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sbory evenit

of Antony, Cleopatra and the Battle of Achum
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evidence from warships that parbapabec
hough, this iime, we do not claim o have found any

1 BOWS Of Antony s Argest ships
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have recovered direct evidence fro

|
d i One ol thie most |::||l-'-.".||:! MOnuments ok

This evidence 15 preseri
the Augustan Age—a memorial built on the site of Octavian's personal
camp bo commemaorate the victory over Antony and I.'l-.'-:'!'h:'.:-l in the
Actian War. It 15 our hope that the |||I!-":|.|':- ns of this monument and
CAreily GeDatedc 1N tne Yy

the information that it preserves will be

0 COmE

For this redSon, wi have chosen o err on the side of l."'-.i'-:'-.!'l."‘:-\.‘-. raal
than caution in presenting our results. Considenng the long history
which was onginally discovered in 1913), and the &

this monument




OCTAVIAN'S CAMPSITE MEMORIAL

scholars know of its existence, we believe it important to publish

S 0 O ITVESTIEatIons -.|II|.':~«..‘-\.. This SR |'l'|'I|'.'.'.:“:|_- o a
Comprenensnne consideration of the monumenti i light of every study
ik 5

dealing with -‘-.!_:-;l_;:-l;:-h_

gustan architecture or the Battle of Actium
since the literature on these s 45 15 vast, complex and growing at a
fast pace, we thought it best to publish our results juEckly so that others
!1'|I_|:|'|| debate the evidence, We Illl".ll:'\.:lq' aller report 1n a
hounmalit "|.|I"--!..||I-.:::'|_:: 3 > Just inetiating the long
analysis rather than composing the definitive work on the subiject
Cver the vears that we have worked si OT togrether at the site, our
wiork has received the Benerous support of the Athens Archaeological
=0ociely, the Am ] miosophucal Society, the University of South
Flornda, the Demo 1, and the American School of Classical
tudies at Athens.? This bo would mot have been possible without
their help. We express here our sincere thanks to the Greek Archaeo

gical Service for permission bo work at the site: to E. Linder and

foue |"'|".':II'\1'-I-\.|I| o study the "'--'iI||| ram: Lo I ] womson and [.]

Coates for iding 1 ith = ic details about the trireme replica

05, measurements and a cross
25, We also record our sincere
us to mention here, who
réesgarch in Greece and America.

FOOess of composibion, certain friends and colleagues have
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thank ].R. Steffy, L. Casson, F.5. Kleiner, R.S. Carter. and an anonv
msug reader who reviewed the manuseriot for I.5. Brill. Altk ough we
obviously take full responsibili y for thy rors that remain in the text,

it i an that many errors have been avoided by thieir th
comments. Une must not constr 115 -wlp however, as an indication
eviery opinion thal appears in this book, All errors

nethod remain the responsibility of the authors
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drawn and the photos printed. For numerous reasons known best to
each one of us, we dedicate this book with love and affection by o
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I: Introduction (cf. Fig. 1)

i1 "51,'51||,'11'|'|_‘q'r 2 31 B.C.. East met West in the last ||.':.le.|: naval
battle of antiquity. Mark Antony, Cleopatra and Octavian
played the pivotal roles in a drama that has been retold count-
less times by historians, playwrights and poets.' Although the precise
details of the battle fought off Cape Actium are open (o debate, there
is no doubt about the battle’s effect on the subsequent course of Western
history. In the succeeding years, Actium’s victor, Octavian, evolved from
a |{-'.'-:|-|||I.'.|.l:'|.'|r'. leader i|'|||..l a masterly stabesman=—one who was actually
able to r4_-||,:1.'|,'||.|:1-.=|r'||_| rieform the shattered Roman state. His '1|,|||l|,'r-.|'.|.-.
successes earned him the name Augustus, the praise of his contempo-
raries, and the admiration of future generations for whom he was the
first in a long line of Eoman emperors.? Because of the importance
accorded to the Actian War by every account that chronicles this period
it seems likely that Augusius considered this to be the crucial event in
his final rise to power. As Dio observed at the beginning of his fifty-first
book, Cctavian's monarchy began after his victory at Actium
Partly because of Actium’s importance to Augustus, partly because of
thie high drama involved, and partly because it represents the last major
ancient sea battle, historians have tried [or a centur y to reconsiruct what
“really happened.” Their efforts, unfortunately, have been hampered
by the nature of our spurces |.'|‘I. information. In the vears ||!'.'!"i'll.'i.|||5".1.'|'l-'

I’l."ll{!'.'l“.'lj: tIII_' I_?,_It”l_' "'|'.I_|; I_I'-ll.:l"h .IIII_E I"::"\- :(Ill!l'r-".'-l'!"- |_::|||'|'-r|:'.:'n. |.11""-l! T'.I"'I'n.!

the conflict to their advantage as a herpic struggle between forces of
unequal size, patriotism and resolve. And although there is undoubtedly
some truth to these accounts, many of the elaborate details are 50 ob-
vipusly false that doubt is cast on the straightforward portions of the
narrative. Some scholars have even argued that our most detailed ac-
counts should be rejected altogether® For this reason, histordans must
niertwining stores of Antony, Octavian and Cleopatsa e Captured the
oo e I Y arscE AR Bl o
1540 it has been calculated that Cleopatra was
OMETAS ATHE o i ler's work cifed 1n VoLEsas
enduring skry was broug he tecentieth contury by Bernard Shaw's i

& akbembio

o L : g adt
£ wikh AlgiEsiiis

oy

CrER 1984 and 1985; «
. . i .
» o] part. the svlemod CORbemsorany Wil OrAICES MO Cornneciied

rative, and the facts preserve 1% Evislemod are open ierpretation: Hon Epad
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resort o non-literary evidence to supplement and modify the surviv
wrilben accounts

It 15 in this particular context that we offer a “new” piece of evidence

concerning the Battle of Actium. MNear the gite of the final battle. at the

exact place where he had placed his command post, Octavian con-

structed a war memorial to commemorate his victory. Vestiges of the
moanument survive to this day near omyrioula;, a small .'\ul_.:.;'li.ll b of modern
Preveza, Though few scholars know of the site’s existence, and even
fewer of its Tull significance, here preserved in stone, lie amazing new
clues from a battle that redirected the course of Western history. In order
to appreciate fully the monument’s intended purpose, and to understand
thae I EsLCE O thie new evidence it Preserves, wie should begin our analysis
with the '~II:"'-5'-'iII:.:_ historical tradifion (whether it is r|!I.:.|.'.' or not) con-
cerning the battle and its aftermath.*

6.0, Antony had moved his large army

By the end of summer,
and navy into Greece, establishing bases along the western coast of the
mainland and I'-.'I-.-_r.=|1r'.r-'.:|- He decided to forego an invasion of Italy,
and thl.'.'l.':'."}' forced Octavian to fight for control of the Eoman world in
Greece. In retrospect, we might agree with Plutarch
defensive posture cost him dearly During the late winter and spring
that followed, M Apnppa, Uctavian's most successful general and naval
commander, methodically expelled -"-.|1I,|_'|_"|.l.' s western Greek bases and
began to harass his food convoys.® At roughly the same time, Octavian

1968,

i the inscription
Ihe b

purely
3 |
EIE ERTAICLE (R Piia’
1ol he postic traditson of the battle, see ra
) | Thie conflicti 15 MaEIne of Uhas oE asE nesulbed 1o
among: modern hi s o T “what
v basie POIngs o Ve I L Inie & FERRA N
sues thatl Ehe true story of the baikls
s distortions that cxdst in 2 preserved a

SCLA AT SNLEPOES O
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crossed his army to Epirus and seized Antony's base at Corcyra.” He
next moved southward to the northern shores of the Ambracian Coulf
and, in response, Antony moved the bulk of his forces to Actium. @ By
early summer of 31 B.C., bwo hostile forces occupied both sides of the
Ay !I..\,I."l airanls

Ao the summer wore on, we are told that Antony

desperation by a number of defeats, by REMIPP S Continug

intercepling his food convoys, and by the unhealthy position of his camp

in the entrance to the Ambracian Gulf." In addition to these logis
factors, Cktavian nidiculed Antony's alliance with Cleopatra and

offered it as proof that Antony was no longer truly Roman—propaganda
which seems o have had an eftect on some of Antony's officers. 2 [n a
desperate move on September 2, we are told that Antony manned his
||':,;|"~I --':'|i|‘"~. puit aboard his masts and sails, and bumed every
was unable through desertion or disease to fill with crews
morming, sach lest lav off the entrance o the _._.:: svaiting tor the
-|-_1|_- by |||.:'-u_' the nrst move, SO0MmMaEeime SO00m akber midday
linally engaged." Arrows, sling bullets and catapult shots filled the ai
as ships from each side prepared to ram board or grapple their oppo-
nents’ vessels.

_"-...;.,'._'-r._f"'..: to most of the detalled acocounts, Antonv's wArships were
too large bo use their rams efbectively and, asa result, Octavian's smaller
more maneuverable vessels won the day, We are told they coordinated
their attacks against the larger ships by darting in to deliver their blows
and then retreating to a safe distance to allow others toocarmy out their
own strikes. The larpest vessels, whose timbers were too heavy o be
damaged by ramming, were set upon by two or three smaller ships
which landed their marines on the enemy's decks. Al some critical
moment, we are told, Cleopatra took fright, broke through the front line
from the rear with her squadron of 60 ships, hoisted sail, and fled
southward, When Antony saw the gueen’s Bight. he broke off his own
attacks. followed in her wake and left behind the rest of his undefeated
navy and entire army to fend for themselves

Unaware of Antonv’'s departure, his navy fought on and only began
to surrender after a long, drawn-out, heroic struggle in which most of
their ships were destroyved. ® According to one coloriul account, the sea

choked with wreckage from the Asiatic vessels, was flecked with purple

2. 1=2: Uhpasiiis 6. 1%




OCTAVIAN'S CAMPSITE MEMORIAL

and gold ornaments. ™ Dio savs (A34-35) that fire was brought from

the Roman camp to set ablaze the remainder of the enemy flect as a
grand finale. Such versions obscure the fact that a final victory was not
achieved until a week late r. when Antony's army of 1% legions surren
dered after negoanng generous terms.* Only after these matters were
settled was Octavian’s victory complete. Although we might reasonably
II-.!|||."'|. the veracity of the iJ.!:Iil"\- T |::|.\_|_r||_;_ aceounis, --.||"'--I.'|.:l..'-\.'ll.‘
events revealed the full magnitude of the viclory won at Actium. In less
tham a year, Antony and Cleopatra were dead and Octavian was left
alone to heal the wounds of war and reform the shattered Republic into
the Koman |"r||'_|,'|}'-.'|!|-

= g Y - 3 I R
Immediately fol owing the battle, however all this was far from clear

Dhuring the ensuing winter, for example, the veterans who had been
i

discharged following the Actian War's conclusion rioted and demanded
Pavment of thenr p:u.-.":'.'-u,'n,ﬂ bonuses and granis of land. Althoueh this
short-term crisis was quickly defused by limited grants of land and
turther promises, the recent riots represented a far greater problem than
could be solved by veteran land grants.® Years of war and piracy had

pea g

eroded commercial confidence and paralysed trade and commierce. A
full recovery could only be achieved through the reestablishment of
secure trading routes and a general revitalization of Greece and the East

As part of a general solution to this widespread economic crisis, a
new caty was planned for the site of the armv's former ¢ amp in southern
Epirus; it was intended to serve as the major city on the west coast of
Lreece.™ Its name Nikopolis, or Y} wtory City,” reveals another reason
tor its tounding. In a Greek tradition stretching back to Alexander, freal
generals had established “Victory Cities"™ near the sites of major battles.?
Although called a “colony” by Plinv and lacitus, Octavian's Nikopolis
seems to have been a purely Greek foundation which held the rights of
a “free aty” like Athens and Sparta.® The surrounding communitics

irkd Athens with its ane)
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wine encouraged to migrate there by an officially S snsored synoecism
(another ald Greek tradition), and this in turm [roy ided the popualati
necessary for the aty’s development ] the ll details
. -'-‘uil'.:|',':'l-'- B ANe Mk I'L'l.::l.!l.'-.‘l. e |'-|..
T and the city !'-.'n'---|‘-|."|.'-.|

In addition to being the region’s major administrative center, Niko
poliz also served as a lin ing monument to Octavian's final victory, a role
|i-:'.!.'::-. stressed by at least two of the city's st bullding |"'ri"||'l'l‘- LT
cording to Strabo, who wrote his account before A.D. 21 (and probatly
before 7 B.C.) a lemenos sacred Apollo oo upied a suburb of the city
Containing a sacred grove, stadium and gymnasium, this femenos was
clearly built for the newly revived Akfa or Actian Games. Orisinally,
this festival had been hosted by the people of Anaktorion across the
gult at the sanctuary of Apollo Aktios. It was now reestablished as a

uadrennial celebration, moved to "x:k.:|*-|'-||-h and placed on a par with

i

1
b
LL

e tour traditional Panhellenic festivals, The games, most likely held
on the anniversary of the !'.Il‘_lx'. served o commi morate the hirth of
the emerging Augustan A,

