthaginian commanders. Polyaenus’ text seems to be reacting to
such ideas of integration by organising its collection of stratagems prosopographically rather
than thematically, and Polyaenus tries to prove the prominence of Greek figures by tackling
roughly the same themes as Frontinus, but illustrating them with Greek examples. Finally,
Aelian and Arrian’s Taktika seem to emphasise the pre-eminence of Greek knowledge in various
ways — one of which being to show how much older and more complete it is — thereby
challenging Roman knowledge, but at the same time integrate the two into a continuum of

knowledge.

We will also have time to explore how these approaches relate to the authors’ self-
presentations, and the construction of authority in their texts. We will see how Frontinus
appears as reinventor, both when it comes to the techne taktike but also with the strategemata
in that he redefines and appropriates a concept which he himself identifies as Greek, investing
it with his own authority, and how his ‘real life’ authority impacts on the way in which he does
this but also, more generally, shapes the presentation of his text. Onasander does the same
with Greek and Roman knowledge, showing how he as an author is in the position of choice and
inclusion, and that what recommends him as a writer, what demands respect from his
audience, is that he is able to put this mixed Greco-Roman theory together. The authorial

strategy of Arrian and Aelian is one of challenge and of incorporation. They make themselves
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authoritative by being the vehicle of transmission of a still relevant Greek knowledge, and being
part of a Greek tradition, but also by drawing authority from Roman figures such as Frontinus

and relying on personal experience, in the case of Arrian.

In terms of the organisation of the chapter, for each of the approaches and authors who
represent them we will have a section where we discuss the presentation of the material in the
texts and the relationship between Greek and Roman knowledge, and then move on to how

this presentation shapes the construction of their authority and authorial personas.

1. Integration by uniformity: Onasander — Greeks and Romans or Greeks as

Romans

In the first section of this chapter dedicated to ordering, comparing and ranking, we will first
look at how Onasander purports to derive his theory from the deeds of the Romans but then
proceeds to present principles that are derived from mainly Greek practices, but also mixes in
theory that could be identified as Roman and practices that could be considered both Greek
and Roman. In the second section we will see how this is done purposely in order to construct a
continuum of knowledge that integrates both Greek and Roman ideas, and how this is
Onasander’s way of creating his own authority and of presenting himself as an expert at putting
together a new type of theory of warfare and in evaluating what should be included in this

theory.

7’

1.1 Presenting the material: Greek principles as Roman and mixing the ‘Roman

and the ‘Greek’

Onasander explains twice in his proemion how the practices that he will describe are based on

the personal experience and deeds of Romans:

nyoUpal mepl TV év TMde T Adyw oTpatnynudatwy nOpolopévwy Toco0To TPOoELElY, OTL
navta Sla melpag £pywv €ANALBev kal UTO AvEp®V TOlOUTWY, WV ATOYOovVoV UTIAPXEL

Pwpaiwv amav to yével Kal Apeti) pExpL tol Selpo mpwtelov. oUBEV yap £oxedlacuévov
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QTMOAEUW KOl VEWTEPQ YVWHN TOOE TEPLEXEL TO oUVTAYMO, AAAG Ttavta S1d mpAfewv Kal

AANBWVOV Aywvwy Kexwpnkota paAlota pev Pwpaiolg

‘I consider it necessary to say in advance, about the acts of generalship (stratégemataon)
collected in this book, that they have all been derived from experience of actual deeds,
and, in fact, of exploits performed by those men from whom has been derived the whole
primacy of the Romans, in race and valor, down to the present time. For this treatise (to
syntagma) presents no impromptu invention of an unwarlike and youthful mind, but all the

principles are taken from authentic exploits and battles, especially of the Romans.’?!!

Despite the purported origin of the material, as Smith notes, ‘all examples can be traced back to
Greek history’, but what he means is that they can be identified in several Greek authors.?!?
However, Onasander himself does not call anything ‘Greek’ or ‘Roman’ per se and there are no
names of generals, peoples or cities or actual examples of any deeds or battles as such present
in the treatise. | do not fully agree with Smith’s contention either, and | think sometimes we can
perhaps see ‘Greek’ and ‘Roman’ practices together despite the overall impression that the
general Onasander has in mind is working primarily within a Greek framework. We shall see, by
going through a few examples, how the world in which we are operating seems to be primarlily
a Greek one, but also how this changes gradually when practices whose origins cannot be
clearly established and which could be considered both ‘Greek’ and ‘Roman’ are introduced.
When reading Onasander’s text, in the case of some passages, both a Greek and Roman reader
would be able to relate to what was put forward and consider it a ‘Greek’ or ‘Roman’ principle
respectively. This is simply because at least part of the subject matter was chosen by Onasander

particularly in order to create this effect.

Ambaglio and Smith have both written detailed analyses of the treatise, showing how the

material presented is very Greek in spirit, and how Onasander finds inspiration in Xenophon,

211 Onos. pr. 7. Also Onos. pr. 2: ebtuyoinv t &v, i, & A Pwpaiolg duvdypet kal 5 Epywv ménpaktal, Todt éym Aoyw
nepAaBelV ikavog elval mapd TolouTolS avspdot SokipacBeinv (‘1 should be fortunate if | should be considered
capable, before such men, of making a summary sketch of what the Romans have already accomplished by their
mighty deeds).

212 5mith (1998) 156; a full list of exempla derived from Greek material is discussed by Ambaglio (1981) 358 ff, with
Xenophon being a great influence. See also Smith (1998) 162.
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Asclepiodotus and Aeneas Tacticus.?'3 Therefore, in what follows we shall only refer to a few
examples that illustrate this Greekness, and then move on to examine the more ‘ambiguous’

material that | believe elicits this response of recognition in both Greek and Roman readers.

Thus at the very beginning of the treatise we see that the world of Onasander’s strategos is one
where the priests are chosen according to their birth — as opposed to them being co-opted, as
was Roman practice at least at the end of the Republic.?* Also, his reference to gymnasiarchs
and the comparison of the general to a wrestler make one think of Greek wrestlers, since at
least some more traditional Romans had poor views of gymnasia, such as Tacitus who chastises
Nero for establishing a gymnasium ‘where oil was furnished to knights and senators after the
lax fashion of the Greeks’ (praebitumque oleum equiti ac senatui Graeca facilitate).?*> For
Onasander, on the contrary, the general’s appropriation of the qualities of a wrestler is meant

to be viewed positively:

Slomep kabamep Ayabov MaAALOTHV MPOSELKVUELY PEV Kol oKlAalewv €i¢ TOANA pépn Oel
nieplon®vta Kal éntodparovra delpo KAKEIOE TPOC MOANA TOUC AvTutdAoucg, VoG 6& Intelv

€ykpat®¢ AaBopevov avatpéPal To v oOpa THG TOAEWC.

‘On this account, just as a good wrestler, the general must make feints and threats at many
points, worrying and deceiving his opponents, here and there, at many places, striving, by

securing a firm hold upon one part, to overturn the whole structure of the city.’2%®

The fact that the generals are few (w¢g dAlyoug aipoupévoug otpatnyouc) would again lead us
to think Onasander is thinking about a Greek context, whereas his focus on psychology —
particularly on fear and the difference between reality and impression — throughout the

treatise is very similar to Aeneas Tacticus’, and his attention to mathematical precision reminds

213 Ambaglio (1981) 358-361; for a detailed analysis of the influence of the theory of Asclepiodotus and Aeneas on
Onasander’s writing see Smith (1998) 160-166. Also Petrocelli (2008) 5-17.

214 Riipke (2006) 227.

215 For example, Tac. Ann. 14.47 for gymnasia promoting lax Greek morals.

216 Onos. 42.6.

71



of Asclepiodotus. 217 We can see both these preocupations in the following example, Onasander

discussing the ‘mathematics of the camp’, and the difference between appearence and reality:

Opatw &€ kal TNV TV MOAepiwy TapeUBOANV EUMeipwg: UATE yap, €av €v Emumedw Kal
Katd KUKAov 18n Keipevov BpaxUlv TRV MEPIUETPOV KAl CUVECTOAUEVOV XAPaKa, SOKEITW
ToUC OAEMioUG HALyoUC Elvat — Td¢ yap KUKAOC EAdTTw TV Tod oxripatog diy ExeL THC &€
AVOAOYOU OTEPEOUETPOUNEVNG Bswplag, kal mAeioug Suvatal &é€aocBal tO év alT®

neplypaddpevov 0poC, fi 18wV Av TIG OYPEL TEKURPALTO

‘The general should skillfully inspect the camp of the enemy. If he sees a circular palisade
contracted into a small circumference, lying in a plain, he should not conclude that the
enemy are few in number; for every circle appears to contain less than it actually does by
the theory of proportionate geometrical contents, and the space enclosed within a circle

can hold more men than one would think to see it.”218

The same belief that theoretical mathematics has many applications in marshalling troops is

found in Asclepiodotus:

Nept SLatdfews TV avdp®dv Kad ANV Te TV ddAayya i Katd Td pépn Alatétaktal 8¢ fj Te
OAn paAay¢ kal Ta pEpn Kot TETPAdA, WOTE TV TECCAPWY ATOTOU®MV TAV HEV Aplotny Kat
apetnv 100 6e€lol képatog tetaxbal Se€iav, tnv &€ Seutépav dplotepav tol Aawod kat
Se€lav TNV Tpitny, THV 8¢ TeTdptnV ToU Se€lol Aatdv. oUtw yap Slatetaypévwy ioov lvat
oupBnostatl katd duvapw to 6£€LOV KEpOG TM Aal®: TO yap UTO MPWTOU Kal TETAPTOU,

daol yewpétploy, toov €otal T@ UTO SeuTépou Kal Tpitou, €av TA TEcoapa ava Adyov n.

‘The entire army as well as its units is disposed on the basis of a fourfold division, so that
of the four half-wings the bravest holds the right of the right wing, the second and third in
point of valour the left and right, respectively, of the left wing and the fourth the left of the

right wing. For with the units ordered in this manner the right wing will have the same

217 Onos. 1.21 and 42. 6; but see Smith (1998) 154 for Q. Veranius being of plebeian origins, hence the insistence
on this.
218 Onos. 10.16.

72



strength as the left, since, as the geometricians say, the product of the first and the fourth

will equal that of the second and third, if the four be proportionate.’?*®

The attention to the difference between impression and reality is another characteristic of
Greek military theory, and is also shared with (or maybe derived from) Aeneas Tacticus and
Xenophon, especially the Hipparchikos.??° For example, we see how retreats of the enemy
should be treated suspiciously and how a general should pay attention to the terrain when he is
pursuing them, so as not to be drawn into an ambush.??! The general must not confuse
impression with reality; the former may be that the enemy is afraid, whilst in reality he is
leading the general into a trap. The importance of the same distinction is also emphasised by

Xenophon:

oU6E Sopata pnv mapaleiPpw wg Akwota v AAARAoLg émaAAdttolto. Sel yap petafl tolv
wtolv tol (nmou €kaotov oxely, el pENeL poPepa Te kal eUkpLvi] €ogoBal kal Gua TTOAAA

daveiobal.

‘I will add a word on the position in which the lances should be held to prevent crossing.
Every man should point his lance between his horse’s ears, if the weapons are to look
fearsome, stand out distinctly and at the same time to convey the impression of

numbers’222

The final two examples perhaps illustrate two of the most Greek military principles

masquerading as Roman. The first is that lovers should fight beside lovers in the battle line:

Mepl to0 oikeloug MpOC oikeloug Kal yvwpipoug mpog yvwpipoug tattelv Opovipou &€
otpatnyol katl to tattelv adeAdpoug mop adeAdoig, piloug mapd ¢ilolg, £paotac mapd
matdikoic: otav yap N 1o kwduvebov 10 Anciov mpoodAéotepov, AvVAyKn TOV Ayanvta

dokvduvotepov UnEp tol mMéAaG aywvileoBal: kal & tig aidbovpevog un amodolval

219 Ascl. 3.1., trans. lllinois Greek Club.
220 For this also see Ambaglio (1981) 359.
221 Onos. 11.1-5

222X, Eqg.Mag. 3.3.
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XApW wv gV TEMOVOEV aioyUVETAL KATAAMWY TOV elepysToavta MPOTOC altoc apéat

duyi.

‘It is the part of a wise general to station brothers in rank beside brothers, friends beside
friends, and lovers beside their favourites. For whenever that which is in danger nearby is
more than ordinarily dear the lover necessarily fights more recklessly for the man beside
him. And of course one is ashamed not to return a favour that he has received, and is

dishonoured if he abandons his benefactor and is the first to flee.’223

This recommendation perhaps reveals Onasander’s Platonic influences, the idea being most

famously expressed in Plato’ Symposium:??*

el oLV pnxavn T yévolto Wote OALY yevéoBal 1| oTpatonedov £paotV Te Kal mMalSk@v,
OUK £0TLV OTIWC GV AUELVOV OLKAOELOV THV €QUTOV 1 ATIEXOUEVOL TTAVIWY TWV aioxp®v Kal
doTIHoUEVOL TTIPOG AAANAOUC, Kal poxouevol Y av et GAARAwv ol ToloUTtol VIKWEV av

OAlyoL 6vteg w¢ €mog elnelv mavtog AvOpwmoud.

‘So that if we could somewise contrive to have a city or an army composed of lovers and
their favourites, they could not be better citizens of their country than by thus refraining
from all that is base in a mutual rivalry for honour; and such men as these, if they actually
fought alongside each other, one might almost consider able to make even a little band

victorious over all the world.’?%

The second one is the discourse on standing one’s ground and fighting in line as opposed to
deserting, which has a definite Greek ring to it, especially in the indication that those who flee
will die shamefully whilst those who remain will die gloriously, which evokes the rhipsaspia —

the crime of abandoning one’s shield:

223 Onos. 24.
224 Also other Greek authors such as Xenophon; see Oldfather (1923) 343-344
225 p|, Smp. 178e-179a, trans. W.R.M. Lamb.
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ol TIVEC YAp TIETIELOUEVOL TUYXAVOUGCLY €V TOlG mapatdéeoly, w¢ Gpelyovteg PEV aloxpiG

amololvtal, pévovieg O eUKAe®¢ tebBvnéovtal, kal xeipov del mpoodbokWowv €k tol

KatoAutelv Thv Ta€v f £k To0 GUAATTELY, GpLoToL KATA TOUG KvdUvoug Gvdpeg €€etalovtal.

‘For the men in the lines who chance to believe that if they flee they will perish shamefully
while if they remain in rank they will die a glorious death, and who constantly anticipate
greater dangers from breaking the ranks than from keeping them, will prove themselves

the best men in the face of danger.’?%°

One might also note the use of eUkAe®¢ as part of the Homeric concept of glorious death,

reserved for those who preserve the ranks of the phalanx, as a particularly Greek concept.??’

So it seems that Onasander’s promise to base his material on the practical experience of the
Romans is a false one, and what we are in fact dealing with is a hypothetical general operating
in a generic Greek world, and the presentation of Greek practices and principles as Roman
ones. As | hinted before, | believe that some of the practices and ways of talking about warfare
chosen by the author are deliberately ambiguous, and one would be able to describe them as
either Greek or Roman (or both), with some clearly of more Roman inspiration — and it is to

these that we shall turn to now.

Chapter fourteen, where the author discusses the importance of a balance between courage

and fear, reminds us of a similar discussion in Aristotle:

KaBamep ye pnv év kalp® otpatevpatog avabdaponolg wvnoev, olUtwg kol ¢opog
wdEAnoev. 8T av yap pabupfi oTpatomeSov Kal AMeBECTEPOV ) TOIC YOUHEVOLS, TOV ATO
TV moAepiwv Umoonuaivelyv 8el kivbuvov, ouyx Nkiota doPepomnotolvia TNV EKeivwv
€dedpeiav: oU yap Sellol¢ £otal molelv oltwg, AAA ACPOAElG: €v pEV yap Talg
SucBupialg Bappeiv avaykaiov, év &€ talc pabupialg poPetobal: Toug pév yap Sehoug
avépeioug molel, Toug 6 Bpaoeic mpounBbeic. audotepa 6& cupPaivel otpatomnédolg, Kal

oUTw¢ katamemAfxBatl moAepioug wote pundev £€0€Aelv toApdyv, kal olTwg Katadpovelv

226 Onos. 32.7-8
227 For the rhipsaspia see Hanson (2000) 63-65.
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Wote undev pulattecBat mpog EkATEPOV € SeT TOV oTpATNYOV NPHOcBal Kal eibéval, mote

Sel tavtinaAa tanewva kat Adyw Kal oxnuatt molelv, kal mot’ avta Sswva Kal poPepwtepa.

