ANTOLOGIA -

RIVISTA INTERDISCIPLINARE DELLA SOCIETA ITALIANA DI STORIA MILITARE

N.2
2021

Fascicolo 6. Marzo 2021
Storia Militare Antica

oy

O%/cz/é[d (“ﬁa/{/(/%f/ i @%071@ O%/ﬂfa/e



Direttore scientifico Virgilio Ilari
Vicedirettore scientifico Giovanni Brizzi
Direttore responsabile Gregory Claude Alegi
Redazione Viviana Castelli

Consiglio Scientifico. Presidente: Massimo De Leonardis.

Membri stranieri: Christopher Bassford, Floribert Baudet, Stathis Birthacas, Jeremy
Martin Black, Loretana de Libero, Magdalena de Pazzis Pi Corrales, Gregory Hanlon,
John Hattendorf, Yann Le Bohec, Aleksei Nikolaevi¢ Lobin, Prof. Armando Marques
Guedes, Prof. Dennis Showalter (). Membri italiani: Livio Antonielli, Antonello Folco
Biagini, Aldino Bondesan, Franco Cardini, Piero Cimbolli Spagnesi, Piero del Negro,
Giuseppe De Vergottini, Carlo Galli, Roberta Ivaldi, Nicola Labanca, Luigi Loreto, Gian
Enrico Rusconi, Carla Sodini, Donato Tamblé,

Comitato consultivo sulle scienze militari e gli studi di strategia, intelligence e geopolitica:
Lucio Caracciolo, Flavio Carbone, Basilio Di Martino, Antulio Joseph Echevarria II,
Carlo Jean, Gianfranco Linzi, Edward N. Luttwak, Matteo Paesano, Ferdinando Sanfelice
di Monteforte.

Consulenti di aree scientifiche interdisciplinari: Donato Tamblé (Archival Sciences),
Piero Cimbolli Spagnesi (Architecture and Engineering), Immacolata Eramo (Philology
of Military Treatises), Simonetta Conti (Historical Geo-Cartography), Lucio Caracciolo
(Geopolitics), Jeremy Martin Black (Global Military History), Elisabetta Fiocchi
Malaspina (History of International Law of War), Gianfranco Linzi (Intelligence),
Elena Franchi (Memory Studies and Anthropology of Conflicts), Virgilio Ilari (Military
Bibliography), Luigi Loreto (Military Historiography), Basilio Di Martino (Military
Technology and Air Studies), John Brewster Hattendorf (Naval History and Maritime
Studies), Elina Gugliuzzo (Public History), Vincenzo Lavenia (War and Religion),
Angela Teja (War and Sport), Stefano Pisu (War Cinema), Giuseppe Della Torre (War
Economics).

Nuova Antologia Militare

Rivista interdisciplinare della Societa Italiana di Storia Militare

Periodico telematico open-access annuale (www.nam-sism.org)
Registrazione del Tribunale Ordinario di Roma n. 06 del 30 Gennaio 2020

©@O®

Direzione, Via Bosco degli Arvali 24, 00148 Roma

Contatti: direzione@nam-sigm.org ; virgilio.ilari@gmail.com

© 2020 Societa Italiana di Storia Militare
(www.societaitalianastoriamilitare@org)

Grafica: Nadir Media Srl - Via Giuseppe Veronese, 22 - 00146 Roma
info@nadirmedia.it

Gruppo Editoriale Tab Srl - Lungotevere degli Anguillara, 11 - 00153 Roma
www.tabedizioni.it

ISSN: 2704-9795

ISBN Fascicolo 6: 978-88-9295-139-6



ANTOLOGIA .

RIVISTA INTERDISCIPLINARE DELLA SOCIETA ITALIANA DI STORIA MILITARE

N.2
2021

Fascicolo 6. Marzo 2021
Storia Militare Antica

e

C%o@é[(\[/ @%ﬂ/&ana i C%am/d O%@/@f(mm



Scutum di Dura Europos, unico esemplare pervenuto.
Photo credit: Yale University Art Gallery, licensed in public domain (unrestricted).
Wikimedia commons



Indice del Fascicolo 6, Anno 2
(Marzo 2021)

Storia Militare Antica

Articles

1

The battle mechanics of the Hoplite Phalanx,
by Manousos E. KamBouris and SpYros G. Bakas

I limiti di una Grande Strategia: Considerazioni militari e
ambizioni politiche allo scoppio della seconda guerra punica,
di MicHELE BELLOMO

The Sun of Rome is Set: Memories of the Battle of Cannae
and the Anxieties of Ammianus Marcellinus and Claudian,
by Keenan Baca-WINTERS

The Legions of Cannae.
The First Professional Army of the Republic,
by SamUEL Rocca

L’appellativo atipico della Legio 1V Scythica,
di Maurizio COLOMBO

Les décurions de I’armée romaine d’Afrique-Numidie
sous le Haut Empire,
par YANN LE BoHEC

Distribucion espacial del reclutamiento romano
a mediados del siglo 11 AD,
por ANDRES SAEZ GEOFFROY

Los visigodos del reino de Toulouse o como
controlar la Prefectura de las Galias con fuerzas minimas,
por FERNANDO LOPEZ SANCHEZ

Les Foederati dans la Bataille des Champs Catalauniques,
par GUILLAUME SARTOR

10 The Onager, according to Ammianus Marcellinus:

A critical reconstruction,
by MARC CHERRETTE

11 L’aplustre. Simbolo di potenza della nave

da guerra nell’antichita,
di MassiMO CorrADI € CLAUDIA TACCHELLA

47

71

93

123

155

171

199

221

263

307



Memory Studies and Anthropology of Conflicts.

PhD theses and dissertations (abstracts),
[ELENA FrRANCHI]

Recensioni /Reviews

1

10

11

YanN LE BonEc, Le vie quotidienne des soldats romains
al’apogée de I’Empire. 31 avant J.-C.-235 apres J.-C.
[CLAuDIO VACANTI]

Yann Le Bouec, La premiere marine de guerre romaine.
Des origines a 241 av. J .-C.
[DomENICcO CARRO]

ImmacoLata Eramo, Exempla per vincere e dove trovarli.
Gli Strategemata di Frontino
[ANDREA MADONNA]

GI0oVANNI BRrizzi, Andare per le vie militari Romane
[FaBrizio Lusani]

Cristiano Bertini, Oltre il fiume Oceano.
Uomini e navi alla conquista della Britannia
[ALESSANDRO CARLI]

GABRIELE Brusa,
Le coorti nell’esercito romano di eta repubblicana
[FraNcEsco Rossi]

UMBERTO ROBERTO, Il secolo dei Vandali
[FaBiana Rosacr]

RoeL KonNuNenDuK, Classical Greek Tacticts. A Cultural History
[VINCENZO MICALETTI]

Marc G. DESaNTIS, Naval History of the Peloponnesian War
[ALESSANDRO CARLI]|

Davip M. PRITCHARD, Athenian Democracy at War
[ALESSANDRO PERUCCA ]

Lee L. Brice, New Approaches to Greek and Roman Warfare
[VINCENZO MICALETTI]

333

339

345

351

363

369

377

383

391

395

409

415



The battle mechanics of the Hoplite Phalanx

By Manousos E. Kamsouris and Spyros G. Bakas
(Association of Historical Studies Koryvantes, Athens, Greece)

ABSTRACT: The primary structural characteristics of the phalanx formation are its
width, its depth and its density, while there are many other secondary ones-struc-
tural, functional, psychological- and of extreme importance nonetheless: weapon-
ry, shock/striking weight, flexibility, mobility, coherence, durability, collective
protection and cost. The interaction among all these features produced the winner
in symmetric confrontations (phalanx against phalanx, of similar or different type
and tactics) and the verdict in asymmetric ones (like hoplites against tribal warri-
ors). This paper, based on primary sources so as to avoid the haze of later inter-
pretation, aims to review the identity of the phalanx formation focusing on various
aspects: the creation, function and comparative weight of the mechanics/dynam-
ics, the importance of the initiative, the phases of struggle, the individual combat
skills and the G-factor (generalship).

KEYWORDS: PHALANX MECHANICS, ANCIENT WARFARE, HOPLITE TACTICS, ARMY ORGANI-
ZATION

Introduction

he hoplite phalanx was a massive formation allowing decisive fighting
in open field, to ensure territorial dominance'. It is the archetypal pha-
lanx, the term both predates and antedates the hoplites. If the Sumerians
and the Egyptians are a bit controversial in this respect® despite fully satisfying
the looser definition as “cohesive and massive formation™?, the Greek Bronze
Age had such a formation carrying the same name in Homer* and the Macedoni-
an phalanx® continued the tradition for some two centuries®. The name is not a
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sine qua non: in Medieval Europe phalanxes in all but name dominated the fields
for quite some time’.

The primary characteristics of a phalanx formation are its width, its depth and
its density®. There are many other secondary ones and of extreme importance
nonetheless: weaponry, shock/striking weight, flexibility, mobility, cohesion,
durability, collective protection and... cost’. The interaction among all these
features produced the winner in symmetric confrontations, i.e. phalanx against
phalanx, similar or different) and the verdict in asymmetric ones, like hoplites
against skirmishers/tribal warriors or cavalry, or lighter line infantry. The most
important characteristic of the hoplite phalanx is that the main feature in its for-
mation is the shield!?, a defensive weapon that can be used offensively in both
technique and tactics!'. Other phalanxes, occasionally relied on the shield, such
as the Sumerian, Greek Bronze Age, Egyptian'? or not. The latter, despite not
depending on the shield to function, may be divided into shielded phalanxes, as
was the Macedonian'®, where there were shields performing an ancillary func-
tion, or altogether unshielded phalanxes, such as the Medieval European'*.

Creation and formation

The equipment used within the hoplite phalanx clearly predates it and was
never designed for such a role', but once used in such a way it evolved and
adapted'®.The formation must have been developed by King Pheidon of Argos in
early 7" century'’. Its basic attribute was the double-grip, rimmed and concave
Hoplon (hoplon), named also Argive shield, (Hanson 1999), due to invention/

7 ANDERSON E. 2012

8 PritcHETT 1974; SEKUNDA 2000; LUGINBILL 1994; GoLDSWORTHY 1997; REY 2011; WHEELER
2008; Hanson 2013

9 LazenBY 1991; GoLpsworTHY 1997; Hanson 1999; SEkunpa 2000

10 Prut. ApopH 220A

11 GoLDSWORTHY 1997

12 Maekawa 2003; GrGuric 2005; GOLDSWORTHY 1997

13 Jones 2006; HaAmMMOND 1996

14 AnDERsON E. 2012

15 VaN WEEs 2013; SNopGRASS 1967; ANDERSON J. 1991; BRouweRrs 2007
16 SNoDGRASS 1965; KrRENTZ 1985

17 Braprorp 2001
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modification or alternatively, to large-scale adoption by said King Pheidon; the
shield named the respective warriors, the Hoplites's and ultimately the formation
(Hoplite phalanx). Some reservations on the issue of the name'® are rather unwar-
ranted. Amongst a Hoplite’s panoply, including both arms and armor, only the
Argive shields could be snatched away by stormy wind®. If logic is not proof
enough, in the passage it is explicitly mentioned that the concerned troops left
their shields - aspidas on the spot, full with stones in the hollow of the bowl, and
came back the next day to collect their hopla (hopla).

The term “hoplite” may have been used more loosely, at a later date, as for
the Egyptians in the Battle of Cunaxa®' in order to denote shielded shock line
infantry, able to shove*. The original meaning meant the troop with hoplon, and
troops were named by their issue of shield (peltastes, thureophdroi) or its lack
(gymnetes), but for special purpose weapons (archers, slingers etc.). It is conceiv-
able that the notion of Herodotus of the Persians as unarmed - anhoploi ** and
gymnetes - literally “naked” but in a military context “shieldless”- with attire

% refers to the lack of

deprived of weaponry- esthétes steroumenoi héplon -
shields for the rank and file of the Persian Sparabara line infantry once the spara
shield-barrier is overrun®. It is impossible to imply that the Persians had no
weapons at all, in both passages. Since hopla in Greek may refer to the Argive
shield, sensu stricto, or to weapons in general, sensu lato, but NOT to armor
specifically, the use of similar words in these two cases should be read as refer-

ring to the shields, not to any other item of weapons kit.

The hoplon shield and the hoplite panoply were not developed all at once, nor
were they intended for close-packed warfare®®. Providing excellent all-round
protection due to shape, freedom of movement and much room for precise han-

18 SNopGrass 1980 & 1967; HamMonD 1967; HansoN 1989; ConNoLLy 2006)
19 LAzENBY AND WHITEHEAD 1996; BROUWERS 2007

20 XeN HerLL V. 4,17-8

21 XeEN ANaB 1.89

22 XEN Cyropr VI.2,10 anp VII.1, 33

23 Hpr 1X.62,3

24 Hpr IX.632

25 SEKUNDA AND CHEW 1992

26 Brouwers 2007; VaN WEEs 2013
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dling due to its double-grip system?’, contrary to the body-shields or the cen-
tral-grip shields of previous dates?®, they were meant for wealthy, excellently
trained aristocrats who would master their secrets, potential and weight with
care-free, continuous training®. It was not a common amenity, neither the shield
nor the panoply®’; the cost was considerable®'. The analogy with medieval
knights is striking.

Still, as the defensive power of the panoply outdid the offensive?®?, an orderly
and densely packed group, taking advantage from the even higher level of pro-
tection afforded by the collective, concerted action that functioned in a synergis-
tic fashion, especially against missiles®*, could sweep its opponents rather easi-
ly**. The ability of more troopers to engage simultaneously one opponent, thus
overcoming his defensive abilities, was just as important, and a dividend of
adopting a close formation with fixed distances and positions. But the most
important thing was that in close proximity much of the expertise in weapons
handling was inapplicable®. This allowed for savings in both equipment*® and
training®’. All these facts together brought a wealthy, non-noble class into play,
as they could afford the new weaponry and become tactically efficient rather fast.
This was the birth of the hoplite phalanx.

Although at later dates the panoply was discarded for the keeping of the shield
and perhaps the helmet, especially fully open, cheap, comfortable helmets®, this
must be put into context: it was not due to physical or tactical restrictions (which
were there, of course, in the guise of weight, comfort, mobility, awareness) but
to economic ones®. For a phalanx, a hoplon shield was necessary, no doubt.

27 SNODGRASS 1967; LUGINBILL 1994; GoLDSWORTHY 1997; KrRENTZ 1985; HANSsON 1991
28 ConNoLLY 2006; SNODGRASS 1967

29 VaN WEEs 2013; SNODGRASS 1967

30 Tauc. VIII.97,1

31 NissoN 1929; Van WEEs 2004 & 2013

32 Hanson 1989 & 1999

33 ConNoLLY 2006; WARRY 1995; LazenBY 1991; HansoN 1989; SNODGRASS 1967
34 NiLssoN 1929; Brabprorp 2001; Rey 2011

35 GoLpsworTHY 1997; LuGINBILL 1994; ANDERSON J. 1991; HansoN 1989 & 1991
36 Hanson 1991 & 1999

37 HansoN 1989; ANDERSON J. 1991; BRaDFORD 2001

38 SEKUNDA 1986

39 ConnNoLLy 2006; SEKUNDA 1986
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Cuirass and greaves were very advantageous but not necessary”’. In broken
ground, they were a liability, but this is overrated: in broken ground phalanx
could not be formed and thus the hoplites were very vulnerable, but for their
panoplies. Thus, in the Greek colonization, where small detachments were fight-
ing against enemy colonials or unfriendly natives for the right to a leisured,
civilized life*!, the hoplite panoply was never questioned despite its cost*? in the
7™ and 6™ centuries. The reason for the lighter phalanx, which evolved in the
relatively more wealthy states of the late 5™ century, was socio-mechanical: it
allowed the arming of more low-income dwellers at public expense*’, an event
rather unwelcome in aristocratic or timocratic societies*. And the numbers were
all important in phalanx versus phalanx®. Given that a large proportion of hop-
lites rarely if ever were expected to face the enemy spears, as the direct threat in
set-piece phalanx combat affected the 2-3 first ranks at most*®, while expedition-
ary duty and skirmishing became the order of the day*, this shedding of armor
is most understandable.

The three primary attributes of the phalanx interact in a temporal dimension:
if in a phalanx engagement the one of the opposing phalanxes is wider than the
other (or much more maneuverable), it can achieve a flanking*. Flanking at the
unshielded, right side will immediately destroy the enemy by spearing straight at
the bodies, and, if some troops turn there to present shields, the creation of weak
points in the phalanx structure both in the ranks in contact with the enemy and in
the depth of the phalanx will make the collapse total. No decent general would
allow this, which means that a flanking at the left was perhaps easier. There the
flank is shielded and spearing, shoving and psychology take some time to decide
the issue. During that time the extended flanking phalanx must hold and not
disintegrate, nor break frontally. Usually by extending its width a phalanx

40 Prut. ApopPH 2204

41 VaN WEeEs 2013

42 Sexkunpa 2000; Krentz, 1985

43 SNopGRrAss 1967; SEKUNDA 2000; ConNoLLY 2006
44 PritcHETT 1974; SNODGRASS 1967; NILssoN 1929
45 NiLssoN 1929; Krentz 1985

46 HaNsoN 1989 & 1991

47 HaNsoN 1999 & 1989

48 KRrENTZ 1985; HANSON 1989
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decreases its density, allowing the enemy front-line troops multiple concentrated
engagements by spearing or shoving against smaller numbers of own file-lead-
ers, and or infiltrations between enemy files®.

In the opposite sense, in order to sustain the density, and avoid the two above-
mentioned issues, it may opt for decreased depth®, thus risking being overthrown
by shoving action. After the initial exchange of spear-thrusts while approaching
to each other, where the depth is good only for replacements as gaps appear in
the front-lines due to casualties®, it is possible to come into closer contact and
start shoving by their shields the enemy??. It must be stressed that reverting to
othismos (othismds) is possible; not unavoidable as spearing and spears held
static in array may prove interceptive™ and thus fighting from sparring distance
may continue and be the norm, as suggested by many scholars.