[0 memonalize the naval victory and emphasize the peace that re
sulbed o it, Octavian planned and executed two war memor in
the ctv's environs. One, a sort of naval museum. was baiilt across the

f. ¥
straits of Cape Achium mear the ancient grove and newly refurbished

1881 = il H
it I'-""' 1 a1 WAL OF Ol
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temple of Apollo Aktios.® The other he placed on the hillside where his
command post and tent had stood before the battle overlooking the
siraits, the growing new city, and the grove wihere the Akfar were now
celebrated. As the official war memorial of Mikopolis, a city which was
itself a “living™ viciory monument, this building mav have been the

most important structure built by Octavian outzide of lkalv It was cer

IMast iImportant monument associated with & mew ity
Amazingly, Octavian's Lampsite Memorial still exists. And eqqually
amazing is the tact that few people know of its existence (though it was
-..::"-.-.I'-.I"l'-\.l ! EArE JdER0) .II':::. .I|III.!'\-'_ Mo ORE 1Y I zes ks |'| , -.||-_':|_.|i
signiicance.™ But b 15 only here, high on a hillside at the site
vian's tent, that one can physically see the immense siz
"-\.I':.:'\""- and begin to appreciate Ukctavian’s early grasp of
htical propaganda. Here is also to be found i Wtavian's first official state-
ment on the Achan War in an important inscription that has vel to be
properly publish Long before the Augustan historians and poets com-
pleted their versions of the battle in the straits, this monument was Bl
to deliver the ma ssage of the New Order. The ressagre is propaganda,
o ke gure, but it comes directly from the mind of Octavian shortly after
he found himself alone in power. As such, it stands among the earliest
sources we possess for the Actian War, and represents a hind as im-
portant as a fragment from Aupustus” lost memoirs
We begin, therefore, with Octavian’s Car psite Memorial at Nikopolis
Alter defermining as much of ils onginal appe a5 its surviving
or the immense
hips that fought in the Battle of Actium. We then examinge the design
of the monument in an attempt to discover the messagres (both blatant
wias mbended (o convey And last, but not least. we
monument and the evidence it preserves to reassess some im
portant historical problems associated with the battle ind the foundation
aff \"'-.Il\-.-.l.“'h Above all, however, our primary goal is (o0 make known

an important Augustan monument and bBegin the discussion of the com-
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pl:_-'-. clues it preserves concerning the monstrous ships in Antonv's and

Cleopatra’s fleet. We do not intend to resolve all the problems raised

by thi '!.'.|||||:l--iI|' Memoral, but if we, at lone lagt, str up interest in a
MTUOTILEMmEnt oo i:'l':.!_ I'.l..-..l'-.‘.-.'.i_ then our study will have fulfilled its

intended purpose







[I: Octavian’s Campsite Memorial for the Actian War

1. The Arcient Testimonia
uring the generations of peace that followed the victory at Ac
tium, many visitors paid homage to the région officially pro-
claimed the birthplace of the New Order. Midway along the
coastal route from Greece to Italy, Tf:-:_-.'-[‘ll.ﬂlﬂ provided a welcome break
for travelers on their way to the West. The entrance to the culf offered
excellent anchorages and there was plenty for tourists to see on both
ides of the straits. To the south lay the old temple of Apollo Aktios,
I'II"-\'|E-' refurbished after the capture of F":.:_'-'|‘-t A whole set of l.'.'.:ura'."|||,*-a
had been dedicated there by Octavian (but thev and their boathouses
had burned to the ground within a generabion of their dedication). Other
sights could be found in the new cty to the north of the straits. OF all
the new |.:|.Il|l.l:‘.':'|_5.]:-_. the theater, gymnasium and shrines, the memorial
most closely assocated with the founder and architect of the Principate
could be found where his tent had stood during those fateful summer
days of 31 B.C.

Large and impressive, it sat on a hill to the north of the city and was
clearly intended to serve as the premiere memorial of the founder's
'1'-.I'i.'.-.!F_'.' ':.'It:'-'. It should SUrpnse no one that more ancient references
to it have survived than to any other building in Nikopolis. Unfortu-
nately, these festimonia confuse as much as I;i'|1-:. ":"I':".;"'l":"' Mevertheless,
we must start with these observations if we ever :";n,'ul:u- to reveal the true
nature or fo reconstruct the intended impact of Octavian’s monument

. Do Cassius 51.1.3: v me yoplov &v w doxfjrmoe, AiBoe 8 terpamibols
Exprmibwore kal Tols dhobow dpPdiows Exdopnoey, €60¢ T dr alme Tob
P, oo o |:-—.||_|_|I|:_||| |_h||1-_||r||_.| BN

On the spot where he had pitched his tent, he laid a foundati
square stones, adormed it with the captured ships' rams, and established
o ik a .hl,",l_l Of -'I.'-\.'."-.II.' _'."'||:| e Sl !l_'.| 4] .".|'I' |-.'-.
=k '!\-'I_-.; 18.2 L_E'I.I:-.l'.il Achack: victoriae memora oelechration et in S
terum esset, urbem Micopolim apud Actium condidit |,;.!,.-.|-,;. il quin-
l|:!l.'l'll'|-l!|'-l.-.‘-ll--II!Ii‘:f-": |!.I|'!I-.l:-"-l.':l.'.'-' .-".p-.-|!|||:-- tempio locum castrorim
quibus fuerat usus, exornatum navalibus spoliis Mepluno ac Marti con-

seCravil, -

Fo extend the fame of hiz victory al Achiom and perpeluate abs memory
he tounded a cty called Mikopolis near Actium, and P ided o th

The text oomies from the Loeb edition of cagy 1917: of. also n

* The best oomes froom the Loeb edion of £0LFE 195]

&y
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celebration o games there every bour vears: enlanged the ancient ||_|";'!_'-||'
of Apalio; and consecrabed Bhe sabe of the camp that he had used o Mephune
and Mars, after adorming it with naval 5
Sael, Aug. 95,7 .-".F'll-.i Setium descendent in aciem asellus cum asinaro
pocurnt moman BEutvehus, beste MNicon erat nomen: ubriusague simuala
CTUm Aeneum vichor posiot i lemplo
viertit

At Actium as Uctavian was EOINg diwm B bt thl ] e Batkle. e mek &
ass with his dover, the man i'l.:'-.':l'l_l: e Eutvehios I ucks | an e
beast that of MNikon {Vichor | and atter the vicbory T '.:!_'-i'n--'.-'-:- IMages
of the wo in the sacred enclosure into which he converted the site of his
Camp
It el ¥ h__;;.'|||||_ ol ALTYLTOIL | TL OPEOTONS 6 THS TET S
Kol mEALGLTL TS TS IS o W T LT OvOE
TG B O T BADH R o L 1 L [ "1;'||_u| HEL
:-I"H-'\.. Tk 1M (NN I"".l:-".l Do KCEL TIRS | T TUrIT{FL
WTT .-: TTRNE YEAROUY G0l :-ull.-.r.l':l'l

1 had left his tent while it was vet k and was

going around o visit his ships, was met by a man driving an ass. Cae
kil the man his namie vd he, s OETMIZINGE aesar repled: "My name
15 Laexy, and !'!:- S5 & rEme is Vi Lo, E |i‘||;!|'|:l"-c'_ '.'H.."l.'|'| l;l.ll, LA et L'.,'r\‘!'\-
decorated the _;'l ce wakh the rams from the ships, har it up bronze figures

of an a5% and a man

3, |'.".||.|.'-|'||- 1 4

- |'_|,|__E.|._'.|| KA RO L, EUADTTA
.ll.l-\.TI.'I:-III '.-':"'.-l!llll BELET ) i
TR -.'.|.'|!-.'.|"."|| KT TR e[l JRE N LT i
fiTjL |:.|-|-|J|!-'| TT) KU hanre B TRLE P
Baolmapos elapung ypetn yapus osha yop dyillpow
O PEONE LT NG GrTehiiabl TodgiL
Bronze jaw-beaks, ships® vovage-loving armor, we lie here as wilnesses
o the Adctian Warn Behold, the bees” win=hed gitts are hived inus, ""'-"\-'lllllll'm'i
all round by a humming swarm. 5o good is the grace of Caesar's law and
orcder: hie hias |.I!J:,:i'|: thi cnemy's weapons o bear the fraits of pEACE
instead

Sirabo V.06 |"| iy oty MNiedmolhie ebiptpEl Kol o Boaver sai’ T RLE {NE]

l:-_-\.l:lllill.i'. KURHIF TE &Y {UMFE .‘ll.'l..'."'||' KL TOF €8 Tl AnOUpsEas BdaarFpuay, To

TE KCOITCOTKELNETUE F T L+ F T TED TO ey 1i-\; Tl o
3 v 3

TEFIETTHHEDRFE L b ATEL T ¥ ! ¥ Ml TEF

LA L L T onss L e T Lmih heapos

Nikopolis is populous, and its numbers are increasing daily, sino

not only a constderable termtory and the adormment taken from the spoils

- S = :
of the battle, but it alse has in its suburbs th [ |||'-.'|-.;|||'."|'-.'-.! wacred

A §
vies from the Lo
nd adds tha
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precinct—one part of it b I grove that contains a gymn
and a stadium for et ¥ xR ||..'.!:l':l:l.li:_.llil.'- the other part
ihat 1< weredd B "l IV
Asocording to Do, Uctavian set up a foundation or podium decorated
with warship rams, and on top established some sort of open-air shrine

that was sacred {0 | Hlo; his description of this “open-air place” is

very exact.” suetomus, on the other hand, mentions no shrine and m-

mlies that the memoral consigbed '.:r_.:n_-"-.' ot a -_i|u|-|_|'._ of maval smadls
"-l.-.'\-l‘-'t|lll;.'1 to him, the site of the CATP Was turned into a '.ll,"‘;]i'\'i!\,;:|'|“

| 2 and two volive

or sacred enclosure and everything, including the spail
statues, was dedicated to Neptune and Mars; he mal ne reference at
all to .-‘l.pn:ln'-_ Strabo, on the other hand, seems to i ply that the Camp
site Memonal was part of a large complex sacred to ¥ - savs that
one part of “the thoroughly equipped sacred precinet” was located on
a hill, itself sacred to Apollo, above the e, since the other part of
T and gymnasium) was cle
* that the part on the hill was sacred

to Apollo as well® Although the Greek text states simply that the hill,

COsE Of

uetonins Imps J 1 of L Aetaniiam

rees wilh
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and not necessarily the memoral, was sacred to -'-.=_~ni|;-_ one 15 left bo
ponder the suitability of a monument for Meptune and Mars on a hill
sacred bo _-'l._:'_:|||_|

Chur sources are not fully con istent with one another, and thus pre

sent us with the following problem. Although we know that 2 mé morial

was built on the site of Octavian's camp o commemorate his ViCtory al

Actium, we are nob sure to whom it was dedicated, nor do we know
the precise nature of its original construction." Cle by, a definite so-
lution requires more evidence than that of the ancient texts. For this
Wi must -.lr-'fulf}.' examing the monument itself, discovered almost 75
Vears ago bul never extensively published. As a result. the existence of
thas important monument remains unknown o most scholars of the
.-I'.I::;:.i.."\-'.-..ll'! e i, while those wha do krow of i are faced with con
flicting and incorrect descriptions of the remains ! In order to appreciate
fully what Octavian built at his campsite, why it has been so poorly
understood, and the wealth of information it preservies, we must begin

with the re =OVEry of the monument in the nineteenth centurye

In June 1805, Col. W.M. Leake paid a visit o southern Epirus and

correctly identified the ruins ne ar Prevers with ancient Nikopaolis. Hi=

also located the region of the sacnid grove tor the Aking, which was
o (]

clearly indicated by the ruins of a stadium and a large theater. at thie

ot of a hill called Michalitsi (Fig. 2)."* As for the ¢ ampsite Memaorial,

ke thought the best place for Octavian's command post (and thus
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the monument) was on top of Michalitsi behind the grove."” The true
sibe of this Past went undetected until 1913 when, after an exhaustive
search on the southern flank of the hill, Alexander I’hll.u!-_-lp-lu-:n located
and partially excavated what he identified a< a large temple of the Co-
rinthian order (Fig. 3). According to the first report, the temple was
preserved only in its foundations which measured some 56 by 23 meters.,
Later, after further excavation of the site in 1921, I‘hni.uirlph._-u-c AN
mated its size as 62 by 45 meters,!