‘Just as the recovery of courage at a crucial moment benefits an army, so also fear is
advantageous. For whenever an army becomes idle and inclined to disobey its officers, the
general should suggest the danger from the enemy, especially by representing their
reserves to be formidable. It will not be possible thus to make the soldiers cowardly but
only steady, since in despondency it is necessary to be of good courage, but in idleness to
fear; for fear makes cowards bold and the rash cautious. These two misfortunes happen to
armies, to become so terrified of the enemy that they are unwilling to attempt any
offensive, and so bold that they are unwilling to take any precautionary measures. With
regard to each the general must arrange his plans, and know when by voice and look he

must make the enemy appear weak, and when more threatening and formidable’?28

The importance of preserving a balance between fear and courage is also apparent elsewhere
(poBoc yap elkaipog (well-timed) dodpdiela mpoundng, wg kKal Katappovnolg AKALPOC
evemiBouAevtog tOApa/ Well-timed fear is wise precaution, as ill-timed contempt is
recklessness that invites attack) and resembles a similar discussion in the Nicomachian

Ethics:???

nept pév olv dOBouc Kal Bdppn AvSpeia pecotne [...]o0 & év & Bappelv UmepPaAwy

Bpaclg, 0 6 €v T® pev doPelobat UmepBArwY T &€ Bappelv EAAeinwV SeNOG

‘The observance of the mean in fear and confidence is courage [...] he that exceeds in

confidence is rash; he that exceeds in fear and is deficient in confidence is cowardly’23°

While Aristotle’s description of courage as virtue of the mean is most famous, as is his emphasis
on the usefulness of fear, the idea could be just seen as part of a common-sense military
thinking that we also find in Caesar’s Bellum Gallicum for instance. Caesar frequently portrays

himself as being afraid in a pre-emptive, rational way that leads to the avoidance of danger,

228 Onos. 14.
229 Onos. 36.2.
230 Arist. EN 2.7.2-3, trans. H.Rackham also Smith (1998) 160-161.
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while showing how excessive courage can lead to excessive fear. Therefore, in Caesar’s view,
both are negative since they lead to the loss of reason, but so is the lack of fear which can also
lead to a disaster.?3! So whilst a ‘Greek’ reading the passages on fear in Onasander might
choose to see them as inspired by Aristotle, a ‘Roman’ reader less familiar with Aristotle would

perhaps see them as common sense knowledge about warfare.

Similarly, there is Onasander’s insistence on just war, and in particular on the necessity for the

war to be a defensive one:

Tac & dpxdc to0 MOAéHOU MAAOTA dnut xpfivatl dpovipwe cuvictacBal kal petd Tol
Swkaiou mdoL davepov yiyveoBal molepolvta: tOTE yap kal Beol cuvaywviotal Toig
otpateloucly e0Uevelc kaBiotavtal, kal avOpwrmol MpoBuUOTEPOV AVILTATIOVTIAL TOIG
Sewolc: eldoTeC yap, we oUK Epxouowy GAR dpovovtat, Tac PuxAC GOUVELSHTOUS KOK®DY
gxovteg évtelij tnv avdpeiav siopépovtal, wg, 6ool ye vouilouaol vepeor oty 1O Belov &mt
T mapd 10 Sikalov ékdEpely MOAEOV, AUTH Tf] OLOEL, KAV U TL SEVOV Ao TMV MOAEUIWY

Aamavtioewv PEAADN, mpokatoppwdoloty.

‘The causes of war, | believe, should be marshalled with the greatest care; it should be
evident to all that one fights on the side of justice. For then the gods also, kindly disposed,
become comrades in arms to the soldiers, and men are more eager to take their stand
against the foe. For with the knowledge that they are not fighting an aggressive but a
defensive war, with consciences free from evil designs, they contribute a courage that is
complete; while those who believe an unjust war is displeasing to heaven, because of this
very opinion enter the war with fear, even if they are not about to face danger at the hands

of the enemy.’?32

These are ideas which can be found in earlier Greek authors as well (as in many other traditions
too), and it would be fairly reasonable to assume that no one would like to be portrayed as

carrying out an ‘unjust war’ or as being the aggressor. So, again a ‘Greek’ reader might think

231 For Caesar fearing pre-emptively e.g. B.C. 3.46.4; B.G. 4.5.1; B.G. 5.23.5; for lack of fear Caes., B.G. 5.30-33;
5.41; for excessive courage and fear B.G. 1.36.7 and Caes. B.G. 1.52.3.
220nos. 4.1-2; for Onasander and just war also see Chulp (2014).
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that Onasander is simply drawing on a Greek tradition found in many authors before. 233A
‘Roman’ reader, however, might also rightfully think that what Onasander was putting forward
was nothing else but the Roman jus fetiale and the belief that the enemy had to be given the
opportunity to give redress and, should he not do so, that a war should be formally declared,
which was at the core of Roman thinking about warfare.?3* Again, Onasander’s text caters to

both needs.

The following discussion about close formations, although not mentioning it by name, also

quite clearly reminds the reader of the Roman testudo:

El 6€ alTOCg pév évdeng ln Thg TV PNV cuppoaxiag, ol 6€ MOAEULOL TAUTN TTAEOVEKTOLEY,
ol L&V TTPWTOOTATAL TIUKVOL TTOPEVECBWV EXOVTEC AVOPOUNKELG BUPEOUC, WOTE OKEMELV OA
T cWHOTA TOTC MNKEDLY, ol 8& HETA TOUTOUC Kal ol KATOmL ToUTwV GxpL TV TEAEUTALWY

Unép kedaAfic Apapevol Toug BupeolC TEWG EXOVTWY, AXPL Qv €VTOC yévwvtal BEAOUC:

oUTwCG yap, wg einely, kepapwbévteg oUOEV meicovtal Sevov UTIO TRV EKNPBOAWV.

‘If the general himself should lack an auxiliary force of light-armed troops while the enemy
has a large force of them, the front rank men should advance in close formation, with
shields the height of a man, tall enough to protect the whole body, and those who follow
and the ones behind them, even to the last rank, should carry their shields above their
heads, while they are within bowshot of the enemy. For thus roofed in, so to speak, they

will suffer no danger from missiles.’?3>

The word designating shields here Bupeoug, makes it clear that he is referring to the Romans in
particular as it was they who used long, oblong/rectangular shields and we see this equipment
described as such in Dionysius of Halicarnasus, though the Greek word for testudo, ‘chelone’
does not appear anywhere in his text.?3¢ But one might also think that the Greeks used close
formations and locked shields in the synaspismos, although perhaps not quite in the same way.

Furthermore, Onasander also talks about the necessity for intervals within the ranks of the

23E g X, Cyr. 1.5.13-14; D. H. 2.72.30; Th. 2.74.

234 For the jus fetiale and rerum repetitio see Liv. 1.32.5-14 and Rich (1976).
235 Onos. 20.

236 D.H. 4.16-18; cf. Liv. 8.8.2-3
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army so that light armed troops can retire after they have discharged their weapons.?’ This
seems to be particularly Roman, as we know that the earlier manipular legion used skirmishers
at the beginning of battle, which would retreat through the gaps between the units, although
the Romans should not be thought of having a monopoly over this kind of practice.?3® Certain
training exercises - namely the provision that soldiers must be armed with ‘staves or shafts of
javelins’ and led against each other in sham battle, when they can also throw clods at each
other — could also be identified as either ‘Greek’ — if one compares them to a passage of
Xenophon’s Cyropaedia - or ‘Roman’ when read against a similar passage in Vegetius, if one

thinks that Vegetius is keeping his promise and draws only upon earlier Roman material.?3°

So we see that Onasander seems to present both Greek practices and more ambiguous
practices which can be seen as both Greek and Roman and could cater to both Greek and
Roman readers — or which could be identified by readers as Greek or Roman or both. Therefore,
in the following sections we shall turn to the question of what were are to make of this mixture
in light of what the author promises in his preface, that the material he presents is extrapolated

from the deeds of the Romans.

1.2 Presenting one’s authority: Onasander as master of a continuum of

knowledge

As we have seen, there is a clear preference for Greek practices and a Greek way of thinking in
Onasander’s manual, but at the same time an inclusion of practices that blur the line between
Greek and Roman, perhaps with some being more clearly identified as Roman. With this in
mind, would it be legitimate to ask whether and why Onasander is trying pass off the Greek as

Roman? Can it just be the ‘pride of authors in the Second Sophistic’, as Smith argues??*° Or is

237 Onos., 19.

238 Oldfather (1923) 350 also notes that this is particularly adept to the Roman army.

239 0nos.10.4; cf. X. Cyr. 2.3.17-18 and Veg. Mil. 2.23, with Oldfather (1923) 350 and Schellenberg (2007) 189-191.
240 Smith (1998) 156.
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the ‘Roman framework’ merely an opportunity for him to fit this Greek knowledge into a

category of the existing order.?4

One the one hand, using a Roman framework helps him challenge the paradigms of paideia and
of culture and power, by still working within them. As a ‘Greek’, Onasander should have been
concerned with other artes — as Vergil points out — and not write about something which would
have been considered the domain of Romans who had political power. But by acknowledging
the Romans as the masters of warfare and passing off Greek knowledge as Roman, he can
freely advertise the former because he can make the case that the Romans already possessed
it. Thus Greek military knowledge becomes knowledge already mastered as opposed to ‘newly

advertised’, when presented in this framework of ‘Roman experience’.

However, what Onasander is doing is more than just saying Greek practices are actually Roman
ones — he is making the Greek universal. By particularly choosing examples which constitute a
natural link between practices, he places emphasis on their homogeneity and on the
suspension of boundaries. In Onasader there is ‘Greek’, ‘Macedonian’ and ‘Roman’ and his skill
lies in describing practices which have both Greek and Roman correspondences and which
could be seen as both Roman and Greek, the result being a blend of knowledge that is neither

Roman nor Greek but both.

Vegetius’ treatise emphasises that in his day there was a continuum of military knowledge,

which starts with the Athenians and Spartans and ends with the Romans:

Lacedaemonii quidem et Athenienses aliique Graecorum in libros rettulere conplura quae
tactica uocant; sed nos disciplinam militarem populi Romani debemus inquirere, qui ex

paruissimis finibus imperium suum paene solis regionibus et mundi ipsius fine distendit.

‘The Spartans it is true and the Athenians and other Greeks published in books much

material which they call tactica, but we ought to be enquiring after the military discipline of

241 Wallace-Hadrill (1988) 232-233.
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the Roman people, who extended their Empire from the smallest bounds almost to the

regions of the sun and the end of the earth itself.’242

All this knowledge of the Spartans and the Athenians is incorporated and has been taken
further by those who had attained mastery over the world and this too is Onasander’s message,
that the Romans have now incorporated the Greek tradition into a universal discourse on war.
By building this discourse and putting Greek and Roman together and naming it Roman,
Onasander is also showing how the Greek tradition is now equally part of the Roman Empire,
serving it, and that there is no need to separate the two. Onasander demonstrates how this
communal knowledge works, by putting together two examples of seemingly generic battle
displays that are meant to teach a general how to use formations and the environment. The
first is an example of how one should place one’s army either next to a river or in a

mountainous district:

AyXlvoug UEV OTPATNYOG TG TTOAAOUC Op@V TOUG MOAEUIOUG AUTOG EAATTOCL OTPATLWTOLG
HEMWY KWOULVEVELY EEENEEQTO KOl ETIETABEUOE TOLOUTWV ETUTUXETV TOMWVY, &V OLC i Ttapd
notapiav 6dpuv tafapevog anwbeital tavtn TNV KUKAWGCLWV TWV TMOAEUIWY, | TTOPWPELQY
€khe€apevog alTolc Tolc Opeolv AmokAsiosl toUC¢ Umepkepdoal Boulopévoug, OAiyoug
éruotnoog Emt Tov  OPNA®V touC¢ dmokwAuoovtag UnéEp kedaAnv avapavrag yiyveobatl
ToUG MOAEUIOUG. [...] TV Gviwv pévtol Toug dueivoucg ekAé€aoBal kal tol¢ ouvoioovtag

gvvoroatl ppovipou.

A shrewd general who sees that the enemy has many troops when he himself is about to
engage with fewer, will select, or rather make it his practice to find, localities where he
may prevent an encircling movement of the enemy, either by arranging his army along the
bank of a river, or, by choosing a mountainous district, he will use the mountains
themselves to block off those who wish to outflank him, placing a few men on the summits

to prevent the enemy from climbing above the heads of the main army. [...] To choose the

242 veg. Mil. 1.8.
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better positions, however, from those at hand, and to know which will be advantageous, is

the part of the wise general’?4
The second teaches generals how to advance in a crescent and trap their enemies:

MoAAakig &€ elwBaoctv ol peyaAn duvapel Kal MoAVAVEPW KEXPNUEVOL UNVOELSECG oXfila
TIOLNOQVTEG TFC MapaTAlewe EmEval, vouilovieg OTL mpoodyovTal Toug MoAepioug Kal Kat
GvSpa. POUNOUEVOUC OUVAMTEWY, €10 KATA TO AUIKUKALOV €l O8OV KUPTOUHEVOUC
évarnoAnPovrtal T® TEPLEXOVTL KOATIW, TAC iblag kepaiag €miouvamnrtovieg AAANAaLS eig

KUKAOU Oxfjua.

It is often the custom of generals who are in command of a powerful and numerous army
to march to battle in a crescent formation, believing that their opponents also wish the
battle to come to close quarters and that they will thus induce them to fight; then as their
opponents are bent back into the road at the points of the crescent, they will intercept
them with their enveloping folds, joining the extremes of their own wings to form a

complete circle.?%

Upon closer examination however, despite not referring to them specifically, the two examples
remind the readers of two very famous Greek and Roman battles, namely Thermopylae and
Cannae (although, of course, at Cannae it was the Carthaginians who were doing the
enveloping), where those manoeuvres where used. Interestingly enough, neither the Greeks,
nor the Romans were on the winning side and the Romans were in fact the ones who fell into
the trap of Hannibal’s crescent formation. In suffering defeat the Romans learned, just as the
Greeks learned how to use the mountain pass of Thermopylae to their advantage, so these two
practices from the Greek and Roman experience are joined together to teach further generals —
who are Romans of senatorial rank (if Onasander is to be believed at all). Further credence is
added to this by Onasander’s hidden reference (in the same chapter) to another Greek battle,
Leuctra, and Epaminondas’ innovative battle formation, which clearly provides a Greek solution

to the Roman problem at Cannae:

243 Onos.21.3.
244 Onos. 21.5.
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oU pnv GA\a kal et Ao€f maon tf 6la paiayyt mpooPariel katd Odatepov KEpag TGV
TOAEUIWY, OUK GV Apdptol TPOG TNV €K To0 pnvoeldol¢ OoXAUATOC KUKAWOLWV 0oUTWG

AVTETLWV

‘However, if he [the general] advances with his whole phalanx obliquely against one wing
of the enemy, he will make no mistake in attacking in this manner, as far as the encircling

movement of the crescent formation is concerned’?4>

Therefore the suggestion might be that Greek and Roman experiences have to be blended
together, in a universal kind of wisdom for the new world, as it is no longer relevant to refer to

them as Greek or Roman.

At the same time it is equally important that the one who builds this new type of knowledge is
Onasander himself, marshalling together and ordering Greek and Roman knowledge based on
his own skill. The possible identification of the practices as Greek or Roman or both and the lack
of concrete examples means that Onasander himself is the utmost authority because he is the
one who decides what is worthy of inclusion into this continuum of military knowledge and

what is not.

As previously mentioned, Onasander’s text is dedicated to Quintus Veranius, but also more
generally to the Romans, and what the author also implies is that they are the warriors par
excellence, because just as manuals about fishing should be addressed to fishermen, and those

on hunting to huntsmen, a text dealing with warfare has to be dedicated to the Romans:

MUKV HEV AOYWV f KUVNYETIKOV A GALEUTIKOV Te ab Kol YEWPYKMV CUVTOYHATWY
NPoodWVNOLY AYOUHAL TIPETELV AVOPWTIOLS OLC TOBOC ExecBAL TOLOVEE EPYywV, OTPATNYLKHAG
8¢ mept Bewplag, W Koivte Ounpdvte, Pwpaiolg kal paAtoto Pwpaiwy Tolg TV GUYKANTIKAY
aplotokpatiav AgAoyyxoot kal katd tnv 2efaoctol Kaioapog énuppooiivny talg T UTIATOLG
Kal oTPOTNYKALS €fouaialg Koopoupévole Sd te maudeiav, AC oUK & OAlyov €xouctv

gunelpiav, Kol mpoyovwv afiwatv.

245 Onos. 21.8.
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‘It is fitting, | believe, to dedicate monographs on horsemanship, or hunting or fishing or
farming to men who are devoted to such pursuits, but a treatise on military science,
Quintus Veranius, should be dedicated to Romans, and especially to those of the Romans
who have attained senatorial dignity, and who through the wisdom of Augustus Caesar
have been raised to the power of consul or general, both by reason of their military
training (in which they have had no brief experience) and because of the distinction of their

ancestors.246

Therefore, not only does Onasander identify his target audience as exclusively ‘Roman’, but
also, and in this he differs from Arrian and Aelian, as military experts. He is not looking to clarify
matters for his readers but already expects them to have a good understanding of what will be

discussed, as seen both above and in the following:

avédbnka &¢ mpwtolg odiol Tovoe TOV Adyov oUX w¢ Ameipolg otpatnyiag, AAAG paAloTta
Tfi6e Bapprioag, N TO HEV AUaBEC TS YuXAC Kal TO TP BAW KoTtopBoUEVOV AYVONOEY, TO

6¢€ v rmotniun T® KaAXDC EXOVTL TPOOEUAPTUPNOEV.

‘I have dedicated this treatise primarily to them, not as to men unskilled in generalship, but
with especial confidence in this fact, that the ignorant soul is unaware even of that in which
another is successful, but knowledge bears additional witness to that which is well

done.’?%’

Onasander, by being the one who chooses out of all the material available what he considers
useful, becomes indispensable because only he can construct this unity of knowledge. In virtue
of this he becomes an expert himself — perhaps not necessarily in military matters, but an
expert at ordering and ranking the available knowledge — and therefore is an expert addressing
other experts, presenting his take of what constitutes essential military knowledge. The
implication is that the reader has to possess this new compilation of knowledge because he is
supposed to be experienced in all matters of warfare, therefore his ‘universal knowledge’ — and

Onasander himself by association — becomes indispensable. The fact that the kind of experience

246 Onos. Pr.1.
247 Onos.Pr. 2.
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presented is based on ‘real life events’ and is superior to other types of ‘book learning’ that
other authors might present makes Onasander’s ‘universal knowledge’ and implicitly Greek
knowledge all the more authoritative because it does not derive from abstract principles, but

was gained in the field. 248
2. Integration by exempla: Frontinus’ Strategemata

As before, we will first examine how Frontinus sets up his material and his exempla and how
they can be considered to take an inclusive approach to knowledge, all the commanders having
something to teach irrespective of their background or ethnicity. Then, we will move on to look
at the interconnected relationship that this presentation has with Frontinus’ own authority as
an expert, and we shall argue that he can only afford to take such an approach due to his very

real military expertise.
2.1. Presenting the material: diversity in stratagem

Frontinus himself states that his project is to hunt down examples of notable deeds and use
them to illustrate general principles ‘in order to complete the task’ which he had begun with his
more theoretical work on ‘military science’.?*®> Much like Onasander, Frontinus’ Strategemata
makes the case for a ‘combined knowledge’ by giving examples of the deeds of not only Greek

and Roman generals, but also Carthaginians, Celts and others.