Shoving might also happen earlier, if the approach of at least one of the two
is at the double, crossing fast the verge of the spear points, possibly shattering
some spearshafts and coming into shoving®. In the shoving match, depth is the
most important attribute, as it provides both durability (physical but also func-
tional, to make up the casualties of the front ranks) and assault mass®.

Thus, if by spearing and/or shoving the flanking phalanx is disintegrated
frontally before the flanking move has taken its full effect on the opposing pha-
lanx, the battle is lost””. This is why the numbers have exceptional importance in
phalanx warfare®®. And it is also the reason other approaches had been tested, so
as to tackle this issue. For example, with extensive collective training, as was the
Spartan practice®, men of a rather shallow phalanx may coordinate efficiently to
produce the same pressure and shoving power as a less cohesive and coordinated,

49 HansoN 1989

50 KamBouris 2000

51 GoLDSWORTHY 1997

52 otHismos; HANSON 1989; ANDERSON J. 1970; LUGINBILL 1994
53 MatTtHEW 2012

54 GoLpsworTHY 1997; MAaTTHEW 2012; KRENTZ 1985
55 Sekunpa 2000

56 MatTHEW 2012; SEKUNDA 2000

57 Hanson 1989

58 REey 2011

59 Sekunpa 1998, 2000; LAazENBY 1991
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even if deeper, force. Or, charging at a run, a less dense formation can overrun
by sheer impact a denser one; at least the 2-3 front lines were the best troops are
posted®.

Mechanics/Dynamics

The most logical presumption is for three possible density levels for the hop-
lite phalanx®. The densest option, with overlapping, “locked” shields (synas-
pismds), of some 1.5 foot/0.5 m®* was a purely defensive formation®®, where the
phalanx received an enemy attack, including massive archery or cavalry charges,
under maximum protection, mutual and collective support, stability and ease of
coordination®; maneuvering, attacking or retreating, in fact most individual
moves like turn, half-turn, about-face, duck are virtually impossible® but the
offensive push forward, to literally “push back™ the enemy is feasible and actu-
ally sine qua non®. Such order has its best effect against an aggressive enemy
who shall engage, especially if the terrain favors the defender®’.

The locked shields are a very tricky issue: Pictures in pottery and sculpture
show a rightward shields’ rack (Fig 1-2-3), with the left part of a shield under the
right half of the next leftward shield. Field experiments conducted by the Kory-
vantes Association of Historical Studies have shown, though, that a leftward rack
(right half of the shield under the left part of the next rightward at its right) is
more solid to uphold the shield-wall integrity when clashing with opponents who
try to smash it by impact and momentum, such as Achaemenid infantry in Pla-

taca®®.

The second option is the usual, battle-order density (closed ranks), when a
hoplite is protected by the collective formation, especially from missiles, but has

60 SexuUNDA 2000; GOoLDSWORTHY 1997; LUGINBILL 1994
61 GoLDSWORTHY 1997; SEkuNDA 2000

62 PritcHETT 1974; SEKUNDA 2000

63 GOLDSWORTHY 1997

64 LazenBy 1991

65 Arr.Tact XI1.3

66 PritcHETT 1974; REY 2011; KamBouris 2000

67 XeN. HELL VII.4,23; THuc IV.93 3

68 Hprt 1X.62,3
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Figure 1. The striding stance can be observed in both hoplites, and the resting of the

massive argive shield on the shoulder. The left figure also shows the operation of the

double grip system and the ability to carry a spare weapon held with the antilabe. The
archer, left (the quiver is visible next to the left hip), is obviously in parentaxis.

space to use his weaponry and dress his posture; it is some 3 feet/Im per hop-
lite®. Arrian uses the term “Pyknosis”(pyknaosis - condensation) but he may refer
to the Macedonian phalanx only”. The collective mobility is not unlimited, but
allows the usual brisk-paced advance “Ephodos™ (éphodos) to thrust, clash and
then shove (Fig 2). It is not clear whether moves like turn, about-face etc. were
possible; they should, though, if for nothing else, just to permit transformation to
open ranks.

The third option is an open-rank format, perhaps 6 feet/ 2m per file’ used for

69 PriTcHETT 1974, SEKUNDA 2000
70 ARr. Tact XI.3

71 SEkuNDA 2000

72 PritcHETT 1974
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Figure 2. The Ephodos and Epidromi were ideally delivered in pace and in perfect
coordination; real-life might have been deviating especially regarding the latter.

maneuvering, dressing, transforming, advancing in column, approaching and/or
charging at a run or any other movement of a deployed phalanx, thus allowing
maximum flexibility. As noted by Xenophon, the open format combines low
density with increased depth”. It allows carefree personal movement, even on
uneven ground, without too much danger from the butt-spikes of other hoplites’
spears, but there is no collective action and concerted effect, neither immediate
side cover™; still, functional (indirect) cover, meaning direct threat to an enemy
attempting at one’s flank was still possible’™, as was the concentration of two
mens’ spears against a single foe, to overcome his shielding by two thrusts deliv-
ered nearly simultaneously at an angle of nearly 90 degrees .

73 XEeN. Const. Lac XI1.6
74 GOLDSWORTHY 1997
75 KRrENTZ 1985
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The necessity of body armor for the first rank(s), exposed not only to shoving
but to clashing, spearing, direct and indirect missile fire, stabbing by dirk and
sword, hacking by saber or ax and to violent blows by obtuse instruments, like
nearby shields, both friendly and enemy during the clash’, poses another prob-
lem: where to field the fleetest and youngest and lightly clad hoplites, tasked to
pursuit of enemy light troops who might harass their phalanx; such skirmisher
hoplites (Ekdromoi - ékdromot) are attested in early 4th century’”” but might have
been present at least since the battle of Marathon, at 490 BC or even since the
introduction of the Hoplitodromos (hoplitodromos - race under arms) in late 6th
century BC in the Olympic Games’ program’. It is obvious that these troops,
stripped of armor for the sake of mobility, could not be positioned at the first
rank(s). The first ranks were for the best and steadiest troops: the Spartans post
there the winners of Olympic Games™, the Thebans the Sacred Band®. These
troops are most reliable, valuable and well-protected; not the best choice for
mobile action and light gear. Consequently, there should be enough space
between neighboring files for the Ekdromoi to spring out of order, emerge before
the phalanx and conduct pursuit and skirmishing. This, in turn, leads us to
assume open order for much of the advance of the phalanx(es) into contact. The
same open order allowed light troops, skirmishing before the clash of the heavy
infantry, to retire through the files of the phalanx®'. After such transformation of
the battle order, the phalanx could turn to close ranks by even-numbers of each
file coming fore and left of their preceding odd numbers, doubling the density
and halving the depth (paragogé kat’epistdtes), or by simple paragogé; the latter
was the second half of a file coming fore and left, aligning with the first half*.
In both cases the front remains, the depth decreases, the density increases. If a
general were confident for the drill level of his phalanx, he would wait for the
last possible moment before closing the ranks, in order to keep his options open
for any eventuality; if the authors’ conception of the battle of Mantinea is correct,

76 Sexunpa 2000; LuGINBILL 1994; KRENTZ 1985

77 XeN. HeLL IV.5,16;4,16

78 Paus V.8,10; SNoDGRASS 1967; EMANUEL 2012; SEKUNDA 1986 &1998 & 2000 & 2002
79 Prur. Lyc. XXI1.4

80 Prut. PEL. XIX

81 THuc. VI.69,2

82 ConnNoLLy 2006; SEkuNDA 2000
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perhaps he might have kept them open even after the last moment®?.

As the first ranks need armor more than any other, but they also have to exe-
cute the running charge to engage the opponent, an interesting solution devel-
oped at least since the end of the 5 century: the running charge was performed
by a part of the phalanx, which would engage the enemy and deny missile fire
with free field of view, but would content just to clash and then fight by spear-
thrusts The rest, slower part, with heavier troops -in arms and in years-
approached at a slower pace® and only after their arrival and coming into posi-
tion the reformed phalanx proceeds to shoving, should the need be®. This is most
probably what happened in Marathon and the logical apex of the running charge
is reached by, and with, the creation of the Ekdromoi, the younger, fleetest hop-
lites trained to skirmish, pursue and charge®® or follow a cavalry charge at a run.

At latest since the end of the 5% century Xenophon states that phalanxes
deployed in line abreast are not the only way for a hoplite force to advance, nor
to attack. In many cases the assault is carried out in great depth, were units are
deeper than wide and form columns. These columns are either posted side by side
to form a much more adaptable line, as when on march®’, or detached from each
other, with wide gaps between them, to storm uphill against strongholds®. In the
latter case, where the main weapon is still the spear, it becomes obvious that the
hoplite kit was not invented for phalanx warfare, as this kind of engagement
hardly qualifies as phalanx fighting. It was, though, within the troopers’ skills,
drill and practice. The formation and order are a bit tricky, and there might lie the
quintessence of Xenophon’s statement that the Myrioi (myrioi) organised ad hoc
six 100-strong Lochoi (l6chot), each divided to Pentekostyes (pentékostyes) and
Enomoties® (enomoties) - clearly following the Spartan binary standard®, as the
force included a whole Spartan regular regiment”'; thus each echelon should have
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two lower ones. Moreover, he explicitly states that these Lochoi could be formed
up, according to the tactical situation, by lochoi proper in straits, by pentekostys
(pentekostys) in wider areas and by enomotia (enomotia) in open terrain®’. As
each echelon comprises two of the lower ones, if all the enomotiae are in line
abreast the formation is “by enomotiae”. If the two enomotiae of each pente-
kostys are in line ahead but the pentekostyes of a Lochos in line abreast, it must
be “by pentekostyes”, and if all enomotiae are in line ahead, it must be “by
Lochos”. The term “Iéchot drthiot”*® meaning “battalions in column” most prob-
ably implies the last of the above deployments; thus a Lochos covers the front of
an enomotia. This successive transformation from line ahead to line abreast is the
paragogé®. 1Tt is unclear whether these formations took into consideration the
arrangements within the enomotiae; in Spartan armies of the day of Xenophon
enomotiae could have a front of one, three or six men®. Whether a “battalion in
column” had a standard front, or if this differed and was at the discretion of the
commander, is unknown, but the second, more adaptable and less standardized
option sounds preferable. This “battalions in column” deployment, with the
enomotia deployed at its maximum width and minimum depth is peculiarly sim-
ilar to a Roman Manipular Legion®. In reality, the only difference is that the
Roman battalion, the Cohort, had three, not two sub-units (maniples); this ter-
tiary structure possibly attributable to Alexander the Great®’, permitted posting
one of the three maniples out-of-axis, producing the quincunx looks of the
Roman army?.

The charging columns, becoming renowned by Napoleonic infantry, were not
new: a similar formation, the tower is known to the Greeks of Homer®. It is one’s
guess whether Epameinondas charging columns were in similar disposition, with
deployed sub-units arranged in line ahead, or, as indicated by the number 50 of
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the Theban ranks in Leuctra'®, he used sub-units in marching order (single file)
arranged in line abreast, i.e. next to each other.

Kinetics

The main point of phalanx kinetics is to attain favorable dynamics at specific
spatial and temporal parameters, especially if it found itself at a disadvantage or
at a close match. The focal point was to exchange depth, density and length. Very
deep formations, used for marching'”, should be able to transform to match
ground and tactical conditions, or even weather. To deploy, meaning from a deep
formation to transform to a wide one, there were three main ways'%:

First way: To have each subunit formed at the minimal front in terms of num-
ber of men/files. Making the files as deep as possible, the front was shrunk and
the density kept almost steady, thus allowing to negotiate straights and passages.
This formation, a column rather than a phalanx, allowed prompt and cohesive
movement to change the front and/or the face of deployment while adapting to
the terrain and is similar to later column formations, as in Modern European
warfare'®. It also keeps a first line of the very best troops, which is advantageous
for assaults'™. Tt is, on both these grounds, the format used by Epameinondas in

Leuctra!®

and perhaps in Mantinea and it could have been used in Tegyra also,
as will be discussed shortly. In such occasion, a Spartan enomotia of the time of
Xenophon would have a front of one man and a depth of 36 in normal conditions,
producing a Lochos with a front of 4 men'*. This approach might be the key for
the Spartan flanking move at Nemea, 394 BC'"” and perhaps the move intended
by the Spartans for achieving a flanking at Leuctra also'® - although there is

another possibility, see the third way. To deploy, the commanders of the subdivi-

100 Xe~n. HELL VI 4,12

101 GoLpsworTHY 1997; LuGINBILL 1994

102 KamBouris 2000

103 GoLDSWORTHY 1997

104 SEkunpA 2000

105 Xen. HELL VI 4,12

106 XEN. Const. Lac XI1.4; XeEN. HELL VI 4,12
107 Xe~N. HELL IV.2,22

108 PruT. PEL. XXIII



18 FascicorLo 2 / N.6 (2021) - STORIA MILITARE ANTICA

sions of the files, which are in line ahead within a single file, bring their men left
and fore, in line abreast, thus increasing the width and/or the density and decreas-
ing the depth. The Spartan enomotia of our example now has a front of 3 men
and a depth of 12!, This case favors transformation from very long columns, as
is order of march, to order of battle and the term might have been “paragogé”/
deployment. It allows either lengthening or condensing of the formation and also
the direction of the front. The disadvantage is that it takes some time and dressing
for the units to form to battle order, thus presenting a window of vulnerability.

Second way: A unit having its subunits deployed in line ahead (epagogé)'°.
Each subunit could be at any stage of deployment. In this way, fully deployed
and ordered subunits could emerge at the sides of the leading one to cover an
increase of the battle front, or to engage in a threatened sector. The term might
be “paragogé” | Deployment by units. In this way, a Spartan lochos of the time

111

of Xenophon'!!' could have the front of a deployed enomotia (3 or 6 men) and be
formed in four echelons. It is probably the deployment method of the six ad hoc
formed lochoi during the March of the 10,0002, This is also the usual idea of
what was Epameinondas formation in Mantinea, 362 BC and of the format of the
republican Roman maniples, the centuries of which are thought to have been
formed in line ahead and transformed to line abreast for the formation of a con-

tinuous line.

The front of each subunit was the normal one for set-piece battle, and, being
already deployed, it could turn to face frontal threats at minimal notice and with-
out window of vulnerability while forming up, as in the first case. Of course this
approach could be combined with the previous, to allow for extra thin and deep
deployment, as in the line of march in friendly territory, along roads. Tactically,
though, they were mutually exclusive as they answered in different needs: the
first to the need to change front fast, move fast and then deploy, while the second
to the need to engage at an extended- although defined- front at a moment’s
notice with maximum security during the transformation. Moreover, the first
case allows either widening the form or making denser the battle order, while the
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second allows only widening of the front, specifically by means of forming a
continuous front from a discontinuous one, a very useful drill when emerging
from straights to wider terrain with the enemy in proximity.

The third way was to put whole parts of a deployed phalanx-not mere units,
as in the second- at a second or third echelon, in epagoge’. It is somewhat sim-
ilar to the previous case, in that the following echelons are ALREADY deployed,
but with two extremely important differentiations: First, the units found in line
ahead are not organically related- any two units could be found in line ahead,
according to the width and depth of the formation chosen by the general. Second,
the following echelons can only deployed to the flanks of the entire first line,
thus extend an already fully formed and continuous line, not a discontinuous one
as in the second way. This approach was followed to suddenly extend the front
to envelop the enemy, possibly at both wings'* by diminishing depth and keep-
ing the density steady; its opposite was the Anastrophe, either to drastically
shorten the front'' or, more typically, to augment the depth and thus the solidity
of the phalanx''®. It is possible that this was the transformation attempted by the
Spartans in the battle of Leuctra, to no avail'!’.

Except changes in depth/width/density, it was essential to reverse front. None
of the abovementioned methods could promptly about-face an army for dealing
with an enemy emerging from the rear. About-facing each troop individually was
easy, but this left the phalanx order inverted, with the ablest fighters last and the
most experienced but not top performers, the veterans, first and exposed. A prop-
er inversion of the phalanx was done by the countermarch/Exeligmos (exelig-
mos), which presented the best troops against the new-found enemy, while keep-
ing the same space or moving forward or backwards''®. Exeligmoi though need
open order and change the lateral disposition; this can also be fixed, but it is
much more complicated'”.
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Seizing the initiative

Once a phalanx army is deployed and set for battle, the usual approach is to
advance to make contact with the enemys; it is the ephodos’®. Another is to stay
put and expect the enemy advance. The usual choice was to advance, though, due
to the beneficial psychological effect and to the momentum to the collision.
While on the move, the troops of a file cannot be in contact and shove in a coor-
dinated manner', as is dictated by the principles of othismos. Moreover, the
ranks cannot be well-dressed. Thus, the least the number of files, the easier is the
dressing of the ranks, which implies a deep deployment is preferable to maintain
order. At the contact point, the first, or the first two ranks will eventually come
to spear-thrust distance from the enemy and will attempt to fall their opposite
numbers, using their momentum to add to the penetrative power of the spear and
to the collision efficiency as they literally smash onto the enemy line'?>.

Although the approach was at a fast pace but more or less leisurely, at the last
tenths of meters the attacker might charge at a run (Fig 2), perhaps Epi-
dromi'®(epidromé), to add momentum to their impact'?**. The distance of such
charge varied'?, but standard training at the hoplitodromos indicated a stadium
or s0'?, to avoid massive archery'?” and this is the distance reported for the The-
ban charge at the double at the Battle of Koronea, 394BC'?. Still, depending on
the tactical situation and the field, the run might initiate upon sight, possibly for
phychological reasons'?, but also to stun the opponent, to maximize surprise or
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close the window of vulnerability to missiles"® and enemy countermaneuver.

Alternatively, and as a standard, the run could evolve after proper advance at the
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moment thought opportune by the general, to produce impetus'*'.

This “charge at a run” was very demanding to the front rank, as it destroyed
dressing, order, cohesion'*? and thus any notion of collective action and sup-
port'33, while physically exhausting if executed in full armor and for any length
of time/distance'**. It did provide increased momentum to clash and thus rupture
the enemy formation by sheer impetus'?, or at least to penetrate armor and shield
with the spear extended, aimed and secured underarm at the last moment'*. The
momentum aimed at falling by spear-thrust or by physical impact through the
shield the leading enemy ranks'*’” and throw the following ranks into confusion
fast enough so as the subsequent shoving or hand-to-hand fighting might start
with an advantage and promptly disorganize and shatter any resistance. It also
allowed crossing fast the field of fire of massed archery'*® and made difficult
individually-aimed bow-shots.