Druring the course of the 1913 excay ation, Philadelpheus unearthed a
Lonnthian capital (Fig. 4). column drums of local limestone. fragments

[
-,

T
*

L

_._-!r..__. e
¥ 1 -

* LEAKE IH35, pp. 199-94. Curioushy EIRSTEN-KRAIKEE 1967, Val. 11 P. /53, apparently
tedlowing the idea first expressed by Bearn IY28, p. 220, n. &, that a ternple of Apollo
Aktics was placed af Octandian's campsife, locate this site, with Leake. on the top of
Slechaligsi .-'L|'.|||I|.:!,'_|' Larake chearky dr ates that this is where one ought o expect O
vian s campsite, he never claims ko have found such a site In fact, Ao duch sije. ciiber
tempee or camipsibe, has ever been found on the summit of the hill

P ELFHELS 1513 PR 33-=112. He savs r|,l Wl that the Precues dismensions of thi
termple were diffoult to obtadn becanss of ther Larpe numbers of di sturted foundation blocks.
Fhiladelpheus retumed to the sife in I%21 i con his excavation of the temphe.™ He
reports onky that the foandations WCFe Unoo ened e weest (o east, and thatl Rumerous
architechural fragments woere found along with more large pieces of the ins ription |

L CIELF 1921, p. 420 Many years later, hic told |, Gapé thal ihe dimenisions of
“temple’’ were at least 62 by 45 meters [CAGE 1936, p, 57, ni, 1), These Eunes cormespand
well b the length of th podium’s southemn retatning wall and the distance from this | rall
0 Bl S00a’s n 1 loundation; see infra Section 4. [ hi sielpheus find the nosthes
shvilobate of the Floa, uncovened by Ph. Petsas in 19747
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of a cornice, and rooftiles of both Laconian and Corinkthian type.™ In
.“i'..u::h!“ -'l|!||'|.! |;|||<'|"::".'rl.|||| lI'I'|:'I":'|:|||||".|=.'-..: .1|'.i|'-\.1|l.|::i'|'| !!."'ulll"'
tion were found, which alluded, he felt, to the donor, the victory, and
the god to whom the ||-:!I|'-||' was dedicated. The text, he believed, was
originally carved on a frieze course supported by the temple’s columns

Satisfied that he had found Octavian's Campsite Memorial, but disap-
pointed by the lack of spectacular finds, Philadelpheus turned his at
tention elsewhere. Hereafter, no one doubbed that this important mon-
ument had been found, but the correct interpretation of its orginal

ol evervone who discussed the monument atter its discovery agneed

appearance awaited urther exa nation of the remaimns

with !'||||._||,5|_'|p!"||'||-- that a Il,'":':!'l-: had been built at the site, Such a
Sirucihure -'.:'|'||."i:= failed to comform with the ancient descriptions of L
tavian's campsite E.A, BRhomaios, a lormer student of Pl .§.uf-.'||'-i':-.'||-
who studied the '\.il.'l\.'ill\.'.'l|l"'l':. inscription i the early 1920s preferned the
testimony of Dio to Suetonius. To explain the disagreement concerning
the divine recipient(s) of the dedication, Rhomaios proposed the follow-
ll':.:_!.i1.'|,-|_' step solution: 1) Suetonius’ source was a list of the spoals plag i
he sanctuary of Apollo from the Battle of Actium. 2) Among the items

on this vas the famous selection of rams. and these alone wers
dedicated to Neptune and Mars. 3) Suetonius mistakenly generahzed
the recipients of this dedicat y the whole memorial. Ehomaios also
:'l:-.l;"-.l'--l'-.1 that ri'll'-.l.'.:.'_ll':.'ll torm of the monument was a H!"';‘:l-. enclosure
or femeres containing an unroofed |'-|'-._i im. the ram M|:~-|'-|_!'._ angd at least
WO staltues .-l'.i-.'q.l'!-\.'!il'l:-'_ to him; the architectural fragments found at the
gite came from some unrecorded bemple built at a later date. The n
scription he Felt was placed along the face of the ram display.®

In 1936, two articles appeared which discussed the monument and its
inscription. One, by F. Schober, was a general treatment of Nikopolis
for Pauly Wissowa's Real Encyclopaedie; the other, by . G i
considerable piece of or 1al scholarship wiich is dis more fully
pelow. By thas time, agments of the large inscription had turmed up
and one block clearly bore the last tour letters of the name Nephune,
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=nce the sea god was |'-|*-'.'|-.l'.|-.5:h,' one of the deities honored here, Schobser
simply concluded that the memorial was a large temple of Neptune
inside which were placed, among other items, the two statues of Eu-
tvchos and Mikon.?

LGage's views on the monument were contained in a detailed u||_:.,1:.-
of the ex=votos and trophies resulting from the Actian War.2 Althiougk
he discussed the Lampsite Memorial in ‘*I".:'”'-- Capé seems never to
have visited the site. He drew his information entirely from the accounis
(both published and unpublished) of Pl ":I.\.‘II_'II,\"H"“:‘-\- and Rhomaios and
trom communications, through intermediaries, with Philadelpheus and
I. Miliadis, a subsequent ephor of Epirus who had worked briefly at the
site in 1926, Gagé's remarks, even withoul his personal examination
of the site, still constitute the most -.u:11p||,-'_n._‘- analysis of the monument
in print,

Arguing mainly from the ancient texts, Gagé concluded that a temenos
not a temple, existed here and that it was sacred to Apollo. He argued
that Suetonius called the site a femplum or sacred enclosure. that Dio
described a podium built of squared blocks surmounted by a large statue
of Apollo, and that Strabo equated the place with the temmenos at the base
] '||I_' !"I ._Ilm.'l sacred to .-"-!:ln.l5|l"' |:_-.|_L‘,l.' belisved ‘.|:|,' LEXES wiere nol
contradictory, if viewed in the correct way, because the monument was
dedicated in a sense to all three deities. He even thought it possible that
all three were mentioned in the dedicatory inscription.

Lagé also concluded that the remains found by Philadelpheus were
most appropniate to a portico (or stoa) and not a temple. “We ought,
tollowing these facts, to restore a monument completely at ground level,
without elevation {unless there was some sort of porticn), a sort of

peribolos decorated with rams, probably on its sides. And in the middle,

in the place normally occupied by the naos, were statues. ' According

o Gagé, Apollo’s would have been the most considerable, but there
would have been others, such as those of Eutychos and Nikon, Fur-
thermore, a large cult statue of Apollo (which he thought was attested
by the account of Dio; of. n. 7 would have looked over and E:'“I"'-t'-"il
the ‘.r-:l."r-_‘.‘LII‘:!l'l.i games of Achan .-'l,lp...'_:,_-..

Finally, the monumental size and considerable length of the inscrip
hon led Gagé to follow Rhomaios” sugrestion and envision the text on

the primary facade of the monument, not around the sides of some

CHOBER 1936

Aok 19346 PP

G 18345, i, 52 n. 1. Adter BE T a1 e s rip ;..:.'.-\,_:-.__-_'--
and 1925, Milsadis carmed oot excava k6 At the sabe im E926 and found a
large imecribed Blocks: cof, « | LI ;e 561, Years laber. when |
study of Roman Apolke (infra n. 275, he revealed that ke still had not visit
e fails to describe correctly the exact placement of the monument's remaing (cf. s
124

= Al Fupra nn
GaGE 1935,

1
i F 1% Pl
il L, PF
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temple. Thus, for Gagé, the monument had a lorm somewhere between
a monumental trophy of massive cylindrical shape and a femeros o
religious enclosure inhabited by a divinity. In this hybrid form, therefore,
Octavian would have combined the traditional Roman trophy with the
greal commemaorative monuments of the Greek world.?
. In 1955, f'..|_|:.-c: regtgled his |r':'||,l.'5||q=|.1|i::|| of the monument when he
published his study of Koman Apollo.™ Three years later, G, Ch. Picard
published a study of Roman trophy architecture and included a descrip-
tion of the Campsite Memonal based in part on Gagé's observations.™
He argued that this type of monument was depicted on a series of denarii
minted by €. Antistius Yebus in 16 B.C, (Fig. 5).* It was not exactly the
same, however, because its statue group was more complex than the
singhe deity shown on the coin. An example of such a group could be
found, Picard thought, in a composite trophy-group of Augustan date
at 5t. Bertrand (in France). From this example, Picard concluded that
the statues of Neptune, Mars and Apollo were arrayed in a manner
similar to the 5t. Bertrand group, but were set up on a rectangular base
whose sides were decorated with warship rams. *

Aside from Picard, who demonstrates the danger of concluding too
much from a site that has been i|'|'||,'l:u_','l-.'||'.' E'l|,||_'-|i--!.".|;-:|, scholars have
generally ignored the arguments of Rhomaios and Gagé concerning the

monument. This includes the scholarly community outside Greece, the

WCE 1936, pp. 57=58. He later altered his view
CaGt 1955, P -0l AE IRES B ! 4 chia
nahurs of Lhe eonviEment s dessen: o, G 1955 P
qui, el que fOE son style architectural, ftait de strict radition
e I cEmiend oo par e chonx des dieiix
1 1957, pp. 260-562
a7 P 2h]

¥ FCARD 1957, p. 262; for the monument at

of the group is found betwesn pp. X72 and 273
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xlil'-‘q:'lll'i'll editors of the monument’s :|'|*-||i|'~!:-'\-.'1. and the educated
A small sign was placed years ago
near the junction of the town's main street with the Preveza-Arta high-
way reading [IPOX TON NAON TOY AINIOAAONOE (“To the Temple
of Apollo”). It was replaced a few years ago with a large blue and yellow
road sign which |"|.-i|'.!=~ an arrow o the town's main street and meads
"Temple of Apollo.” Old ideas die hard
Eugene Vanderpool, who visited the site every few vears while pro-
fessor of archaeology at the American School of Classical Studies, seems
to have been the first to draw attention to the cuttings i the face of the
DTESETY e " wdium, | il.:ll;_;|' unable to explain exactly how a_||,'.-._ wiorked,
he :q.:-.l;.;'ll.-'u_'n_:' that a senies of .-.l:'|'||'§|"q. holes “"-\.I'.il"'l_'l,: like enormous
bass-viods™ somehow served o attach the rams originally displayed at
the site.™ And this is where the matter rested until 1974 when a complete
reinvestigation of the monument was begun by Ph. Petsas and the Ath-
ens Archaealogical Society
Fetsas was interested in this monument for a nomber of reasons, First,
there was 1ts :..'|'|i.||:|' importance as the official memonal of the Battle of
Actium, one of the major events of world history according to ancient
and modern opinion.™ Second, the monument’s known date (29 B.C.)
WS & \:."-".':I"-f (L |'|:-.n.::i|' a useful fxed poimt i the local ||"|,'|;";|,|'|_'-::_',' of
Foman Mikopolis. This, in turn, was intended to aid research on other
Homan monuments at Mikopolis particularly those from the period of
the citv's founding. And finally, thoueh the Campsite Memorial was
partially excavated 61 years prior to 1974, it really remained unpublished
Except for Philadelpheus and Gagé, scholars had focused their attention
exclusively on the dedicator v inscription. As a result, a full description

of the site, illustrated with plans and }".5|~'!-!_|Zi-l|"i"'-. had never been

published. In addition, the podium’s surface had never been svstemat

v excavated
Untortunately, the I":'P"':'“ of & -;'._::':1|'-.-'|-_;'|._ nsive study were cut short g
the !:'|I|II.:‘.'_'.' events aftli Ifrl:.; Cyprus in 1974, Work at the site was ter-
minated by a general mobilization of the Greek armed forces on July 20,

a1 |:"‘i'. '.‘n.:|-.'.'! Was MEVEeT Menewea ||'- _"‘;";,|I\_\ rea bt ers WS, :I'.I.'I'..' ;'I-\.I.I

Vil IF
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been insufficient time for the o yimplehon of a site plan. It was impossible
theretore, to publish anything more than a general descniption of the
season' s incomplete results and a large number of :.'IE'I:'||"'!:I.I:.I:Ii-\. VigwWs
i ':'-l‘"-i'-!l:l.'l1f.|‘.'. thig important monumernt alill Ferma | 7:.:_|"'-. unknown
to most scholars, and a L LE l."'-.l":'li'|~' of a Homan rosir? (i.e., ram
.!|-.;'!.|'. slowly deteriorates in the middle of a bnar patch

Cn the |':'-h|!i'.-:' side, the .:|.-.l::||'-ii-i||:' = of the 1974 season were

significant. For the first time, a dirt road was cut through to the site

Intended to aid in the process of earth removal and to faclitate the
movement of fallen blocks, the road stll enables cars and trucks to reach
monument. In addition to this, exploratory trenches were sunk into
podium’s surface and the stylobate of the stoa was located running
t-west tor a total length of 40.1 m. (cf. Figs. 6=7). Only one edge of
stoa’s stylobate was uncovered before the work was terminated, bat

clear that this structure must be identified somehow with the hedos
hypaithirion menboned by Lho 31.1.3
In addition to discoveries made atop the podium in 1974, Petsas also
cleaned the areas surrounding the podium of all vegetation. As a result
he found a number of the ins nption bocks and bwo column drums
but most important, revealed clearly the cuttings in the face of the po-
dium's retaning wall. Although the feshimonm indicated that bronce
warship rams originally filled these nose-shaped sockets, just how this
worked was difficult t ninge. And to make matters more compli-
cated, the sockets were of different '-E'I.I!."'l"- and sizes, clearly r|_'|'i|_-|_l"'|_.:_
n some way the differing dimensions of the ships that once carried th
o5t rams. Hoping to examine the matter more fully at a later date, Petsas
Miblished |'-i'|._|__ |;|.||.'l-!'|- of theseg q\'.:l':u:;:-- in his 1974 reports for Pk ek
and Ergomn.” But the key to the cutlings’ interpretation—and by exten
sion, the solution to the true appearance of the Campsite Memorial
had six more years to lie on the sea floor off the coast of Athlit, Israel
In the meantime, the monument was briefly discussed in one book
and two articles. In 1975 M. Karamesine-Oikonomidou published a study
of the mint at Nikopolis. She argued that a temple of the Corinthian
order appearing as a coin type during the reign of sephmius Severus
identified with the l'.‘:I'|'||.'l'-i|l.' Memoral, ® Two vears later,
Carter published some confusing remarks on the nature of the
monument and the placement of its inscription when he erroneously
reported the existence of a new fragment in 1977.F And more recently,
H. Jucker has tried to show that the monument |x|,1-:_-r-:|,|_|,'.,1 an the reverss
of a senes of denam 1ssued by O, Antistius YVetus in 16 B.( Jucker
revives an old view that Apollo stands near an altar on top of a high
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podium decorated with two anchors and three rams viewed frontally,»
He advances this interpretation one step further by arguing that the
scene is an abbreviated view of the Campsite Memorial. Even though
the frontal views of the rams on the podium | 0k quite odd, his argument
seems persuasive, but is it correct? Unknown to Jucker, and to evervone
else who had worked on the monument, the key to solving the problems
of the Lampsite Memoral had already been pulled from the sea off
Izrasl