There are two potential objections against reading the text in such a manner or at least
considering this a purposeful and conscious strategy. Firstly, the assumption that collections of
strategemata had existed from the Hellenistic age onwards, so Frontinus was simply writing in a
specific ‘genre’, hence the scope and style of his work was determined by said ‘genre’ and not
by the author’s own preference. Secondly, the fact that Frontinus’ text might come as a
completion of his treatise on the res militaris mentioned in his preface, to illustrate the general

principles laid out there, so any grouping of examples might just have been arbitrary and

248 For the dichotomy between practical expertise and ‘book learning’ see Woolf and Kénig (2017) 12-14.
249 Front. Strat. Pr. 1.
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intended to provide similar material for each theme. Both objections, however, have been

addressed at length in the first chapter, so nothing more needs to be said about them here.

The Strategemata is meant to offer a particular kind of knowledge and the way it does this is by
discussing the sollertia ducum facta, which will turn out to be the deeds of all generals.?*°
While Frontinus does not specifically state or emphasise in any way that he is discussing all
generals and not just Greek or Roman ones, what he does emphasise is the division of the

subject matter by themes which are presented in the preface.

Let us take as an example the chapter on distracting one’s enemies, De distringendis
hostibus.>>! We see here that there is a sense of diversity in the origins of commanders, with
five being Roman (Manius Curius, Titus Didius, Coriolanus, Fabius Maximus and Scipio), one
Carthaginian (Hannibal) and three Greek (Antiochus, Dionysius of Syracuse and Agesilaus).?>? As
Konig notices, each chapter in the Strategemata begins with the name of a commander. She
points out that this ‘contributes further to the overall impression of consistency and control,
making the presentation of each stratagem — like his indices — formulaic, and thus reinforcing
the sense already established in his preface of systematic organisation’.>>3 However, | believe it
also emphasises the diversity of the roster of generals even more. In particular it shows that the
facultas, the critical ability of a commander to think up and put into practice similar devices,
which Frontinus is nourishing (consilii quoque et providentiae exemplis succincti duces erunt,
unde illis excogitandi generandique similia facultas nutriatur/ ‘commanders will be furnished
with specimens of wisdom and foresight, which will serve to foster their own power of
conceiving and executing like deeds’) can be present in any figure.?®* In fact, the first two
examples of the chapter are essentially the same stratagem applied by a Roman and a

Carthaginian commander:

250 Front. Strat. Pr. 1.

251 Front. Strat. 1.8.

252 However, Frontinus does not explicitly label any of the commanders as ‘Roman’, ‘Greek’ or ‘Punic’.
253 Kénig (2004) 129.

254 Front. Strat. 1. pr.
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Coriolanus, cum ignominiam damnationis suae bello ulcisceretur, populationem patriciorum
agrorum inhibuit, deustis vastatisque plebeiorum, ut discordiam moveret, qua consensus

Romanorum distringeretur.

Hannibal Fabium, cui neque virtute neque artibus bellandi par erat, ut infamia distringeret,
agris eius abstinuit, ceteros populatus. Contra ille, ne suspecta civibus fides esset,

magnitudine animi effecit, publicatis possessionibus suis.

‘When Coriolanus was seeking to avenge by war the shame of his own condemnation, he
prevented the ravaging of the lands of the patricians, while burning and harrying those of

the plebeians, in order to arouse discord whereby to destroy the harmony of the Romans.

When Hannibal had proved no match for Fabius, either in character or in generalship, in
order to besmirch him with dishonour, he spared his lands when he ravaged all others. To
meet this assault, Fabius transferred the title to his property to the State, thus, by his
loftiness of character, preventing his honour from falling under the suspicion of his fellow-

citizens.” 2%

One might also notice that not only the trick is identical, but so is Frontinus’ judgement on both
commanders, that neither of them had a particularly good character; Hannibal is less virtuous
and skilled than Fabius Maximus, and Coriolanus tries to wash away the shame of his exile in
warfare. It is questionable whether Frontinus is interested in the moral characters of the two
here, and perhaps what comes out more is that the same strategy was used by two men of a
similar disposition and therefore facultas, so the same stratagem could be used by someone
else, in the future, who is also similar to the two, just as the preface advertised.?*® To further
emphasise the idea of the importance of the diversity but also of the unity of knowledge, there
does not even have to be a specific general associated to a stratagem. In the same chapter,
‘some cities in the Punic Wars’ are the protagonist, thus reinforcing the idea that the stratagem

itself is part of a communal effort, knowledge and skill:

255 Front. Strat. 1.8.1-2.
256 Konig (2004) 157 for the fourth book as an addition meant to fill this ethical void.
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Bello Punico quaedam civitates, quae a Romanis deficere ad Poenos destinaverant, cum
obsides dedissent, quos recipere, antequam desciscerent, studebant, simulaverunt
seditionem inter finitimos ortam, quam Romanorum legati dirimere deberent, missosque

eos velut contraria pignora retinuerunt nec ante reddiderunt, quam ipsi reciperarent suos.

‘In the Punic War certain cities had resolved to revolt from the Romans to the
Carthaginians, but wishing, before they revolted, to recover the hostages they had given,
they pretended that an uprising had broken out among their neighbours which Roman
commissioners ought to come and suppress. When the Romans sent these envoys, the
cities detained them as counter-pledges, and refused to restore them until they themselves

recovered their own hostages.’?®’

The ratio of Roman to foreign figures is also not always tipped in favour of the Romans, as we
saw above, but seems to fluctuate, with chapters which are pretty even (such as De evadendo
de locis difficillimis/ ‘On escaping from difficult situations’ with thirteen Romans versus
fourteen foreigners) and those where foreign commanders are clearly in the majority (such as
De transducendo exercitu per loca hosti infesta/ ‘On leading an army through places infested by

the enemy’ with three Romans versus fourteen foreigners).2>®

Frontinus, does not even draw the line at the traditional enemies of Rome, as we see Hannibal
appear twice against the Romans just in the chapter discussed above, and being successful
against them on several occasions, as for instance in the following example where he utterly

humiliates the Romans:

Hannibal, ut inquitatem locorum et inopiam instante Fabio Maximo effugeret, noctu boves,
quibus ad cornua fasciculos alligaverat sarmentorum, subiecto igne dimissit; cumque ipso
motu adolescente flamma turbaretur pecus, magna discursatione montes, in quos actum
erat, conlustravit. Romani, qui ad speculandum concurrerant, primo prodigium opinati sunt;
dein cum certa Fabio renuntiassent, ille insidiarum metu suos castris continuity. Barbari

obsistente nullo profecti sunt.

257 Front. Strat. 1.8.6; see also 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 where the Carthaginians are the protagonists.
258 Front. Strat. 1.5 and 1.4.
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‘Hannibal on one occasion was embarrassed by difficulties of terrain, by lack of supplies
and by the circumstance that Fabius Maximus was heavy on his heels. Accordingly he tied
bundles of lighted faggots to the horns of oxen, and turned the animals loose at night.
When the flames spread, fanned by the motion, the panic-stricken oxen ran wildly hither
and thither over the mountains to which they had been driven, illuminating the whole
scene. The Romans, who had gathered to witness the sight, at first thought a prodigy had
occurred. Then, when scouts reported the facts, Fabius, fearing an ambush kept his men in

camp. Meanwhile the barbarians marched away, as no one prevented them.’?>°

The Celts are also offered as an example worthy of following, as seen in the example of
Viriathus.?% As Kénig argues, Frontinus’ project and message are not triumphalist and do not
champion Roman imperialism, and by mixing all type of figures he distorts both the
chronological and ideological narratives to which the Romans were accustomed.?®!
Furthermore, as Konig points out, in the preface Frontinus relinquishes control over who should

be in his collection to the reader:252

At multa et transire mihi ipse permisi. Quod me non sine causa fecisse scient, qui aliorum

libros eadem promittentium legerint. Verum facile erit sub quaque specie suggerere.

And so | have purposely allowed myself to skip many things. That | have not done this
without reason, those will realise who read the books of others treating of the same

subjects; but it will be easy for the reader to supply those examples under each category.

This means that whomsoever his readers consider worthy can and should be added to the list of

stratagem-makers, thus making the possibilities of diversity and inclusion limitless.

The universality of the duces is quite striking when compared to someone who has been
identified as a predecessor to Frontinus, namely Valerius Maximus.?®3 Valerius not only writes

about the notabilia acknowledged by Frontinus but also has a chapter specifically on

259 Front. Strat. 1.5.28.

260 Front. Strat. 2.5.7.

21 K3nig (2004) 149.

262 Knig (2004) 114.

263 For example A. Kénig (2017) 159.
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stratagems.?®* Moreover, when we compare the prefaces of Frontinus and Valerius we can see
there are striking similarities. Both put forth the same kind and apology for not being
exhaustive because of the vast quantity of material in both Greek and Latin, express the desire
to be selective, and boast about composing a manual for those for whom brevity is
paramount.?®® The difference is that while both discuss examples of famous men, Valerius
divides his example between the deeds of Romans and external people (Urbis Romae
externarumque gentium facta), whilst as we have seen already Frontinus discusses them all
together. Surely Valerius is more interested in moral qualities, whilst Frontinus perhaps
somewhat neglects the moral dimension, but this is not what is most important, rather the
different approach in the division of the subject matter is what counts here.?%® In fact Frontinus
is quite unique when it comes to military writers themselves in his mixture of examples of
different ethnic origin, with authors usually either deciding for a particular origin of their
examples or otherwise imposing a clear division. Arrian, for example, discusses the practices of
Greeks and Macedonians in the first thirty-two chapters whilst he allocates the last twelve
chapters to the Romans, while Aelian manifests his preference for Alexander the Great and
Vegetius, as we have seen prefers the deeds of the Romans. This comparison gives further
credence to the idea that Frontinus’ division is intended to emphasise that military knowledge
is universal, and it is only the specific topics that matter and not the people accomplishing the

deeds.

2.2. Presenting one’s authority: Frontinus, ‘reinvention’, different voices and
‘real’ authority

When it comes to how Frontinus articulates his own project contained in both the

Strategemata and his more theoretical treatise, the preface to book one of the former states:

Cum ad instruendam rei militaris scientiam unus ex numero studiosorum eius acceserim

eique destinato, quantum cura nostra valuit, satisfecisse visus sim [...]

264 val. Max. 7.4.
265 val. Max. praef. 1. cf. Front. Strat. praef.3. ; Val. Max. praef. 1. cf. Front. Strat. praef. 2; Kénig (2004) 120.
266 For Valerius’ examples as being morally charged see esp. Morgan (2007) 122-159 and Bloomer (1992).
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‘Since | alone interested in military science have undertaken to reduce its rules to system,
and since | seem to have fulfilled that purpose, so far as pains on my part could accomplish

it [...]"%¢7

Therefore he presents himself as the first to systematise military science (lit. instruo = to draw
up, to organise), and therefore as a (re-)inventor (of sorts) of the discipline — quite strangely so,
given Cato’s and Celsus’ previous texts, if we consider the Roman side alone.?®® However, his
position as (re-)inventor is a carefully crafted authorial strategy, as he was well aware of the

existence of other ‘military manuals’, both Greek and Roman.?%°

Alice Konig has treated the subject of Frontinus’ authority in great detail very recently, and this
section intends to build on some of her points, but also to discuss the matter more
contextually, relating Frontinus’ self-presentation as an author to that of Onasander and
foreshadowing that of Polyaenus and Arrian.?’° Kénig makes the point — both in her PhD thesis
and in her most recent article — that ‘each exemplum in the Strategemata begins with the name
of the commander whose stratagem is being recorded, reinforcing the sense that it is they who
are the authorities here, in both a military and didactic sense’. In opposition to this Frontinus
‘almost never interjects to offer any commentary of his own’ and for all intents and purposes
remains in the background; in Konig’s words ‘he departs the arena and leaves it to the
generals’.2’! But this seems to contrast with his assertive way of presenting the stratagem:s,
whereby he takes a Greek concept and ‘reinvents’ it from a Roman perspective.?’? Kénig’s
phrasing that ‘he is not merely adopting a Greek model, but besieging and taking it over’ is very
appropriate.?’? So how can the two authorial strategies of Frontinus — as conduit to the

stratagems of others and as reinventor — be reconciled?

267 Front. Strat. 1. pr.

268 See Laederich (1999) 47 for instruo as a military metaphor. According to Astin (1978) 36 n. 22, Frontinus even
quotes Cato.

269 Especially in A. Kénig (2017) 157-160.

270 See A. Kénig (2017).

271 A Kénig (2017) 161.

272 He explains in the preface to book one that the examples he is using are defined by the name ‘stratagem’ in
Greek, quae a Graecis una otpatnynuatwv appellatione comprehensa sunt.

273 A K6nig (2017) 158.
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| believe the answer lies in Frontinus’ ‘real’ — for lack of a better word — authority, which has
been pointed out ever since the text has been studied. As we have seen earlier, Frontinus was a
very accomplished general and most likely helped Trajan in the matter of his succession. Konig
emphasises his practical military skill in her analysis of Aelian’s reference to Frontinus, namely

that it is Frontinus’ actual experience which makes Aelian point to him as an authority.?’*

It is precisely this practical authority which allows Frontinus to position himself as one who can
‘make order’ in the self-same long tradition of Greek writings that Aelian discusses, because he
is not only himself an accomplished author — as Vegetius points out much later — and general,
but a general in the new world of warfare represented by the Romans. Aelian himself refers to
the old knowledge of the Greeks as compared to the new knowledge invented by the Romans

and the implication is surely that Frontinus is an exponent of this new knowledge and practice:

Thic 6& mapd Pwpaiolg mepl t0 péEpog tolto SuvApew Kal Eumelpiag oK Exwv Yo —AEel
yap OHOAOYELV TAANOR—OKVW KATELXOUNV TIEPL TO ouyypadeLV Kal Tapadidoval 1o padnua
0010, WG AMNUAUPWHEVOV Kal Taxa UN6Ev ETL xpriotpov T® PBlw petd ThHV £peupebeioav

0¢’ UV SibaokaAiav.

‘But in view of my own ignorance — the truth of which must be admitted — of that form of
theory and practice current among the Romans, | was prevented by diffidence from
handing down this knowledge, forgotten and moreover long out of use since the discovery

of the other system (didaskalia) by your people.’?’>

Therefore his expertise is not only practical, but also very relevant and ‘cutting edge’.?’® Much
like Onasander, Frontinus too in virtue of this martial prowess is best fitted to bring the Roman
disciplina and organisation which we have seen characterised Roman military manuals to
beacon a Greek topic that he presents as quite scattered and disorganised. He notes that the
deeds of generals are recorded in ‘some fashion’ (aliguo modo) which not always has

‘consideration for busy men’ (Sed, ut opinor, occupatis velocitate consuli debet) and that it is

274 A Kénig (2017) 155-156.

275 pel. Tact. Pr. 2.; trans. A.M. Devine, slightly altered.

276 A K6nig (2017) 155 for Vegetius’ presentation of Frontinus and 160 for Frontinus’ self-presentation as hinting to
this military experience.
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tedious ‘to hunt out separate examples scattered over the vast body of history’ (Longum est
enim, singula et sparsa per immensum corpus historiarum persequi).?’’ He then uses this
Roman framework of systematisation and discipline — and there is no coincidence that, as we
shall see below he dedicates so many chapters to disciplina — to incorporate and explain a
Greek concept. This is the exact opposite of what Onasander does, who de facto uses a Greek
framework to organise the ‘Roman experience’ he referred to in his preface and to universalise
military theory. Perhaps Frontinus was indeed not ignorant of Onasander’s text given the
debate between using pre-planned tricks versus thinking on the spot, where Frontinus seems to

challenge Onasander’s more theoretical approach.

Frontinus’ ‘real’ authority also explains his presentation, his attitude towards the generals in his
exempla and towards the reader. Frontinus is keen to relinquish his authority and not only
allow the generals to speak for themselves but allow the reader to provide examples in each
category because he is confident in his own practical experience and military prowess. His
‘modesty’ is therefore only apparent and an exercise in self-deprecation that is meant to
bolster his actual textual authority. He takes a step back and allows the reader to judge the
examples for himself only because he is confident that he is the best general of the lot, who is
in possession of all of the experience of these past generals and also of the most recent kind of
experience. He is able to allow the generals to speak because he is the one who organises the
categories in which they speak, therefore marshalling and organising all of their experience just
as a general would use disciplina on the field to organise his real troops. He only allows the
readers to add examples to the existing categories (verum facile erit sub quaque specie
suggerere/’it will be easy for the reader to supply examples in each category) but not to invent
further categories because they simply do not have the practical experience to judge which
categories would be useful, as he has systematically done (circumspectis enim generibus,

praeparavi oportuna exemplorum veluti consilia/ ‘for having examined the categories, | have in

277 Eront. Strat. 1.Pr.
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advance mapped out my campaign, so to speak, for the presentation of illustrative

examples).?’8

We will see Frontinus’ strategy of incorporating Greek strategemata in a Roman framework
reversed in Arrian’s Ektaxis. Arrian, just like Onasander, again uses a Greek military structure —
in this case the phalanx — to show how Roman knowledge about war can be organised and
disciplined in very much the same way as Frontinus does for the strategemata. We shall also
examine next how Polyaenus too reacts to Frontinus’ kind of authority by constructing his own
experienced persona and in his case bringing the weight of his generals to give force to his
creation. But more importantly, we shall see how the construction of authority is linked across

military genres and employs similar tools, regardless of the precise aims and combination.
3. Separation by exempla: Polyaenus’ Strategika

We will again examine in the first section how stratagem is used by Polyaenus to create a
divisive approach to knowledge with a focus on the ethnic origin of commanders. Then we will
move on to how this presentation of the exempla shapes his own authority, and how he
constructs an ‘experienced’ persona but also draws upon the expertise of the generals and of

Homer to make up for his own lack of ‘real’ experience.