A digression is needed: under this light, the events at Marathon may be seen
and dissected a bit further: a brisk, energetic advance, the ephodos, was expected
from a hoplite phalanx, which would then culminate in violent charge at a run.
The epidromi’. If this was standard, what exactly was the novelty in Marathon?
Perhaps this very procedure; it is well-known and standard, BUT our sources,
especially Xenophon and Thucydides, and also Diodorus and the sum of the tac-
ticians, refer clearly to later times when the practice might have become wide-
spread'*. The other possibility is that the novelty lied in that the advance altogeth-
er was executed at a run, and was thus much more exhausting, but also faster,
stunning, surprising and confusing the enemy. And was thus possibly enacted by
the younger troopers, while the veterans followed at a brisk pace or at a jog.
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Once shield contact is made, if one of the two opposing file leaders does not
fall due to the collision or spearing of the shock, shoving would ensue'*!' with
some opportunistic use of offensive weapons and CQC skill'*>. The hoplite has
the rim of the shield firmly on his shoulder to take most of the weight and thus
spare his arm'®. The porpax (pdrpax) central arm-band carries most of the
weight of the shield to his lower arm and allows rough adjustment of the direc-
tion of the push'*, while the antilabe (antilabé) hand-grip, at the internal circum-
ference or at the inside of the rim, allowed fine adjustments'* and carriage of
another weapon at the ready; the latter may be shafted, such as a spare spear or
javelin'#® or not, such as the laconian dirk'¥’. He adopts the “striding stance”; an
oblique stance angled at the line of the front rather than standing with shoulders
squared to the front'*. This means that he leans forward on the left leg, right leg
straight at the aft, thus presenting as small a target to his opposite number as
possible and focusing the power with great efficiency (Fig 1). The next rank,
upon arrival, put the convex bowl of their shields in the curves of the backs or
sides of the front rankers, adjust the shield and their posture similarly, and add to
the push'*; and thus happens with successive ranks arriving (Fig 3). The pacing,
which decides how fast they will be in pushing mode, the ability to combine,
coordinate and synchronize so as to produce the optimum focusing of the collec-
tive weight, the number and the physical strength of the file members are all-im-
portant factors'™’; as is the valor, the resilience and the endurance, in order to stay
concentrated in the shoving instead of minding the random stabs and hacks of the
enemy, especially in the 2-3 first ranks'!.

Obviously, if shoving develops, the side which first achieves concentration of
all its weight, from combining all the ranks of a file as man puts his shield at the
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Figure 3. The Chigi vase shows advance by rows and thrusting by the overhand grip,
while spare shafted weapons are held, obviously by the left hand gripping the antilabe.

back of his preceding number'>?, has a decisive advantage as it can rupture the
enemy phalanx while still assembling its depth. In any case, if both sides were
dense, one eventually gave way, perhaps at a single file’s front, and this rupture
quickly shattered the whole phalanx. The winning phalanx could shove and push
to the ground the beaten hoplites and then finish off the rest of the broken pha-
lanx, or spear and hack the broken troops as a moving juggernaut, with impuni-
ty'>, if only it does not lose its own cohesion'*. In this way, it cannot give
proper chase afterwards, which is the reason for the notorious Hoplite flights'>.
If a hoplite turned and fled, the chances for escape were very good'*®. To proper-
ly give chase, the winning phalanx had to break ranks too, but doing this, the
fleeing enemy might decide, individually or collectively (Spartans used fake
flights) to turn and fight at close quarters'’. If this happened, it was down to
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personal equipment and prowess, coupled to the psychology and the numbers
(the latter two favoring the winning side, as the retreating troops move away
from the fray, whereas winners were coming towards the fray). Casualties or
even reversal of the verdict of the battle might ensue, and the Spartans did not

give proper chase'?®

in order to avoid breaking their formation and expose their
men to the random hack or to a reformed enemy, catching them out of order or

in loose order'.

But a conclusive shoving was not the only reason for CQC. If the clashing
phalanxes are not dense enough, collective shoving cannot develop and after the
clash and some pushing, hand-to hand combat will ensue to decide the outcome,
as front troops intermingle'®. In this case training and equipment, both overseen
by the state!® but also of private concern'®?, ruled supreme!®®, as happened at
Nemea between the Thespians and Palleneans, in 394 BC'*.

A third option was the slow, orderly Spartan advance under the flute'®*, some-
thing between the former two. It adds no momentum to the stabbing or clashing

but retains the initiative and as it maintains order!'®®

it allows very prompt con-
centration of the collective pressure to the first rankers, thus giving an instant
shoving over-push, similar to the one of static formations. This immediate shov-
ing was able to break at once the advancing or charging enemy (and their spear-
shafts) before said enemy were coordinated and set for shoving- and this if they
had endured the Spartan spearing, which was much more effective, as the troops
were well-dressed by rank, near each other by file and slow moving, thus being

able to aim better'®.

Forfeiting/Having lost the initiative

If a deployed phalanx perceives its opponent incoming, there are two choices:
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remaining still, to receive the attack as a solid body, immobile and well-
dressed'®®, or counter-charging to meet the enemy head-on'®. The first option
should, but not necessarily must, be coupled with a strong position, and/or max-
imum density'”. A “strong position” may simply imply the inability of the adver-
sary to flank or outmaneuver the defensive force, or to bypass it towards access
to vulnerable areas of the defended territory'”"; or it may account to degrading
the enemy aggressiveness by uphill or other contested approach parameters. But
this choice means giving up/ forfeiting the initiative AND being deprived of/
denouncing the momentum (élan) of the forward motion, which renders the first
spear-thrust upon contact most powerful and penetrative; it also gives up/
denounces any psychological impetus of aggressiveness and action for a passive,
solid mode. So why choose it? Being firmly at the ground, a phalanx could pro-
duce maximum density between files, with shields overlapping as it did not need
leeway for moving. The ranks could also be perfectly dressed and very close to
each other, ready to shove. In this way the phalanx presented a metal fortress,
impervious to missile fire, undaunted by cavalry and well-protected from stab-
bing, as the shields were in the best possible formation and angle. Enemies may
be staked by their own momentum onto the projecting spears. And, most impor-
tant, this rock-dense phalanx was ready to shove at once at full power, against an
enemy who arrived piecemeal, thus creating an over-push which could decide the
encounter at once'’?. Even the best hoplite armies denied an advance against a
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competently set solid phalanx'”. The Athenians who, full of fervor, did engage

uphill at Delion in 424 BC, suffered a catastrophic loss'™.

Moreover, it is possible that a general does not trust his troops’ drill or mettle.
The static defense is best for low morale, as it discourages desertion and needs
not the same level of determination and resolve. Furthermore, the dynamics of
collision are complicated by definition, as will be discussed shortly. Thus, by
doing away with all need for transformations, timing, issuing orders and execu-
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tion, the commander might use some strengths of his host, such as numbers or
resilience and endurance, or even good equipment and carefully selected posi-
tions to wrestle a victory from more capable opponents'”. Thus, at least two
occasions are known where Spartans, under very competent generals, shirk con-
tact with immobile, static opponents holding advantageous ground'”.

The counter-charge is the usual response, though!”’. Tt is the most difficult to
execute properly, and this is the reason for the continuous strings of victories of
better trained, or better motivated troops: that it negates any advantage to the
weak. The counter-charge means that all issues described herein interplay with
the mind game of the opposing generals. If a counter-charge is at a pace, actual-
ly counter-advance (antéphodos) whereas the enemy charge proceeds at the
double (epidromé), it is very likely the counter-charging phalanx intends to stop
to a stand, at the last minute, transforming to higher density in order to augment
its stability and cohesion and increase its advantage when the enemy would be
too committed to counteract'’®. Or it may burst at the double as well (antepi-
dromé), to catch the enemy out of breath!”’; but in the latter case if it is not per-
fectly timed so as to build momentum, it will clash with the utter disadvantage:
open, unsteady and low on impetus'®. Similar issues plight all other combina-
tions of actions and reactions. The former case is also tricky: if the transforma-
tion is not complete before contact, that is if not perfectly executed and timed,
disaster follows, as might have happened in Leuctra 371 BC®™!. If the enemy
charge is at the usual, brisk pace, it is open to debate whether it will continue so
all the way to contact, or if it will end with a running charge which undermines
order and dressing of the phalanx and offers an opening to an opponent able to
couple good order with resilience.
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Phases of the struggle

The collective phases were practically two: One was the spearing and stab-
bing over and beneath the shields, upon contact'®?. In these cases, the neck, the
face, the thigh and the groin were the primary targets'®. In this phase the sword
was a secondary weapon'®*, possibly a thrusting substitute for a broken spear'®,
but also useful for hacking high, over the shield-wall at the head, especially when
a sabre (kopis) was used'®®. The second was the collective shoving. It was not
necessary to have both in any given battle, but the spearing was perhaps indis-
pensable. If a shoving match developed, the use of offensive arms was becoming
problematic due to spatial constraints'®’. But it was also decisive, since the best
troops of the enemy were within range and losses destabilized the whole phalanx,
which literally leans on them: thus the Spartans shrank their swords to dirks'®
for this specific reason at the end of the 5 century, electing only brisk thrusting
phase with spear and going quickly to shoving where their training in coordina-
tion was most telling, but also their dirks offered unfair advantage. As the shov-
ing needs a coordinated effort, stabbing some of the foremost opponents-even if
not mortally- throws the rest out of focus and may bring a decisive result, quite
out of proportion to the body-count.

Still, shoving might have not occurred. The stabbing phase might have decid-
ed the issue at once or become prolonged. Even if the two sides had come into
close quarters, either by charge or progressively by spearing and advancing, the
exchange of blows between opposing phalanxes could devolve to individual
fighting with broken ranks instead of shoving- or after shoving'®. This phase was
most probable if the clash happens in open order mode and favors the sword'”
and the best armored and more extensively trained troops, although if the best
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equipment does not lie with the best trained side, things get unpredictable.

It is clear that a phalanx well-dressed, coordinated and cohesive had a deci-
sive advantage in shoving and might make up for disadvantages in numbers,
weaponry and even individual training and valor!®!. To achieve this, rank and file
should be dense and break the enemy not only before the opposite happens, but
also before any asymmetrical counteraction could be implemented (such as
flanking attack) and without devolving to single combat. Training for the shoving
match could be provided in the form of festivities and public events promoting
rhythm, such as dance'*?, team-building activities promoting collectiveness and

coordination'®?

,such as gymnastics, hunting and every stamina and strength-build-
ing exercise or work. It is understandable, though, that the first rank of a phalanx
shoving brilliantly as it might, the collective potential was fully developed when
all ranks were in contact and pushed together and achieved focus of their effort
to the shields of the file leaders'*. Thus, if a phalanx reached shoving distance
after an advance, its full potential would take some time to develop, as successive
ranks arrived and had the backs (literally) of their previous numbers and started

pushing them with the shields'**.

This is the critical point; when two phalanxes were clashing (if it had come
to the clash) all previous results were null: the side winning the shoving is the
victor, no matter what happened in missile and thrust exchange. And the winner
of the shoving would be the one who would be the first to bring the most pressure
to focus on the shields of the first rank'®.

197

This simple fact means that the file leaders were the neediest for armor'’, so

as to survive and allow the phalanx to enter the shoving phase with integrity, i.e.
without weak points developing by killed/stabbed troops, casualties that mar the
order and the morale and shake the formation- a very dangerous proposition as

198

the victory goes to the more orderly phalanx'®. It also means that densely packed
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phalanx had an advantage, as its first rank was better covered with the shield-
wall and more survivable and brought on more pressure. But it also becomes
evident that the final advantage lied with the side able to muster speedily all its
ranks to produce maximum pressure'®. Troops able to coordinate with each other
increased the pressure exercised by a given depth and density, and this is the
reason for the laborious, protracted, continuous collective Spartan training and
rehearsals: to enable optimum participation of every hoplite in spatiotemporal
and energetic terms. It is also the reason for the largely ignored necessity in hop-
lite armies to find oneself into his assigned position, with his assigned comrades:
they were trained together and had learnt to cooperate and coordinate optimal-
ly*™. The Spartans, on the other hand, could coordinate and produce the optimal
result even if posted near complete strangers, provided only they were Spartans
as well®!,

Spartan reflections

The Sparta projected by Thucydides and Xenophon was a shade of the Glory
of the Persian Wars, mainly due to the massive loss of life of the earthquake of
464 BC and the resulting Helot insurgency®’?. With regular troops in short supply,
other parts of the population were armed, trained and drafted into the phalanx.
The distrust towards them, along with a financial decline due to a prolonged and
destructive state of war had reduced the available armor and diminished the indi-
vidual training for CQC, both issues prone to misuse by the less trustworthy
elements of the new military. Thus, decision of a battle at the phases where
exchange tells and numbers, weaponry and personal virtue decide the issue®”
should have been avoided. The solution was to go for a decision by shoving, thus
avoiding casualties before and uncertainty after. The whole training scheme of
agogé instilled discipline, cooperation, coordination, every possible skill and
attribute to allow maximization of the pressure the limited manpower of Sparta
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could bring down to the enemy>*. The effort was by no means straightforward
only: the new, very short sword*” allowed expertise in stabbing within the con-
straints of the shoving®®, thus undermining the shoving effort of the enemy first
rank. Although whatever had happened before the shoving had no direct impact
on it, it did have indirect: the loss of file leaders caused confusion, drop of morale

and order, creation of weak spots in the phalanx®”’

. Moreover, once shoving had
begun, any mishap, such as the destabilization and repulse of some enemy ranks
and/or files impaired the concerted effort of the phalanx and spelled defeat for

the sufferer.

Consequently, the Spartans advanced in a special way: slow, orderly, perfect-
ly dressed and to the tune of flutes, most probably marching in step®® so as to
maintain order and advance as one solid body*”, with minimal distance needed
between successive ranks. In this way they could move and maneuver, so as to
engage the enemy the way they judged suitable, in order to achieve an advantage
(as is a flanking opportunity), but they could also consolidate fast to a single
body for effective shoving; much faster than their opponent, no matter whether
the latter simply advanced or charged at the double; the Spartan motion would
enforce shoving over thrusting and the Spartans would consolidate much faster,
dislodging the first or even the first few ranks of the enemy as they come into
contact by shoving them out of balance before the enemy phalanx is amassed.
Thus a speedy decision is achieved locally, but the tear is transmitted throughout
the enemy phalanx, resulting in final victory- with one exception. A phalanx big
enough, and /or diverse enough, might not shutter all at once and the destabiliza-
tion due to a local break might be contained*'’. In such cases, maneuvering can
press decisive advantages home, such as flanking positions?!'.

From the above, is clear that a balance of different factors should be struck so
as to ensure the success of a phalanx army in a symmetric battle; similar or dif-
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ferent considerations apply in asymmetric confrontation, too. The abilities to
come to grips fast and in good order?'? and to transform for maximizing density
or depth?"” was crucial: if both phalanxes advance against each other, maximum
density gives an advantage when spearing and shoving between the first few
ranks of the antagonists at most*'*. Great depth decides the issue if things go to
fully developed shoving?'. A longer line, of course, offers the opportunity to
outflank an opponent*'. All these are dynamic issues in a spatio-temporal con-
text; the rapidity and extend of a local success and its impact may nullify a
reverse at a different point®'’. This is why in phalanx warfare numbers WERE of
essence and no reserves were kept: they were needed to deepen or extend the
phalanx, which, if broken, or turned, could not be restored by reserves*'®.

Historical paradigms of imaginative use of hoplite mechanics

Open order, which favors collective maneuvering and individual motion (in
terms of running, dodging, parrying etc), also allows better missile casting,
thrusting and CQC. In this light, three very famous battles are instructive:

1. Near Mantinea 418 BC, the advancing Spartans detected the enemy alli-
ance phalanx on a slope, standing and not moving to (counter) charge. The slow
paced Spartans would come into contact and progressively they would apply the
formidable pressure they were famous for, as their ranks were dressed and very
close to each other. But the enemy was static, and this means they were in shov-
ing mode already. The Spartan king was persuaded not to risk a shoving match
with a disadvantage and retired speedily, tempting the enemy to the flat ground.
The next day, although the prompt enemy advance over the flat surprised the
Spartans, they formed up fast, they advanced slowly and repelled the charging
opponents in front of them, while subsequently maneuvering to cope with the
parts of the enemy phalanx that had emerged temporarily victorious by surging
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through a gap and disintegrating two Spartan divisions*'”.

2. Near Tegyra, in 377 BC, two Spartan Morae came upon the Theban Sacred
Band and some cavalry?®. The Spartans had both Polemarchs (polémarchot)
positioned at the center, with their elite troops (ibid), obviously practicing the
formation with the first Mora inverted®?'. This could be achieved by inverting to
order of march and then by leftward deployment to line of battle???; or by march-
ing the one Mora at a semicircle and then perform a standard Laconian counter-

223

march by file**’, which is the most probable and reminding the -too abstract-de-
scription of Xenophon®**; or by simply having the Mora countermarching hori-
zontally in the Cretan way?*. The Thebans charged by horse and attacked on the
run with the Sacred Band ordered in depth, obviously concentrating a very nar-
row front, thus passing from thrusting to single combat. This event allowed them
to pierce the Spartan phalanx, which opened up to let the Thebans through, at the
same time stabbing them at their right flank.

This was by no means novel; it had occurred in 394 BC in the battle of

Nemea??®

and Agesilaus was criticized for not doing the same at the battle of
Koronea the very same year ??’. The turning point was that in Tegyra the leading
Thebans, once through, turned against the inner Spartan flanks and perhaps the
Spartan rear also, thus collapsing serially the whole Spartan phalanx??®, with the

cavalry giving chase?”

. Thus, a narrow front in great depth could cut through a
well-ordered phalanx in standard density (in high density the result was different,
as shown by the Arcadian victory over Spartans)*, if pressure was applied
instantly and without shoving, where coordination is important. The use of both

these features, the narrow front and the flank attack at the inner flanks created by
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the burst through the enemy phalanx appear in Mantinea, 362 BC*'; the death of
Epameinondas, though, deprived the victors from the orders to redeploy prompt-
ly and exposed them to flanking, thus leading the battle to a draw®2.