In Movember 1980, Y. Eamon, a graduate student at the Unmiversity of
Haifa, discovered a well-preserved Hellenistic warship ram (Fig. 25). He
found it on the sea bottom about 100 meters from the shore in Athlit
Bay, some 15 km. south of Haifa.* The ram was cast in 465 ke, of high
grade bronze, has an overall length of 2.26 m., a maximum width of
0.76 m., and a maximum height of 0.95 m.* When sectional drawings
were published !‘.:'.' I.E. Steffy in 1983 W M l_'.|rr._|:r recopnmized a sim-
ilarity in shape between the ram's cross-section where it attached 1o the
bow of its ship and the nose-like shapes of the Nikopolis sockets. After
examining both the ram in Haifa and the monument at Nikopolis, he
realized that 1) the monument could be wsed to determine the H|~_|_I_-. class
of the Athlit ram, and 2) in return, the ram could help to explain the
exact function of the sockets. Furthermore. an ||rn14.-r:-l.'|‘.1x|llr:.', of these
sockets might allow for the reconstruction of the warship bows whose
rams once decorated the monument

When approached by Murray with this new information, Ph. Petsas
agreed to help with a reexamination of the monument's cultings. A
collaborative project was proposed to both the Athens Archaeological
S0 Ik.'l:'-' and the Greek .-";Il.'|‘:.'|-:';||-.l:.;|| al Service, PECMISSION Was ;.:_,r.:=.1||_-._1_
and the necessary fieldwork carried out in May 1986. Funding for the
project was generously provided by the American Philosophical Society,

the Uiniversity of South Florida, and the citv of Prevera.® To all those

whose help enabled the successful completion of this project, the authors
extend their sincere appreciation and thanks_+

“LE PMCARD 1957, pp. 361-62. The alternate interpretabion o
H.A, Cahm in 1046 of. Ficas E p- 281 n. 1) has Apallo
decorated with L Pt and nres ot erE [forail) for the Sik

* For the 1l discovery and first reports of the Fam in B
Eafas 1981 O pAscH 1982
:||!-\.|,I.|:_-\.|-| EABARK p. 33
provendence of thies rTam. & WERay for

Persenal codqim abton {roem
thamk
T assistance before the gty council (which agreesd to bear the
"

g 50 R= 41 |'\-I:|-::- CRpinse wo

ik in May [986 was carmed
Evensen. R. and L. Kalbet-Marx visited the it
Lompass survey o Ehe monument and also with th
ot for fhe photo mosaik Specific par
of this manuscrip! woee reexamined an
W wiore asbed by |oAL Maseman
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OCTAVIAN'S CAMPSITE MEMCOKLAL

1. The :"'..'l"."l  of 1956
B e Hee 71 vaars Brer 1 GRF half-dozen investigEal re of O
uring thiz 73 yEars preo to 1556, a half-aozen IMvesigatons of LA
tavian's Campsite Memorial had -.'Ll::1'r‘lll.'-.| the ﬁ"”-"-‘-il'.:-:_ fist of some-
k ! - o . . .

times conflicting observations: 1) the dimensions of —a temple preserved

onlv in its foundations™: 2) a few architectural elements such as column

driims. one L .'.r||'_'_|||.::| |_.\,'||,'\"_'_.\,||_ r.:w.l”'.il"a_ [ 1) 26 I.:.l:|:'.'.":'\.'l'l|."-- T 2
large inscription carved on frieze blocks; 4) the stylobate of a stoa with
{ |||i_i|-_:|:.,, 1 LES '\-\.I_!T!..c!. = |||I e F l!‘:'Il.‘l S d el dinm with nose -\.I"|.||--|'|..E-\. :\..'||.'.:'I_I::"-
of different sizes in its downhill face. Even when a list of ancient ref
erences to the monument was added, a clear picture of what actually
existed here failed to emerge.® O |"I'i||1|=.':'. goal, therelore, was o
rocord accurately the surviving elements of the monument currently

visible above ground. In particular, this involved making a proper record

= For Uhis neason, it
g &1 Ehiir mibe; of
| U T SRR

TeEEmIene S ISR e
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"in the south retaining wall, To accomp
wier divided estigation into three main tasks. Since

hrst needed O make an accurate plan of the sibe, w
considerable COVenne of thoms and wes ds
remains. 2 Mext, we reg wrdied the

- Ls PELCRNCICE] BT TR o

sreserved in the downhill fa tha Ty STV
TEsE Sl L B edOwW Nl 580 | e IM S southern med
And finmally, to obtain an exact record of the cul

exterior dimensions, and the relative positions of the consti

I
LAERART] &

we made a P"|.|!|-:;|.|:_l-1|- mosaic of the o
} ,

. "
When we first armived at the site in earlvy May
' 1 1 | = 4
15, Erasses, lerns and thorns that two davs

quired to expose the blocks of the southern retainine wall

viealed the outline of the podi

ar werrace supported by a stout retaining wall on thres

9-13). On the terrace’s south side, the wall runs eas
62 meters; the western and eastern retums are preserved fio

ETS respectiv Iy. These remains are clearly the “

reported by |"||:i-i|,:|.-|i'-i'.l.'||'- i 1915 % Cheerall, the walls are fairly
preserved and reveal a clear understanding of the pressures they were
designed to contain. Notwithstanding their sturdiness, both the westers
and eastern sides of the poddium have suffered considerable dams
fie hands of stone robbers.© On the steeper western side of the terrace.

the wall is preserved in only one place to the height of fou

courses; elsewhere only the foundation course remaims (Figs, 144
Even this lowest course has been displaced in manv sections
surviving eastern wall (Fig. 10). The fact that the podium has not col-
:-!5.‘"-1' is due in large pitrt to the extensive use of concrete in the core
ind the continued integrity of the southern retaining wall (Fig. 13)
Lin the POSIOVE Shalf, the PO condition of the eastern and whEstemrm
5 reveals how the sides of podium were orginally constructed.
Both retaining walls consist of heavy limestone blocks backed by a solid
mass of concrete, Along the western side, where the remains e more
complete, it can be aeen thal a few headers w e I,'I:._I_'I'L'_: afl 1rme
rvals in a attempt to anchor the wall to ifs concrete core.
downhill portion of both sides, the limestone fa ing blocks are stepped
ing in & double row of blocks as a facing for

Dack into the hillside, resul
the condrete core, s was done, pr sumably, where the archibects

thought greater pressures had to be contained. For lurther streneth, the
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exterior line of blocks in this double row was damped together by iron
“double 1T l.'|:l|!'l'|'|.'-':~ (-1} set 1n lead

In addition to the double rows of blocks, the l.'LIIIl[.'"“-. concrele oorne
and headers, the blocks of the downhill E'l-.llli::lh were also bedded on
a laver of concrete, Such a foundabion can be s¢en at a number of places
':1._-"-1_-,:||:|'| the robbed out bBlocks of the southwest and southeast cormers,
beneath the first block where the double row begins along the western
wall (Fig. 14); and beneath several blocks still in sifn near the east end
of the southern wall (Fig. 15). From numerous gaps in the front (i.e.,
south) wall, it can also be seen that concrete was used here as well (Fig
16). In fact, concrete was originally poured behind the entire length of
the south wall as a means of binding the facing blocks together, thereby
providing additional stability to the whole structure

This exact type of construction is well attested in Kome as characteristic
of the Augustan building Program # The usual concrete found in Bome
.;||.;r|r-l:|-‘ this _;1.=-|i._|,_1 15 "._1|_|:-LL!.' red” in color and contains |.|I':.:_1' rubble
inclusions, called crer . These were |.|:"||.|.::|:\.' taken from stone that
was easily available, often from the same stone that served as the facing
for the core. In the case of the Campsite Memoral, the concrete is
basically gray (although it has a reddish cast to it in some places) with
large caementa of limestone irregularly laid in the mortar. The cacmenta
are cleardy from the same stone that served as the facing for the core
Parallels for this tvpe of construction (a concrete core boxed im by squared
stome walls) can be found in numerous bulldings of this period in Eome,
most notably in the podium for the temple of Divus lulius, the Mau

soleum of Augustus and the Rostra Augusti.® But in many of the Roman

examples, only fragments of the squared stone facing remain.
Fortunately for us, the main southern wall of the podium at Mikopolis
i5 also the best l,'-:':,'-u,-,'l,'n,'.._i, It currently lies |-'~\._|'-.--u_-._'| for about 43 méeters
of its original 62 meter length and attains a height of four to five courses.
['wo gaps currently exist in the wall: 2.65 meters are missing at its
western end and a 4.68 meter stretch between sockets 18 and. A has
been ripped out. In addition, a 16.8 meter section of the wall's eastern
end remains to be excavated (cf. Figs. 17-19). Slumped, broken and
bent, the southern wall reveals the straim of con ing: the hillsid
almost 21 centuries. Nevertheless, preserved along the entire length of
15 south face is the trie measure of II"l_' skill exhiabited by the monument's
builders, for here remain the intricately carved sockets that once held

the enemy’s rams slightly recessed into the face of the retaining wall

® For a clear presentation of the

T4
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a. The Sockets and Their Importance

After all the weeds and thorns had been cleared from the front of the
monument, the interiors of each socket were carefully cleaned to ground
level, Thorn bushes have established thick roots behind and betwesn
many blocks in the wall, and it required dogged persistence to cut back
the growth below the level of the cutting’s surface. Throughout this
procéss of cleaning the sox kets, particular care was taken not to disturb
the monument itself, In a number of places near the sockets edges, tha
limestone blocks are badly weathered and cracked. In fact, we found
tour pieces that had previously broken off the face of the wall: each
plece was set back into its original position, and it is hoped they will be
reattached to the monument’s Face in the near future

Uince the task of i:_-.'-:'|i:'|5: was done, 23 separate sockets were clearly
VISIDEE, arrangs d from west o east in generally deg reasing sizes | Figs
I5=22) atarting with the first ¢ ||I!i|':_:_ on the west, which was designated
number 1 (hereafter socket numbers will be writhen [1], [2], [3], etc.. to
distinguish them from measurement numbers), we recorded a serjes of
width and height mge asurements as well as a number of profiles. A full

on of these measurements 15 givien in Table 1
L the reader ;"_.|_'.' understang Winal was recorded . Wi must now

explain the reason for the sockets’ peculiar shape, and this is best dem

onstrated by comparing Figure 23 with Figure 24. The first illustration

represents a cross-zectional view of the Athlit ram 3 cm. forward of

B

vEnlit ram
mounted on the wall at Octavian's campsite, this section would

trough ear bp (along the A line in g. 25). If the

espond to the plane of the wall's surface Ance the immense weight
the weapon was supported by the ground, the designers of this wall
needed only to insure that the fit petween the ram and the wall was
il I &gy omplish this, they carefully cut ba K the imbers from each
ram's interior o create a hollow. They then « irved the sockel for each
ram leaving a central, uncut section o “core™ which cormesponded in
shape to the ram’s hollowed interior Lhen, as they jockeved the ram
into its socket, the core of each cutbing slid into the cavity created by
the removal of the ram's timbers
Fhis “hand-in-glove™ fit explains why no clamps held the rams in
place on most of the cuttings, and why the core of sach cutting corre
sponds 20 closely in shape to the wooden timbers found intact insid,
the Athlit ram: the chock stem, ramming imber and wales By meas-
uring the dimensions aof the sockets and their cores, priceless direct
nformation from the bow bmbers of Antonv's fleet can be recovered
I'here is more. Because the SOCKels wiere carved (o receive the after

q

ends of each ram they PresErne thie after-cow! curvature and rear comn-

wours of the trough ear and bottom plate (cf Fig. 25). By care
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ding each sockel's contours |
of individual rams can also be recoversd

Direct information,
irom the bows of

23 warships that fought i Battle

provided by a careful analysis of

(4]

J viore precious bo nawtical
of coins, Cletavian's € ampsite demornal
shically demonstrates the relative sizes af the la e P Iyremes oorm-
¢ navies of the Hel n fect, this memorial

historians than a shipwreck fu

ESETVES INTOrMation oOnce LRy L it
¥ T5da1 '] i it B .- | - |’ « b 1
a system of measurements must e delined which accurately