3.1. Presenting the material: uniformity in stratagem.

As many scholars have pointed out, the majority of figures discussed in Polyaenus’ Strategika
are Greek and Macedonian with only a small number of Romans, and they are confined to a
part of book eight.?’? Polyaenus never emphasises explicitly the ethnicity of a particular
general. He never refers to, for example, ‘The Greek general Iphicrates’, though he does so for
groups of people — including the ‘Romans’.?8® However, we should not take this to mean that
the Romans are differentiated in a positive way, since the Roman chapter only has three
subchapters and there are many other chapters in book six named after Greek peoples

(Aetolians, Chalcedonians, Lampsacenes, Argives, Ambracians, Samians). Some individually

278 Front. Strat. 1.Pr.
279 Bowie (1974)189 contra Krentz and Wheeler (1994) xiv-xv.
280 polyaen. 8.25.
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have the same number of subchapters as the Romans do such as ‘The Lacedaemonians’, ‘the
Messenians’ and ‘the Plataeans’, so Rome is effectively equated to a single Greek polis. What is
more important, however, is that the treatise is organised by individual general not theme, as
Frontinus did. For example, we have a chapter which is all about Iphicrates and his various

stratagems, the focus being on the person and expertise of Iphicrates.?®!

Also like Frontinus, Polyaenus begins each subchapter, that is each discussion of a stratagem,
with the name of the commander but this time around this presentation serves to further
emphasise the figure performing the stratagem. This is done by means of the uniformity the
repetition of the name produces in conjunction with the chapter heading, which is opposed to
the way in which each theme in Frontinus was illustrated with the examples of several generals
and the variety of their names showed their diversity. This is best illustrated by an example;
the chapter about Iphicrates is only about him, and we have his name towering over smaller

versions of the same name which begin the subchapters:
3.9 IOIKPATHS.
(1) 1dkpdtng €mi tolg moAepioug mpofiye Thv paiayya [...]

(2) Idwkpatng toug moAepioug €¢ duynv tpeddpevog elneto oxednv Gywv TV paiayya Kot

napayyEANwy [...]

(3) Ipkpatnc vUKTWP KaTeAABETO MOAEpLaY TIOAW [...]

(4) Tdwpdtng év Opakn EvEBaAAev.|...]

3.9 Iphicrates

(1) Iphicrates was leading the phalanx against the enemy [...]

(2) Iphicrates, after routing the enemy, used to follow by leading his phalanx thoughtfully

and give these orders [...]

(3) Iphicrates one night captured a hostile city [...]

281 polyaen. 3.9.
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(4) Iphicrates invaded Thrace. [...]

This is of course true for all commanders, even Roman ones, but because the ratio is so
favorable to the Greeks, it only works to build them and their practices up. Even comparisons
between famous Roman and Greek commanders leaves the former at a disadvantage, as we
see Scipio’s name mentioned eight times in a row in his chapter, while Iphicrates’ is mentioned
fifty-four times.?82 Also, if we believe that the books were published separately, the impact of
the prosopographic presentation would have been even greater, as readers would have been

overwhelmed by an avalanche of Greek names.

Polyaenus not only has this disparity in the text, but also claims to be exhaustive in his study,
boasting to the emperors that he has gathered in the book ‘as many stratagems of past
commanders as came into being’ (AAAQ TG oTpaTNYLKig EmIOTAUNG €05 TAUTL TPOoodhEpw,
ooa TV MAAaL yéyove otpatnynuata), as opposed to Frontinus who excuses himself for his
omissions (Huic labori non iniuste veniam paciscar, ne me pro incurioso reprehendat, qui
praeteritum aliquod a nobis reppererit exemplum).?®3 This means that the disparity is presented
as not only a result of Polyaenus’ choice — as he is a great authority on the matter — but also
reflecting historical reality. Therefore, through this focus on himself as a Macedonian writing
about warfare and then on his figures, Polyaenus’ message is clear — Greek and Macedonian
military knowledge must be taken separately from that of the Romans and is ultimately

superior.

Just like Frontinus, Polyaenus too has examples of identical stratagems, such as the one
performed by both Phormio and Iphicrates.?®* It involved seizing a bit of land from the enemy
(the Chalcidians and the Samians, respectively), then pretending to be called back home and
anchoring somewhere nearby. This would lead the enemy to believe they were in no danger
and allow the general (Phormio and Iphicrates, respectively) to attack and plunder the
unexpecting countryside. But, again, due to the focus on Greek figures, most of these

repetitions simply show that, if there is something of a facultas along Frontinus’ lines, it is

282 polyaen. 3.9 and 8.16.
283 polyaen. pr. 2; Front. Strat. Pr. 3
284 polyaen. 3.4.1 and 3.9.36.
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shared between Greek generals, or if we are dealing with a certain type of knowledge, it too
has mostly been passed on among the Greeks. There is a hint that the author wishes to
emphasise this in his explicit mention in the chapter on Iphicrates that Phormio had performed
the same stratagem before (to0to kai 6 Qopuiwv npdtepog enoinoe XaAkidelow/ Phormio did
the same thing earlier to the Chalcidians’).?8> There are also examples of Roman stratagems
that are identical to others, such as Tarquinius flogging his son and sending him as a deserter to
the Gabinians which is similar to the mutilation of Siraces.?® However, | believe this is
connected to the idea of the Roman propensity to imitate, appropriate and perfect the
practices, skills and artefacts of other cultures, which is explored by many authors such as
Polybius, Diodorus Siculus and Arrian as well.?8” Polyaenus brings this up when discussing how

Numa convinces the Romans to turn from war to peace by means of rhetoric, commenting:

SoKeW 8¢ épot INAWTNG £yéveto Mivw Kal AUKOUPYoU- Kol yap oUTOL TOUC VOHOUG, O HéV
mapd Alog, 6 8¢ mapd AnoANwvVoG pabovteg | HaBelv paokovteg Emeloav a0Tolg xpfiobal,

0 pév Kpfitag, 6 6¢ Adkwvag.

‘In my opinion he became an imitator of Minos and Lycurgus, and in fact the former
persuaded the Cretans and the latter the Laconians to observe laws, after learning or

alleging to learn them — the one from Zeus, the other from Apollo’288,

Normally such praise is positive though it can also be read as negative, and it seems that
Polyaenus’ tone here is not particularly appreciative of the Romans. So we might think that
while ‘imitating’ Greeks in stratagems might be a good thing, it can never be more than
imitation, and the practices of the Greeks will always be superior (again, if not according to
anything else, then by dint of their superior numbers in Polyaenus’ pages). With all this in mind,
| believe Polyaenus is at the other end of the spectrum from Frontinus and Onasander, showing

how Greek and Roman military knowledge are separate and disassociated from each other.

3.2 Presenting one’s authority: Macedonian Polyaenus and channeling authority

285 polyaen.3.9.36.

286 polyaen. 7.12 and D.S. 8.6.
287 E g Plb. 1.20.8-16; D.S. 23.2
288 polyaen. 8.4
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Polyaenus’ strategy of constructing authority is radically different from that of Frontinus. From
the very beginning of his preface we can see how the emphasis is placed quite differently. The
context of the work is Marcus Aurelius’ and Lucius Verus’ Persian war, and Polyaenus points out

clearly that he is a Macedonian, accustomed to fight Persians:

€yw 8¢ Makedwv avnp, MAtplov €xwv T Kpatelv Mepo®v moAepouviwy duvacbatl, oukK
AacUUBOoAOC LUV v TQ mapovTL Kalp® yevéoBat BouAopat. AN el pév AKUATE poL TO oW

Kal oTPaTLWTNG IPOBUROG GV £YeVOunV MaKeSOVIKT PWIN XPWHEVOC.

‘l, a Macedonian man, who has inherited the ability to conquer the Persians in war, want to
do my part at the present critical time. If my body were in its prime, | would be an

enthusiastic soldier using Macedonian strength.’2°

So immediately there is a shift from the deeds of commanders that we saw in Frontinus, to the
person of the author, which he himself emphasises. Polyaenus then goes on to say that since
fighting personally is not possible, he will provide the emperors with the knowledge of past
generals. By setting this up the way he does, it is clear that he means the authority of his text to
come from his own person, from the fact that he is part of a tradition (which is not Roman) that
makes him good at warfare. So his presentation diverges from that of Frontinus, who chooses
to emphasise his ‘literary persona’, asserting — in Konig’s words — the ‘literary and scholarly
foundations of his own expertise’, while Polyaenus chooses to assert his potentially very
practical means of contribuiting to the coming war.?®® He is Macedonian and could actually
physically fight, were he not too old. But surely the image that Polyaenus is trying to project is
due to a lack of ‘real’ authority — he is not a general but a lawyer (as he himself states) and as
far as we know had no real experience of war, so what he is in fact trying to do is
overcompensate by showing how his Macedonian blood is just as valuable as real experience
because it carries within it the legacy of past commanders. The position of Polyaenus is then a
reversal from Frontinus’, and while the latter let the figures speak for themselves, the former

has to choose the figures that fit into this legacy and ‘make’ them speak for him. The authority

289 polyaen. Pr. 1.
290 A Kénig (2017) 156.
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that flows from Polyaenus will then be only as good as the authority ‘his’ generals bring,
whereas that of Frontinus supercedes all because of his recent expertise and his implicit
position as ‘best general’. The fact that Polyaenus selects which commanders are worthy of
being included in his book and especially the proportion of Roman and foreign commanders,
greatly contrasts with the freedom of choice that Frontinus wants his readers to have and
demonstrates his insecure postion as a ‘military authority’. Closely related to that is Polyaenus’
statement that his work is exhaustive, discussing ‘all the stratagems of earlier generals’ (6oa
TV maAal yéyove otpatnynuata, lit. ‘as many stratagems of previous [generals] as came into
being’).2! Unlike Frontinus, he cannot afford to allow his readers to contribute because they
might bring examples that throw off the balance of Greek and Macedonian figures therefore

unbalancing his own legacy and authority.

We see this insistence on the fact that stratagem is Greek and has been practised by Greeks
since mythical times in order to both bolster his own authority but also to counter Frontinus’
claim on and appropriation of stratagem. Polyaenus makes, in bringing Homer, another key
move in this respect, to prove the point and to channel his authority. So he adds this cultural
cornerstone to his roster, a Greek figure par excellence. He starts his treatise with Homer, and
continues to quote him at length in the preface, showing how both he and the poet have the

same opinion about stratagem:

aplotov 6€ kal TO €v auTi T mapatafel pnyxavdobal, OMwe Gv 1 yvwun tO KPOTEWV

énon@to npoAafoloa tO TEAOG TG LAXNG

‘It is best even during a set battle to contrive, so that intelligence, having anticipated the

outcome of battle, may induce victory’?%?
He then immediately points out:
60kel & Epolye talta cupBouleveLv Kal"Ounpog: Otav yap TOAAAKLG adn

... N 80AW NE Bindt

291 polyaen. Pr. 2.
292 polyaen. Pr. 3-4. Trans. Wheeler & Krentz.
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GA\WC o0 mapayyEANEL A TEXVOLG KOL OTPOTNYAHOOL XprioacOat KaTd TWV TOAEULWV:
‘Homer also seems to me to make this recommendation, for when he says frequently
“...by trickery or force”

he encourages nothing other than the use of art and stratagem against the enemy’?%3

So, by agreeing with Homer, Polyaenus assumes the mantle of his authority, causing both
himself and his knowledge to become more worthy to be listened to, but he then also uses
Homer to begin channelling the authority of Greek figures and generals. He shows the reader
how the first man to use deception and trickery was a Greek, Sysyphus, and then continues to
give Greek examples — also from Homer — which parade all the Greeks who continued this
practice: Hermes, Proteus and of course he culminates with Odysseus who takes up the
greatest part of the preface.?* It is difficult not to read this against Frontinus’ earlier text and
think that these figures are just the first in a line of many who contribute to Polyaenus’

authority, their number and Greekness building up his aforementioned ‘strength’.

Not only does Polyaenus ‘borrow’ his authority from Greek figures and from Homer, he also
borrows it from the emperors to make it unquestionable. In the preface to his fifth book

Polyaenus states:?%>

oux oUtwg &uautov Gflov émaivou nyovpevog Emi T@ ouyypddely, wg UPAG Eml @

omoudalelv AvaylyVwokeLly TooolTa CUYYPAUUATO TOoOUTNG APXFG IPOECTNKOTOG

‘I think that | do not deserve so much praise for the writing as you do for the diligent

reading of such large works, rulers as you are of such a large empire’

The fact that the emperors are reading his book is clearly a confirmation of his value and of that
of Greek learning, and the mention of them as rulers of a large empire is also meant to bring

the same kind of ‘hands-on’ military experience to the treatise. No one could challenge that — at

293 polyaen. 1. Pr. 4.

294 polyaen. 1. pr. 5-13. Also Wheeler&Krentz (1994) xii for the inclusion of Odysseus to appeal to the emperors’
Stoicism.

29 polyaen. 5. Pr. 3-5 with Wheeler (2010) 11.
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least in theory — emperors were the supreme commanders and had the best grasp of military

matters. In fact, this is emphasised by Polyaenus in the preface to book three:

OpElg &€ TV aUToKpATOopa APXNV EXOVIEG KOl TWV OAWV TIPOEOCTNKOTEG AEL META

oTPATNYLKAG EMLOTAUNG BOUAEVECDOE TA CUUPEPOVTA TOIG APYXOUEVOLG:

‘You, who have autocratic power and govern the whole world, always consider with a

general’s knowledge what is advantageous for your subjects.’2

It is clear then that the emperors are the ultimate generals because they rule the world and are

always in a general’s mindset.
4. A mixed approach to military knowledge: Arrian and Aelian’s Taktika

We will again begin by discussing issues of presentation of the material, but because of the
nature of the texts it will also be more fitting to make some comments on authority in these
sections. Following the previous plan however, there will be shorter sections at the end of the
discussion of the presentation where | will make more targeted comments about the way in

which Aelian and Arrian construct their authority.

| shall argue that the approach which Aelian and Arrian take is one that could be read in two
ways but is ultimately unitary, in both suggesting the precedence and superiority of Greek
military knowledge when compared to the Roman, but at the same time showing how the
Roman incorporates the Greek and that in fact they are essentially part of the same
superstructure, and equally useful. If we consider that their audience would have been not only
the emperor — to whom Aelian (and most likely Arrian) dedicates his treatise — but the elites as
well, who comprised both Romans and Greeks participating in the military sphere together, it
would have made sense from the point of view of the authors to point out where the ‘art of
marshalling troops’ came from and thus appeal to the Greek side of the audience, but also

construct an image of continuity between Greece and Rome, and thus appeal to everyone.

2% polyaen. 3 pr.
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4.1.1. Presenting the material: Aelian — Homeric precedence, integration and

‘empires of knowledge’.

Much like Onasander, Polyaenus and Frontinus, Aelian too gives a reason for the composition

of his work, and this reason is mainly Frontinus’ encouragement:

Thi¢ 6¢€ mapd Pwpaiolg mepl 10 péEpog TolTo SuVAEWC Kal EUTeLpiag oUK Exwy yvHow—AEel
yap OpoAoyelv TAANOR—OKVW KATELXOUNV TEPL TO ouyypadeLy kal mapadidoval To padnua
10070, WG AMNUAUPWHEVOV Kal Taxa undev £TL xprowov T® Blw Uetd tnv €épeupebeioav

00’ VUGV StdaokaAiav.

Enel 6& émi 1ol Beol matpdg ocou Népouag moapd DpoTivw TH EMOAMW UTIATIKD €V
Qoppuialg nuépag tvag Siétpupa Sofav Ameveykapévw TePL TNV €V TOIG TIOAEUOLG
gumelpiov, cUpBOAWY TAvSpl eVpov oUK EAATTova Omoudnv €xovia €ic TAV TMapd TOlG
“EA\noL  teBewpnuévnv  padnotv, ApEAuNnvV OUKETL TEPLOPOVEIV TAG TWV TAKTIKDOV
ouyypaodfig, ok av éomouddcBal mapd Opovtivw dok®v autnv, elnep tL Xelpov E60KEL THG

PWHATKAG SLOTAEEWC TIEPLEXELV.

‘But in view of my own ignorance — the truth of which must be admitted — of that form of
theory and practice current among the Romans, | was prevented by diffidence from
handing down this knowledge, forgotten and moreover long out of use since the discovery

of the other lesson (didaskalia) by your people.