3. At Leuctra, 371 BC, the advancing Spartans, posted at the right wing of the
allied army, were drawn 12-deep, possibly intending to go 6-deep just before
contact, or intending to maneuver to flanking position. The Thebans advanced
rapidly under cover of a cavalry screen their 50-deep formation®? at the extreme
left wing, going for a head-to-head clash with the Spartans. In two previous cases
deep Theban contingents had broken through parts of Spartan-led phalanxes, but
were ultimately defeated. The Spartans in both cases had performed even better,
thoroughly shattering allies of the Thebans and catching the latter dispersed, in
hot pursuit or in the man-to-man melee. Contrarily, the Spartan phalanx had been
kept intact, true to their obsession not to break formation, obviously dictated for
similar eventualities. Both battles were fought in 394 BC, the one at Nemea?**,
the other in Koronea?. Against the Athenians, 30 years earlier, in Delion 424
BC, the Thebans had fared better: they kept order after destroying the enemy left
wing?®, whereas the Athenian victorious right wing broke ranks to envelope the
#7_and thus exposed itself to counterattack by

cavalry reserves and the well-ordered Theban hoplite contingent®*®.

rest of the Boeotian contingents

The Spartan discipline, drill and maneuverability being vastly superior to
theirs, the Thebans at Leuctra had to attempt a direct confrontation using brutal
force and negating maneuvering. The usual presumption is that both armies at
Leuctra had the same density but this may not have been so: as the Thebans were
less well-trained and moving at the double, they might have been in open order,
while charging at a run, and after impact they might have closed ranks to increase
the density to maximum?®?° by executing paragogé. This agrees with the fact that
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deep phalanx formations have low density**. So, at the moment of the impact the
Spartans were denser (their steady pace allowed close order while advancing)
and more compact, although it is possible that Pelopidas engaged the Spartan
formation while the latter was extending the wing to try to counter Epameinon-
das’ charge by enveloping the exposed flank**'. It could be exactly the opposite,
however: The Spartans trying to perform Anastrophe*# to increase their depth by
shortening the front. The wording of Xenophon, on the other hand, might imply
that the commotion was due to their effort -or inability-to receive their beaten
cavalry?®. In any case, the Theban assault was swift, which is incompatible with
a shoving match. At the beginning the Thebans caused numerous casualties to the
Spartans, a clear indication of thrusting, but were eventually repulsed if not
thrown back as the Spartans were readily in shoving mode -or at least, consoli-

244 when

dated faster than the Thebans. Probably this is the meaning of Xenophon
stating the recovery of the Spartan King’s body. To gain time for their full depth
to come into play and perhaps even close the ranks to increase the density (by
going to 25-deep, they were still double depth than the Spartans), the Theban file
leaders were instructed not to content to spearing/ shoving the Spartans upon
contact but to come to grips and wrestle them out of order, to the ground®*. This
produced disarray enough among the Spartans for the Thebans to form in shov-
ing mode and break the Spartan line with shoving, as reported by Polyaenus with

the proverbial request of Epameinondas to his troops “Give me one more step”*.

Weapons drill and individual combat skills

Phalanx fighting has, as mentioned before, more dimensions than the shoving
and clashing by means of the Argive shield®”’. The spearing is most important, so
important that the spear became the weapon “par excellence” of the Hoplite era.
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“Conquered by the spear”®*® was the proverbial expression, and the Battle of
Plataca was won by “the Dorian Spear”¥.

The hoplite spear of the classical era had a warhead, mostly of iron or steel,
but occasionally or bronze as well, and a butt-spike (sauroter) of copper for
planting into the ground so as the warhead wasn’t exposed to dampness and get-
ting rusty*. The butt-spike was an effective counterweight, but also a spare
warhead if the shaft shattered, with longer reach than the sword*'.

The main striking/thrusting technique was the overhand thrust®* the spear
was held by the right hand raised to head-level at a slant (Fig 4), warhead point-
ing low fore and butt-spike backwards and upwards. This way the thrust could
be aimed, ideally, over and behind the shield of the enemy or the shield-wall of
the enemy phalanx, and delivered downwards at the throat and torso®’ with great
impetus, to pierce body armor, as the weight of the body enhances the thrusting
power of hand, arm and chest. At the same time the retrieving motion, directed
high up, posed no danger for the following ranks. Still, this overhand grip was
doable for a very limited time, being especially awkward when moving; perhaps
for just a few strides or paces before contact. For advance or charge, or even for
a wait, it was nightmarish and other grips should have been used, which were less
demanding and more comfortable. The problem is that when the spear had to be
raised, the transition from a grip to another might always pose a danger to the
ranks behind, especially when armor had already been discarded in phalanx
fighting. And the situation was worse the denser the formation®*. It is possible
that a transition from the low grip to the overhand one was possible without any
lateral motion of the shaft, by playing the fingers around it- as shown in repeti-
tive drill exercises with the Koryvantes Association of Historical Studies. This
needs a lot of practice at home and on the drill-ground, but is actually easier than
most modern weapons drill, and the thong at the handle of the spear®’® was a great
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Figure 4 The overhand and underhand spear thrusts. The hoplite at the right
backstepped to shirk the full-power downward thrust aiming at throat/upper torso and
uses the shield to deflect the residual thrust, while aiming the thigh and groin. Such
sequences were taught by Hoplomachoi. Courtesy: Association of Historical Studies
“KORYVANTES”

help in both confidence and execution, as it kept the shaft nearby even if bloody,
strained or sweaty fingers had difficulty to grasp it firmly. This method, of chang-
ing the grip is much plainer and less risky than jogglerish throwing of the spear
to the air to change the orientation of the hand, or planting it to the ground (while
advancing or fighting!) as occasionally suggested>*.

It is difficult to achieve normal pacing if the phalanx is in dense formation, or
engaged in shoving. The same goes for some cases of CQC engagements and
possibly for thrusting matches too, where cover under shield should remain
undisturbed by the motion of the waist. So, the presumption in favor of galloping
(hind leg moving fore and fore leg sliding forwards, without legs ever crossing
and waist changing direction) instead of striding steps (hind leg crossing and

256 MatTHEW 2012; ANDERSON J. 1991
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passing in front, waist turning 90 degrees or remaining steady dead ahead) is not
unwarranted.

Similarly, the overhand thrust was perfectly applicable from a dense, steady
formation and a bit more challenging from an advancing formation, but utterly
unpractical for troops charging at the double. Not only aiming was difficult and
the center of gravity moved high, spelling a disadvantage at the clash or shove
but, while running, the raised hand slows the runner down, is tiresome and an
exposed target in missile hail. Things are little better with hand down at shoulder
level, to rise at the last stride or two: the rising made the butt-spike as dangerous
for the following rank as the warhead for the enemy troops. The only practical
solution was the low (underhand) grip, if holding the spear at a slant (Fig 5),
which affords free motion while running. Near the enemy the spear was leveled,
either dead low/underhand to permit a stabbing thrust to thigh, loin and calf
(aided by the convex of the shield that deflected angled thrusts) or firmly held
underarm to burst through the shield-wall at the joints or even pierce a shield and
armor®’.

What is rarely, if ever, observed, is that there are at least two sizes of hoplite
shield, the one much more concave and wide than the other; this wider shield is
advantageous in shoving and spearing, while the smaller shield is much handier
in CQC and skirmishing/ mobile tactics and might correspond to the aspidiskos
(aspidiskos) of certain inventories®8. During the advance, a phalanx in larger
shields had a distinctive advantage over another with smaller, as the former may
stab low, where their opponents would have been unprotected if they were hold-
ing the shield for torso protection and shoving action. Of course it is conceivable
that the selection of shield might be individual or, for state-issued shields®?,
according to the role of a hoplite: a young hoplite would be issued the small
shield to act as Ekdromos, a seasoned warrior fighting at the first ranks would
have a large shield for performing shoving and spearing with better prospects of
success and survival*®.

So, for good thrusting action, the formation must not be very dense, thus eas-
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261 without

ing all kind of spear movements as it allows a wide angle of aiming
threatening following ranks with the buttspikes. The latter was a special concern

in underhand hold as occasionally suggested®** and with unarmored troops.

The other phase where offensive weaponry was cherished was after spearing
and possibly after shoving, when the formations were broken and the fighting

was hand-to-hand in a melee?®

. In this situation spear-thrusts were still applica-
ble and more prone to expertise. At the same time the shield could be used imag-
inatively in both offensive and defensive manner®**, but the sword, straight or
curved, reigned supreme®®. Such weapons skills were much more elaborate than
the basic ones needed for spearing and shoving and the basic drill afforded by
communal practices such as dance and gymnastics, which endowed basic attrib-
utes such as agility and strength and taught basic moves of dodging, parrying and
attacking®. For this higher level of proficiency there were weapons instructors
(hoplomdchoi) teaching weapons expertise for a price?’. Standing parts of state
armies (Logades of Argos, Eparitoi of Arcadia, Epilektoi of Phlious)*® were
better versed in these skills, the same way they were far better in terms of coor-
dination in phalanx warfare. Such skills were distrusted by traditionalists: Plato
has both generals (Laches) and civic figures (Socrates) being skeptical or out-
right unimpressed; the distrust of the Athenian philosopher to such practice is
given but the fact that “the weapons instructors (hoplomdchoi) do not set foot at
Sparta”® has dual meaning: The obvious is that troops feeling comfortable in

hand-to-hand combat, which was taught for a price®”

may be less willing to face
the random thrust or hack of orderly phalanx fighting and opt for coming to
grips, thus undermining the collective and egalitarian phases of the phalanx war-

fare, the spearing and shoving®’!. This in turn exposes to the risk of open fighting
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Figure 5. A running charge/epidromi uphill, showing the hoplite spear held underhand
and underarm. Courtesy: Association of Historical Studies “KORY VANTES”

the less well-to-do and thus ill-trained for such eventualities citizens and com-
rades and mars the order vital for the phalanx®*”>. But this is one reading. The
other is that the Spartans had nothing to learn from such masters*”*, and, one may
assume, much to fear from their watchful and expert eyes. Even at the dubious
Spartan socioeconomic status of the era, there are indications pointing at weap-
ons drill and expertise?’*. The proverbially short laconic sword was efficient
nonetheless and the Spartan officials always supported it*”>. Its limited reach,
complained upon by Spartans proper?’®
gested conditions where intuitive moves are less applicable?”’.

indicated intimacy with CQC and con-
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Conclusion

From the above it becomes obvious that tactical choices and the promptness
of execution of transformations might turn one phalanx at a disadvantage at the
moment of contact. Experienced troopers might see or even perceive it and
understand, at the last moment, the oncoming disaster without any chance for
countering. This is perhaps the real reason for the disintegrating of phalanxes just
before clashing with the opponent®’; the obvious dynamics, not the lack of met-
tle, made seasoned or less seasoned, but solid enough troops who stood at the
sight of the enemy and marched against him, to suddenly lose heart and break
with hardly any blow -or, rather, thrust-exchanged, as with the stout Arcadians in
the “tearless battle””. The successful generalship was to position (tattein, thus
tactics) the troops at the correct spot according to their number and skill, to adapt
density, width and depth of the phalanx, to select attack or defense and, in case
of the former, the attack mode, its promptness, target and precise timing, and to
transform the phalanx promptly in depth and speed of motion as the moment
called and according to the drill level and discipline. The perplexity of such
duties was great; according to Xenophon, a student of Socrates, with military
career ambitions, was too surprised when he understood the sheer volume and
complexity of such knowledge never taught by the well-paid tactician whose
lectures focused on the different orders of battle ignoring other useful aspects of
generalship, such as logistics, morale, conscription drafting, motivation etc.. 2%
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I limiti di una ‘Grande Strategia’

Considerazioni militari e ambizioni politiche
allo scoppio della seconda guerra punica

di MiIcHELE BELLOMO

ABsTrACT: This paper analyses the numerous paradoxes connected with the strat-
egy adopted by Rome at the eve of the Second Punic War. While scholars have
usually recognized the audacity of Rome’s ‘Grand Strategy’ — that anticipated two
major campaigns in Spain and Africa — they have missed to provide suitable an-
swers for its failure, and especially to grasp its connection with the revolt that
broke out in Cisalpine Gaul before the consuls could depart for their provinces. A
new solution is henceforth proposed, according to which the consuls’ war plans
were mainly dictated by political reasons (and especially by the need to satis-
fy their soldiers’ economic expectations), and were consequently uncongenial to
meet unexpected strategical changes.

KEY worDs: SECOND Punic WAR, ROMAN ARMY, GRAND STRATEGY, RomMaN PoLITICS,
PoLysius, Livy.

n quasi tutti gli studi moderni dedicati allo scoppio della seconda guerra
punica viene piu volte sottolineata, spesso con toni di vera e propria sor-
presa, ’audacia del piano strategico che il Senato romano aveva progettato
di mettere in atto una volta ottenuta da Cartagine una formale dichiarazione di
guerra'. E infatti ben noto come I’alta assemblea avesse designato come provin-

1 Vd. Gaetano DE SancrTis, Storia dei Romani, Vol. II1: L’eta delle guerre puniche, Parte 11,
Fratelli Bocca Editore, Torino, 1917, pp. 3-5; Filippo CassoLa, I gruppi politici romani nel
I secolo a.C., Universita degli Studi di Trieste, Trieste, 1962, p. 239, 256; John Francis
LazenBy, Hannibal’s War. A Military History of the Second Punic War, University of Okla-
homa Press, Norman, 1978, pp. 50-1; William Vernon Harris, War and Imperialism in Re-
publican Rome. 327-70 B.C., Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1979, pp. 204-205; Brian CAVEN,
The Punic Wars, Barnes & Noble, New York, 1980, pp. 96-7; Nigel BAGNaLL, The Punic
Wars, Pimlico, London, 1990, pp. 157-158; Dexter Hovos, Unplanned Wars. The Origins
of the First and Second Punic Wars, Walter de Gruyter, Berlin-New York, 1998, p. 264;
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ce consolari per il 2182 la Spagna e I’ Africa e come avesse autorizzato i due con-
soli in carica — P. Cornelio Scipione e Ti. Sempronio Longo — ad arruolare tutte
le forze necessarie per condurre due vaste campagne di conquista, che nell’ottica
dei senatori avrebbero dovuto costringere la citta punica sulla difensiva obbli-
gandola sin dalle prime battute del conflitto a combattere in protezione dei suoi
stessi territori’.

Ancor piu eccezionale appare quest’arditezza se confrontata non solo con la
miopia mostrata dal Senato solo pochi mesi prima, quando 1’alta assemblea ave-
va deliberatamente deciso di ignorare le minacce di guerra ventilate da Annibale
mancando di accorrere in soccorso dell’alleata Sagunto durante tutti gli ot-
to mesi in cui la citta iberica aveva strenuamente resistito ai ripetuti assalti dei
Cartaginesi*, ma soprattutto con la facilitd con cui questo piano ando incontro
a un completo fallimento nel giro di poche settimane. A mandare in frantumi i
grandiosi piani strategici del Senato non fu infatti (o almeno non soltanto) I’im-
pressionante velocita con cui Annibale si mise in marcia sull’Italia, ma un picco-
lo incidente scoppiato in Italia settentrionale, dove 1’attacco portato da due popo-
lazioni galliche (i Boi e gli Insubri) alle colonie di Piacenza e Cremona costrinse

Adrian GoLbswWORHTY, The Punic Wars, Cassell, London, 2000, pp. 150-152; Klaus Zim-
MERMANN, «Roman Strategy and Aims in the Second Punic War», in Dexter Hoyos, (ed.),
A Companion to the Punic Wars, Wiley-Blackwell, Chichester, 2011, pp. 280-298 [spec.
pp. 283-284].

2 Tutte le date, ove non altrimenti indicato, vanno intese a.C.

3 Tutte le fonti superstiti concordano sulle province assegnate ai consoli. Vd. Polyb. 3.40.1-
2; Liv. 21.17.5, 8; Nep. Hann. 4; Appian. Hisp. 14; Eutr. 3.8; Zonar. 8.23. Per quanto ri-
guarda la consistenza numerica dei due eserciti consolari, a Ti. Sempronio Longo furono
assegnate due legioni, ognuna composta da 4.000 fanti e 300 cavalieri insieme con 16.000
fanti e 1.800 cavalieri italici, 160 navi da guerra e 20 da trasporto (Liv. 21.17.5; Polyb.
3.41.2). Scipione ricevette invece due legioni, 14.000 fanti e 1.600 cavalieri italici e 60
quinqueremi (Liv. 21.17.7-8; Polyb. 3.41.2). Si veda il giudizio di Polibio sull’impres-
sionante forza numerica dell’armata di Sempronio Longo: oig 00Tmwg %ATATANKTIXDG
EmeBAAETO TOAEUELV 1Ol TOLOUTOG ETOLELTO TTOLaonevag €v T AthvPaim, Tdvrog
ral avtoyo0ev aboilwv, mg el0émg €x HATATAOU TOAMOQRNCWV AUTIV TV
Kaogyndova.

4 Per cio che concerne I'intricata questione riguardante la ricostruzione cronologica degli
eventi che portarono allo scoppio della guerra, mi limito a rimandare all’ancora validissi-
ma analisi di Frank William WALBANK, A Historical Commentary on Polybius, Vol. 1, Ox-
ford University Press, Oxford, 1957, pp. 327-328 e 333-334, che fissa I’inizio dell’assedio
di Sagunto al principio della primavera del 219 e la caduta della citta verso la fine dello
stesso anno. Vd. inoltre Hovos cit., p. 221, nt. 4 con ulteriore bibliografia, e cfr. infra.
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I’alta assemblea a dirottare su questo fronte 1’esercito originariamente arruolato
in previsione della guerra in Spagna e il console che aveva ricevuto come provin-
cia questa campagna a compiere una nuova leva, ritardando pero cosi in modo
irrimediabile la sua partenza (che avvenne infatti in tempo non pit utile per bloc-
care la marcia di Annibale).