MPOrtant [Caiunes OfF fach soeCkel (see | ol |
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Table 1:
Measurement Definitions (cf. Figs. 23

“oore” desipnates the reserved, unc
Iy bt inside each
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b. The Sockets: ."-Il_'-l|1|.1-|.[l:!|]1|;|::.' of Measurement

Measuring the cuttings involved m iny problems. Since our method-
I"'I.l_.:'. lf':.'l'l'll:"!'ll\.'i.: the '.'.":I";,|1"- Ly E !l\.'-..|.l'||-q,':\,::. 1t 5% |l_-_",-.\,,:;'_'\-i'|'; I'\-_-;,:_:l o lli=
scribe here the procedure we employed. First, we had to establish some
fixed benchmark to which anomalies in the wall’s structure could be
referred, Because the wall slumped badly from west to east. and because
we wanted to measure the degree of each socket's horizontal displace
ment, we¢ decided to transect each cutting with a horizontal bazeline.
I hree separate baselines were laid out ilong the face of the wall with a
transit and marked in blue chalk with a carpenter's chalk line. BLI
(paseline) ran between sockets | [ ]
ol.3 from [A] to [E]. BL2 was placed 1.02 m. beneath BL1, and BL3 0 605
m. beneath BL2, Between the “v'* axes F[1] and [D], the top of the first

13| BL 2 from [13] to [18], and

course has slumped downward, from west to east. 2,485 meters
Next, we developed a standard procedure for obtaining and recording
the measurements we intended to extract from each & cket. This was
necessary in order o reduce the nu rand magnitude of errors made
recording process. All measurements for each socket were
recorded 1) on a separate standardized recording sheet, 2) in the same
'l'.'\.||.||.':'ll.'|.'. 11 -I'.I.I'-._L:."i!'l_!: to the Same '\-\.:., stem,. and 44 by the Same I_‘-g-:-\.r\.,—'\;_
5P Murrav
Finally, we employed a measuring template specifically designed for
the peculiarities of this monument. It consisted of bwo 2 inch by 1.5-
inch PreCes Of si '|r":EI."|'-\. ShEE] ey ||'.:I::!||:|' |'.:E"'i:|::. tach a metey |.\,|:|!: and
dnlied with holes at 2 cm. intervals along the entire length of the shiee|
(Fig. 26). For measuring the wide sockets at the wisstern end of the wall
the two drilled sections could be joined end-to-end by means of a slip-
oint. The holes in each section were just slightly larger than steel rods

made from quarter-inch dowel stock which could | mserted through

the template and thus pushed into the cutting at right angles to the

surface of the wall. The depth of the socket at this particular point was
then read from the rod which was marked in centimeter inkervals. A
spcond set of holes which iccepled a support apparatus of moveable
arms and pipes enabled us to position the template anywhere we desired

alomg the face ol

the wall. =

Bvu sing this measunng devioe (hereafter abbreviated MDY, we werp




WCTAVLAN'S

able o record
iskstenoy,
||| WEILE ..E'Il.ll'-l I_'II:|I_I_'
ent-rumbet

wriel descripion

e procedure ubilized to recover each dimension vords “socket

cuthng” are used nterchangeably: i [} v used o define

rom the center-lin I Eh

Table 2

Measurement Proce
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#43 [Fig As this dimension could be calculated from #8 and

#6, we omithed recording it on most sockets
10 (Fig, 2c): Taken with the MD at the cutting’s deepest point in
the area of the desired profile
#11 (Fig. & Ag @ik also see “"Oifset” below
#12 2429 Since #18 provides the dipth of the socket here, we
_.:_I'I'Il.'.'-l..l'f did nok record this i"-""rlll.
w13 Ilr':!l:, 2 As #10: also see “OHfed below
#14 (P, 24c) v @l
#15A (Fig. 2dd); laken along the back wall of the socket
#1208 (| 15 Jad) Faken with the MDD when the mierior of the sockiet
exhibited an anomaly; if no anomaly exist
#1004 sulhioed
laken with the MDD in such a weav as to fiodloss thae
'.|l.'-.-|.'-|--! part of the socket
Mot necessary as a profile
Faken with the MD in such way as to follow the deep
st part « the socket: as a result, the |'||':|i:' Wiks ol
takin in a straight line
LIEESet [he face of the third course was set back from that of
d by about 4 cm. Varnanoes in this dimenston
] .|:'|i I|||:.\_|
courses had shifted. The offset was mea

immaeciiate @it and

fles

e catalog below prezents in a systemalic manner the surface meas-

rements Irom each socket., If Figure 23 15 compared with Figure 24, it

can be seen that measurements #1, #3 and #4 represent width dimen-

: : :
stons of the actual bow timbers inside each ram. If we compare Fij
25, we see that measurements #2. #34 and #5 represent the

width dimensions of the ram’s after-end somewhere bebween the CTOSE

ions at the A and B lines in Figure 25.% The actual height of the wale

from the ram’s bottom is between the values for #6 and #7, and tha
total height of the ram is _"l.'|'-r'|'x|'.':||'|_'§ by #8. The “L” and “R" in meas-

measurcments from the left and

urements #6—F9 and #15A present

:I'.l.' socket, I!"~|"|'|| vielv, An asterisk ™) rext to the meas
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#ﬂ;'l

2 ]

B

urement indicates that additional observations appear in the " Remarks™
section following the catalog: for the values in parentheses, see the
“Remarks” for Socket [3]. All measurements are given in meters.

¢. The Sockets: Catalog of Dimensions

socket (1]
#] .07 #5 0.7
2 ] .38* #5 L=MA-
&3 A i Lo=nA:
#3434, MA #E L=MA
# A ]
Oiifset WA
to bottom of socket

i 1.15

w2 1.5 } ! .67

#3 MA F - (.81

#34a D4 : M A

LE] WA

Mi=et MNA 5.0 o =18 :\.I"TI"\--I'!'L'I'I_II
I to bottom of socket

IR s L B
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[ b ly b

i of socket = [0LG65

l .04 B = (.05

am of socket = 0.8

# 1
&9
w3
Y
"
Lzt
oo = LA
1 ™

B2 to bottom of socket =i
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SOk !: ‘.

w5 [ T

! b Bodbom of socket

.l

w3 [

' 3A 1.565" (= 0.04)

¥4 1

Oiffset L=0.04 B = 0,045
eore =[,{3

BL2 to bothom of socket =585

(1,73
0.5

3 (1,35

IA 0. 53-0).5&"

| MNA
Crfset DA

BLZ 1o bottom of socket=MNA

E
L
w

SOkt I |
#5
#h
s
R
e - o]

B T

BLZ o top of

'l My
#2 i
w3 i
oA s
i b, 205"
{Hfset BA

BL2 to bop of 3rd course

N,
Y

. !

14
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]

F] P oy i A
Oifset K=0.03 #154 L=RhA L=y

1.3 to bottom of socket

ekt (B

#1 0.83 #5 050
#l 1.105 #h . =045
&3 w7
#34 (1.545 &
&4 1,33
Miset L=0.06 BE=MNA

et A

BL3 to bottom of socket =(1.785

#1 0,545
#2 1.17
L e
#31a D.745"
i [.285
Ofset come = (.06

BL3 to bottom of socket = 1.11]

OCke] || }H
.78 #5 145

#2 1.0125 wh
" 3 [, 235 W
T 052 e
&4 i a5

(btset  Bo= L0125

BL3 1o bottom of socket=1.22

(.06 B =M
core = 1L.03
BL3 to bottom of Socsel = MNA

I.) Hl'l:'i..".l.'\- ot [he Cal |E-"..,' of Dimensions

Socket [1]: Measurements #1, #2 and #5 were calculated by doubling
the appropruabe digtance from the P'_-':_-m_-;"-.':_-u_‘l features to the v line.

Since all cuttings are slightly asymmetrical, these “restored” measure

MENLS Must represenit -.I|_1'!'r-.:'-.i||:.'.'.-:' values -.'|'||:.'. Hereatter, such meas-

uremenis will be denoted as being “calculated from the "y hine
Socket [2]: Measurements #3A and #5 are calculated from the "
line: cf. [1] above
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socket [3]: The upper right fourth course block of this cutting has
shifted since its original placement and the original height of the socket
(#8K) would have been about 1 cm. higher. Since other blocks have
shifted from their u.":_Ul'..f ;."-\.lhil:l‘-l'.ﬂ a5 well, this has resulted in e
opening of gaps between the blocks of this cutting, As a result, the
values indicated in parentheses must be subtracted from measurements
#2 and #5 to arrive at the original dimensions

socket [4]: Block shifting has created a 2 em gap which must be
subtracted from measurements #3A, #4 and #5: of -. Supra

>ocket [5]: Measurement #1 is calculated from the "y line because
the left side of the cutting is broken: the preservied width s 0.695 m
Measurements #6L and #6F are estimated from traces on the back wall
of the socket

socket [6]: Measurement #3 was taken from the core where it is broken
back from the wall’s surface. Since the side of the core tapers inward
(proceeding from the back of the socket to the surface), the width of o3
would have been oniginally about 2 em. narrower at the wall's surface.

socket [7]: The preserved width of measurement #1 is presented in
the table, but the core is badly broken. If the measurement iz calculated
Irom the "y line, the width would be 0.86 m, Since the end of the wales
are preserved, measurements #6L and #6R are taken from the top of
the preserved surface closest to the onginal end of the wales, Measune-
ment #7L is taken from traces of what appear o be the orginal surface

which has since largely broken awav. Block shifting has created a 2.5

Al iy

cm. gap which must be subtracted from measurement #5.

Socket [8]: Block shifting has created a 4.5 em gap which must be
subtracted from measurements #1 and #2. Measurement #3A is cal
culated from the “y” line, and measurement #6L is taken from traces
on the back wall of the socket

socket [9): Block shifting has created a 1 cm gap which must be
subtracted from measurement #4 and #5

socket [10]: A 3.5 cm. gap exists between the two blocks that COmprise
the second course of the core which might affect measurement #3. But
since no evidence of ~:1||'t|111: 15 visible anywhere, this gap must have
onginally existed when the wall was constructed; it would have been
invisible with the ram mounted in the cutting. Measurement #4 is cal
culated from traces on the rght side of the socket and the v line

Socket [11]: Measurement #3A is taken from traces on the right side
of the socket; measurement #5 is also taken from traces on the righi
'l-l.il-'.

socket [12]: Since this cutting is poorly preserved, most measurements
were taken from traces preserved on the interior of the socket

bocket [13]: Block shifting has created a 4 cm, gap which must be
subtracted from measurement #3A. The right side of measurement #5
was taken from traces of the original "".':'-'

Socket [14]: Since this cutting is poorly preserved, most measurements
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ey

#10, #11 and #18 |. nless the bwo s1es l"'I:'r-, ' stgnilicantiv. we have

i thy,
chosen 10 represent only the sockets nght sides, in effect rep wlucing
a 5

ew Of 8ach ram's pord atter-end

reterence to Figure 25 will help the reader visualize what these profiles
epresent, [F the hlit ram were mounted on the Campsite Memiora
the shippled section between lines A and B represents the portion o
ram contaned within the socket, The A line represents the surface pl
of the wall, and the B ling the deepost extent of the socket with

ram's talpiece removed. Strictly speaking, were the Athlit ram
I

nounted on this wall. an exira deep recess would have to be carved at

sockel’s bottom to accommodate its long tailpiece. We have repre
| !i":l' skl A0 1IN iIE: ire 25 without tha :._||||,":|'| e, o EVET

cause this corresponds more closely to the actual prohles preserved by
he sockets of the monumeni

i 27 presents the after-ends of the rams that once oo upied

ts [2]-18]. Figure 28 presents [9]-[18] and Figure 29 shows [A [E]

wckets (4], [9], [17]. [18]. [C], (L} and [E] have been represented from
both sides;: “a’ represents the left side of the socket (the ram’s starboard
side), and “b" its right side (the ram’s port side). In each case the straight

vertical line is intended to represent the surface plane of the wall, and

the thick undulating line the depth of the cutting as plotted from the

values recorded with the profiler (i.e., the MD). The trough section of
each view {provided by profiles #10 and #14 depending on the side)
15 indicated by stippling. Note the “x* line indicated in each of thie
reconstructed views represents a height of 0.90 m. from the bottom of
the socket and allows for an easy comparison with the highlighted sec-

hon i Figune 25

e. The Urniginal Number of Rams on the Campsite Memorial

In addition to the dimensions and profiles of each socket, we also
measured the intervals between the cuttings. These intervals expressed
as the distance betweon the center lines of 1.|\h||._|-.._-|-;. sockels, are e
sented in Table 3. A comparizon of these values allows us to calculate
the total number of rams originally displaved on the wall wough it
15 impossible to be certain, socket 1] seems to have been for the first
ram Iflh;'lxl'.'l.".i on the western end of the terrace., Space exists for another
ram to the west of [1], although it seems unlikely that such a large object
would have been placed this close to the corner of the monumen

I

Id
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FAMS SPacEa 8 MEelers Apart Wik