After coming to pay my respects to your deified father Nerva, | was able to spend some
days at Formiae with the distinguished consular Frontinus, a man of great reputation by
virtue of his experience in war. Discovering in conversation with him that he had no lesser
regard for Greek theorised knowledge, | began not to despise their tactical writing, thinking
that it would not be treated with respect by Frontinus if he indeed considered it to be

worse in any way than Roman tactical disposition’?%’

297 Ael. Tact. Pr. 2-3, trans. Devine, altered.
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At first sight it would seem Aelian is somewhat disparaging of Greek military knowledge in
favour of the Roman, but the passage is better understood by reminding ourselves of
Frontinus’ own claims of (re-)invention. It is clear then that, even before setting out to write his
own work, Aelian had to deal with these claims, compare himself to his Roman friend and
justify his reason for writing. This explains the line taken, as Aelian goes about legitimising the

continued usefulness of Greek military science —and his manual — in two ways.

The first, which we have already seen, was by saying that Frontinus himself —a Roman authority
on the matter (albeit a self-proclaimed one) — still considered Greek knowledge relevant and
useful. Aelian calls the Greek tradition a pa@nua that is dnnuavpwpévov, ‘obscured’, ‘faded’
and ‘no longer useful in life since the invention of another’ by the Romans (undév €tL xpriotpov
T Blw peta tVv €édpeupebeioav P’ LUGOV Sidaokaliav) and only by conversing with Frontinus
did he gain confidence to write about it and a justification of its relevance. The ‘invention’ or
‘introduction’ (however one might want to take €épeupebeloav) of another didaskalia is thus
the acknowledgement of Frontinus’ own statement of (re)invention. However, upon a closer
look at Aelian’s statements we can see that he is in fact sidestepping — if not denying
completely — the issue. Frontinus did not organise the scientia rei militaris altogether as he
claims, but the Romans came up with their own version of it, with their own set of practices
different from the ones of the Greeks. So, on the one hand, Aelian is accommodating Roman
needs of supremacy in terms of military knowledge, but on the other — despite couching it in
the guise of modesty — he explicitly differentiates between Greek theoria and Roman
didaskalia, allowing for an interpretation that Frontinus was the one to organise the latter, but

not the former, nor scientia rei militaris/taktike theoria as a whole.

This brings us to the second way in which Aelian justifies writing about Greek military practices,
namely by discussing the true — Greek — origins of the taktike theoria/scientia rei militaris. In
the very first lines of the preface, in the dedication to the emperor, when looking for the
beginnings of the taktike theoria he goes beyond the Romans, immediately bypassing any

claims they and Frontinus might have had. By using a strategy similar to that of Polyaenus, he
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shows the readers that Greek knowledge on the matter not only precedes the Roman one, but

can be traced back to the age of Homer:
Trv mopa 101G “EAANGL TaKTLKAYV Bewplav amo twv Ounpou xpovwv thv dpxnv Aapolicayv,
‘Tactical theory among the Greeks goes back as far as the time of Homer’2%®

The use of the word theoria — unusual, since techne is preferred by the other military authors —
is clearly as a counterpart to scientia used in Frontinus’ own preface, thereby meaning that
what is being put forward in his treatise is on the same level as Frontinus’ teachings. It is also
significant here that Aelian does not phrase the issue in terms of Greek theoria as opposed to
Roman scientia. He does not make reference to EAAnvikn taktikr Bewpla, but talks about mapa
1ol "EAANGL TaKTIKNV Bewplav, so about a unified theoria that first originated with the Greeks,
while at the same time, as we have seen above, naming the Roman discipline didaskalia. This
does indeed suggest that Roman practices are more recent, and current, but one cannot ignore
that in fact the word theoria suggests something that is more carefully considered and

planned.?®®

Not only does the preface start with Homer, but the first chapter of the treatise as well, and
Aelian takes one further step than Polyaenus in making him the ‘father’ of his discipline. He
explicitly singles him out as the first to have discovered (émeyvwkéval) the taktike theoria, a
statement which would have been in stark contrast to Frontinus’ ad instruendam rei militaris

scientiam unus ex numero studiosorum eius [...]satisfecisse visus sim:

Mp®ToG MEV wv lopev SoKel TRV TOKTIKAV Bewpiov "Ounpog Eneyvwkéval Baupalewy e

ToU¢ émotpovag alThc,

2%8 pel., Tact. Pr. 1.

299 While there is significance in the terms used, one cannot push the point too far as several different terms might
simply be used to avoid repetition. For the concept of theoria see Volpi (2006), for techne/ars see Gérgemanns
(2006), for didaskalia Zimmermann (2006).
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‘Homer seems to be the first, at least that we know of, who discovered tactical theory and

admired men imbued with such knowledge’3%°

Also, if any credence is to be given to Devine’s contention that the 113 chapter headings in the
Codex Laurentianus graecus 55.4 were indeed the ones that Aelian refers to in the preface as
being set up for easy browsing, it is significant that the first lines a reader would have seen —
before the preface and Aelian’s justifications — were "OtL "“Ounpog mp®tog mept tfig €v TOlg
TOA€OLG TaKTIKI G Bswplag Eypadev, ‘That Homer was the first to write about tactical theory in
war’.3%! That there is no mention of a division between Greek or Roman theoria here reinforces

the idea that the Greek theoria which Homer wrote about is the ‘original’ theoria.

In an almost perfect symmetry, the manual also ends with Homer, in a chapter about silence,

which contrasts the noisy advance of the Trojans to the silent one of the Greeks:

810 8¢l mpd mAvTwv TapayyEANELY OLWTHV KEAELOAVTA TIPOCEXELV T(W TAPAYYEANOUEVW,

\ e

Omep Kal"“Ounpog €v Tol¢ LAALOTA E0NUELWOATO:

‘But above all silence is to be commanded so that attention can be paid to the orders. As

Homer observed in the strongest words [...]’3%2

These references to Homer are particularly remarkable because Asclepiodotus — the text
indicated as one of the two most likely direct sources for Aelian’s manual — does not contain
anything similar, though it is of course possible that Poseidonius’ Taktika (if it indeed was

different from Asclepiodotus’ own) did.3%3

Aelian is not alone in going back to Homer as the father of his discipline. The same move was
made by the geographer Strabo in his own preface, following a long tradition which included his

predecessors:

300 Ael., Tact. 1.1.

301 Ael. Tact. Pr. 7 and Dain (1946) 53-54; Devine (1989) 34.

302 pel. Tact. 41.

303¢f, Stadter (1978) 122 who thinks that authors of military texts possibly quoted Homer in general, despite the
lack of any evidence apart from Arrian and Aelian.
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kal Tp®Tov 8Tl BpOHC UMedapeY KAl AUETS Kal ol PO AUGY, WV €oTL Kal “Immapyoc,
apxnyEtnv eivau TG yewypadikijg Eunelpiag Opunpov, 6¢ o pévov év Tij Kata TV moinowv
Aapetfj mavtag UmepBERAnTaL TOUC MAAAL Katl Toug Uotepov, GAAQ oxe80V TL Kal Tff Katd TovV

Bilov éumelpia TOV MOALTLIKOV

‘And first, | say that both | and my predecessors, one of whom was Hipparchus himself, are
right in regarding Homer as the founder of the practice of geography; for Homer has
surpassed all men, both of ancient and modern times, not only in the excellence of his

poetry, but also, | might say, in his acquaintance with all that pertains to public life.304

Strabo elaborates on Homer’s versatility in book one, demonstrating how his poetry was a kind
of elementary philosophy, and portrays him as the possessor ‘of vast learning’, which includes
geography, generalship, agriculture and rhetoric.3®> So by claiming Homer as the protos
heuretes of the taktike theoria, a figure thought to be an ancient authority in so many
disciplines, Aelian not only shows how much older the Greek taktike theoria is than the Roman
and dwarfs any claims of originality or reinvention — such as we might read in Frontinus — but
guestions Roman claims of superiority in that field, such as expressed by Vergil and Livy (and of
course much later by Vegetius).3% He pushes this argument further by highlighting that the first
names on his list of other authors who had written about tactical theory — and Frontinus
himself was among them — were all still indebted to Homer and made reference to what he

described (tfi¢ kab’ "Ounpov TaKTIKAg),:

Kal mepl tfi¢ kaB’ "Ounpov TakTikiic évetuxouev ouyypadelol ZTpatokAel kal Epueia katl

OpovtwvL T Kab’ RUAG Avopl UTTATIKY.

‘And concerning the subject of tactics in Homer, we have the writings of Stratocles,

Hermeias and of Frontinus, the consular of our own time.”3%”

304 Str. 1.1.2. all translations by H.L. Jones, here slightly altered.

305 str. 1.2.3; for Homer’s importance to the Stoics in particular see Dueck (2000) 62 and 62-69 for Strabo as a
Stoic.

306 |jv. 9.19, will be discussed below.

307 Ael. Tact. 1.2. Arrian too chooses to end his Greek section of the Taktika with (almost) the same Homer
guotations in Aelian’s manual. While Stadter (1978) 122 argues that this is because both Arrian and Aelian used
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If its precedence, going back to Homer, was not enough to show that Greek military knowledge
was perhaps superior to that of the Romans, Aelian has Frontinus as the only Roman name, lost
in an avalanche of Greeks.3® We can also see from the language used that many of these

earlier authors had already done what Frontinus boasted to have done, a long time before him:

Kal Tepl TG Kad’ “Ounpov TakTikiG Eévetuxouev ouyypadelol ZTpatokAel kal Ep-pelq kal
Opoévtwvt T® Kab' nuag avdpl vmatik®. é€spydocavio 6€ v Bewplav Aiveloag te S
TAELOVWVY O Kol otpatnykd BBALOL ikava cuVTOEAREVOC, WV EMTOUAY 6 OeTTOAOG Kivéag
€noinoe, MUPPOC Te O HMEPWTNG TOKTIKA ouVETage kal AAEEavOpoC O TOUTOU ULOC Kal
KAéapxog: €tt 6¢& Mavoaviag E0AyyeAog te kal MoAuBlog 6 MeyahomoAitng avnp
TIOAUMAONG ZKUTIWVL OUYYeVOUeVoG, EUMOAepoC te Kal IpkpAtng: O O6€ OTWIKOC

MooeldwvLog Kal TEXVNV TAKTIKNV Eypaev

‘And concerning the subject of tactics in Homer, we have the writings of Stratocles,
Hermeias and of Frontinus, the consular of our own time. And the following perfected
military theory at length, Aeneas publishing many volumes on warfare that were abridged
by Cyneas the Thessalian; likewise Pyrrhus the Epirote set forth the art of war in writing, as
did his son Alexander, as well as Clearchus, Pausanias, Evangelus, Polybius the
Megalopolitan (a man of great learning and a companion of Scipio), Eupolemus, Iphicrates,

and Poseidonius the Stoic philosopher.”3%°

The sense of é€epyalopal, ‘to treat fully, at length’ is particularly strong and shows that indeed
there had been other — Greek! — writers that could be said to have ‘ordered’ the taktike theoria
and quite successfully, as we see in Aeneas’ publication of many volumes and their digest by

Cyneas.310

the same source, we cannot believe Arrian’s composition process came down to mindless copying of the source
material. Devine (1993) 320-321 points out the many differences between the two, despite their drawing upon
the same text(s), so | believe a case could be made for it being a conscious choice on the part of Arrian, which may
reflect his desire to create a unified approach and make the case for a body of unified Greek knowledge.

308 Arrian’s preface does not even include any Roman names, but since the beginning of it is now lost us, it is
impossible to tell if he mentioned any.

309 pAel.Tact. 1.2.

310 Also Kénig (2017) 156.
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But as | hinted before, | do not believe Aelian emphasises Homer and the Greekness of the
taktike theoria only within a comparative, competitive frame, and a parallel with the preface of
Celsus’ De medicina will prove useful. Celsus, although Roman, is not afraid to show the origins
of medicine as Greek, or to indicate that all peoples possess medical skills in some form or

another:

Haec nusquam quidem non est siquidem etiam inperitissimae gentes herbas aliaque promta
in auxilium vulnerum morborumque noverunt. Verum tamen apud Graecos aliquanto magis
quam in ceteris nationibus exculta est, ac ne apud hos quidem a prima origine, sed paucis

ante nos saeculis.

‘Nowhere is this art wanting, for the most uncivilised nations have had knowledge of herbs,
and other things to hand for the aiding of wounds and diseases. This art, however, has
been cultivated among the Greeks much more than in other nations — not, however, even

among them from their first beginnings, but only for a few generations before us.’3!!

Surely, here the precedence is important — as Celsus admits that the Greeks beat the Romans to
medicine merely by a few generations — but the more interesting way of reading this passage is
as a succession of ‘empires’ of knowledge, with the same medical knowledge being shared
between Greeks and Romans, and the ‘empire’ of the former giving way to that of the latter.312
This does not mean that the medicine practised by the Greeks is less important — as we can see
from the long discussion which ensues — but that the Greeks have passed the torch, and that
their knowledge is now contained in that of the Romans. If we consider Aelian’s preface again,
we see that we might interpret his argument in a similar way. The reference back to Homer and
emphasis on him and on the many Greek authors writing about tactical theory was then
necessary in order to establish their precedence in a field which the Romans thought they
dominated, but then the reference to Frontinus and the ‘new theory’ invented by the Romans
could also be taken to show the self-same succession of the two empires. Therefore, just as the

Greeks were physically incorporated into the Roman Empire, so too was the Greek techne

31 Celsus, De Medicina, 1. pr; trans. W.G. Spencer.
312 See Flemming forthcoming.
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taktike incorporated in the Roman empire of knowledge by Frontinus, with his acceptance of it
as ‘not inferior to that of the Romans’ (tL xelpov €60kel ¢ PwHAlkAG SLaTAgew TEPLEXELY.).
Consequently, even if we can read Aelian as emphasising Greek theory as older and perhaps
better, we can also see in his preface the idea that there is no need for competition between
the two, but integration. In fact when he refers to ‘this teaching’ (10 pabnua) being the most
important, one can both take it to mean Greek techne taktike — as the reference to Plato would
suggest "OTL péviol TO HABnpa tolTto MAVIwv €0t Xpewwdéotatov, AdBoL T av &€ wv o
MAdtwv/’ Certainly that this science is of all sciences the most useful is comprehended by
among others Plato’) — but also techne taktike in general, and he is perhaps purposely
ambiguous about whether it is the Roman or Greek that he means because they are essentially
continuous.3!3 Furthermore, he recommends the testing of the Greek precepts expressed in his

book, and not just their blind application:

Oel 8¢ w¢ év mpaypaot mepl TV OAwv SladEpouctv oUK aneoxedlaopévny yevéoBbal tnv
napadoolv, AAN £€v TOl¢ KaOnuepvolg yupvaciolg €KOOTOV TWV OXNUATWY TIOAAAKLG
Soklpdoavta Kal T0 e0XEPECTEPOV Kal TO WHEAUWTEPOV YVOVTQ, TOTE Kal €L TG GAnOeiog

xprnoocBat.

‘It is necessary, as in things that differ wholly, not to rely carelessly on the precept, but to
try out frequently each of the formations in the daily drills, and thus get to know the most

suitable and useful for actual fighting’31

If we accept Devine’s translation of év mpaypaotl mept t@v OAwv Stadépouaotv then the things
that ‘differ wholly’ can only be the two theoriai/scientiae, the Greek and the Roman, and thus
Aelian must mean that the two must be combined and fitted together as best as possible, by

actual experimenting.

Furthermore, Strabo goes back to Homer to show that the origins of geography are Greek, and,
like Aelian, continues to discuss the Greeks who helped develop it, such as Anaximander of

Miletus, Hecataeus, Democritus, Eudoxus, Dicaearchus, Ephorus, Eratosthenes, Polybius and

313 pel. Tact. 1.7.
314 pel. Tact. 21.2.
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Poseidonius.31®

It is also clear that the Romans would have much to gain from using this Greek
science of geography, especially in military terms, as Strabo sees it as something meant to aid

the statesman and the general:

€aoog 6¢ ta maAad tnv viv Pwpaiwv otpateiav ént Napbuaioug ikavov nyodpat Toutwyv
Tekunplov: wg & altwg thv €ni Meppavolg Kal Kedtoug, €v €Aeot kal dpupoic apdarolg
£pnuialg Te TomopoXoUVTWY TV BapBapwv Kal Td £yyUg MOPPW TOLOUVTWYV ToiG dyvoolot

Kall TG 0600¢ EMIKPUTTOUEVWYV Kal TAG eUTtoplag Tpodfig Te Kal TV AWV,

‘But leaving antiquity, | believe that the modern campaign of the Romans against the
Parthians is a sufficient proof of what | say, and likewise that against the Germans and the
Celts, for in the latter case the barbarians carried on a guerilla warfare in swamps, in
pathless forests, and in deserts; and they made the ignorant Romans believe to be far away
what was really near at hand, and kept them in ignorance of the roads and of the facilities

for procuring provisions and other necessities’31°

Although the Romans did not by any means invent geography, as Dueck points out, Strabo
makes the point that the expansion of their empire has in turn contributed to the advancement

of geographical knowledge, as had that of Alexander the Great and that of the Parthians:3'’

Kal yap 6n moAu Tt toig viv | TV Pwpaiwy €mikpatela kat Twv MNapbuaiwv Thg Tolautng

éunelpiag mpoodédwke, kabamep tolg petd TV AAe€avdpou otpateiav

‘The spread of the empires of the Romans and of the Parthians has presented to
geographers of today a considerable addition to our empirical knowledge of geography,

just as did the campaign of Alexander to geographers of earlier times.’318

There is an idea of succession of empires of knowledge here too, with the empire of Alexander
being succeeded by that of the Romans and pushing the boundaries of geographical knowledge

further and further. If one turns to Aelian, we can also interpret the transition from the

315 str. 1.1.1.

316 Str. 1.1.17.

317 Dueck (2000) 109-110.
385tr. 1.2.1
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‘original’ Greek theoria to the Roman, as a similar service. The Romans then, although they
were not the inventors of military science, by their military prowess have furthered it, and as in

the case of geography in Strabo, the physical empire has furthered the ‘empire of science’.