Messi di fronte alla necessita di spiegare quest’aporia gli studiosi non hanno
saputo sempre fornire risposte adeguate. L’accento da essi posto sulle divisioni
interne al Senato riguardo all’opportunita o meno di iniziare un nuovo conflitto
contro Cartagine, che avrebbero a loro volta ritardato il raggiungimento del con-
senso necessario a dare avvio ai preparativi di guerra, non ¢ infatti in grado, come
vedremo, di dar conto delle misure poi effettivamente messe in campo dall’alta
assemblea soprattutto in merito al contenimento di una possibile offensiva galli-
ca. In particolar modo, non si capisce per quale motivo il Senato non avesse prov-
veduto a pattugliare adeguatamente 1’area settentrionale in vista del lancio delle
campagne consolari, o viceversa perché non avesse ritenuto piu prudente desti-
nare proprio a questo fronte i soldati arruolati dai consoli all’inizio del 218, pre-
ferendo invece destinarli alla (decisamente meno urgente) campagna in Africa’.

5 Sulritardo dei preparativi romani dovuto alla mancanza di un pretesto formale con cui ini-
ziare la guerra punica (fatto che comunque di per sé non spiega I’assenza di provvedimen-
ti per il fronte gallico) vd. gia la nota discussione tra Wilhelm HorrmanN, «Die romische
Kriegserkldrung an Karthago im Jahre 218», RhM 94 (1951), pp. 69-88, e Howard Hayes
ScuLLarD, «Rome’s Declaration of War on Carthage in 218 B.C.», RhM 95 (1952), pp.
209-216, e Alan Edgar AsTIN, «Saguntum and the Origins of the Second Punic War», La-
tomus 26 (1967), pp. 577-596, secondo cui solo la caduta di Sagunto avrebbe infine mes-
so a tacere coloro che si opponevano alla guerra, permettendo cosi al Senato (ma in modo
tardivo) di organizzare le nuove campagne (anche qui, tuttavia, non si spiega I’inerzia sul
fronte gallico). Agli studi citati in nt. 1, che presentano generalmente (e senza approfon-
dirla troppo) I’insurrezione gallica come un evento che colse completamente di sprovvi-
sta il Senato, si possono aggiungere: Giovanni Brizzi, Scipione e Annibale. La guerra per
salvare Roma, Editori Laterza, Roma-Bari, 2009, pp. 35-36, il quale se da una parte con-
sidera I’offensiva gallica come stimolata dal programma degli ‘agrarii’, che nonostante
I’imminente guerra punica avrebbero deciso di proseguire il loro schema di colonizzazio-
ne nell’Italia Settentrionale, dall’altra non spiega perché a questo programma — evidente-
mente condiviso dalla maggior parte del Senato, altrimenti non avrebbe trovato attuazione
— non fosse stata fornita sin da subito adeguata assistenza militare; e Yann LE BoHEc, «La
guerre dans le livre XXI de Tite-Live», Vita Latina 193-194 (2016), pp. 69-85 (spec. pp.
80-82), che pur lodando la capacita dei Romani di far fronte all’offensiva gallica mante-
nendo comunque inalterate le province consolari non chiarisce per quale motivo il Senato
non avesse considerato il fronte gallico nella sua originale ‘grande strategia’. Il problema
non ¢ stato approfondito nemmeno da Luigi Loreto, sebbene per I’applicazione del concet-
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Alla luce di queste considerazioni, pare quantomeno opportuno ritornare nuo-
vamente sulla questione e, partendo da un’ulteriore analisi dei dati tramandati
dalle nostre fonti, avanzare alcune osservazioni in merito sia alla ‘grande strate-
gia’ elaborata dal Senato all’inizio del 218, sia sulle ragioni che ne determinarono
il fallimento. Come si avra modo di vedere, le risposte che fino a questo momento
sono sfuggite ad analisi concentrate prettamente sulla sfera strategica e militare
possono invece essere trovate spostando la lente d’indagine anche sulla dimen-
sione politica e in particolare sulle ambizioni coltivate in quel frangente non solo
dai neoeletti consoli, ma dai soldati facenti parte dei loro eserciti.

I provvedimenti militari adottati nella primavera del 218 e la questione
del fronte gallico

Preliminare a ogni discussione ¢ comunque una corretta interpretazione delle
informazioni fornite dalle nostre fonti circa i provvedimenti militari adottati dal
Senato nella primavera del 218. Una corretta interpretazione di questi dati rappre-
senta infatti un prerequisito essenziale per valutare in che misura tali disposizioni
entrarono in conflitto con il grande piano strategico elaborato dall’alta assemblea
e per porsi le giuste domande in merito al suo fallimento.

to di Grand Strategy a Roma sia necessario fare riferimento al suo Per una storia militare
del mondo antico (2006). In altri suoi lavori dedicati ad altre fasi dell’espansione roma-
na egli ha perd sottolineato come gia nel 226-225, col trattato dell’Ebro, i Romani aves-
sero individuato e stabilito un nesso preciso tra metus Punicus e metus Gallicus. Vd. in
particolare, Luigi Loreto, La grande strategia di Roma nell’eta della Prima guerra pu-
nica, Jovene Editore, Napoli, 2007, p. 97, 144-153; Ip., «Roman Politics and Expansion,
241-219», in Dexter Hovos, (ed.), A Companion to the Punic Wars, Wiley-Blackwell,
Chichester, 2011, pp. 184-203 (spec. pp. 194-201). Utile anche per I’approccio geopolit-
ico Claudio VacanTi, «Roman fears, the Punic way and the Sicilian contribution: the war
for Sicily in its first stages (264-263 BC)», in M. JoNascH (ed.), The fight for Greek Sici-
ly: Society, Politics, and Landscape, Oxford &Philadelphia: Oxbow 2020, pp. 297-326).
Anche alla luce di cio, 'impreparazione romana di fronte all’offensiva gallica del 218 ri-
mane sorprendente. Secondo Arthur M. EcksTEIN, Senate and General. Individual Deci-
sion-Making and Roman Foreign Relations, 264-194 BCE, University of California Press,
Berkeley-Los Angeles-London, 1987, pp. 23-27, il Senato avrebbe semplicemente mal-
giudicato la situazione ritenendo 1’armata sotto il comando di L. Manlio Vulsone (cui an-
drebbero aggiunti i 12.000 coloni inviati presso Piacenza e Cremona) una forza necessaria
con cui sostenere una possibile offensiva gallica. L’analisi di Eckstein ha pero il difetto di
non analizzare nel dettaglio la composizione dell’armata del pretore, che egli sembra (er-
roneamente, a mio avviso) giudicare come composta tanto dalle legioni arruolate nel 218,
quanto da quelle mantenute in armi dal 219.
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Come accennato in precedenza, le fonti sono concordi nel ricordare 1’ assegna-
zione ai due nuovi consoli di ingenti forze con cui condurre due vaste campagne
di conquista in Spagna e in Africa. Piu incerte si dimostrano invece nel delineare
i provvedimenti presi per il fronte gallico, che di certo doveva gia allora destare
qualche preoccupazione dal momento che doveva essere ben noto a Roma il fat-
to che Annibale stesse cercando di sobillare le popolazioni che abitavano I’area
Cisalpina a ribellarsi contro Roma.

Polibio, all’interno di un capitolo dedicato ai preparativi messi in campo nella
primavera del 218, si limita infatti a riferire che in previsione del nuovo conflit-
to punico il Senato ritenne opportuno portare a compimento la fondazione delle
nuove colonie di Piacenza e Cremona, ordinando ai futuri coloni (6000 per ognu-
na delle nuove fondazioni) di raccogliere tutti i loro averi e di farsi trovare sul po-
sto entro trenta giorni®. Poco pitt avanti lo storico greco ricorda quindi 1’attacco
portato dai Galli, la cattura dei magistrati nominati per completare la deduzione
delle due colonie e infine ’arrivo in soccorso del pretore L. Manlio, «che pre-
sidiava quei luoghi con un esercito»’. Dall’espressione temporale utilizzata da
Polibio, si pud dunque pensare che I’invio di Manlio in Cisalpina fosse rientra-
to in qualche modo all’interno del progetto di ultimazione della fondazione del-
le due colonie discusso in Senato qualche settimana prima, mentre per quanto ri-
guarda la consistenza numerica di questo esercito, egli si limita ad affermare che
esso era composto dalla «quarta legione» (Tét0QTOg 0TQATOTEDOV)®.

La narrazione di Livio completa in certo qual modo il quadro offerto dallo sto-
rico greco, e in particolare rafforza la convinzione che I’invio di una forza milita-
re in Cisalpina fosse stato stabilito in concomitanza con la divisione delle provin-
ce consolari e nell’imminenza dello scoppio del conflitto punico. Proprio a con-
clusione del capitolo dedicato all’ornatio provinciarum, ovvero all’assegnazione
delle forze militari con cui i consoli dovevano controllare le rispettive province,
Livio ricorda infatti I’attribuzione al pretore L. Manlio Vulsone di un esercito con
cui presidiare il fronte gallico. A differenziare il suo discorso rispetto a quello di

6 Polyb.3.40.3-4.

7 Polyb.3.40.11: Agdniog 0¢ MaAog EEarmélenvg VTG MY ®ol TTEOXAONUEVOS €T TMV
TOTWV UeTd duvdpuews. L. Manlio Vulsone ricopriva con ogni probabilita la carica di
praetor peregrinus. Vd. Thomas Robert Shannon BRouGHTON, The Magistrates of the Ro-
man Republic, Vol. 1, American Philological Association, New York, 1951, p. 240, nt. 4.

8 Polyb. 3.40.14.



52 FascicoLo 2 / N.6 (2021) - STORIA MILITARE ANTICA

Polibio sta pero il numero delle forze destinate alla Cisalpina, che lo storico pa-
tavino quantifica in due legioni: duas legiones Romanas et decem milia sociorum
peditum, mille equites socios, sescentos Romanos Gallia provincia eodem versa
in Punicum bellum habu?®.

Le discrepanze tra i due autori si fanno comunque ancora piu marcate nel mo-
mento in cui essi si ritrovano a narrare quali provvedimenti furono adottati dal
Senato una volta che a Roma giunse notizia che il pretore L. Manlio, nel tenta-
tivo di portare soccorso ai coloni, era stato sorpreso dai Galli in un’imboscata e
messo da essi sotto assedio presso la localita di Tanneto'®. Polibio afferma infatti
che i senatori decisero di inviare nella regione, sotto il comando del pretore urba-
no C. Atilio Serrano, «le legioni mobilitate per Scipione», cio¢, verosimilmente,
entrambe le legioni consolari''; Livio, al contrario, parla di un esercito composto
da una sola legione di cittadini romani e 5000 alleati prelevati dalle forze che il
console Scipione aveva appena arruolato per la campagna iberica'?. A complica-
re ulteriormente il quadro subentra infine il fatto che se da una parte entrambi gli
autori concordano nell’affermare che in seguito all’invio della forza di soccor-
so comandata da C. Atilio Serrano si vennero a trovare in Gallia tre legioni (per
Polibio la ‘quarta legione’ di L. Manlio Vulsone piu le due di C. Atilio Serrano,
per Livio le due di Manlio piu I’unica di Serrano), dall’altra essi ricordano che
quando verso la fine dell’anno nella regione giunsero anche le due legioni co-
mandate dal console Ti. Sempronio Longo — dirottate a nord dalla Sicilia per far
fronte all’invasione di Annibale —, i Romani affrontarono il Cartaginese nella bat-

9 Liv. 21.17.9: duas legiones Romanas et decem milia sociorum peditum, mille equites so-
cios, sescentos Romanos Gallia provincia eodem versa in Punicum bellum habui. Secon-
do Livio, inoltre, la necessita di inviare un forte presidio in Cisalpina avrebbe determinato
anche una riduzione degli effettivi previsti per la campagna di Scipione in Spagna: Corne-
lio minus copiarum datum, quia L. Manlius praetor et ipse cum haud invalido praesidio in
Galliam mittebatur (21.17.7).

10 Polyb. 3.40.12-13; Liv. 21.25.8-14.

11 Polyb. 3.40.14: toig & €v tf} Phun mooomecdvtog dtL 10 T€TOQTOV 0TQATONEdOV
meQLEAupEvov Uio TV Bolwv mohogxrettan xota xpdtog, T uev td ITomiio
TQOREYELQLOUEVA  O0TQATONMENN ®ATO OmOVONV €Eaméotellov &m TV ToUTWV
PonBewav, Nyepdva ovotioavieg EEamélenvy, Ghha 8¢ CUVAYELY ROl HOTAYQADELY
Ex TOV CUPUAY OV AUT( TOQTYYELNOLY.

12 Liv. 21.26.1-2: qui tumultus repens postquam est Romam perlatus et Punicum insuper
Gallico bellum auctum patres acceperunt, C. Atilium praetorem cum una legione Romana
et quinque milibus sociorum, dilectu novo a consule conscriptis, auxilium ferre Manlio iu-
bent.
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Partie gauche d’une plaque de 1’autel de Domitius Ahenobarbus, connue sous le nom

de la « frise du recensement ». Marbre, ceuvre romaine de la fin du Ile siecle av. J.-C.

Provenance : Champ de Mars, Rome. Paris, Musée du Louvre (Department of Greek,

Etruscan and Roman Antiquities, Denon, ground floor, room 22). Foto Jastrow 2007
Attributed in Public Domain.

taglia del fiume Trebbia con un doppio esercito consolare formato da quattro le-
gioni, riportando quindi implicitamente il numero delle legioni originariamente
presenti in Gallia a due'.

Tale confusione ha dato vita a un vivace dibattito tra gli studiosi, che a sua
volta ha prodotto due diverse ipotesi interpretative. Secondo la prima, nella tarda
primavera del 218 i senatori avrebbero deciso di inviare in Cisalpina, in rapida

13 Polyb. 3.72.11-12; Liv. 21.53.5. Nessuna informazione utile sull’attivita dei pretori e sulla
consistenza delle forze a essi assegnate ¢ ricavabile da Appian. Hann. 5, che si limita a ri-
cordare che Scipione, una volta tornato in Italia dopo il fallito tentativo di intercettare An-
nibale presso il Rodano, «mandd Manlio e Atilio, che stavano conducendo la guerra contro
i Boii, a Roma, affermando che non avevano piu diritto di comandare, ora che era arriva-
to il console» (xai MdAhov pev xai Atihov, ot Toig Bowig émolépovy, ¢ Phuny
Emeppev g oL déov aTOVG £TL 0TEATNYEL VITATOV TOQROVTOG).
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successione, entrambe le legioni arruolate inizialmente per il console Scipione: la
prima sotto il comando di L. Manlio Vulsone, la seconda sotto quello di C. Atilio
Serrano'. Da una parte tale ricostruzione ha il merito di eliminare alcune incon-
gruenze presenti nel testo di Polibio, e in particolare il fatto che egli si riferisca
all’esercito di L. Manlio Vulsone con il titolo di ‘quarta legione’: dal momento
che le legioni venivano numerate in base al momento del loro arruolamento, e che
ad essere arruolate per prime erano naturalmente le legioni destinate ai consoli,
la ‘quarta legione’ polibiana altro non poteva essere che una legione arruolata per
un esercito consolare, in particolare quello di Scipione; questa spiegazione per-
mette inoltre di spiegare il seguente conteggio delle legioni presenti alla battaglia
del Trebbia senza dover per forza dare conto dell’eliminazione di una legione.
Dr’altra parte, tuttavia, questa ipotesi spinge a rifiutare abbastanza arbitrariamen-
te non solo la testimonianza di Livio circa I’invio di due legioni in Gallia gia nel
momento dell’ornatio provinciarum, ma altresi quella di Polibio in merito all’in-
vio di entrambe le legioni dell’esercito di Scipione solo dopo I’attacco subito da
L. Manlio Vulsone nei pressi di Tanneto'>.

Altri studiosi hanno deciso pertanto di ‘salvare’ il conteggio totale delle le-
gioni (cioe tre) presente in Livio e in Polibio supponendo che all’inizio dell’anno
218 in Gallia si trovasse gia una legione, arruolata in realta 1’anno precedente per
la campagna combattuta in Illiria nell’estate del 219 e trasferita quindi a termi-
ne di questo conflitto in Cisalpina per sorvegliare e proteggere la deduzione delle
nuove colonie di Piacenza e Cremona. A questa legione di ‘veterani’, posta all’i-
nizio del 218 sotto il comando di L. Manlio Vulsone, si sarebbero in seguito ag-
giunte le due legioni originariamente arruolate dal console Scipione per la cam-
pagna iberica e inviate invece in Gallia sotto il comando di C. Atilio Serrano'®.

14 Dk Sancris cit., pp. 87-88, seguito poi, con piccole variazioni, da WALBANK cit., pp. 375-
377; Peter Astbury BRUNT, ltalian Manpower 225 BC-AD 14, Oxford University Press,
Oxford, 1971, pp. 646-647 e LAzENBY cit., pp. 50-51.

15 Cosi infatti dopo I’arrivo di C. Atilio Serrano si sarebbero trovate in Gallia solo la sua le-
gione e quella inizialmente posta il comando di L. Manlio Vulsone.

16 Matthias GeLzER, «Die Glaubwiirdigkeit der bei Livius Uberlieferten Senatsbeschliisse
Uber Rémische Truppenaufgebote», Hermes 70 (1935), pp. 269-300 (spec. pp. 275-276),
che segue la teoria inizialmente sostenuta da Alfred KrLo1z, «Die romische Wehrmacht im
2. punischen Kriege», Philologus 88 (1933), pp. 42-89 e ripresa piu di recente da Timothy
Corey BRENNAN, The Praetorship in the Roman Republic, Oxford University Press, Ox-
ford, 2000, p. 96.
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Questa seconda ipotesi ¢ sicuramente suggestiva, ma lascia aperto il problema di
conciliare la presenza di tre legioni in Gallia con I’affermazione comprovata da
Livio e da Polibio secondo cui al Trebbia i Romani avrebbero schierato quattro
legioni e non cinque'’.

Non ¢ tuttavia necessario operare una scelta netta tra le due diverse versioni
presentate dalla critica moderna. Esiste infatti la possibilita di conciliare le posi-
zioni degli studiosi avvalorando la presenza in Gallia di tre legioni prima dell’ar-
rivo di Annibale in Italia senza che essa entri per forza in contrasto con il conteg-
gio delle legioni che combatterono al fiume Trebbia.