.:"IJ "-i_ £l sight b WEn raams s]

Nave cOcUupreEd the anexcavaited sSeCcilion Sdsl | | s §1
I

.',._1._!",:--'|:|'.||||-il';..'HZE'.l.'_"'l-.':  visible ld malk 'Z|'l.'-|["'.‘!-::'I'I!|.-'

Belwesn

total of rams orginally displayed on the monument somewher
that the rams displaved
sl were 20 50
existed. For exan
acquired by the Deutsches Sch
musimum width of (.26
for this ram, see Chaples
small size would fit into the linear spad CCL by LM andd
[E], 33 should 1 v ag o T m number of rams orginally dis-
Piay l.'l.| O the morLement RV STTRA Y MU OCLERHE d the exireme
eastern end ol vanll, 4 more rams may have been originally
displayed on the Campsite Memonal
There are | 1 reasons, however
one wonders 1t the o
t a hithe from
hat one would expect in a dedication {0 the gods of
| war equipment. It the dedication represents a tithe, as we think
then the total 33 to 3

mself recorded as having been ured from fhe

5 OO sponds well with the number of

A i P

r by Plutarch (Arf. 68. 1), Augustus wrote in s Menoirs

ships were captured in the battle (or, more likely, in the
pler VI Section 2.a). Since Augustus fails to count vessels sm
friremes for red warships presented i hi
(cf. Chapter L, 1 25) ] 350 seems fo represent a
te value for the complete total of ships captured from Ant
patra during the Achan VWar And tor this reason, we prefer no
restore a large unknown number of small rams on the east

the wall

W e AT V=5 1 val is 2o el

resiulting ram Ehe pestorabion of (wWo rams
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f. The Sequence of Construction

During the process of mapping the podium and recording the di
nensions of the cuttings, we observed certain construction details. Thesg
led, in turn, to the following H:."l.'-.'.:l.ll::'-l' 011 Lhie 54 mice of Hhe mon-
ument s construction. Although the hillside terrace had probably been
leveled somewhat to receive Octavian's tent, it was no doubd regular-

;- ] : ¥ 3 =L i
zed” further after the decision was made to vuilld a memorial on the

site. This would have involved the smoothing of its surface and the

L

trimming back of its sides to receive retaining walls, At this
the Eength of the upper finished terrace was measured according to
number of rams to be displayed and the desired spac ng between
MNext, a terraced “step” was cut in the southern flank of the hillside
beneath the level of the original campsite to serve as a plattorm for the
ram display. Shallow trenches were then dug along the trimmed-back
margins of the hillside terrace and filled with ceermentz and mo to
serve as a foundation for the refaining walls to be built along the west,
south and east sides of the wg T ;':'.|:I.!' 1 E|-:'.|'-.:. reClanguiar blocks of
imestone were then laid on this concrete foundation and were clamped
logether with iron “double T cdamps (|-{) set in lead

Loncrete masses in front of cuttings [2]: [11}-13] and [A]=[F | reveal
that a retaining wall backed by a core of concrete was built o contain
the pressures of the lower terraced “step™ as well. The original imestone

tacing of this lower terrace which supported the ram display has not

e R Gy s s TS S S e s w1 LY
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survived except for six large blocks along the side of the modern road.
Mevertheless, a retaining wall must have existed, and would Bave been
laid in a manner similar to the sunviving retaning wall of the upper
terrace o :.‘-.l-.|ll::":'|. According to evidence from the south wall of the
podium, the core for this lower terrace was probably poured behind the
wall in stages, as the masonry rose course by course

Along the weskern retaining wall, there is clear evidence of concrete
on top of an in site facing block of the inner row. It seems likely that
after the bwo rows of blocks were laid on their concrete footer, additional
concrete was poured behind them. Next, the second course was laid on
the exterior block onlyv, and then conerete was poured over the inner
block L to the level af the extenior second course. The inner block was

intended o serve, therefore, as a :.‘.‘.':.!_l.' .’l.'_l.:'.l|.l:' caermertiurm. The irregular
use of headers in the :L'I.-.'.:'lill!_; vealls indicates, as well, that the architect
who built this pedium conceived of the wall and its concrete core as an
integral structure. This perception on the part of the architect is re-
markable for the time.

After the lower terrace for the ram display was finished, and after at
least two courses of the main southern retaining wall were clamped
irmly in place, it seems that the rams were placed on the lower terrace
rmear ._"1-.|||!!_|' to the wall for their sockets to be carved i-i|||;'u_-||||_-_|_|;_,--'.. -.|.|:'.1|'-
-.".Jl'!il1:_',-' n the sides of the cores in sockets |:'~ ::'!!_ H| (P11 and
jl ]| show that these sockets were carved into one side of the “double
T clamps holding the second course together Obwviously the clamps
were removed (or were never installed), but the unaffected half of the
clamp cutting still bears witness to the original sequence of construc-
fion

At this point, the rams were placed in their sockets and the outward
flares of their cowls carefully measured. This enabled the masons to

carve carefully the third blocks of each socket to match the expanding

flare of each ram’s port and starboard cowl. When these blocks were
|'.'|r'|':|l||:-. lowered imbo |_1:.n ¢, they served to lock each ram into iks in-
dividual socket oy the flare they exhibibed. This SEQuUenoe of construction
seems amazingly difficult, yet any other fails to take into account the
socket’s oubward flare ab the level of the third course (i.e., the back of

clear examiales
TS COre A ra i ad of the ALEERISEAN |
o i thee Ca npsbe Wi

res B ferrace walls wiosild Bhave b o

i othier words, the blocks of the seoomnd course wene @+t side by
re carvid in Ehetr surface o receive d e 1 CRAm Iy s kapls '- 111}
e thie beft skde « i ok 10 [B], it ocowrred in thie .
TS I"I"”"i HOCES 1
5 pouned Pehind any daeak, e amps musd have been
soickorts were carved. A similar bokin la I RUEng 1N L SEooacd
b anchosed the lell block of the core (o bBroken away),

L
T |'|-Il.l' whin its socket was carved
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Fig. 30

the cutting was wider than its front). There can be no other explanation;
the curious expanding flare in the cuttings of this course was dearly
intended to follow the exterior dimensions of each ram {ct. the difference
i sections along the A and B lines in ]|.|._'L 25,

After the third course had been set and clamped in place, concrete
was again poured behind the wall to create a bond with the headers
placed at irregular intervals in this course.® Once this concrete backing
had set, double rows of blocks it.e., one laid in front of the other) were
laid as the fourth and fifth courses although the inner row of blocks
seems not to have been continuous. Although no exterior blocks from
the fifth course remain, the mass of tumbled blocks appearing in the
1913 photograph (Fig. 3) must originate from this course, The inscription
may then have occupied the sixth course which was crowned in turmn
by at least another course as indicated by dowel cuttings in the tops of
the inscribed blocks. We do not know if these upper courses were laid
in double or single rows, nor do we know the wall's original height or
exact placement of its upper portion, which may, for example, have
been stepped back into the hillside.

# The left, third course Block of socket [2] has nod survived. A cles
back side remains, how ever, in the concaebe sHE &8 2w Ehat was o W
e block
Evidence for this feature can be seen chearly abowve sickoets 1£1-17] amd [16] I::":E L s
n ihe i rosw of blocks W Elhed] sl oomonebe (and thiss ary original {o the msonument)
i thie boairth comrse af ulbinges ':'I I 121 | |r‘|= and ! H'i

S g N e e ot




:
i

CDCTAVIANS CAMPSITE MEMORIAL

g. The Photo Mosaic

Hecause of the increasing damage caused by the roots which grow
behind and between the blocks, we wanted to record as accurately as
possible the relative positions of the blocks currently in situ. We decided
to do this by making a photographic record of the podium’s south facade.
The problem involved minimizing the optical distortion from the camera
lens. The procedure we employed is described in detail to substantiate
the accuracy of our final image (Figs. 17-19).

First, we ulilized a 50 mm. macro lens to keep the image as sharp as
possible at the borders of the frame. Next, we established 5.0 m. as the
maximum distance from the wall that the terrain would allow us to align
our tripod with the middle of each socket. When the front of the lens
was set at this distance, approximately 2.15 m. of the wall's facade was
included in the camera’s field of view. Allowing for a 30 percent overlap
between each frame to minimize distortion at the edges of each image,
we repositioned the camera at 1.50 m. intervals along the face of the
wall before shooting adjacent images.

To help lay out these points, we used a straight piece of wood, 1.5
IT1. |-;'|I1|.‘.. A h:-n-:: line which had been knotted half-way ._||-;||1_!:I 115 |_|_']'|_th
was attached and the string pulled tight (see Fig. ), its length was
:‘IL{JI.]*-\.!FL‘E to form an isosceles l:ri..,'||:|:.:||_' with a I".L'i;.;l‘ﬁ of exactly 5.0 m.
from the leg formed by the stick. Beginning at the east, one person
positioned the stick on the south wall's face and marked its end positions
on the stones with blue chalk. A second person held the string’s knotted
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center and pulled it tight. Once a proper isosceles triangle had been
formed, this same person dropped a plumb bob from the apex of the
‘_r|._||:;.;||_' and a third person marked the spot on the ground with a long
nail thrust through a bright yellow piece of surveyor’s tape. This pro
cedure produced focal points for the camera lens at 1.5 m. intervals
regardless of the wall's slumping undulations, except at the wall’s west
ermn end. Here the terrace which once supported the rams stops abruptly
Az a result, the frames shot to the left of sockel [3] had to be taken from
the op of our car at a distance greater than 5.0 m. and entarged in the
darkroom to the same scale when we printed the final segments of the

IOSA1C.

For each position marked in front of the wall, the tripod was positioned

t
0 that the front of the camera lens sat directly over the nail head: a
.

I i bok vas dropped from the lens bo the ground to verify its position

[he camera was =t in a honzontal POsIGn by means

gl ; :

level attached to its flash shoe, and its elevation was adjuste

respond to the center of the cutting. After the camera’s position
judgred to be correct, a 4 cm SUAare Was ;'|.|.|'-.| along the wall’'s face

near ne « J:.!_l.'-: LTI L

he ramse _il an area destined to be 1 tror thie

final 'r"'ril'lt: AL

f i
4
i

the picture was taken., A second frame was exposed
with the camera turned in a vertical position (i.e., with the longer axis
of the camera’s field of view placed at right angles to wall's it
the lems was again positioned over the nail head. Before the pi
were taken, a thin vellow line was run across the surface of the wall at
various baselines

position i each photograph acted as a guideline wi
=2y AT ::"u. 11T |,'\"|"'.- L5 OO0 BEMITYE 1) * T "l. |E.|.|| TS

Although the image we obtained is satisfa n would maks
tollowing changes were the task to be repeated rst, the camera

should be kept at the same precise elevalion relative to the wall's

tor each photograph. Second, a camera with a larger forn

ch produces a 4 by 3 inch negative) would vield
I, a line marked in meters should be placed in the
and (Al and to the left of |1

ohotos, And finall

shortcominges, however
WCeurate l|-\.||| my sinele i3 7% Y% o i
Courate th: ANy gl ireal irags

i L
COMBEINS 31 |'\-|':-_|:.:-.
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h. The Dedicatory Inscription (Figs. 32-46)"

since the first discovery of blocks in 1913, the insc ription found here
Was :._'u.'l:_:_."|i..-'-:'|!'.|-..| ey i|;'_'.‘=-.l.'!;:"|l ext, ."‘*-.i:I'n.'|IE'|-\.‘_.||'|_1||1_|1I 1ts i|'||F|. irtance
or the attention focused on it by numerous scholars, the inscription has
vet to be fully illustrated or understood az an element of the monument.
['wenty-six fragments of the text have boen published to date, although
the twenty-sixth fragment is re ally a misreading of a previously recorded
block, Mine blocks were found by Philads Ipheus during the excavations
of 1¥13 and four more were located by Rhomaios during the summer of
1922 (Fig. 32). In 1926, |. Miliadis excavated the section of the retaining
t socket [18] and located twelve more Blocks. Ten vears later

the whaole collection of 25 hloeks was presented in an ‘epigraphic note™
at the end of Gagé's article on the Actian War memorials Ihese frag
ments are listed below according to G Ige's numbering system for the
OF reterence. To minimize confusion with the systemmn of

naips and our sequenhal numbering of the fragments still preserved

te, Lagé’s block numbers will be indicated by the prefi o
I

lable 4:
The Fragments as Mumbered by Gagé

F-VICT
MEFERAT

VI
1

1M
A=A (A joins wi
Al
IPARTA ASTEA
A poins wikh G of. 1. 72 | LBy
v TEREA Ly i 2Bl (or perhaps SEQ?
ON G24 K] i
5] L = Fssy
ViOD

i W
Blowck

il b
Fis. &




OCTAVIAN'S CAMPSITE MEMORIAL FOR THE ACTIAN WAR

|
— ———————




LM TAVIAN'S CAMPSITI WVEMOD

H. Oliver constructed a proper text from

;
L by

* unfortunately was overlooked bv Eh
they revised th lection of texts in
dents of this period know onlv an irife of this important
In 197 i Y [ = 1 7 SR W