If we think of the potential audience of Aelian, one could make the argument that such an
approach would have been satisfactory for all its members. The overemphasis on the Greek
origins of tactics (to recapitulate, Homer starts off the treatise in the chapter headings,
followed almost immediately by Plato, then Homer again leads the introduction, the first
chapter and also ends the treatise) would have given the Greek members of the elite (and
Roman army) a tool to contend with Roman claims to be ‘masters of war’, and of integration
within Roman ‘militarism’, whilst for the ‘Romans’ it would have been seen as proof that the
relatively recent Greek ‘addition’ did indeed deserve its place in an elite environment — such as
the equestrian order — where military service was very much a fundamental component. At the
same time — as we shall see in the case of Arrian — the unifying message of the whole treatise
would have allowed both Greeks and Romans to identify as important contributors to the

military sphere.

Therefore, we have seen how Greek discourse about military science in Aelian is shaped to
respond to Roman ideas of superiority, by going back to the Homeric origins of Greek taktike
theoria, discussing Greek ‘tacticians’ alongside Romans and showing how much older and more
distinguished Greek theoria was. At the same time, we have seen how Aelian integrates the
self-same Greek science within a framework of continuity with Roman science, suggesting that
in fact the passing of the torch from one ‘empire’ to the other de facto makes the two one unit

to be practised and learned together.

4.1.2. Presenting one’s authority: Aelian, Homer, Greek tactical authorities,
Alexander and Frontinus

The authority game that Aelian plays is not that dissimilar from Polyaenus’s approach. As we
have observed, Aelian too appeals to a long line of Greeks who have written about tactics
before him to the point where he is perhaps no longer critical about the authenticity of specific

authors and their works, and simply wants to build this bulk of Greek scholarship, with him as
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its spearhead. He then becomes part of a long Greek tradition of writing and is self-interested in

building it up because it helps further himself and his text.

The difference between him and Polyaenus is that he is interested only in more ‘historical’
authors. It is no coincidence perhaps that there are many names of generals amongst the
writers of Taktika, and no mythological figures, because he wants the expertise he brings to be
of a practical, ‘real’ nature. The only exception might be considered to be Homer, but we have
seen that apart from Homer also being considered an expert (not only in warfare but in all

matters), he is invoked to show the legitimate character of Greek military knowledge.

Aelian has Homer Bavupadlewv, literally ‘admire’ those with tactical knowledge and then
appreciates himself those who possess this skill, Frontinus (&meveykauévw mepl TNV €v TOIC
nmoAépolg eunelpiav/’a man of great reputation in virtue of his experience in war’) and Trajan
(51 TV épmetpiav, SU GV MAVTAC AMAGDC TOUC TIWITOTE YEVOUEVOUC KOTA TIOAEMOV GTPOTNYOUC
UnepBarAelg/‘on account of your experience [...] through which you excel all generals who have
ever been at war’) in particular, but also the Romans and the Greeks in general, and in doing so

he subtly equates himself with the poet, sharing in his authority.31°

The other two sources of authority on which Aelian bases his own are Frontinus — as we have
already previously seen — and Alexander. We already discussed the ‘cutting edge’ factor that
Frontinus brings to the table and we can easily understand how channeling his authority injects
this type of expertise into one’s own treatise. We can also see upon a closer reading of the
preface of Aelian that he emphasises that Frontinus does not disparage Greek theoretical
learning (oUk é\dttova omoudnv €xovta £i¢ v mapd toic “EAAnoL teBewpnuévny padnot/’ he
had no lesser regard for Greek theorised knowledge’) which helps suggest that the lack of

practical experience of Aelian is unimportant.32°

| believe Alexander’s name shows the same concern with ‘hands-on’ experience as the inclusion
of Frontinus and the comment on the acceptability of ‘theorised knowledge’. Thus, in the

preface to his work Aelian states:

313 Ael. Tact. 1.1, Pr. 3; Pr. 4.
320 pel. Tact. Pr. 3.
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gav 8¢ w¢ EAANVIKNV Bewpilav kal yAadupav iotopiav, &v f kal Tol MoakeSovog
Ale€avdpou TNV €v Talc mapatdaeowv EmPBoAnv Bewpnoelg, Puxaywylav mapé€el ool TO

olyypappa.

‘If you should think of it as a Greek theoretical work and and a polished dissertation, the
book will afford you an evocation of the dead, since in it you will observe Alexander the

Macedonian’s efforts in marshalling his forces’3??

We see that Aelian is concerned that his work will be perceived as impractical and not based on
any military experience — since he himself admits he possesses none — and it is precisely the
latter that Alexander brings to the table. Just as Aelian borrowed from Frontinus’ personal
authority, here too he is borrowing from Alexander, one of the most accomplished warriors, by
describing his army and how he would recommend that troops should be marshalled. The gap
in Aelian’s ‘real’ authority is then filled with Alexander’s, which literally ‘comes alive’ in the
pages of his book. He almost becomes one of Frontinus’ generals who is allowed to speak. In
this case — as in the case of Polyaenus — Alexander is made to speak for Aelian and the long
Greek tradtition of ‘real’ tactical writers to which Frontinus is added, to back them both up,
creating a mixture of ‘book learning’ and ‘hands-on experience’ but also of Greek and Roman

authority which comes together at the fingertips of Aelian.

4.2.1 Presenting the material: Arrian — competition, ‘succession of empires’ and

rehabilitating Greek knowledge.

Arrian has similar views of the importance of Greek knowledge, and | believe he argues,
similarly to Aelian, for the continued importance and usefulness of the Greek taktike theoria.
He does so by integrating it in both a competitive frame and in a ‘succession of empires’ of
knowledge, but also by showing how some of its aspects that might be criticised are in fact

most useful.

Some scholars, such as the historian Brian Bosworth and Philip Stadter, have already argued

that the latter wrote the Taktika primarily out of practical reasons. They believe that Arrian is

321 pel. Tact. Pr. 6.
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interested in filling the lacunae of Aelian’s text, by focusing on the practicalities of and real
need for training and adapting the source material in order to make Hellenistic practices
potentially useful to a contemporary commander.3?? Bosworth sees the use of Greek material
as directly linked to this, which in his opinion ‘highlights the exercises of the Roman army and
places them alongside the Hellenistic military theory as a specifically Roman contribution equal
in excellence’.3?3 In other words Greek knowledge is only used to emphasise and praise Roman
knowledge, and in fact Bosworth thinks Arrian takes a rather belittling approach to the former,

and only feels obliged to summarise the tradition for those who would want to know about

it.324

Such an approach does not fully do justice to the general view which Arrian has of Greek
knowledge, and while Arrian is indeed arguing for a balance between Greek and Roman
practices, in his presentation he is using the comparison to highlight both the latter and the
former. | also consider Bosworth’s stricltly practical view of Arrian’s text misleading, and while
practicality is significant, so is the more general message about the importance of Greek

knowledge and the debt that the Romans have to it.

Appreciation for what Greek learning and Greek tradition have to offer can be seen in all of
Arrian’s texts and is most obviously expressed in him being named the ‘second Xenophon’ even
in his own lifetime. He himself played on the equivalence, as we see in his treatise about

hunting: 32°

to0ta Aé€w, OHWVUMOG Te WV aUuT® Kal MOAewC TH¢ aUTAg Kol audl Tavtd And VEou

€omoudakwe, KuvnyéoLa Kal otpatnyiav kal codiav:

322 Bosworth (1993) 259; Stadter (1980) 43; cf. Wheeler (1978) 364-365 who sees it aslo as an encomium to Roman
rule, arguing that Arrian, with the aid of the text, aims to ingratiate himself with the emperor and have his
command prolonged.

323 Bosworth (1993) 259.

324 Bosworth (1993) 258 and esp. footnote 165.

325 Bosworth (1993) 272-275; Stadter (1980) 1-18 esp. 2 for ‘Xenophon’ as a given name or a nickname; Devine
(1993) 313.
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‘I will speak about these things, having the same name as he (i.e. Xenophon) and being of
the same city, and having shared the same interests from youth — hunting, generalship and

philosophy’326

In the whole of the the Kynegetikos we discover Arrian’s more general views of the information
relayed by Xenophon (and implicitly about past Greek knowledge), namely that he does not

think his initial treatise obsolete, nor does he view himself as an innovator in the field:

Zevop@vtl T MpUANoU AéAekTal pEv Ooa ayaba avBpwrolg Amd Kuvnyeoiwv yiyvetal, kat
ol matdeuBévteg UM Xelpwvt TV Maideuotv TalTnV dnwe BeodAelc Te Roav Kal Evtipol
ava tv EANGSa, Aéhektal 6€ kal KaB O TL £OLKEV Tfj TTOAEULKT ETULOTAUN | KUVNYETLKA, Kal
Avtva AAiav Exova xpn EABElV €Ml TO £pyov, Kal TO €160C KOl TAV YVWHUNV OMoTtov Twa:
Kal mepl apkVwv &€ kal Siktuwv Kkal évodiwv omola xpr mapackeudcoaobal, Kal mayag
Onw¢ lotavatl tolg Bnpiolg, 0oa mayn alwtd. [...] [4] 6ca 6& éAAeinewv pot SOKeL év T®
AOyw, oUXL apeleia AAN" dyvola tol yévoug TV kuvv tol KeAtikoD Kal tod yévoug Tv

mnwv 100 2kuBkol te kKal tol AlBukol, tadta Aé§w

‘Xenophon, son of Gryllus, has written of the benefits which come to men from hunting,
and how those educated in this discipline under Chiron were loved by the gods and
honoured throughout Greece; he also states in what respect hunting is like the science of
war, and at what age one should approach this activity, and what physique and mental
attitude the huntsman should have; he also gives instructions on what kind of purse nets,
gate nets and long nets one must prepare, and how to set up snares for the creatures that
are to be caught by snares [...] 4. What this treatise lacks, as it seems to me, not through
carelessness, but through ignorance of the Celtic breed of hounds and the Scythian and

Libyan breeds of horses, | will cover [...]'3%’

By summarising Xenophon’s work in the preface, Arrian presents his own treatise as a

commentary and an improvement on Xenophon’s treatise, not a refutation of previous

326 Arr. Cyn. 1.4, all translations from the Kynegetikos are by Phillips and Willcock.
327 Arr. Cyn. 1.1-4.
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knowledge, and this attitude is clear in his comment on how Xenophon himself dealt with

Simon’s work on horsemanship:

€nel kal autog €kelvog, G Zipwvl mepl UmmuikiG €vée®g AeAeypéva nv, wnon Selv

avaypayat, oOxL €pLdL Th pog Zipwva, AAN’ O0TL whEALa £C AvOPWTIOUG EYiYyVWOKEV.

‘for he himself did the same, thinking he ought to write up what was lacking in the writing
of Simon about horsemanship, not through competitiveness with Simon, but because he

saw that it would be helpful to readers.’3%®

This desire to keep using past knowledge makes Arrian emphasise that he agrees with and
merely complements Xenophon even when it is clear that their overall views are different, as is
the case in the matter of which types of hounds are best for hunting.3?° He also repeatedly
reminds his audience that the advice which he gives is also that of Xenophon, with Xenophon’s

personal exploits featuring as well.33°

While this might be taken to mean only reverence for Xenophon and not for Greek knowledge
in general, in his Periplus, Greek myth and knowledge are ever present, making the ‘new’
eastern Roman world almost seem frozen in time.33! The circumnavigation of the Black Sea is
made ever richer by information from the Greek world which provides guidance and familiarity.
Thus Arrian and his men make port in a place called Athens in the Black Sea, which takes its
name from a sanctuary of the goddess which existed there.33?2 We find out how the territory of
Apsaros was once called Apsyritos, because that was where the latter was killed by Medea and

his tomb stood testimony, and similarly he talks about how Tyana, was named Thoana after

328 Arr. Cyn. 1.4-5.

329 see Phillips and Willcock (1999) 181 for Arrian disagreeing with Xenophon, especially in 4; 16.6-7 is the only
example where Arrian openly disagrees with Xenophon, insisting that the hare should not be killed, but he quickly
excuses Xenophon by blaming different circumstances and the unavailability of fast running dogs, which would
have made the catching of the hare more difficult and thus more spectacular.

330 Arr. Cyn. 3.5, 25.4 and 30. For Xenophon’s expoits see Arr. Cyn. 24.2.

331 For the — now unquestioned — authenticity of the entirety of Arrian’s Periplus see Silberman (1995) xvii-xxiv and
(1993) 287-290, as well as Bosworth (1993) 243. As far as | am concerned, the structure of the texts fits in perfectly
with Arrian’s style, and while other periploi (such as Periplus Mari Erithrei) only give very practical information, he
intersperses myth and anecdotes in the Indika as well (which is not quite a periplus but still the description of a sea
voyage, with moorings and places one could find water), the authenticity of which is not contested.

332 Arr. Peripl.M.Eux. 4-5.
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Thoas, the king who, in pursuing Orestes and Pylades died, in that place, of disease.33* We also
find out about the people whose territories Arrian had traversed, and by comparison with
Xenophon we discover that the most bellicose people in the region are the same Drilles, but
which are in Arrian’s time called Sannoi — so the Romans can know what to expect — and they
are still very hostile to the Trapezontins.33* The difference, however, is that they now pay
tribute to the Romans!33® Going farther Xenophon again warns about the wild beasts in the
forests near Kalpe and mentions the Bithynian Thracians, who inhabit the territories bordering
the Parthenios river and are the most bellicose of Asia, having given the Greek army much
trouble.33® The Romans are again mentioned and we learn that the river Halys, which once ran
between the kingdoms of Croesus and the Persians, now flows under Roman sovereignty.33’
Almost at the end of the trip, Xenophon again gives valuable advice on the dangers of

navigating the waters around Salmydessos because of the lack of a good harbour.338

From all these examples it is clear how the world which Arrian describes is much better
understood by making an appeal to Greek knowledge, as it is essentially a Greek world over
which Roman authority has been superimposed — and is indeed very faintly present. Arrian is
almost suggesting that the masters have changed but the world has stayed the same, so the
Romans can learn much about it from the Greek past. Not least about their potential enemies

and troublemakers, as seen in the Sannes/Driloi and Bithynian Thracians examples.

This reverent attitude towards Greek knowledge is useful in understanding the Taktika, not as a
text which in any way disparages of or discounts the importance of Greek military science, but
as a part of the Xenophontic model combining philosophy, hunting, generalship and also of a

general framework of usefulness of Greek knowledge.

In this respect, if we set aside Bosworth’s argument that Arrian is trying to flesh out snippets of

useful information from a dated Hellenistic tradition, we can see in fact how Arrian is keen on

333 Arr. Peripl.M.Eux. 6.3-4.

334 Arr. Peripl.M.Eux. 11.

335 Arr. Peripl.M.Eux. 11.2

336 Arr. Peripl.M.Eux. 12.5, 13.6.
337 Arr. Peripl.M.Eux. 15.

338 Arr. Peripl.M.Eux. 25.
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emphasising how (at least some) Roman practices actually derive from Greek ones and are
therefore indebted to them, just like in the Periplus the Romans were inbedted to the Greeks
for having explored the Black Sea.?3° Thus he discusses the disposition of the phalanx by depth
and length at Leuctra and Mantinea, but in these historical examples the present creeps in by
the juxtaposition of what one should do when fighting the Sarmatians, in a very apparent

symmetry of phrase:

ka@anep Enapevwvdag €v te Aslktpolg altoug OnPaioug £tate kal mpog Mavtiveiag

ToUG mavtag Bowwtolg worep E€uBoAov mooag Kal Emaywv T Taéel TV Aakedaluoviwy

‘as Epaminondas arrayed the Thebans themselves at Leuctra and the Boetians at
Mantineia, as he was creating a wedge and leading his troops against the array of the

Lacedaemonians’
which is mirrored by:
KaOAmep mpOC ToUG ZaupopdTag Te Kal Toug IkUOag, xpr TACoELY
‘as it is necessary to draw up your troops against the Sauromatai and Scyths’34°

More than just putting forth a situation from the past that could be adapted to the present, by
the use of the historical examples Arrian is trying to show how practices of his present are
indeed possible due to Epaminondas’ innovations in the past. This is even clearer in the
discussion of the synaspismos and the Roman testudo in the same chapter. The latter is both
presented as the next logical step (and hence a matter of praise for the Romans) but at the
same time it is made clear that it would not be possible without the former: kat ano tolde tol
ouvaoruiopol TtV xeAwvnv Pwualol mowodvta ‘and from this the Romans make a tortoise’.
While it is apparent that this also refers to the mechanics of the manoeuvre, namely that you
have to lock shields, then go into the testudo, the &no tol6e tol ouvaomiopol in the genitive
strongly suggests origin, and indicates that it was the synaspismos that allowed the Romans to

develop their manoeuvre.

339 Bosworth (1993) 257-258.
340 Arr. Tact. 11.2.
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Surely Bosworth is right in seeing these passages as attempts by Arrian to show the continued
usefulness of Hellenistic tactics, but | believe he is missing the big picture that it is not only
these particular few examples that could still be of use, but Greek ‘military science’ in general.
This emphasis that Greek techne taktike is just as important (if not more) as Roman scientia
could also be seen in the division of the subject matter. Just like Polyaenus, Arrian’s section
dealing with Greek practices is larger than that dealing with the Roman cavalry, namely thirty-
two Greek chapters as opposed to twelve Roman ones. While this again could be attributed to
the source material and Arrian’s wish to summarise everything, it has been pointed out that he
chooses to leave out a significant amount of available information.?*! That everything he
includes, he believes to be absolutely important and unknown to the reader is clear from his

opinions on repetition in the Indika and his reluctance to include facts that are yvwptua:

€yw 6¢& OTL alTOC Te MoAOUC OnwTea Kal AANOUG EmLoTapévoug fidea Tov OpviBa, o00U8EV WG
Umep atémou 6fBev annyrnoopal: o0dE UMEP TWV MIBAKWV To0 peyabeog, i OtL kaAol map’
lvbolol mibnkol giolv, oUSE Okwg Bnpéovtal £péw. Kal yap tadta yvwplha €péw, ARV Ve

61 otL kaAotl kou miBnkot giot.