In primo luogo, va osservato che sebbene Livio ricordi 1’assegnazione al
fronte gallico di un esercito forte di due legioni di cittadini romani gia all’ini-
zio dell’anno consolare 218/7, cid non significa necessariamente che tale forza
fu inviata subito nella regione. Livio riporta qui quella che era I’intenzione ori-
ginaria del Senato, che sarebbe diventata effettiva solo dopo il completamento
della leva (il dilectus)'®. Tl reclutamento fu condotto dai consoli, i quali precedet-
tero, per ovvie ragioni (su cui torneremo a breve), ad arruolare per prime le for-
ze destinate alle loro campagne, e cio¢ le due legioni che dovevano servire sot-
to Ti. Sempronio in Sicilia e poi in Africa (e che possiamo designare come I e II
legione)" e le due legioni che dovevano combattere Annibale in Spagna (e che
nomineremo III e IV legione). Solo a quel punto il console Scipione avrebbe do-
vuto procedere con I’arruolamento delle forze destinate alla Gallia (Ia V e la VI
legione)®. Sempre all’inizio dell’anno il Senato decise pero, secondo quanto ri-
corda Polibio, di portare a compimento la fondazione delle colonie di Piacenza
e Cremona?'. Fu probabilmente in questo momento che si decise di inviare nel-

17 Krotz cit., p. 49 cerca di superare questa aporia ipotizzando che I’esercito di C. Atilio Ser-
rano non fosse costituito da un’intera legione, ma solo da un supplementum atto a rimpol-
pare i ranghi delle due legioni gia presenti in Gallia. Una correzione che tuttavia forza in
modo eccessivo la testimonianza delle fonti, soprattutto quella liviana.

18 Vd. gia BrRuNT cit., p. 646.

19 Sempronio Longo fu infatti il primo magistrato a lasciare Roma. Cfr. Arthur M. ECKSTEIN,
«Two Notes on the Chronology of the Hannibalic War», RAM 136 (1983), pp. 255-272.

20 In generale per ’ornatio provinciarum e la scansione temporale dei provvedimenti vo-
tati nella seduta del Senato con cui si apriva generalmente 1’anno consolare vd. da ulti-
mo David RAFrERTY, Provincial Allocations in Rome. 123-52 BCE, Franz Steiner Verlag,
Stuttgart, 2019.

21 Polyb.3.40.11.
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la regione anche il pretore L. Manlio Vulsone, che prese il comando della forza
gia presente in Gallia, vale a dire la ‘quarta legione’ composta dai veterani del-
la campagna illirica e che verosimilmente era stata lasciata 11 dai consoli del 219
per proteggere la deduzione delle nuove colonie*. Fu questa forza ad essere at-
taccata dai Galli all’inizio dell’estate del 218 e a venire assediata nella localita
di Tanneto: un attacco che a sua volta costrinse il Senato a inviare in soccorso
del pretore L. Manlio Vulsone un forte esercito, composto, come ricorda Polibio,
da entrambe legioni che Scipione aveva appena arruolato per la sua campagna, e
cioe laIll e la IV legione®.

In Gallia si vennero quindi a trovare tre legioni: la ‘quarta legione’ del 219 e
legioni Il e IV del 218. Queste legioni furono poi prelevate dal console Scipione
una volta sbarcato a Pisa di ritorno dall’infruttuosa spedizione contro Annibale
presso la foce del fiume Rodano®. Se le forze arruolate in quell’anno (cio¢ la IIT
e la IV legione) dovevano presentare dei ranghi completi — dal momento che il
pretore C. Atilio Serrano non si era dovuto scontrare con i Galli, che avevano ab-
bandonato I’assedio di Tanneto prima del suo arrivo — lo stesso non puo dirsi del-
la ‘quarta legione’ composta dai veterani della campagna illirica. In primo luogo

22 Probabilmente sotto il comando di uno dei pretori del 219. A questo proposito, non mi sen-
to di accettare la ricostruzione prosopografica proposta da BRENNAN, cit., p. 96, che vede
proprio in L. Manlio Vulsone uno dei pretori del 219, il cui imperium sarebbe stato proro-
gato all’inizio del 218 per continuare a pattugliare I’area gallica. Tale ipotesi genera infatti
una lunga serie di problemi legati tanto alla terminologia di Polibio e Livio — che si riferi-
scono a L. Manlio Vulsone, nel 218, con termini che fanno chiaramente intendere che egli
ricoprisse una magistratura e non una promagistratura — quanto alla stessa composizione
del collegio pretorio del 218. Cfr. Michele BeLLomo, Il comando militare a Roma nell’eta
delle guerre puniche (264-201 a.C.), Franz Steiner Verlag, Stuttgart, 2019, pp. 150-152.
Questa ricostruzione permette inoltre di conciliare il testo di Polibio con quello di Livio in
merito all’ornatio provinciarum. E ciog possibile che il Senato, pur destinando alla Gallia
ben due legioni per I’anno 218, avesse comunque deciso di mantenere in armi una delle
legioni dell’anno precedente per dar cosi modo ai nuovi consoli di arruolare per prime le
truppe destinate alle loro campagne. Solo una volta completata questa prima fase del di-
lectus si sarebbe dovuto procedere alla leva delle due legioni da inviare in Gallia sotto il
comando di L. Manlio Vulsone.

23 Polyb. 3.40.14; Liv. 21.26.2. E vero che entrambi gli autori si riferiscono in seguito alle
forze sotto il comando dei due pretori come composte da uomini inesperti € appena arruo-
lati, ma questo non entra direttamente in contrasto con 1’idea che tra queste truppe si tro-
vassero anche dei ‘veterani’ (vd. EcksTEIN Chronology cit., p. 271, nt. 41 con ulteriore bi-
bliografia). In seguito alle perdite subite nei pressi d Tanneto, essi dovevano infatti ormai
costituire una forza abbastanza esigua. Cfr. infra.

24 Polyb. 3.56.6; Liv. 21.39.3; Appian. Hann. 5.
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non possiamo essere certi del fatto che tutti i quattromila uomini che originaria-
mente componevano questa legione fossero stati inviati in Gallia, perché bisogna
considerare le perdite subite durante quella campagna. In secondo luogo, tale le-
gione aveva dovuto subire I’attacco dei Galli all’inizio del 218, e sebbene le fon-
ti (sempre Polibio e Livio) non forniscano i numeri esatti delle perdite romane
in quella circostanza, esse fanno comunque intendere che furono abbastanza gra-
vi e, seppur non in quantita tale da comportare il completo annientamento della
legione, di certo sufficienti a ridurne notevolmente i ranghi?®. E possibile che in
un periodo compreso tra il suo ritorno in Italia e la battaglia del flume Trebbia
Scipione abbia deciso di redistribuire i superstiti della legione del 219 tra le legio-
ni del 218, andando a costituire due legioni ‘forti’ ciascuna di cinquemila fanti®.

Tale redistribuzione trova del resto conferma indiretta nel calcolo dei fanti ro-
mani che, almeno secondo Livio, combatterono al Trebbia. Lo storico patavino
parla infatti di 18000 legionari, un numero abbastanza anomalo, che non si con-

’27_Ma tale numero

cilia né con una forza di quattro né di cinque legioni ‘normali
corrisponde invece se si suppone che esso riportasse la presenza di due legioni
‘normali’ — quelle che il console Ti. Sempronio Longo aveva portato dalla Sicilia
(2x4000=8000 uomini) — e di due legioni ‘forti’, quelle che Scipione aveva creato

attraverso una redistribuzione dei suoi effettivi (2x5000=10000 uomini).

E vero che Polibio afferma che I’esercito romano che combatté al Trebbia era

25 Polibio (3.40.12), parla di «molti Romani uccisi» (moAoVg dréxntervay tdv Popainv).
11 testo di Livio (21.25.8-26.2) presenta purtroppo una lacuna proprio in corrispondenza
del numero dei caduti nella prima imboscata, e lo storico patavino si limita a riferire che
durante un secondo attacco i Romani persero altri 700 uomini. GOLDSWORTHY cit. p. 152
ipotizza un totale di 1.2000 caduti.

26 L’obiezione di WALBANK, cit., p. 357, «nor were Manlius’ losses sufficient to eliminate
one legion» non ¢ a mio avviso applicabile, in quanto se i superstiti della legione del 219
fossero stati forse troppo numerosi per essere distribuiti in due legioni ‘normali’, di cer-
to essi avrebbero potuto trovare posto in due legioni ‘forti’. Tra 1’altro la manovra di Sci-
pione presentava il vantaggio di unire a due legioni ‘inesperte’ uomini che avevano gia
maturato una certa esperienza sul campo. Sappiamo inoltre da un successivo passo di Li-
vio (22.33.7-8, su cui si tornera piu avanti) che tra gli uomini posti sotto il comando di L.
Manlio si era verificato un ammutinamento. Lo scioglimento della legione poteva quindi
servire anche a spezzarne I’unita e a debellare sul nascere ulteriori tentativi di rivolta.

27 Liv. 21.55.4. Cfr. DE SancTis cit., p. 88, che tuttavia pensa a un errore di un amanuense
sul testo originario di Livio, che avrebbe riportato la corretta cifra di 16.000 uomini, cor-
rispondenti a 4 legioni.
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formato da 16000 fanti romani*, ma in questo caso lo storico non sembra basarsi
su una cifra riportata dalle sue fonti, ma da un calcolo personale: trovando che i
Romani avevano affrontato Annibale, in quella battaglia, con quattro legioni e sa-
pendo che normalmente una legione era composta da 4000 fanti romani Polibio
fu portato a credere, erroneamente a mio avviso, che il numero totale di legionari
romani in questa occasione fosse stato di 16000.

Aporie nella ‘grande strategia’ romana

Tale ricostruzione dei provvedimenti presi in rapida successione dal Senato
nella tarda primavera del 218, oltre a fare chiarezza su una questione partico-
larmente intricata, risulta altresi fondamentale per comprendere appieno alcune
aporie presenti nella ‘grande strategia’ romana: stabilito che il Senato, all’inizio
del 218, avesse previsto di mantenere in armi parte degli eserciti arruolati I’anno
precedente e di sorvegliare con queste forze il confine gallico, rimangono infat-
ti alcuni quesiti che aspettano risposte. In primo luogo, verrebbe da chiedersi per
quale motivo a tale compito fosse stata destinata solo una parte (a quanto pare ab-
bastanza ridotta) degli ex eserciti consolari. Che il fronte settentrionale necessi-
tasse di un fermo controllo militare, soprattutto alla luce di un piu che probabile
nuovo conflitto punico, doveva essere noto a Roma, ormai, dalla fine dell’esta-
te del 219, quando cio¢ era giunta in citta notizia che Annibale, incurante degli
avvertimenti romani, aveva attaccato Sagunto. Se gia la spedizione in Illiria era
stata compiuta per pacificare 1’altra sponda dell’ Adriatico in previsione dell’im-
minente scontro con Cartagine, ancor di pitt doveva essere avvertita 1’esigenza
di pattugliare in modo adeguato I’area settentrionale della penisola italica, che
ospitava popolazioni contro cui Roma si era ferocemente battuta solo pochi anni
prima. In secondo luogo, ancora piu sorprendente appare la decisione, all’inizio
del 218, di non rafforzare adeguatamente questo confine, soprattutto dal momen-
to che dovevano essere ormai ben noti i contatti avviati da Annibale con Boi e
Insubri e la possibilita che con lo scoppio delle ostilita questi ultimi decidessero
di unirsi ai Cartaginesi®”. Per quale motivo i senatori — ¢ ancor pilt nello specifi-
co i consoli — non si premurarono di inviare subito a nord gli uomini appena ar-

28 Polyb.3.72.11.
29 Per questi contatti vd. Liv. 21.16.5.
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ruolati nel dilectus e preferirono invece destinarli alla campagna in Sicilia, la cui
realizzazione dipendeva anche e soprattutto dal mantenimento della pace all’in-
terno della penisola?*

1l background politico: dibattiti in Senato e un’accattivante campagna
elettorale

Per rispondere a questi quesiti bisogna prima di tutto chiarire alcuni aspetti re-
lativi alla cronologia dello scoppio della seconda guerra punica e ai dibattiti tenu-
tisi in Senato in merito all’opportunita o meno di dare avvio a un nuovo conflitto
con Cartagine. Come ¢ noto, le fonti sono particolarmente discordanti riguardo
alla scansione temporale di alcuni eventi fondamentali che portarono all’inizio
del conflitto: una confusione frutto, evidentemente, di un’intenzionale manipola-
zione operata dagli annalisti al fine di giustificare I’ atteggiamento poco chiaro te-
nuto da Roma soprattutto nei confronti della citta di Sagunto. In particolar modo,
la storiografia romana sembra aver voluto tacere 1’esistenza di dibattiti all’inter-
no del Senato nei mesi in cui la citta iberica fu messa sotto assedio da Annibale:
Polibio, che recepisce qui — con ogni probabilita — la versione messa subito in cir-
colo da Fabio Pittore, tace sugli avvenimenti di questo periodo, mentre sappiamo
che altre fonti schiacciavano la cronologia degli eventi in modo da ridurre i tempi
d’inazione del Senato®'.

E tuttavia ¢ invece del tutto plausibile postulare 1’esistenza di accese discus-
sioni all’interno della Curia, non solo perché risulta naturale pensare che esistes-
sero diverse posizioni in merito alla questione saguntina (e punica), ma soprattut-
to perché traccia di queste discussioni ¢ rimasta nella narrazione, seppur confusa,
di Livio™. Lo storico patavino ricorda, infatti, pur collocandola cronologicamente

30 EcksteIN Chronology cit., p. 271, nt. 41 suggerisce ’ipotesi che la decisione di destinare
le legioni di Scipione al fronte gallico fosse stata gia presa in primavera, insieme con quel-
la di portare a compimento e fortificare immediatamente le due nuove colonie di Piacen-
za e Cremona. Tuttavia, le fonti sono concordi nell’indicare che I’invio in Cisalpina degli
uomini arruolati originariamente per 1’esercito di Scipione rappresentod un provvedimento
eccezionale e non in linea con 1’originaria organizzazione delle truppe.

31 Per una completa e sistematica raccolta delle fonti relative allo scoppio della guerra vd.
Hovos cit., pp. 219-259.

32 Per un inquadramento generale sull’attendibilita di questo dibattito vd. Howard Hayes
ScuLLARD, Roman Politics. 220-150 B.C., Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1951, pp. 40—
41; WALBANK cit., p. 332; CassoLa cit., pp. 275-278; Fergus MILLAR, A Study of Cassius
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all’inizio del 218, una discussione sorta in Senato all’indomani dell’arrivo della
notizia che Annibale aveva attaccato Sagunto. Una contesa che porto alla forma-
zione di tre opinioni: la prima, che rivendicava la necessita di dichiarare imme-
diatamente guerra a Cartagine e di predisporre subito 1’invio di due eserciti con-
solari, uno in Africa, I’altro in Spagna; la seconda, che pur sposando I’idea di di-
chiarare aperte le ostilita sosteneva la possibilita di inviare tutte le forze nella pe-
nisola iberica; la terza, che suggeriva invece di tentare un’ultima mediazione at-
traverso ’invio di un’ambasceria presso il generale cartaginese. Alla fine, chiude
Livio, fu quest’ultima proposta a ricevere il consenso dell’alta assemblea*. Come
detto, la collocazione di questo dibattito all’inizio dell’anno consolare 218/7 ¢
da rigettare, in quanto appartiene al tentativo, portato avanti da una delle fonti di
Livio*, di condensare tutti gli avvenimenti relativi allo scoppio del conflitto in
pochi mesi onde evitare I’'imbarazzo di giustificare I’'immobilismo mostrato dal
Senato di fronte al prolungato assedio di Sagunto.

Se pero collochiamo questo dibattito, come sembra logico, al principio dell’e-
state dell’anno precedente (219), cio¢ in concomitanza con 1’inizio dell’assalto
portato da Annibale alla citta iberica, ecco che si aprono interessanti prospetti-
ve d’indagine. Secondo le pill verosimili ricostruzioni cronologiche offerte dalla
critica moderna, le notizie relative all’inizio dell’assedio di Sagunto arrivarono a
Roma in un momento in cui i consoli appena entrati in carica, L. Emilio Paolo e
M. Livio Salinatore, erano gia partiti per la guerra in Illiria — che, almeno secondo
la testimonianza di Polibio, il Senato aveva deciso di intraprendere con rapidita

Dio, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1964, pp. 79-83; John RicH, Declaring War in the
Roman Republic in the Period of Transmarine Expansion, Collection Latomus, Bruxelles,
1976, pp. 111-116; Harris cit., pp. 269-270; Briggs L. Twyman, «Polybius and the An-
nalists on the Outbreak and Early Years of the Second Punic War», Athenaeum 65 (1987),
pp- 67-80 (spec. pp. 67-69).

33 Liv. 21.6.6-8: Tunc relata de integro res ad senatum est; alii provincias consulibus His-
paniam atque Africam decernentes terra marique rem gerendam censebant, alii totum in
Hispaniam Hannibalemque intenderant bellum, erant qui non temere movendam rem tan-
tam exspectandosque ex Hispania legatos censerent. Haec sententia, quae tutissima vide-
batur, vicit. Un dibattito & ricordato anche da Appiano (Hisp. 11), secondo cui il Senato si
sarebbe spaccato tra coloro decisi inviare immediatamente soccorsi a Sagunto e coloro che
invece propendevano per una soluzione diplomatica — come in Livio, sarebbero stati que-
sti ultimi a ottenere una maggioranza. Diversamente Cassio Dione (13 frg. 55.2-6, 57.12)
e Zonara (8.22) collocano il dibattito dopo la caduta di Sagunto.

34 Su cui lo storico patavino nutriva comunque dei dubbi. Cfr. Liv. 21.15.3-6.
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proprio per liberare il campo a Oriente in previsione dell’ormai piu che probabile
scoppio di un nuovo conflitto punico®. E questo non ¢ un dettaglio di poco conto.