I I
tlock dur g

Inscripdion
when he claimed to |
the =site in ished no drawing or pho
topraph of the new block. it is cear 12 misread ¢ (currently Iving
upside down 5.8 m 1e south of socket [81) Since Carter listed
all thie blocks he saw and G15 s nok I

i

currently lies in full view. and sinee 1t s

else looking for ins riphion bBlocks) wim

certain that Carter's twentv=sixth block ic real

i

down in deceptive light. For this reason ¢ art
itfimam™ has been abandoned in
0 make the list of ragments complete, th iddifions must
pended to Gagd's list. In 193 Khomaios 1 | * exiIslenoe of hwo
»western end of the Yer terrace which e
m o Gagé's list
mich we arbitrarily

o

T
oW vy i clearly make | the lower horizontal
ind restore an
ment would fit with
heed traces ol a L.,
LY ar LY o :!I;,' d | 7 i hior Zontal skroke of
I' on the block's i 1 iH). The re;  of a T before the 2!
agrees with Rowell's restoratiy omata™ but the C demands a reeval

lation of the inscrniption’s cone uding verb, 1| 15 that Oliver's *“ds
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dicavit” must now be abandoned in favor of something like Meonsa-
cravit. "

At this juncture it may help to review what Suetonius savs about the
dedication in his biography of Augustus (18.2): . . . locum castrorum,
-..|:|i'|_11|~i fuerat usus, exornatum navalibus spoliis _'“-..'q_-|-l,~,||||,'\- ac Marti con-
secravit (“the site of the camp which he had used, adormed with naval
spoils, he consecrated 1o "‘{L'pll.::l'u' and Mars"). The -||11||.'|ril?. bebween
the words of the text and the “spolifis [ormatala clonsacravit” of the
monument’s inscriplion is striking, We believe that this is more than
simple coincidence and think it likely that Suetonius had a copy of the
dedication text from so famous a monument. or more likely, that he
knew the text from the Memoirs of Augustus, which he tells us he con-
sulted on numerous oecasions.™ For this reason, we have decided fo
tollow the vocabulary of Suetonius’ sentence and restore the inscription’s
concluding words as “navalibus spoli]is [exormnat]a cjonsacravit,”

If we accept that Suetonius was accurately informed concermine this
; . £

For the spelling “consacravit™ of. Res Geshee 230 (i

SEctonius, in his 1-:-|=.;r.|;-:'|'.' O Agusias, nebers spe by to this work as a SOLAFO)
oan hive separabe oocidsons: sections 2. 27, 42 A2 T4 He ¢ r & Wik Bwice in his
fle of Lacsar (section 55), and once in his treatise on gram ; icts 16). For
unacknowledged references 1o the Mesoirs in the works of Suetoniss { d certaim by
fragments gathersd from other author's seorks), sce FeErer 190 PP =0 (Imagnyents @2,
#4, &5, #30); It should alse be remensbened that of all the anctent authors who o
this monument, Suetondius alone correctly attributed the camp's dedication o _‘\..-p:un.,-
and Mars
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monument {he 15 the only author to identibty correctly the deities honored

I . 1 : } a
neTe), it Seems '1_I| LETREY Bl 'I '-I"'l'\lll'- L5 il o l\.||'\-|:'|.\,:'.'l_ 1 at '\-II. [AVEAN &5 ¢ .";:'\:'||,'\l-

site. Chher than the 5. the only items displaved there for which we
have any record are the statues of Eutvechos and Mikon. -‘-,I:'r'n,1!_,:,:_"'| ik
{ first appear otherwise, these conform to our hypothesis because
the bronze for their manufacture would have come, most hikely, from
e or two of the capiured rams Furthermore. Strabo's observation
that the entire precanct (both on the hall and in the g belowe} was
adormed with spoils might lead us to speculate further. If naval spoils
alone were -.i.:a!.": 1ivedd at the ampsibe wvemaorial, then -._'.l-.':'-- taken pri
marily from the army would have been displaved near the athletic fields
in the sacred E we at the base of the hill
We have checked Carber's statement that G23 cannot read SEC becapse
the last letter must be an O or a [he total outside width of the letter
from the upper right edge of the preserved stroke to the exterior of the
curved left side measures 19 cm. while the width of the C in G2 from
a pomnt Just betore the tlare of the serifs to the exterior of the curved left

i § T Alilks
Sl measures AU om. Aldtho

ugh the G in G13 also measures 20 cm. from
a point just betore the serit atop the vertical stroke to the exterior of the
curved left side, its top appears flat in co 1] on with the letter or
(223, This block, therefore

Carter's propos:

the text (see below)

As concerns the :."'...q.'l"':'u. Nk O
'||'| ™ il.:'\.l' - el L

came trom the bullding

the matter.® Our research, however, has shown that

possible. To demonstrate why this is 50, and to explore the implications
of this fact for the word order of the text, we { carefully examin
the inscribed fragments still remaining at the site

lable 3 presents the dimensions and locations of 13 blocks we

identitied at the site in 1986, plus the new ment G238 attested only
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L PO | pOsiiion of each block 15 nobed on F

¥ and is described in relation to the sockets along the face of the wall

in Table 5. Our numbers corr spond to each fragment's relationship

they ane numbered sequ nitalls

L L H
e |':'|;!III'.'.'.1|: Of the nscapbon. 1
v i

at the wesl, For |_"\..:";";'|!'i: Block 21 (L2 lies 5.5 1EEers Out

SR T : > -
cet [5], #3 (G11) lies adjacent to the wall at socket 18], and blo

S ] :
#12 [La21) lies between #11 and #13 in front of socket TR
(L) |
lers with the

Fragment numbers preceded by an asterisk (*) are |
wk length™ column

length of the inscribed surface presented in
‘apace

and the length of the header given in the “block depth' column
units™ are equivalent to letter wi ardless l-!.l'l-\. letter's shape or
b It S ||'.:'\.'|':.'II|:"JI. 4] Ir":.l'.'l' N |'.¢ &N oot -\.E |'='=-I|I‘\-\.' i” ||| -,l an ".'.I'\-l.'.:i"".
seem not 0 oCcupy a full letter space. Only the letters. therefore

1

COLUNDESE a5 "'\-l'lull. & urieks, and o partial letters are counted as o TEn T

unit. Imcluded AMONE our i fr ints 15 one unnscnbed block (our
#1). Gagé’'s numbers are indicated with a “G" prefix, and we have noted
ne numbers of the new fragments (not bered originally by Gagé)

by placing them in parentheses

lable 5:
Sizes and Locations of | ragrients (cf, Fig

The fact that two of these blocks (511 an } are mmscribed headers
demands that the inscription be placed on the wall over the rams. It
£ 1§ -

% ha ]
AN ArCHItrave

would be mpossible to fit a de p block | 11 int
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COTTE ‘~|‘I:-I'.-.1ili:.!_ to the column elements found at the site,® This evidence
is conclusive, and it is supported by the varying widths and irregular
back sides of the inscnbed blocks themselves (of. Fig. 35). Most of these
blocks were clearly intended to be set directly into the hillside and there
fore little attention was paid to finishing their back faces. As a result,
their thicknesses vary widely (ct. “Block depth™ values, Table 5). OF the
blocks '-'1|FI'=.'-"I||:-' visible, IH'-:} 521 is cut down o a uniform thickness
and this 15 simply because it was clamped to a backer serving as a
cagmentum in the concrete core of the podium.

Ihe original length of the text can be roughly calculated from the
tengths of blocks #2-#13. Since 41 letters of different widths randomly
preserved from the entire length of the original dedication (see infra)
cccupy a space of 10.4 m., the total restored text of 220 letters (see infra)
should oo upy a space of approximately 56 m. This is clearly too long
bo fit easily on a stoa whose preserved styvlobate measures 40.1 m., but
quite approprate for placement along the southern face of the podium
whose length is 62 m. If the dedication was centered over the rams. we
should restore a pacat of approximately 3.0 m. before and after the in-
scribed text, Such a blank Space ._-:-._E1|._|i||_~. the two uninscribed friere
blocks noted by Ehomaios in 1922, one of which we record as block #1
(C27) on the western end of the terrace. i might be more than coinci-
dence that a vecal, about 3.0 m. long, locates the inscription’s first word
over the center of socket [1]

The fact that the IMsCTpiinn was originally pl,_|;_'|_w-_| above the rams on
the retaining wall has important implications for the word order of the
proposed restoration. Although we cannot prove this conclusively, it

seems unlikely that the i.'.!:.'.l'l blocks have straved far from thdr |_'.r|.|_1i|'|_||

positions on the monument,®= For example, the positions of blocks #9

and #10 next to the base of the wall imply that they have simply dropped
from their original locations on the wall above, [If this is frue, then other
mdividual blocks (and particularly the large, heavy ones) may be close
to their original positions in the inscribed text on the wall. The physical
locations of the blocks currently at the site, therefore, might be significant
in determining their orginal positions in the restored text (cf. Table 5
and Fig. 9)

B Ebve bext as I A OVeT Lhe rarm v a0 med mod be comcerned, a8 18 CARTER

P I =28 and n. 3, with matchi: propartions of thir inscribed (reese to the oo
clements Foarnd af the site (for these, see infra Section 4) Presumably becasse of Hhe «

g ol the sale, he wrongly identfled the column base near th
wddium as a Dorke capilal, and beh L e lav im i

5 15 thi only visik 1 vicinity, he ma
11 - wall with a weparate structure and assmpned the nearb

column base o f

[o our knowly -\.!,;l' | a8 th e wWas moved

menlly hosimel
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Table &:
Blocks Reported by Rhomaios in 1922

(Rhomaios’ numbers are proceded by an R Gagé's by a "G~

Gl -0y =G MI'ERAT

{2 F-VICT | 25 RN

a1l -0 K1 Vid-PA (A joins with B11)

L] VoD K11 =07 A

G13 C-REGI 12=0 E[-]PARTA (A joins with R13
Calil Y 213 =18 A TERERA

G4 YL

lo his credit, Rhomaios realized the importance of this fact in the early

19.20s and in his publication of the fragments gave the general locations

of the blocks then known o him According to his report, the Blocks

were arranged as follows: Rl and R2 {see Table &) lav about 10 meters
from the western end of the wall, blocks R10 Rl l:.-_} about 25-28 meters
from the western end, and the rest lav in between. We cannot be sure
of the precise sequence of mdividual blocks, since he mav have rear
ranged them slightly to make sense of the inscription. Nevertheless,
some general observations can be made on the basis of this evidence
A companson of Tables 6 and 5 shows that, of Rhomaios' 13 blocks
omiy ':':.E I:-'—1'.- K3 |:'i-:; 1), I{"‘- (13 and B10 LB ) remain yvisible at the a1t
!-u._i._l'.' From our IMEASUTIremenss i'::'\-'.-.';-' er, We are oertain that H: and
RE10 have not been moved Appréecably since 1922, nor apparently have
the other two. OF the additional blocks disc overed since 1922 G22 and
Ll are the most important, simce they were unknown to BEhomaios and
were presumably still buried when he wrote that “it would be logical
W eXpedt irom a consideration of sSymmetry, that almost one latllf of
hull inscription should be sought in the fulure to the right [i.e., to
east] of block #13."% Undisturbed until the section east of socket [18]
was excavated by Miliadis in 1926, they remained buried next to
wall, close to where they fell when dislodged from their onginal pos|
ons mn the text. For this reason, we have followed € arter's .'-.'-.II.:.-ZI_I: (uf
(23 as SEQ, and place it in the text roughly where it can be seen today,
close to socket [C]. With this in mind, we present the follow ng resho-
ration as the most likely version of the monument’s dedication, Owur

block numbers appear above the appropriate places in the text: Rho-

maos" numbers are preceded by an “R
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1.} The Dedication Text from Octavian's Campsite Memornal

(tor a franslabon, s&e Intra Section 5)

w1 K1l
Im|' « Caesalr ¢ Dawji ¢ [ul

i=K3 Hd #11 #d
._||;-\.l.\_' o |"'|.| | ;!ll iill.iilli!l\.:.|

Ry F#

cons|ul | guinium 1|mperat]or
#10

MATI L NEp|tuno

LErver;: vich]bor

o, Howell

Chliver; ormat):

Sote that the relative positions of biccks currently at the sibe ha
been tollowed as closely as i':'-*—~:|'|:' 1N CONSITLENNE e WO order
Iragments that depart Sigmbcantly from this rule, #11 and #6, are small

enough to have straved far from their original positions. We obviously

&

do not maintain that all the blocks at the site are in their original positions
. : !
ifter falling from the wall: certainly they are not. Some have obviously

N drageged away al unknoswn times for reuse elsewhere, We found

large blocks from ths retaining wall up to S0 meters downhill from

te . clearly abandoned b use it was too difficult to drag them
further. Fragment #6 15 a relatively small one which could have been
easily moved from its ofminal position when other Blocks were remowved
trom the site: the exact size of ragment #11 12 as vel unclear BT
blocks #49, #1000, #12 and #13 might seem (o have beer but their

Proximity in the original text makes ‘\F CUT t jumbled state
insignificant. If our argument is accepted that the current posilions of

cement i the ongimnd
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then the order of the major grammatical units that make up the dedi
cation can certainly be recovered.