‘But | having seen several, and knowing others acquainted with this bird, shall not dilate on
them as anything remarkable; nor yet upon the size of the apes, nor the beauty of some
Indian apes, and the method of their capture. For | would only say what everyone knows,

except perhaps that the apes are anywhere beautiful.’34?

Furthermore, his emphasis on the importance of the Greek techne taktike is also seen in the

sentence concluding the Greek section:

tade pév, Worep v TExv, OU OAlywv €dnAwoa ikava Unép ye v maiat EAANVIKOV Te Kal

Makedovik@v Tafewv, 60T UNOE ToUTWY Ameipwg EBENOL EXELV:

341 Stadter (1978) 125-126.
342 Arr. Ind. 15.9. trans. P.A. Brunt.
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‘These things about Greek and Macedonian formations of old, as in the techne, | have
explained sufficiently in a few words, for whomever would not want to be ignorant of such

things either.”343

Bosworth picks up on the uné¢ thinking it pejorative, and that Arrian is in fact dismissing the
Greek techne, but in fact | believe he is being modest, just as Aelian is in his proemion, and the
8L OAiywv is even ironic given the already discussed Greek to Roman ratio.3** Surely Stadter is
right in reading this statement in connection to the beginning of chapter 33, which is an
excursus on Roman borrowing, that explains how the Romans took so much from others,
including, weapons, laws, customs and gods.3*> Thus the odiow énowjoavto reminds of the
00TIG UnN6E ToUuTwV Ameipwg €0€AoL €xelv and the reader is indeed encouraged to follow the
Roman pattern of embracing (or keeping using) Greek knowledge as well, in keeping with
Roman tradition, and the reference to Greek law and Greek customs, as things the Romans

have also picked up, comes to strengthen this message.

But while chapter 33 can be read as praise for the Romans, there does seem to be an
opposition between the clearly defined ‘formations of Greeks and Macedonians of old” (ye t@v
naAat EAAnVIk®V te kal Makedovik®v tafswv) and Roman ones. Arrian expresses difficulty in

explaining the names of Roman taxeis because they had borrowed so much from others:

Ka{tol oUK Ayvo® XOAETINV €00UEVNV TRV SHAWOCLY TV OVOUATWY EKAOTWYV, OTL OUSE AUTOTC
Pwpaiolg ta moAAd tfig matpiov dwviig Exetal AAN” €otv & TAC IBAPpwY A KeAtyv, émel T
npayupata a0ta KeAtika ovta mpooélaBov, svdokipnoavtog altoig €v talg payalg tod

KeAtQv utrikoU

‘And yet | am not unaware that the revealing of each name will be difficult, because, in the
case of the Romans themselves, many of them are not in their native language. Rather they

are in that of the lberians or the Celts, since they took practices which were Celtic

343 Arr. Tact. 32.2.
344 Bosworth (1993) 258.
345 Stadter (1980) 45.
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themselves because it seemed to them that the Celtic cavalry was remarkable in

combat.’346

The distinction is made clear by the use of the édRAwoa ikava UTEP ye TV talatl EAAnNVIK@V Te
kal Makedovik@v Ttafewv and kaitol oUK Ayvo® XaAemnv £cOpévnv TNV SNAwov TV
ovoudatwv ekaotwy, and therefore one might read that what is Roman is more ambiguous and
harder to define, as it is at the same time Celtic or Iberic. While this could also be interpreted as
an attempt to say that what is considered ‘Greek’ is and has to be part of what is ‘Roman’ — just
as we saw above in the case of Aelian —the aforementioned opposition perhaps sets the Greeks
apart as having a more unified, clear and coherent tradition than the Romans. Those wanting to
argue against the latter would of course bring up the numerous authors praising Roman
borrowing in just this way. However, while borrowing is presented as positive in the majority of
examples, we have seen its negative connotations in Polyaenus’ text and Cicero suggests as well
that it can be more ambiguous. In his Respublica, he makes Manlius rejoice that Romans have

been made eruditi not by ‘foreign arts’ but through their own virtues: 3/

Ac tamen facile patior non esse nos transmarinis nec inportatis artibus eruditos, sed

genuinis domesticisque virtutibus.

‘Yet | am not sorry that we Romans got our culture, not from arts imported from overseas,

but from the native excellence of our own people.’348

Surely enough Scipio corrects him, showing how the Romans have indeed taken things from
others, but Manlius’ voice is sufficient to show that some at least may have thought it better to
succeed through their own means rather than by taking from others and the much later

Aurelius Victor expresses the same idea, perhaps in a more hostile tone:

Ac mihi quidem audienti multa legentique plane compertum urbem Romam externorum

virtute atque insitivis artibus praecipue crevisse

348 Arr. Tact. 33.1.

347 E.g. Plb. 1.20.8-16 (although Polybius himself points out that Roman knowledge would not have been sufficient
to defeat the Carthaginians), 6.25.11 and D.S. 5.40. 1-2 and D.S. 23.2. Also Wheeler (1978) 361.

348 Cic. Rep. 2.15.29.
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‘And to me at least, from the many things | have heard and read, it is perfectly clear that
the city of Rome grew great in particular through the qualities of outsiders and imported

talents’34°

At the same time however, while perhaps marking this difference, Arrian tries to bring the
Greeks closer to Roman practice, showing the communal elements between them and thus the
need for the study of both technai. One of the ways in which this is done is by discussing the
case of Jason of Pheirai, who, according to Arrian, did not actually invent the cavalry wedge but
simply made it famous after borrowing it from someone else, just as the Romans borrowed —

commendably — so many things:

T HEV Of popPoceldel tael 1O MOAL Osocoalol £xpriocavto, Koi lacwv, w¢ Adyog, O
@eooalog 1O oxijua tolto mprtog £€elpev, éuol &€ Ookelv, mpoefeupnUévw TOAG

Xpnoapevog amn’ autold n0SoKIiUNoEV.

‘Thessalians mostly use the rhomboid formation and Jason the Thessalian, as it is said, first
invented this shape, but it seems to me that, making use of something discovered much

earlier he became famous from it.”3%0

So in mentioning borrowing he both raises the question of its value and emphasises Greek
military tradition as more coherent than the Roman, but also brings the Greeks closer to the
Romans by saying some Greeks also took manoeuvres from others in a very Roman fashion.
The idea that both Greeks and Romans borrowed practices from others is on the one hand
similar to Frontinus’ inclusion of the same stratagem being performed by commanders of
different ethnicitites which was meant to present a unified front of knowledge. But on the
other hand, in Jason’s example, the fact that the Greeks borrow from most likely other Greeks,
reminds of Polyaenus’ repetition of stratagems by different Greek commanders which
highlighted the idea that it is the latter who are the masters of trickery, and demonstrates how

Arrian migh have played with different possible ways of interpretation.

343 Aur. Vict. Caes. 11.
350 Arr. Tact. 16.3.
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Therefore, as in the case of Aelian, Arrian’s message is not one-dimensional and the usage of
past practices in the present — such as Epaminondas’ manoeuvres and the synaspismos — can
also be seen within the same framework of passing the torch to a new ‘empire of knowledge’,
with the Romans perfecting practices which they had inherited from the Greeks (and this is
made even more explicit than in Aelian by the actual mentioning of Roman borrowing).
Therefore, alongside arguing for the continued importance of Greek knowledge and Roman
indebtedness to it, Arrian is also making the point that Romans have taken Greek practices even
further than their inventors had intended. Epaminondas invented the wedge formation against
infantry — the Romans took it further by using it against cavalry as well. The Greeks invented the
locking of shields to create a united battlefront — the Romans had developed it into a near
impenetrable shell. The Thessalians borrowed techniques from other Greeks — the Romans took
everything that was good about the military practices of others and incorporated it into their
own. This type of message can be found in Diodorus Siculus as well, who recounts how the
Romans borrowed several things from the Etruscans, such as the lictors, the sella curulis and
the toga with a purple band and then improved them (kal mpo¢ t6 kaAAlov avénoavteg), but
also closer to our own interests, how they learned siege tactics from the Greeks and perfected
them to such a degree that they managed to use them against the former and defeat them (tag

TOAELG TV SL8AEAVTWY AVAYKACAVITOLETY TO pooTaTTtopevoy).3>!

Therefore my intention is not argue that Arrian is disparaging the Romans — nor could he have
done so, being Roman himself — but rather to show that by comparing and contrasting the two
technai he is reasserting the value of the Greek military tradition, but also presenting Greek and
Roman technai as integrated parts of a succession of ‘empires of knowledge’. This type of dual
approach can be explained in the same way as in the case of Aelian, if we consider that their
audiences were indeed similar. If we accept that Arrian too is writing for the Greco-Roman
elites, and that at least some were engaging in military activities, then we can see how he is
simply more explicitly including Greek — particularly Alexander’s/Hellenistic — military theory
alongside contemporary Roman theory in order to appeal to men like Quadratus Bassus for

example, who was a highly successful commander from an old Greek royal family who would

351D, S.5.40.1 and 23.2.1; also Wheeler (1978) 361.
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have valued the traditions of that world as well as the achievements of the Romans. At the
same time, not only would ideas of Romans incorporating Greek practices have appealed to
Greek elements in the elites, but their improvement under Roman rule would have appealed to

the Roman members of the same elite.

However, | believe Arrian also discusses and redeems alleged negative Greek elements of
military practice, aiming to refute criticism of them and of the elites more generaly. If one looks
at the Panegyricus of Pliny the Younger, the speech given in 100 A.D. in honour of the emperor
Trajan, we see the current elites being criticised for allowing themselves to be corrupted by

Greek mores, and losing their own valour in the process:

Hac mihi admiratione dignus imperator <uix> uideretur, si inter Fabricios et Scipiones et
Camillos talis esset; tunc enim illum imitationis ardor semperque melior aliquis accenderet.
Postquam uero studium armorum a manibus ad oculos, ad uoluptatem a labore translatum
est, postquam exercitationibus nostris non ueteranorum aliquis cui decus muralis aut

ciuica, sed Graeculus magister adsistit.

‘Such were the great generals of the past, bred in the homes of Fabricius, Scipio and
Camillus; if they have a lesser claim upon my admiration it is because in their day a man
could be inspired by a keen rivalry with his betters. But now that interest in arms is
displayed in a spectacle instead of personal skill, and has become an amusement instead of
a discipline, when exercises are no longer directed by a veteran crowned by the mural

crown but by some petty Greek trainer.’ 32

Greek influence then transformed Roman virtues into exercises geared towards pleasure — and
the ad oculos, ad voluptatem reminds one of the artes mentioned by Vergil — thus causing
Roman discipline to be lost in the process. This idea is of course more famously expressed by
Horace, who describes the loss of Roman ferocity to the Greek artes: Graecia capta ferum

victorem cepit et artes/ intulit agresti Latio (‘Captive Greece captured its fierce victor and

352 plin. Pan. 13.5.
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brought the arts to wild Latium).3>3 This kind of idea might have been considered unpleasant to
both Greek elements in the elites — especially seasoned commanders in the mould of
Quadratus Bassus and Ti. Julius Alexander — who would have resented the trope of Greek
practices as encouraging moral laxness, but also to the Romans more generally, for assuming
they have been corrupted in such a way. As a Greek member of the Roman elite and military
commander Arrian would have interested in presenting such conceptions in a more nuanced

way.

Keeping this in mind, it is quite peculiar that the Roman cavalry drills described in the second
part of Arrian’s text would fit Pliny’s ad oculos, ad voluptatem category quite easily. As such,
visual pleasure is accentuated in several places: the appearance of the standards (talta ta
onuela oL ti 6YeL povov Rdoviv i EKMANEW mapéxel/ ‘these standards not only bring pleasure
and consternation to the eye’), the colour and beauty of the standards and the manoeuvres
(kat oUtw mowkidat pev at émotpodai, molveldeic 6& ol £€eAypol, moAutpormol/‘thus the
colorful wheelings about, the multiform folding back again, and the versatile charges here and
there’), the beauty of the turn (t0 6& k@A\og To0 Spwpévou év TWde €otiv), the posture of the
rider (] te kaB€dpa N €mi tol nmou adtol ol MMéwg el VoYWV Kat 6pOn/‘the posture of
the rider is always elegant and straight’) which enables the ‘weapons’ brilliance, the horses
swiftness and the good curvings in the turn’ (tv OmMAWV R AaumPOTNG Kal TV Mnwv 1 WwKUTNG
TE Kal TO €v TalG énmlotpodaic eUKAUMEC), to be seen, the rider being graceful at (eboxnuovwg),
and the rider’s blow being astounding and the countermarch appearing graceful (ékmAnktikog,

Kol O €EEALYOC €V TQ) TOLWSE eboxuwy paivetal).3>

This emphasis on beauty contrasts the functional, dry description of the phalanx in the first part
(1-32), which shows that the Greeks ‘of old’ were just as disciplined (if not more) than the
Romans which Pliny mentioned. This contrast is most evident when the Macedonian phalanx is
described as ‘fearsome’ also by its appearance, tol kal n Makedovikr) parayé poBepd toig

ToAgioLg 00K €V TQ) €pyw HOVoV AANG Kal €v Th 6P el €daiveTo, as opposed to the standards of

33 Hor. Ep. 2.1.156-57.
354 Arr. Tact. 35.5, 35.7, 36.4, 38.3, 38.4, 40.7.
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the Roman cavalry which bring ‘pleasure to the sight’ (tfi 8Uet [...] ASovAv).3>> Also, if Wheeler
is right in believing Arrian is in fact describing the ‘sporting exercises’ called ludi castrenses,
which were performed on festive occasions, then the antithesis is even stronger between
function and pleasure and Arrian’s choice for the latter more interesting. 3°¢ Surely the
explanation for it is partly Arrian’s pride and enthusiasm for the cavalry of which he was himself
commander, but by opposing the functional description of the Greek phalanx and cavalry (1-
32) to the visual pleasure invoked by the Roman cavalry (34-44), Arrian shows that the
emphasis on beauty was not necessarily brought about by a ‘Greek corruption’ as Pliny
suggested, and might have existed independent of that.3>” Furthermore, as a Greek himself, he
makes a point out of saying he does not appreciate performance for performance’s sake, and
he praises the man who can perform his task properly rather than him who tries to attract the

viewers’ attention:

QAN Eywye TIOAU pdAAoV £matv® TO EVWOHWE SpwHEVOV ATEP TO £C EKMANELY TV OPWVTWV

codllOpevov.

‘But | rather praise the one who does things properly rather than one who devises things

cleverly for the amazement of the viewers.’3>8

At the same time he defends not only himself and the Greeks in the elite, but the elites
altogether, by showing that visual splendour is not necessarily a sign of moral corruption in the
example of the colourful banners of the cavalry, which are both beautiful but also vital in

allowing the riders to maintain unit cohesion:

kal tadta t& onuela ov T O0Pet pévov ndovnv f EKMANEWV apExel, AAAA kal ¢ Slakploty

T EMeAAOEWC KAl TO U EUmintely GAAAAALG TAC TAfelc whEALLA YiyVETOL.

355 Arr. Tact. 12.6.

356 Wheeler (1978) 357-358.

357 Stadter (1980) 43; Pliny and Arrian were friends, so the former’s ideas would surely have been known to the
latter; see Spaulding (1933) 665.

358 Arr. Tact. 40.12.
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‘And these standards not only furnish pleasure and amazement to sight, but become useful
even for distinguishing the parts of the charge and so that the formations do not collide

into each other.”3>°

Therefore, in combining and contrasting beauty and functionality Arrian accomplishes two
things at the same time: he dissociates himself and the Greeks from the practices mentioned by
Pliny, and also defends the elites criticised by him altogether and the self-same practices by
showing how visual pleasure, even if introduced by the Greeks, is not to be seen as a sign of

moral decline but as a useful element in the evolution of warfare.

To conclude, | have shown how Arrian’s text can both be seen as re-asserting the importance of
the Greek techne by showing how it influenced Roman scientia and how it was perhaps in some
ways superior, but also how he — similarly to Aelian, but in a more explicit way — integrates the
two by making the argument for a succession of knowledge, from the Greeks to the Romans,
thus rendering the need for competition pointless. Just like Aelian, he is mindful of the mixed
Greco-Roman elite he is addressing and refutes the supposed negative attributes which come

with Greek practices, thus defending it against accusations of moral corruption.

4.2.2. Presenting one’s authority: Arrian, Xenophon, Greek scholarship and
personal authority

The authority that Arrian constructs is somewhere between that of Frontinus and Aelian. Like
the latter, he too discusses previous authors who had written taktika before him and positions
himself as part of this very literary tradition. However, just from looking at the presentation of
these figures we see that ‘real’ authority, that which contains military experience, is very

important to him. Among the writers we see two who sound very familiar to us:

<MUppog te 0 HmelpwTNng TakTkA cuveTage kal AAe€avEpog> 6 Muppou malg kal KAeapxog,
oUY 6 TV pupiwv EAAvwy €mt Bac\éa rynodpevog, GA& GANoc oUtoc KA£apyxoc.
[...]ouyyéypamtal atta Umép ToUTwvV Kol EUmoAéuw kal ldpikpatel, ol T® ABnvaiwv

otpatny®, AAAA AAAW TOUTW.