E gia stato sottolineato, infatti, come la prassi bellica romana imponesse gene-
ralmente di deferire I’inizio di ogni nuovo conflitto all’entrata in carica dei nuo-
vi consoli*: non solo in quanto ad essi, come sommi magistrati dotati di impe-
rium, spettava ‘istituzionalmente’ la conduzione delle pilt importanti operazioni
militari®’, ma soprattutto perché tale ‘cortesia istituzionale’ faceva parte di una
sorta di gentlemen’s agreement — pattuito tra tutti i membri della nobilitas — che
stabiliva che i vincitori delle aspre contese elettorali per 1’elezione al consolato
dovessero vedere ogni anno ricompensati i loro sforzi con un accesso diretto alla
principale fonte di gloria (e di guadagno)*. Tale prassi spiega dunque (almeno in
parte) la decisione presa dal Senato nell’estate del 219 di non intervenire imme-
diatamente in soccorso di Sagunto: non solo appariva in quel momento inconce-
pibile assegnare il comando di tale corpo di spedizione a una figura istituzionale
diversa dai consoli, ma la stessa ipotesi di richiamare uno dei due (o entrambi i)
magistrati impegnati in Illiria per destinarlo(i) alla nuova guerra che si profilava a
occidente appariva poco percorribile®. In questo caso, infatti, il console prescel-
to avrebbe dovuto arruolare un nuovo esercito, affrontare il lungo viaggio verso
la penisola iberica e vincere la tenace resistenza cartaginese, in una sequenza di
eventi che difficilmente si sarebbe potuta completare prima della scadenza della
sua magistratura®. E cio, a sua volta, avrebbe voluto dire togliere a uno dei con-

35 Per la cronologia vd. Hoyos cit., pp. 225-226. Per la campagna in Illiria, condotta in pre-
visione dell’imminente conflitto punico, vd. Polyb. 3.16.1-7.

36 Vd.RicH cit., pp. 38-44, 116-118 e Hovos cit. p. 225, nt. 10 con ulteriore bibliografia.

37 Cfr. BELLoMoO cit., pp. 124-127.

38 Secondo Nathan ROSENSTEIN, Aristocratic Values, in Nathan Rosenstein and Robert Mor-
stein Marx (eds.), A Companion to the Roman Republic, Blackwell Publishing, Oxford,
2006, pp. 365-382 (spec. pp. 380-381) proprio il rinnovo annuale di questo ‘patto’ avrebbe
permesso di tenere la competizione nobiliare entro limiti accettabili, permettendo cosi alla
nobilitas, nel suo complesso, di mantenere fermo il suo controllo sullo Stato.

39 Tale ipotesi ¢ stata ventilata da John S. REb, «Problems of the Second Punic War», JRS
3 (1913), pp. 175-196 (spec. p. 184); Hovos cit., pp. 225-226; Adalberto Giovannini, «Le
droit fécial et la déclaration de guerre de Rome a Carthage en 21 8 avant J.-C.», Athe-
naeum 88 (2000), pp. 69-116.

40 Non mi sento quindi di condividere I’opinione di Hovos cit., pp. 196-197, secondo cui una
spedizione condotta via mare avrebbe potuto, nell’ottica dei Romani, aver facilmente ra-
gione di un Annibale ancora intrappolato nell’assedio di Sagunto.
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soli da eleggersi per il 218 la possibilita di porsi a capo di quest’importante cam-
pagna bellica.

Proprio uno sguardo alle elezioni consolari per ’anno 218 aiuta a completa-
re il quadro del dibattito senatorio. Se 1’opportunita di deferire un possibile in-
tervento armato all’entrata in carica dei nuovi magistrati doveva essere sostenuta
da chi richiamava la necessita di adeguarsi alla normale prassi politico-istituzio-
nale, nonché da coloro che spingevano per una soluzione pacifica della contesa
con Annibale (e con Cartagine)*', ancora maggior consenso doveva raccogliere
tra quei senatori che avevano in animo di candidarsi alle future elezioni consola-
ri, e che di certo guardavano con avidita alla possibilita di poter coronare la pro-
pria magistratura con ’inizio di un nuovo, epico conflitto con Cartagine. Fu pro-
babilmente 1’unione tra le ambizioni di questi personaggi e i timori di chi invece
paventava ’inizio di una nuova guerra a formare una momentanea (e alquanto
anomala) maggioranza in Senato in grado di ritardare di qualche mese lo scoppio
delle ostilita e di risolvere il dibattito ricordato da Livio con I’invio di un’amba-
sceria in Spagna e in Africa.

Una risoluzione che oltre a salvare momentaneamente la faccia al Senato, per-
metteva altresi ai ‘falchi’ sostenitori di un ben piu articolato intervento armato di
concentrarsi pienamente sulle future elezioni consolari. E se a questo punto dob-
biamo immaginarci una campagna elettorale particolarmente contesa e combattu-
ta proprio sul tema di un ormai imminente conflitto punico (ancora pitt imminen-
te e inevitabile dopo I’arrivo, probabilmente tra la fine del 219 e I’inizio del 218,
della notizia della caduta di Sagunto), non dobbiamo dimenticarci che a Roma,
in eta repubblicana, un peso determinante nel risolvere queste contese elettorali
era rivestito non tanto dalla potenza delle alleanze nobiliari o dall’estensione del-
le reti clientelari — come si € a lungo sostenuto —, quanto dalla capacita dei singoli
candidati di riuscire a far presa sull’elemento popolare.

E infatti merito della storiografia degli ultimi anni aver riportato I’attenzione
della critica sul carattere prettamente elettorale ed estemporaneo delle alleanze
nobiliari, nonché sulla natura contrattualistica della lotta politica romana, che im-
poneva ai nobili di ricercare e guadagnare continuamente il sostegno dei comuni

41 Obiettivo di questi uomini doveva essere quello di guadagnare tempo e sperare che 1’invio
di un’ambasceria convincesse Annibale, o quantomeno Cartagine, a venire a pit miti con-
sigli prima dell’entrata in carica dei nuovi magistrati.
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cittadini*’. I coinvolgimento dell’elemento popolare doveva inoltre rivestire un
peso ancora maggiore nel III secolo, periodo in cui non solo le differenze econo-
miche tra gli iscritti nelle cinque classi di censo non erano ancora cosi marcate
(e di qui la necessita di raccogliere un pili ampio consenso tra tutte le classi), ma
la stessa fisionomia ed estensione dell’ager Romanus permetteva una partecipa-
zione pill ampia dei cittadini durante le votazioni**. Ora, come ricorda Cicerone,
nelle elezioni consolari i cittadini votavano spesso e volentieri valutando le qua-
lita militari di quelli che sarebbero diventati i loro futuri comandanti e i vantag-
gi che le campagne condotte dai nuovi consoli avrebbero potuto fruttare loro in
quanto future reclute*. E quindi del tutto lecito pensare che i candidati alle ele-
zioni consolari per I’anno 218 cercassero di ottenere il massimo consenso tra gli
elettori puntando proprio sulla prospettiva di un nuovo conflitto punico e sull’e-
ventualita di farsi assegnare dal Senato la conduzione di importanti campagne in
territori in grado di offrire attraenti capacita di guadagno: vale a dire proprio la
Spagna e 1’ Africa®.

42 Per la lunga sopravvivenza della vecchia visione, che concentrava la sua attenzione in mo-
do pressoché esclusivo sulle (pitt 0 meno lunghe e pitt 0 meno stabili) alleanze nobilia-
ri vd. Karl-Joachim HoLkeskamp, «Fact(ions) or Fiction? Friedrich Miinzer and the Aris-
tocracy of the Roman Republic then and now», IJCT 8 (2001), pp. 92-105. Per le critiche
a quest’impostazione e la necessita di prestare attenzione anche ai mezzi con cui i nobili
ricercavano il consenso popolare vd. oltre ai seminali articoli di Fergus MILLAR, raccolti
ora in Rome, the Greek World, and the East, Vol. 1: The Roman Republic and the Augustan
Revolution, The University of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill and London, 2002, pp.
85-182, anche Alexander YAKOBSON, Elections and Electioneering in Rome: A Study in the
Political System of the Late Republic, Franz Steiner Verlag, Stuttgart, 1999.

43 Sul censo minimo delle cinque classi vd. Dominic RATHBONE, «The census qualification of
the assidui and the prima classis», in Heleen Sancisi-Weerdenburg et al. (hsgb.), De Agri-
cultura. In Memoriam Pieter Willem de Neeve (1945-1990), Brill, Amsterdam, 1993, pp.
121-152. Sull’estensione dell’ager Romanus vd. Arnold J. ToYNBEE, L’eredita di Anniba-
le. Roma e I'ltalia prima di Annibale, Vol. 1, Res Gestae, Milano, 2020, p. 185; Daniel J.
GARGOLA, The Shape of the Roman Order. The Republic and its Spaces, The University of
North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill, 2017, p. 117.

44 Cic. Mur. 18.38.

45 Robert M. ErrINGTON, «Rome and Spain before the Second Punic War», Latomus 29
(1970), pp. 25-57 (p. 54) ha suggerito che proprio nel 218 I’inizio dell’anno consolare
fu anticipato al 15 marzo (fino ad allora cadeva nella prima meta di maggio), per meglio
organizzare le campagne militari di quell’anno, che avrebbero cosi potuto pienamente
sfruttare tutti i mesi estivi. Se, come credo, tale interpretazione ¢ corretta, forse essa for-
nisce un’ulteriore giustificazione per 1’ingente investimento elettorale messo in campo dai
candidati al consolato. Cfr. Francisco PiNa PorLo, The Consul at Rome. The Civil Func-
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Una ‘piccola strategia’ politica

Chiarito quindi, oltre a quello cronologico, anche il quadro politico, ci trovia-
mo a questo punto nella posizione di dare risposta alle domande che ci eravamo
posti all’inizio di questo lavoro, e cioe per quale motivo il Senato decise di de-
stinare a protezione del fronte gallico parte degli eserciti del 219 e non penso so-
prattutto di rafforzare questo confine mediante 1’invio immediato dei primi uomi-
ni arruolati all’inizio del 218.

Evidentemente a ostare all’adozione di questi pur ragionevoli provvedimenti
stavano proprio ragionamenti di carattere politico legati alle ambizioni dei conso-
li in carica e a quelle degli uomini che sarebbero andati a comporre i loro eserciti.
Tanto P. Cornelio Scipione quanto Ti. Sempronio Longo si trovavano verosimil-
mente nella condizione di dover in qualche modo ripagare il sostegno popolare
ottenuto nelle recenti elezioni consolari attraverso I’attuazione di due promettenti
campagne di conquista in Spagna e in Africa. Livio ha lasciato ricordo dell’eccita-
zione che attraversd Roma negli istanti immediatamente successivi alla dichiara-
zione di guerra (tarda primavera del 218)*, e sebbene il passo risenta sicuramente
di un abbellimento retorico teso a enfatizzare ancor di pit lo shock provocato po-
chi mesi piu tardi dalle prime sconfitte subite dai consoli per mano di Annibale*’,
di certo esso riflette fedelmente una situazione in cui agli occhi di gran parte della
cittadinanza si profilavano all’orizzonte concrete opportunita di guadagno. Simili
sentimenti avevano del resto rivestito un ruolo fondamentale quarantasei anni pri-
ma, quando i consoli avevano fatto leva proprio sul desiderio di bottino dei sol-
dati per risolvere in loro favore le discussioni avviate in Senato sull’opportunita
o meno di accorrere in soccorso dei Mamertini e dare avvio alle ostilita contro

tions of the Consuls in the Roman Republic, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
2011, pp. 13-15. Vd. perd Hans Beck, Karriere und Hierarchie. Die romische Aristokra-
tie und die Anfinge des cursus honorum in der mittleren Republik, Akademie Verlag, Ber-
lin, 2005, pp. 409-411, secondo cui lo spostamento avvenne in realta alla fine dell’anno
consolare 218/7, come risposta all’invasione annibalica, e Theodor MOMMSEN, Romisches
Staatsrecht, S. Herzel, Leipzig, 1887-8, p. 599, il quale pensava invece che lo spostamento
segui la forzata abdicazione al consolato di C. Flaminio nel 222.

46 Liv. 21.20.9: civitatem omnem in expectationem belli erectam invenerunt, satis constante
fama iam Hiberum Poenos tramisisse.

47 Liv. 21.57.1-4: Romam tantus terror ex hac clade perlatus est ut iam ad urbem Romanam
crederent infestis signis hostem venturum nec quicquam spei aut auxilii esse quo portis
moenibusque vim arcerent.
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Cartagine®®. La necessita di non deludere le aspettative di questa parte della cit-
tadinanza spiega quindi, a mio modo di vedere, tanto la la scelta di dare priorita,
nel dilectus compiuto all’inizio del 218, alle forze da arruolare nell’esercito posto
sotto il comando di Ti. Sempronio Longo per la campagna in Africa (ossia quel-
la strategicamente meno importante, ma politicamente pill ‘necessaria’), quanto
la decisione di destinare alla difesa dei confini con la Gallia Cisalpina parte delle
forze arruolate 1I’anno precedente per la campagna in Illiria®.

48 Polyb. 1.11.1-3. Vd. James TaN, «Booty and the Roman Assembly in 264 BCE», Historia
62 (2013), pp. 417-419; Michele BELLoMO, «Polybius and the Outbreak of the First Punic
War. A Constitutional Issue», SCO 59 (2013), pp. 71-90. Cfr. anche Bruno BLECKMANN,
Die romische Nobilitit im Ersten Punischen Krieg. Untersuchungen zur aristokratischen
Konkurrenz in der Republik, Akademie Verlag, Berlin, 2002, pp. 63-77.

49 Cui andavano aggiunti, non bisogna dimenticarlo, i 12.000 coloni inviati a Piacenza e Cre-
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Anche in merito a quest’ultima questione bisogna infatti tener conto di ragio-
namenti politici legati pero, questa volta, non tanto (o almeno, non solo) alle pro-
spettive di guadagno per un’imminente spedizione, quanto a quelle che ogni sol-
dato si aspettava di ricevere a termine di una campagna. La spedizione in Illiria,
dall’esito senz’altro vittorioso, si era conclusa con la celebrazione del trionfo da
parte dei due consoli®, cui aveva fatto seguito, tuttavia, un episodio abbastanza
spiacevole: uno dei due magistrati, M. Livio Salinatore, era stato processato e
condannato in un giudizio popolare (che coinvolse, non sappiamo in che misu-
ra, anche il suo collega) per non aver distribuito equamente tra i soldati il botti-
no riportato a Roma’'. Non € a questo punto azzardato pensare, a mio avviso, che
proprio la necessita di ricompensare parte della truppa che non aveva ricevuto la
pattuita quota di bottino avesse spinto il Senato a mantenere alcuni degli uomini
sotto le armi con la prospettiva di impegnarli in una nuova campagna — gallica
questa volta — I’anno successivo, o viceversa di includerli in qualche modo nello
schema di distribuzione di terre connesso con la fondazione delle nuove colonie
di Piacenza e Cremona®. Anche in questo caso, una scelta strategica subordinata
a una necessita a politica.

Per concludere, quindi, gli eventi della primavera del 218 dimostrano che se
da una parte 1’aristocrazia senatoria non era incapace, nel suo complesso, di pro-

mona, che potevano comunque offrire valido presidio alla regione, come si vedra nel pro-
sieguo del conflitto punico.

50 Vd. Polyb. 3.19.12 e 4.66.8 (che ricorda pero, per ragioni celebrative, solo L. Emilio Pao-
lo) e Auct. Vir. 1ll. 50.1.

51 Sulla condanna di M. Livio Salinatore vd. Liv. 22.35.3; 27.34.3; 29.37.9; Auct.Vir. Ill.
50.1; Suet. Tib. 3.2; Frontin. Str. 4.1.45. La versione di Frontino, che parla di condanna
quod praedam non aequaliter diviserat militibus, mi sembra da preferire rispetto a quella
dell’ Anonimo autore del De viris illustribus, che parla invece di peculato. Una condanna
collegata a una mancata spartizione del bottino spiega infatti bene la reticenza del collega
di M. Livio, L. Emilio Paolo, anche lui toccato in qualche modo dal processo, a ripresen-
tarsi come candidato alle elezioni consolari per I’anno 216.

52 Liv. 22.33.7-8 ricorda che alla fine del 217 L. Manlio Vulsone dedico un tempio alla dea
Concordia, di cui aveva fatto voto due anni prima nel mezzo di un ammutinamento (in re-
ligionem etiam venit aedem Concordiae, quam per seditionem militarem biennio ante L.
Manlius praetor in Gallia vouisset, locatam ad id tempus non esse). E possibile che il mal-
contento dei soldati, di cui ci parla Livio, risalga all’inizio del 218 e sia da connettere con
gli strascichi delle vicende che avevano portato alla condanna di M. Livio Salinatore — an-
che se ¢ ugualmente possibile postulare che I’ammutinamento sia sorto dopo I’imboscata
subita per mano dei Galli.
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gettare arditi piani strategici, dall’altra questi piani, essendo nella maggior parte
dei casi determinati dalle ambizioni personali delle singole personalita coinvolte,
finivano spesso per essere condizionati, nella loro pratica attuazione, da logiche
prettamente politiche. Queste a loro volta avevano a che fare non soltanto con le
mire dei nobili che si trovavano in quel momento elevati al consolato, ma anche
(e soprattutto) con le aspettative della truppa, di cui ogni uomo politico romano
doveva tener conto. Come ricorda Claude Nicolet, «i soldati sono dei cittadini
che hanno esercitato o si apprestano ad esercitare i diritti politici a Roma» e di
conseguenza «i consoli non devono mai dimenticare che sono dei magistrati di
una citta nella quale il popolo svolge un ruolo importante»>. E proprio il rinno-
varsi annuale di queste ‘piccole strategie’ elettorali e politiche negoziate tra i con-
soli/comandanti e i soldati/elettori, spesso in contrasto o in diretta concorrenza tra
di loro, impediva in ultima istanza, il piu delle volte, la piena e articolata elabora-
zione di una ‘grande strategia’.
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The Sun of Rome is Set:
Memories of the Battle of Cannae

and the Anxieties of Ammianus Marcellinus and Claudian

by KEENAN BACA-WINTERS

ABSTRACT: One of the worst military disasters in the Roman history was the Battle
of Cannae (216 BCE) which occurred in the Second Punic War. The battle left
such an impact with its trauma that any military defeat in the following centu-
ries was comparable to Cannae. Two Roman authors, Ammianus Marcellinus and
Claudian, invoked Hannibal and the Battle of Cannae in their readers’ minds to
impart the defeats and disasters for the later empire. This article examines how
these two men used the memory of Cannae to make sense of a world they believed
was decaying.