353 Arr. Tact. 35.5.
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Pyrrhus of Epirus composed a taktika, Alexander, Pyrrhus’ son and Clearchus, not the
leader of the ten thousand Greeks against the king but this other Clearchus. [...] And some
things were written about this by Eupolemos and Iphicrates, not the Athenian general but

this other one.360

Iphicrates and Clearchus are famous generals but Arrian is quick to explain that these are
actually not the generals that we know — who would bring their own experience and therefore
authority to the texts — but other authors with the same name, who implicitly do not possess
this kind of authority. So Arrian, although part of this tradition, is also superior to it because he
does possess the military experience that the majority of them do not. He is also quick to
emphasise this, as we have seen, in the second part of his treatise where he describes the
cavalry drills with the precision of an eye witness but, just like Frontinus, does not directly
emphasise the fact that he has ‘real’ experience because he does not need to. As we have also
seen Arrian is equated to Xenophon and is therefore in a unique position. He actively draws
upon the authority of this historical general and builds upon it, as we have seen in the Periplus
and Kynegetikos, and is himself a general, therefore so much better fitted to bring the latter’s

experience to life in the pages of his manual — unlike Aelian who can only ‘invoke the dead’.

Conclusion

| believe | have sufficiently proven here that there are some authors who take an integrative
and others that take an exclusive approach to military knowledge. However certain issues might
raise the question whether these approaches are ever going to be so clear cut — or if we can
read them as such. Onasander’s rejection of the use of any examples in conjunction with the
claim to draw upon the Roman tradition, which placed great value on them, and then his use of
a majority of identifiable Greek practices might also be read as ironic and indicative of his view
of the superiority of these latter practices. His example of the wedge formation (of which the
most famous was Epaminondas’) right after the description of an encirclement manoeuvre
(arguably to Onasander’s day the most crushing Roman defeat at Cannae) might also serve to

prove the superiority of Greek military science. In turn, Polyaenus’ repetition of stratagems

360 Arr. Tact. 1.1.
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across ‘ethnic’ boundaries might also be an argument in favour of universal knowledge, and
Frontinus’ claim to be the first to systematise military science one in favour of Roman

superiority in the field.

| have also shown how Aelian and Arrian write against a specific background and with a specific
audience in mind, with Roman ideas of superiority in the field of warfare as the background, as
well as with Frontinus’ writings in view which seem to claim originality and the reinvention of
military science. Therefore, in answering the implicit question of ‘What would the Greeks have
to teach the Romans about warfare?’ the authors construct an answer which focuses both on
proving the precedence and perhaps superiority of the Greek techne tactike but also on
integrating it within a framework of succession of ‘empires of knowledge’ in which the Roman
empire (both physical and symbolic) takes over from that of the Greeks and becomes the
guardian of said knowledge. Aelian makes a point out of emphasising the Greekness of ‘military
science’ by appealing to Homer as its inventor, and to other Greeks who had tackled it, while
Arrian more explicitly parallels the two sciences, but nevertheless the message in both is that
Greek knowledge is to be used alongside the Roman in a complementary not a competitive

way, despite perhaps the superiority of the former.

All the treatises and their respective approaches are also better understood if one considers
that their audience would have been made up of both Greeks and Romans, in the general elite
sphere and also more specifically in the military sphere. Views which emphasised the Greekness
of tactics and the historical role of the Greeks in warfare (such as we see in Arrian) would then
have appealed to Greek members of the elites, who, as relative newcomers to the Empire, had
to compete with men who considered the res militaris their exclusive domain. But the very
same views would have helped the latter Romans gain a new perspective on the Greeks and

help in viewing them as an integral — and fitting — part of the imperial elite.

We have also seen how the presentation of the material and the construction of authority in
each author constitute a circle, with one reflecting and influencing the other. We have seen
how all the authors construct their authority in different ways, by downplaying existing

practical experience which they possess (as in the case of Frontinus) or by augmenting certain
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innate traits they have to make up for it (such as Macedonian descent, in the case of
Polyaenus), by drawing upon the authority of the past or on that of other experts. However, we
have also seen how all the authors seem to be interested in having practical experience on their
side in one form or another. Onasander draws upon that of the Romans, Aelian on that of
Alexander, Arrian and Frontinus on themselves, while Polyaenus brings in his persona and the

experience of the emperors.

I11. Tactics, Identity and ‘Roman’ Greece

In this chapter | will use Arrian’s Taktika and Ektaxis, a text which is usually dismissed as a
simple description of Arrian’s operations in Cappadocia, to develop the themes set out in the
previous two chapters.?®? The two texts will constitute a case study for the exploration in
greater depth of how ‘military manuals’ approach empire, power and authority, but also how
they deal with, shape and use the past in the ‘Second Sophistic’. As will have already become
clear, more varied pasts are put to more varied uses than suggested in Ewan Bowie’s classic

article, Greeks and their past in the Second Sophistic.

In what follows | will examine the two texts as tools of creating identity, both for Arrian and for
the Roman Empire as a whole. | will explore Arrian’s self-presentation in the Ectaxis and argue
that he is constructing his identity in a similar way to the performers of ‘sophistic’ historical
meletai, where the speaker assumes the persona of a famous figure from the past. | will then
read this against Antony Spawforth’s analysis of Augustus’ and Hadrian’s interactions with
Athens and argue that the goal of Arrian’s self-presentation is to become part of an accepted
Roman view of Greekness (just as Spawforth argues that his move to Athens constitutes such
an attempt), but also that he is using the prestige of the Classical period to augment his own
reputation.3%? Then, by looking at both the Taktika and the Ektaxis | will explore how they play

a part in constructing the identity of the Roman Empire, fitting into a picture of unity in

361 Stadter (1980) 46.
362 Spawforth (2012) 262.
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diversity which the Romans themselves — including Hadrian — are trying to promote. | then will
look at how Arrian’s Taktika contributes to Hadrian’s self-presentation as a commander and
helps him build up his reputation as a general, but also at how Arrian’s and Aelian’s Taktika
choose a particular subject matter that also conforms to a Roman view of Greek identity, and
how this subject matter is meant to advertise Greek knowledge to the emperors by using the

same means of integration and competition seen in the previous chapter.
1. Ektaxis — rhetoric and impersonation

In terms of its form, the Ektaxis is essentially a series of orders expressed in the third person
imperative and infinitive meant to explain Arrian’s battle array against the Alans who attacked
the borders of Cappadocia after they had plundered Albania and Media Atropatene at the
behest of king Phrasmanes of Iberia (in the southern Caucasus).?®® Because the text breaks off
in mid-sentence, the question has been raised as to whether this was an individual piece or part
of the Alanike - another monograph of Arrian which Stadter assumes would have been ‘a
geographical and ethnographical work similar to the Indike’.3%* Stadter rejects the latter
hypothesis and argues for the Ektaxis as an independent text in close relation to the Taktika (as
hinted in the introduction), stating that he could not imagine a work of history which would
have contained this piece, because of the strange style in which it is written.3®> Bosworth,
however, compares it with Xenophon’s Cyropaedia, where Xenophon gives the Persian king a
long homily when Cyrus marches to deliver Gadates from Assyrian attack, and composes this
mainly of third person imperatives, with particular attention given to the names of the
commanders.3%® Despite suggesting that the Cyropaedia could have been Arrian’s model,
Bosworth, unlike Wheeler, also thinks that the Ektaxis ‘is hardly likely to be an extract from a
formal history’ mainly because, just like the passage in Xenophon, it would have to be part of a
harangue, but it is already longer than any direct speech in Arrian’s only extant historical work,

the Anabasis, and would also make for a distinct lack of balance in any other longer historical

363 For the highly literary aspect of the text see Stadter (1980) 46; Bosworth (1993) 247; for the Alan invasion see
Bosworth (1977) 219.

364 Wheeler (1978); Stadter (1980) 45 and 163.

365 Stadter (1980) 45-46.

366Bosworth (1993) 265. Wheeler (1978).
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work.3®” Furthermore, according to Bosworth, the very existence of an Alanike is questionable,

and only based on a reference in Photius and a ‘suspect attestation in John the Lydian’.368

Stadter’s contention as to the position of the work in the Laurentianus 55.4 manuscript also
makes it more likely that it is a stand-alone piece. He suggests that, since pages were removed
from the manuscript for their blank parchment, and the work which followed the text in the
manuscript — Onasander’s treatise on generalship — began at the top of the verso of the same
missing folio, it is likely that the recto containing the end of the Ektaxis had a blank space,
which is why the folio was torn out.3®® This would mean that, since a folio of the manuscript

contained about forty Teubner lines, no more than twenty lines would be missing.37°

For our purposes the debate does not make much difference. However, if this is a stand-alone
work, the reasons for its publication become even more interesting, because we are presented
with a whole piece where Arrian is advertising his own achievements in the Roman army and
his position within the empire. As we have seen in the previous chapter, Arrian was compared
to Xenophon even in his lifetime, but | believe his portrayal in the Ektaxis goes beyond just
likening himself to Alexander and Xenophon, as Bosworth argues, and that he is deliberately
assuming the persona of Xenophon and, in the context of the work, becoming Xenophon. 37%

This is an interesting mix, therefore, of classical Greek and Roman themes.

Arrian’s portrayal is — not unintentionally — very similar to the way in which ‘sophists’ perform
historical declamation. As Berry and Heath point out, the composition of hypothetical or
imitation speeches was a Greek invention which ‘probably provided the earliest vehicle for the
transmission of rhetorical theory’, Antiphon’s Tetralogies and the Helen and Palamedes of
Gorgias being notable instances from the classical period.3’? Ancient historians of rhetoric

believed the practice originated in the late fourth or early third century B.C., but by the first

367 Bosworth (1993) 266.

368 Bosworth (1993) note 206.

369 |n fact, as far as | can tell, Wheeler is alone in arguing for the work being part of the Alanike.

370 Stadter (1980) 207, note 38. The beginning of Onasander is preserved in the other manuscripts so a cross-
reference can be made; see the 1923 lllinois Greek Club edition, 371 and 363-365.

371 For Alexander alone see Bosworth (1977); for both see Bosworth (1993) 266-267.

372 Berry and Heath (1997) 406.
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century B.C. it had already reached Rome and we see that many of the hypothetical cases in
Cicero’s De Inventione and the anonymous Rhetorica ad Herennium become themes later on.3”3
Declamation became particularly popular in the second and third centuries A.D., as we can see
from Philostratus’ Lives of the Sophists, and Schmitz makes the point that historical
declamations were ‘by far the most important class of meletai’ and that in them ‘the speaker
impersonated a well-known figure of classical Greek history’.3”* This too is illustrated by
Philostratus with plenty of examples, such as Hippodromus of Thessaly (holder of the chair of
rhetoric at Athens in 209-213 A.D. and Philostratus’ master) declaiming as Demades against
revolting from Alexander, Apollonius of Athens speaking as Callias against the burning of the
Athenian dead, and Alexander of Seleucia (born c. A.D. 115) impersonating Pericles and urging

the Athenians to keep up the war.3”>

Philostratus’ quotations from some famous speeches show exactly how the impersonation
worked. So Alexander of Seleucia addresses Xerxes directly as if he were his contemporary: “Let
the Danube of the Scythians flow beneath your feet, and if he gives your army a smooth
crossing, do him the honour of drinking his waters’ ( Umoppeitw oot 0 IkuB&V "lotpog, Kav
g0poug TRV otpatiav Stayayn, tipnoov altov €€ avtod mwv).3’® Again, Marcus of Byzantium
(possibly a rhetoric teacher of Marcus Aurelius) takes on the persona of a Spartan citizen
advising the Lacedaemonians not to receive the men who had returned from Sphacteria
without their weapons: ‘As a Lacedaemonian who has kept his shield till old age, | would gladly
have slain these men who have lost theirs’ (avAp Aakedapudviog LEXpL yRpwe dulatag thv
donida NSéwe pév v tolg yupvolg toutouc améktewva).?”” Furthermore the ‘sophists’ who
impersonate a certain character also pretend they are an integral part — for the duration of the

speech — of the same circumstances as the original speaker, and we see this in Alexander’s

373 Berry and Heath (1997) 406-407.

374 Schmitz (1999) 72. For Philostratus see Anderson (1986), Bowie and Elsner (2009), Kemezis (2014), J.Kénig
(2014), Jones (1974).

375 philostr. VS. 2. 27 620; Philostr. V5.20 602; nothing more is known of Apollonius of Athens.

376 philostr. VS. 2.5. 575, all translations by W.C. Wright.

377 philostr. VS. 1.24.528.
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impersonation of Pericles for example, who speaks in front of a fictional Athenian assembly

made up of his very real current audience.3”®

The case of Lollianus of Ephesus may be the most interesting and relevant here, as | believe that
through his self-presentation he — just like Arrian — is trying to achieve two goals: first, to
become part of what might be called a Roman-sanctioned (particularly Hadrianic) view of
Greekness and second to use this Roman-sanctioned Greek past to augment his prestige. Most
of the information we have about Lollianus again comes from Philostratus’ Lives of the Sophists,
but several inscriptions confirm his historicity. Philostratus tells us that he was not only
appointed to the chair of rhetoric at Athens but ‘also governed the Athenian people, since he
held the office of hoplite general in that city’ (mpoUotn 6& kai to0 ABnvaiwv &npou
otpatnynoag altolg TNV nt Tdv 6mAwv), and we know from an inscription that by 142/43 A.D.
he was also a priest there.?”® Philostratus continues to explain how the responsibilities of the
hoplite general ‘were formerly to levy troops and lead them to war, but now he has charge of
the food supplies and the provision market’(r; 6¢ apxn altn maAal pév KaTEAEYE Te Kal £€fyev
£C T TOAEUL, VUVL &€ Tpod @V Emipeleital kal aitou dyopdc) and then also tells us that when a
cargo of grain came from Thessaly and there was no money in the public treasury to pay for it,
he bade his pupils to contribute and paid for it himself.3® This is interesting because, in one of
the declamatory speeches, Lollianus, speaking as Demosthenes, denounced Leptines on
account of his law, because the supply of grain had failed to reach the Athenians from the
Pontus.3® Lollianus, as Schmitz argues, is not merely saying what Demosthenes would have
said, but, for all intents and purposes, at the moment of the speech, is Demosthenes.?®? So we
have someone in charge of the city grain supply who had actively provided for it and saved it on

one occasion, speaking as Demosthenes, a major political figure of the fourth century B.C., who

378 Philostr. VS. 2.5.575 and Schmitz (1999) 78.

379 Philostr. VS. 1.23.526.; Bowie (2006); we also see how one of the inscriptions on the statues which Philostratus
tells us were dedicated to him has survived — EpGr 877, praising his declamation and forensic speeches.

380 philostr. VS. 1.23.526.

381 philostr. VS. 1.23.527.

382 Schmitz (1999) 78 ‘in their declamations they actually embodied the great figures of the past; at least for the
duration of their speeches, they turned into these classical authorities.[...] It is important to note that in these
speeches, the personality of the sophist would completely disappear behind the figure he was embodying; when
he said ‘I’ this pronoun referred to, say, Demosthenes not to himself’.
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also spoke for Athens and tried to ensure its grain supply.383 Furthermore, an inscription from
one of the bases of the two statues dedicated to Lollianus which Philostratus mentions has
survived, and we see how it praises the ‘sophist’ for both his meletai and his actions in the law-
courts.3®* Lollianus is certainly not the only one of Philostratus’ ‘sophists’ to have dabbled in the
actual judicial process, but if this is taken together with his political role at Athens and his
speech ‘as’ Demosthenes, one could infer that he actively associated himself with the fourth-
century orator. The reasons for this have to do mainly with an attitude towards Greece in
general and Athens in particular which, Spawforth argues, starts with Augustus and is continued

by Hadrian.38>

Spawforth contends that Augustus’ focus on Athens with his building programme and especially
with the Agrippeum in the Agora deliberately promoted an image of Greece that conformed to
Roman values.3® To summarise his argument, he explains how the position of the new Odeon
at Athens commissioned by Augustus linked it closely to the newly established temple of Ares.
Ares was a deity not traditionally worshipped in Athens, but his Roman counter-part, Mars, was
obviously an important part of Roman identity, so that anyone who used the Agrippeum/Odeon
would have been encouraged to think about the martial glory days of Classical Athens. Thus
Augustus was re-creating an Athens that was in line with Roman moral values, of martial virility
and victory; in Spawforth’s own words: ‘The Atticising décor, the statues of Greek/Athenian
warriors and the newly arrived cult of Ares: this use of analogy signaled the donor’s [i.e.
Agrippa’s] stylistic preference for the Attic muse and his ethical linkage of the style with the
virtus and bellica laus of Classical Greece.”*®” Furthermore, the only recorded purpose of the
Agrippeum was to stage declamatory performances and, by setting it up in the Agora, Augustus
wanted to indicate both that the rhetorical tradition of Athens was being recognised and also

that there was a correct, non-subversive way of using it. Spawforth points out that in the late

383 As Wright (1952) 100 points out, this fictitious speech is based on Demosthenes, Leptines 30 (but also see 31-
34), delivered by the orator in 355, where Demosthenes emphasises that, if Leptines’ law was in force then Athens
would be left without grain from the Bosporus.

38EpGr 877.

385 Spawforth (2012) 60-80.

38 Spawforth (2012) 62.

387 Spawforth (2012) 70.
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republic Greek politicians had used ‘Asian’-style (as opposed to Attic) oratory ‘to inflame
opinion at civic assemblies against the Roman interest’, most notably when the philosopher
Athenion persuaded the Athenians to join Mithridates of Pontus in an alliance against the
Romans.3® The setting of the Agrippeum and encouragement of oratory in the Attic style
signalled the imperial regime