Keyworps: BATTLE OF CANNAE, SeEcOND Punic WAR, HANNIBAL, CARTHAGE,
CLAUDIAN, AMMIANUS MARCELLINUS, CULTURAL MEMORY

he Second Punic War (218 BCE-201 BCE), waged by Hannibal against

the Roman Republic, was an event that left its mark upon the Roman

people throughout the centuries; it was war that determined who would
dominate the Mediterranean: Romans of the Italian Peninsula or the Carthagin-
ians of north Africa.! In 218 BCE, in fulfillment of his father Hamilcar’s wishes
to restore Carthaginian pride and prestige after losing to the Romans in the First
Punic War, Hannibal invaded Italy by marching the Carthaginian army across the
Alps and laid waste to the peninsula over the next 17 years. Years after the war
had ended, King Antiochus III (r. 222 BCE-187 BCE) asked Hannibal why he
hated the Romans. Hannibal related the following anecdote from his youth:

“My father Hamilcar,” said he, “when I was a very little boy, being not
more than nine years old, offered sacrifices at Carthage, when he was go-
ing as commander into Spain, to Jupiter, the best and greatest of gods; and

1 Eve MacDoNaLD, Hannibal: A Hellenistic Life, New Haven: Yale University Press, 2015,
p. 254.
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while this religious ceremony was being performed, he asked me whether
I should like to go with him to camp. As 1 willingly expressed my consent,
and proceeded to beg him not to hesitate to take me, he replied ‘7 will do
so, if you give me the promise which I ask of you.” At the same time, he led
me to the altar at which he began to sacrifice, and, sending the company
away, required me taking hold of the altar, to swear that / would never be in
[friendship with the Romans. This oath, thus taken before my father, I have
so strictly kept even to this day, that no man ought to doubt but that I shall
be of the same mind for the rest of my life.”
This anecdote exemplifies the Roman people’s cultural memory (a common
memory shared among the members of a culture) of Hannibal through the ages: A

man whose hatred for Rome was imprinted on every fiber of his being.?

The Second Punic War was a defining moment in Roman cultural psyche,
because the Romans had faced a man who was forged with an everlasting hatred
of them and who almost succeeded in destroying the Republic. The effects of
Hannibal and the damage he had done to the Romans was so great that when-
ever danger faced the Romans, authors and statesmen summoned the ghost of
Hannibal from the recesses of their cultural memory to impart the importance of
whatever dangers faced the Romans. The senator Cicero, for instance, during the
Roman Civil War (49 BCE-45 BCE), sardonically asked Mark Antony why he
was summoned to the Senate: “What, I ask you, was the reason why I was forced
into the Senate yesterday? Was I alone absent? Or have you not often been in less
number? Hannibal, I fancy, was at the gates.”™

By summoning Hannibal, who by this time had been dead for nearly 200
years, Cicero demonstrates that behind every danger, emergency, trial, and tribu-
lation, the memory of Hannibal and the Second Punic War remained an important
fixture of Roman cultural memory centuries after the fact. Hannibal’s ghost, in
other words, was never truly exorcised from Roman cultural memory, which in
turn has left its mark upon modern scholarship, especially among military histo-
rians such as Theodore Ayrault Dodge, an officer in the American army during

2 Cornelius Nepos, “Lives of Eminent Commanders: Hannibal 23.2,” in Justin, Cornelius
Nepos, and Eutropius, (Trans.) Rev. John Selby Warson, New York: Bohn’s Classical Li-
brary, 1853, p. 418, original emphasis.

3 MacDonaLbp, cit., p. 227.

Cicero Philippic 1 1.5.12, (Trans.) Walter C. A. Ker, Philippics, Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1969, p. 31.
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the American Civil War, who published his study of Hannibal’s tactics in his
1891 book, Hannibal. One hundred years later, in 1981, Ernle Dusgate Shelby, a
former officer in the British military, published a revision of Dodge’s Hannibal,
also titled Hannibal. Recent scholars have focused their scholarly inquiries to the
experience of the common soldier during the Second Punic War, another trend in
scholarship has shifted focus to the effects of Hannibal on other areas of Roman
life. In 1965, Arnold Toynbee published Hannibal’s Legacy: The Hannibalic
War’s Effects on Roman Life. Toynbee’s work focused on how the Second Punic
War altered Roman politics. In 1982, James William Ermatinger published Rome
After Hannibal: Changes in Society and Economics 225-133 B.C. Ermatinger
focused his study on how Hannibal’s invasion altered the agricultural and eco-
nomic practices of the Roman government. While Ermatinger published his work
in the early 1980s, it was not until 2003 that another author published a work
focused upon how the Second Punic War altered the political landscape of the
Mediterranean. Dexter Hoyos’s book, Hannibal’s Dynasty: Power and Politics
in the Western Mediterranean, 247—-183 BC, studied how Hannibal’s aristocratic
Carthaginian family shaped and altered politics in Carthage and in Roman in the
Mediterranean world. Finally, in 2015, Eve MacDonald published Hannibal: A
Hellenistic Life, in which she explores the milieu Hannibal’s life and cultures,
and the effects that Hannibal had on Roman society centuries after his death.
MacDonald also expertly surveys Hannibal’s presence in modern culture. This
brief historiography is not meant to be exhaustive, but rather to demonstrate the
fascination that historians have had with Hannibal. This article utilizes cultural
memory studies to untangle how Romans (or at least a range of elite historians)
were trying to say about their own identity as a people when reflecting on the
Second Punic War.

Indeed, the Romans’ memory of Hannibal was one of the many ways in which
Roman identity was shaped,” and repeating the story throughout time — tales of

5 MacDoNALD, cit., pp. 229-236. For the binding of a culture through a common cultural
memory, see Jens BROCKMEIER, Remembering and Forgetting: Narrative as Cultural Mem-
ory, Culture and Psychology 8, 15 (2002), p. 18; Jeffrey K. Orick; Joyce RoBBINs, Social
Memory Studies: ‘From Collective Memory’ to the Historical Sociology of Mnemonic
Practices, Annual Review of Sociology 24 (1998), p. 133; Eviatar ZERUBAVEL, Time Maps:
Collective Memory and the Social Shape of the Past, Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2003, pp. 4-5.
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Roman bravery against the marauding Carthaginian being passed down, parent
to child, over and over again all over the Roman world — helped solidify that
identity.® This paper examines how two Roman authors, Ammianus Marcellinus
and Claudian, who respectively lived in the late fourth to early fifth centuries CE,
remembered the Second Punic War and how these recollections demonstrated the
anxiety they felt about the state of affairs of the Roman world at that time. These
authors had a collective cultural memory of Hannibal from which they could
draw to make their audiences understand the problems that faced their age.

Particularly, Ammianus and Claudian drew upon their shared memory of the
Battle of Cannae (216 BCE). Hannibal effectively destroyed an entire Roman
field army and caused terror in the city of Rome itself when he marched upon it
after the battle. The relationship between violence that a people endured and the
construction of cultural memory is an intimate one, which is why authors over
the centuries would ruminate over narrative memories of Punic war violence.’
While the Romans eventually triumphed over Hannibal when the consul Scipio
Africanus invaded North Africa and repaid the Carthaginians blood for blood
for Hannibal’s invasion at the Battle of Zama (204 BCE), the sting of defeat at
Cannae never left Roman cultural identity. Cannae is not unlike other instances
of violence that other ethnic groups have used to form national identities. Across
time and space, different groups of people all over the world use the memory of
violence to construct their ethnic identities.

For example, some Chinese people remember the Rape of Nanking inflicted
by the Japanese during the Second World War as a way to foster national identity.
To this day, some Chinese harbor anti-Japanese sentiment due to the refusal of the
Japanese to apologize for committing the Rape of Nanking.? What is more, how
the Chinese people have remembered the Rape of Nanking changed over time
as the Chinese used Nanking differently during different parts of their history,

6 D. Vance SwmitH, Irregular Histories: Forgetting Ourselves, New Literary History 28,
2 (Spring 1997), p. 164.

7 See Paul RicoEUR, Time and Narrative, Kathleen McLAuGHLIN and David PELLAUER (Trans.
and Ed.), Time and Narrative, 1 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1983), 74-75:
“The whole history of suffering cries out for vengeance and calls for narrative.”

8 For more information, see Mark EykHoLr, Aggression, Victimization, and Chinese Histo-
riography of the Nanjing Massacre, in Joshua A. FoceL (Ed.), The Nanjing Massacre in
History and Historiography, Berkeley: University of California Press, 2000, pp. 26-27.
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much like how the Romans recalled Cannae differently over the centuries after
the battle, as we will see.” Additionally, certain Serbians in the early 1990s used
the memory of the Ottoman invasions of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries to
justify the mass murder of Muslims in the Balkans.'” For some ethnic groups, the
past is still palpable in the present, and the people in these groups live with that
past everyday of their lives.

The Roman people were not different. The battle of Cannae, in particular, held
a special place in the cultural memory of the Roman people. The Romans not
only remembered Cannae as a horrible defeat, but they also recalled the manner
in which Roman soldiers died in battle. In the centuries after that gruesome event,
the memory of the Carthaginian army’s slaughter of thousands upon thousands
of Roman soldiers loomed large. The heaps of dead bodies at Cannae provided
Roman authors with a measuring stick as a way to gauge the severity of a ca-
tastrophe. Furthermore, any major military defeat was a reminder of the disaster
at Cannae, and the Battle of Adrianople (378 CE) was a particularly unpleasant
reminder of the fact that at times, the Roman war machine could be brought to its
knees. Adrianople was the first indication that not all was right in the later Roman
Empire; it suggested that something was wrong and showed the entire world that
something was changing.

Time as a Flat Circle: Cannae Revisited

The origins of Adrianople are as simple as they are tragic: Hunnic pressure on
the eastern frontier forced Gothic refugees into the Roman Empire. The Romans
took Gothic children as hostages and did not feed the other refugees.!' The Goths,

9 See Daqing Yang, The Malleable and the Contested: The Nanjing Massacre in Postwar
China and Japan, in T. Funrani, Geoffry M. WHITE, and Lisa YoNeEyama (Eds.), Perilous
Memories: The Asia-Pacific War(s), Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2001, pp. 54-59.

10 For the link between memories of alleged Ottoman and Albanian atrocities against Chris-
tian Serbs to justify ethnic cleansing of Serbian Muslims, see Michael SeLLs, Religion,
History, and Genocide in Bosnia-Herzegovina, in G. Scott Davis (Ed.), Religion and the
War Over Bosnia, New York: Routledge, 1996, pp. 24-37.

11 Ammianus Marcellinus Res Gestae 31.3.8; 31.4.10-11, J. C. RoLrE (Ed. and Trans.), Res
Gestae, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1958. See also Zosimus, A New History,
(Ed. and Trans.) Ronald T. Ridley, Sydney: Australian Association of Byzantine Studies,
1982, 4.20.5-7, although Zosimus labeled the Goths as Scythians; David S. PoTTER, The
Roman Empire at Bay: AD 180-395, London: Routledge, 2004, pp. 530-532; for the Huns
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with their backs to the wall, went on a rampage in desperation, with drastic con-
sequences for the Romans. The resulting uprising led to the Battle of Adrianople,
in which the eastern emperor Valens (r. 364-378) died along with two-thirds of
imperial army in the east,'? with the victorious Goths attempting to march upon
Constantinople, the capital of the eastern Roman Empire."? Adrianople was such
a shock to the Romans that Julius, the “commander-in-chief of the troops beyond
the Taurus,” sent a letter to his commanders ordering them to assassinate any
Goths whom they held as hostage as revenge for the Roman defeat at Adrianople;
these commanders executed the order immediately.'" Such was the desire for re-
venge that the Romans had toward the Goths after Adrianople that the Romans
resorted to murdering children. The writer Ammianus Marcellinus (325 CE-400
CE) had the following to say about the aftermath of the battle: “The annals re-
cord no such massacre of a battle except the one at Cannae.” '* Adrianople se-
verely weakened Roman imperial power in the east, but what is more important
here is the image that Ammianus was invoking in his audience’s mind one word,
“Cannae,” to which he compared Adrianople. Ammianus had a reason to use this
word; he had a purpose in recalling this battle from the mists of time. What, then,
was Cannae? Let us examine the battle in detail.

The Battle of Cannae began when the Carthaginians captured the town of
Cannae, the citadel of which stored provisions for the Roman army. The Roman
Senate dispatched the consuls Lucius Aemilius Paulus and Gaius Terentius Varro
to recapture the town from Hannibal. Each consul had command of the army on
alternate days. On Varro’s turn at command, Hannibal created a carefully de-

pushing the Goths into the Roman Empire: 1028; Mehmet YiLmazara, Notes on the Res
Gestae and Historiographical Views Towards the Battle of Adrianople (378 A.D.), Journal
of Ancient History and Archeology 5.3 (2018), p.28.

12 Alexander SaraNTIs, Waging War in Late Antiquity, in Alexander SArRANTIs and Neil CHRis-
TIE (Eds.) War and Warfare in Late Antiquity: Current Perspectives, 8.2, Leiden, Boston,
Koln: Brill, 2010, p. 61; David ROHRBACHER, The Historians of Late Antiquity, New York:
Routledge, 2002, p. 4.

13 Ammianus Marcellinus cit. 31.13.12, 18, 31.16.4; John MAtrTHEWS, The Roman Empire of
Ammianus, London: Duckworth, 1989, pp. 300-301; ROHRBACHER, cit., p. 210.

14 Ammianus Marcellinus cit. 31.16.8, in Rolfe, p. 503; Michael P. SpeipiL, The Slaughter of
Gothic Hostages after Adrianople, Hermes 126,4 (1998), p. 505; A. H. M. JonEs, The Lat-
er Roman Empire 284-602: A Social and Economic Survey, Norman: University of Okla-
homa Press, 1964, p. 154.

15 Ammianus Marcellinus cit. 31.13.19, in RoLFE, p. 483.
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signed ruse. Hannibal left his camp open and full of riches and ordered his army
to leave everything but their weapons in their tents and to retreat over a ridge
outside of Cannae to wait for the Roman army to swarm the town.'® The ultimate
goal of Hannibal was to ambush the Romans when they would have been busy
plundering the camp. The Roman army was restive due to the lack of activity in
the Carthaginian camp and desired to plunder the camp because they believed the
Carthaginians had deserted it. Varro then sent forth a mission to reconnoiter the
situation.'” The reconnaissance team reported to the consuls that Hannibal had set
a trap to ambush the Romans."®

Immediately after receiving this news, Paulus and Varro had different opin-
ions on the proper course of action. Varro wanted to dispatch the army to plunder
the Carthaginian camp because he did not believe that Hannibal was actually
deceiving the Romans. Paulus wanted to delay any attack on the town because
the sacred fowls refused to eat their feed, which to him was an ill omen."” Varro
acquiesced with Paulus’s point of view when two Roman slaves who escaped
from the Carthaginians reported that the Carthaginian army awaited them on the
other side of the ridge. Hannibal, after he discovered that his attempt to deceive
the Romans to march into an ambush had failed, immediately set the same decep-
tion into play. Hannibal ordered his soldiers to build a camp where they waited
on the other side of the ridge and abandoned the new camp in the same manner
as the previous one. Then again, the scout reported that Hannibal had abandoned
camp. This time, Varro and the rest of the soldiers’ point of view won out, and,
according to Livy (59 BCE-17 CE), “they set forward, under the urge of destiny,
to make Cannae famous for the calamity which befell the Romans.”* The Roman
army then marched into the Carthaginian camp.

16 Livy History of Rome 22.41.7, B. O. Foster (Trans.), History of Rome (1929; repr., Cam-
bridge Harvard University Press, 2001).

17 Livy cit. 22.42 4.

18 Livy cit.22.42.5.

19 Livy cit. 22.42.8. When a Roman consul went on a military campaign, he brought with him
sacred chickens. Before a battle commenced, the keeper of the sacred chickens would feed
them; if the chickens ate the food with alacrity, then the Romans considered that the battle
would go in the Romans’ favor. If the chickens refused their food, that was considered a
bad omen and was prescient of a Roman defeat, as in this case before the Battle of Cannae.

20 Livy cit. 22.43.8-10, in Foster, p. 345.
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The ensuing battle was a massacre of the Romans.?' The Carthaginian cavalry
defeated the Roman cavalry on either side of the Roman infantry, enclosing the
Roman infantry in the center, like a closing pincer.”? The Carthaginians at Cannae
“assail[ed] the Romans from behind and striking at their backs and hamstrings,
effected a great slaughter and confusion” that resulted in “forty-five thousand five
hundred thousand” Roman dead, according Livy.? The consul Aemilius Paulus
died there along with 80 members of the senate.* The violence at Cannae was
an indelible image burned into the collective memory of the Roman people, and
this is the image that Ammianus wanted to invoke in his readers’ mind when he
compared Adrianople to Cannae. Again, Livy:

There lay those thousands upon thousands of Romans, foot and horse
indiscriminately mingled... Here and there amidst the slain there started up
a gory figure whose wounds had begun to throb with the chill of dawn, and
was cut down by his enemies; some lay there still alive, with thighs and
tendons slashed, baring their necks and throats and bidding their conquer-
ors drain the remnant of their blood. Others were found with their heads
buried in holes dug in the ground. They had apparently made these pits for
themselves, and heaping the dirt over their faces shut off their breath.”

Livy continued, “Never, save when the city had been captured, was there such
terror and confusion within the walls of Rome” that the decemviri (Roman high
priests) allowed the rite of Ceres to lapse because “a single matron who was not
bereaved” remained to perform the rite.?

Ammianus also desired to invoke in his readers’ mind the fear, terror, and des-

21 For an up-to-date survey of the Battle of Cannae, see MAcCDONALD, cit., pp. 128-134.

22 Livy cit. 22.47 8.

23 Livy cit. 22.48.4-5,49.15 in FosTER, p. 363.

24 Livy cit. 22.49.13.