The placement of Caesar's name as donor in the nominative case at
the veginning of the dedication would thus be warranted |:":.' the locations
of R1 and our block #2 ( =R2) at the west end of the wall. The names
of the deities to whom the monument was dedicated, in the dative, then
occur in the middle of the inscription near the place where the blocks
can be tound teday, wrenched from their original positions in the gap
between sockels ||:‘“-] and [A)]. And I!i|'|.'|||:.'_ the verb “consacravit™ will
conclude the text near the eastern end of the wall,.®

Ihe torm of the dedication, essentially nothing more than a long

sentence, corresponds closely in structural arrangement to the inscrip-
tion placed L:-_'.' Augustus in Rome on the bases of two obelisks dedicated
to the god Sol in 1009 B.C. (ILS* 9] CIL VI 701 and 702):

||1;.F*-. Caesar divi |

Augustus

POmEIIEY Maximis,

imp. AL, eos, X1, rb pot. XIV,
Aegupto in potestatem

populi Eomant redacta

soli donum dedit,

Both texts begin with Caesar's name, followed by the date of the ded-
cation I-'-“-P'-"I-"-!*-I."l.1 in the titles of the ruler An exira subordinate clause
precedes Octavian's titles in the Mikopolis text to stress the fact that
fime has passed since the date of the Actian War: “victoriam consecutus
bello quod pro re publica gessit in hac regione.”* Following the titles
an ablative absolubte occurs in both texts to describe the circumstances
which hawve .!"TI:III.L‘JII: about the dedication, and {II1Ji.|:- there tollows the
name of the deity {or deities) to whom each monument 15 dedicated
Future excavation of the section bevond socket [E] may produce addi-
tronal fragments which will slightly modify the text; otherwise, we are
tairly certain that the general tone, word order and position of the ded-
ication on the monument have finally been settled

+f |"|i;|.- ."!;fli.u'
.'1'||t::1-.lll|;|'l. the existence of a stoa or portico atop the podium was
documented in 1974 by four separate photographs, a full account pre-

Given the placement of our blocks #9 and #10. it sl secens possible that additona
us of this inscription will tum up when the area east of culting [E] is fimally
excavabed

= CARTER 1977, P. 2, ar = Ehat these Hbes were delaved @ & e of the irs FifHlion

1 stress the fact that the i Wl At the victiry by ol v viears, We believe
that the subosdinate oy BCACIFLAIT OOanSaCLIR LS b SEne Alfer the veciors d

wakely al s Ehie I Althoigh CARTE P 200, e 5 Ll o e
“guinctuem™ | £ evdenoe of the conbemporary (L5 81 | = EHRENBERGIONES 1976, p. 57

17 erecled by the Senate, Aupusius uses (he nofmal -\.'r'u_::|.'|:,'_ “guintum’’ i his Bes Geotay

fef. 8.1; 15,1, 3 and 21.3). Sinee Octavian presumably composed the ext on the Campsii

k
emorial, wie feel that Sguininmy kS e be 21 o Dver (UL,
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senting all the details of the discovery never appeared in print. One
|||:-|_‘-|.'-~ that someday the excavation of the stoa will be resumed and that
a proper account of its onginal design and subsequent history will be
prepared. What follows does not presume bo fill this need: it is simply
an attempt to describe the fragments of the building that have come to
light over the years and to make some simple observations COTMOEIMINg
the building’s original form. In general, the pieces discussed below are
'|.'|||'|'L':'I||:.. vigible at the site or reside in the ._-|:.|_|:-:!.-.-“.;| and storerooms of
the museum at 1'.~k|,:-p.,1i|5_

Among the elements still at the site are two limestone column drums.
one of which (Fig. 47) still bears traces of its original stuccoed surface.
[his drum lies 7.2 m. out from [A] and exhibits clear traces of Auting.
I ne other (Fig. 48), 4.5 m. out from [10], has no flutes and a diameter
of 0.5 m.; the columns may have been fluted only part-way down their
shafts, like those in the Stoa of Attalos in Athens = Also at the site,
currently lying near the southeast corner of the podium, is a column
pase (Fig. 9 at “z"; Fig. 49) which corresponds in diameter to the two
drums. The setting surface that would have roughly corresponded to
the column’s lower diameter measures (.575 m. and the dimensions of
its square plinth are approximately 0.79 m. on a side

Ihe single Corinthian capital found at the site in 1913 (Fig. 4) was
moved to the Nikopolis museum with a second column base in 1967
and now sits atop this base outside the museum’s northwest comner. The
capital’s lower diameter was impossible to measure directly in its present
posihion, but a rl:-l.l;.__:"| measurement of its circumference (ca. 1.60 m.)
corresponds well with the diameters of the base and the column drums

at the site.* The capital’s preserved height (including the abacus) is 0,35
m. [tis interesting that neither the capital’s proportions nor its decoration
are Augustan and seem to be much later in date than the monument's
criginal construction.” Although this matter remains for further anal-
ysis, we propose that this capital (and the column elements?) belongs
to a later phase of the stoa.®

= In 1984, this drum was located out From socket |80, but in 1987 the same dram had
been rodled down a small indine and now Hes a8 deseribed 15 {he bixt, Figure 9 reprEsenis
thi possbiom of the column as i ¢ ppeared in 1986
* Because the capital is not complebe, it was difficult to get & precise measurement of
1t% arcumiereno®. Une measuning 160 me would equal a desmi of (L5509 .,
commesponds well with Vilmnsan propori:ens for the capital's dismeter when the lower
diameter of the codumn equads 0ol m. This value i caleulated froen the A
revealed by the interaxial spacings of the oo, s s bt below, Philsdelphess recordied
ihe diamieter of the ¢ ipital as ca. 075 mi., but he most be o ferring to the width of the
AACTES
" Fow l\.'\..l.'l"'\'!l'- of .-".;.I:\.:;.I-\-Inn capilals from Lreece, see MERMETER 19570, I'p 5= with
thie Approprabe F::'“'l'-""- O mn s Oof -'l.l.::_'_ pbam ..:|-|'.|E-. ai "{_L.-Iw-ln_ i FROETFRER 1987
B 133 with Ms. 12 and 13 on pp. 455-54
Ihis capital’s | o must lie behind Rhomaios’ belief (rasoiacs 1005, ]
that the architedural elements found at the site come from some Later §bructiee Buait al
the sibe. We must stress, however, Bhat he placement of the stoa a he podium reveals
inkegral part of the monument and presumably part of the monument’s ofidinal
must ales paind out that the sugpestion of EoNOMIDOU 1075 PP 36=58, that a
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In addition to these elements from the columns. we found a few
fragments from the building’s roof in 1986, namely, large Corinthian tile
fragments (from both pan and cover tiles) as well as :'|.'|_!;|'|'||-:1I=\. of srmaller
Laconian tiles. In 1987, on the road southeast of [E], we also found a
fragment of a terracotta water spout, molded in the shape of a lion's
nead (Fig. 50). This fragment, measuring 0.087 m. in height and 0.06
m. from the back of the lion's head to the tip of its nose, preserves the
eye and left side of the beast's head down to its open mouth. No traces
of teeth are visible.®

We also found a few fragments from the building’s marble decoration:
twio white moldings (Fig. 51), and a small fragment of a thin (0.011 m.)
white revetment slab flecked with gray spots. A bit of sculpture has
even turmned up at the site. H. Jucker reported finding at the eastern end
of the podium in 1979 a “carefully chiseled fragment of marble sculpture”
0.077 m. in height. According to Jucker, the piece came from the dress

|'L'ﬂ'l:.':-\-' was baialt heoe dusing the reign of Seplemiis Severus is unsupparted by the fouimn-
dations preseryed ab the site: soe infra, Section 5
The fabric of the fragment is a fine, lght I clay with a fiw large grav and many
nme "-\-|'-=r:'-|ll'_.! irclusions, There are a fow fine voids !I'.r..|'_:_l_:|.\,-_|-_ thir <lay d ose '.'lr:\.:r
void on the back broken edge of the fragment. The thickness of the spout’s wall is 0,02
This Iragment was remowved from the stte (along wHith the bweo marbde mo % ITT
ondd Below] and deposited in (ke "\-.:|'r_u|,-;-i|-\. U L e T
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of a life-sized female statue., The fragment’s present location is not
stated.™

As for the foundations uncovered in 1974, a plan of the exposed blocks
wias hurriedly prepared, but for various reasons was not included in the
preliminary report. We now include this plan as Figure 52, and comment
simply that it represents a “restored view” of what must be the inner
(south) side of the stoa’s northern section. A comparison with the pho-
1I!'.L‘|r-.l|:'lj'|.- of the north foundation reveals that the PI"” does riot represent
the actual present-day condition of the excavated blocks. As preserved,
the foundation measures 40.1 m. from east to west. The beginnings of
the southward running foundations at both its eastern and western ends
( Figs. 6=7) are clearly preserved.* These returns indicate that the original
groundplan must have resembled the Greek letter 11 with its open end
facing southwestward toward the site of the naval battle. The stoa would
have essentially wrapped around the sacred site of Octavian's tent.

Without further excavation and careful measurement of the exposed
remains, it wiould be unwise to conclude much about the details of this
structure. MNevertheless, the 1974 p:.'m F-lLI:—i the fragments presenved at
the site allow for some general observations. The I.:]r‘!_':.q"' rooftiles, column
elements (bwo bases, one capital and two drums) and waterspout justify
the restoration of a simple roofed portico atop the terrace behind the
ram display. Dowel cuthings and setting marks on the foundation’s upper
surface reveal the placement of 15 square plinths set roughly 2.81 m.
apart (center to center). This spacing corresponds to an interaxial dis-
fance of 9.5 Augustan feet, allowing us to compute the Augustan foot
utilized in this building as 29.578 cm.® It alse allows for the following
proportional suppositions about the building’s columns and their spac-
IMEs i .-'"|.1.I.|.:_lI:-|:.-|I1 feel

a) lower diameter (1.d.) of column = 2 Augustan feet (estimated from
the diameter of the setting surface on the column base: 0,575 m.)

b) interaxial spacing = 9.5 Augustan feet

) inter-columnar spacing 7.3 Augustan feel

d) column height (base, shaft and capital) = 10 » L.d. = 20 Augustan
feel (0 r|-|,::,:':1|.'.' 5.9 m.)

From these values, it would seem that the building’s architrave and roof

CRER 1982, . %8 and PL 16

L lear evielenoe for a refurm exdsts at the western end of the foundation bal we dov maok

nint af the eastern reburn

P |-i.
I From th
Efve 5
o A Line B [l nts

+ ared remains for thie fubsr

o N i L T S
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were constructed in wood and explain w hy fragments of stone architrave
blocks have never been found at the site along with the column elements,

Additional cuttings in the stylobate’s upper surface attest to the erec-
ton (whether l:'l‘."tls';ir'u.,I“_‘.' or laber, we cannol say) of dedications and shefai
(cf. Figs. 8b and 52) The absence of a step, the fact that the columns are
ol al !_:_H!lll'l-:.‘l level, and the clear wolen |_'|,:'||'|'|_;'| |_'|_;;|||;-|:'|_r| that mars the
surface of at least one block (a sign that the block was reused) indicate
that the stylobate was probably not intended to be seen.™ It may have
been covered originally with a thin layer of earth or clay, appropriate
tor the simple site of a Roman general's tent. For this reason, we envision
the center of the OPEn-air enclosune as a simple paved area which would
have indicated the site of Octavian's tent. Here too may have stood
altars and/or statues of Neptune and Mars, =

Additional fragments of marble at the site reveal that the stoa (or its
contents) was decorated with marble moldings (such as the dado mold-
ing lustrated in Fig. 51) and with some surfaces cdad in a thin (0.011
m.} veneer of white marble flecked with gray spots. Laconian rooftiles
found at the site may indicate that the stoa was repaired at a later date
when the original heavy Corinthian tiles were replaced, and perhaps,
when at least one capital was replaced as well.* On the other hand, the
Laconian tiles may indicate the presence of one or more additional roofed
structures on the terrace. For 4_'\.1:11|"||"_ remains of what appear to be a
basin plastered with hydraulic cement (Fig. 9 at “x™) mav correspond
to a astern. Regardless of all the precise details, there can be little douht
that the [l-shaped stoa with its central open-iir courtyard represents the

hedos 8 . . hypaithrion mentioned by Dio 51.1.3

3. A r'::xl.l.l.'ﬂ-.':-'l"':n':'.'nl.': ar g -\L‘n'rl.'.'!-.'.'.-' .'-i:'-".'|+'|.-!.'

The finished monument must have been impressive. As one ap-
proached from the grove at the base of the hill, a massive podium fronted
by a lower terrace some five to six meters wide first came into ViEW,
Resting on this lower terrace, with their back ends fixed to the podium’s
long retaining wall, was a continuous line of green warship rams. Ar-
rayed in generally increasing sizes from right to left, these weapons led
one's attention smoothly to the west end of the wall wihere the inscription

e swallow-tailed cutting appears in the third block from the castern end of the
e (the .':!.',|'.| Dok o Ehi T Bh This oxact t * of cutting has
Been noted in many of the ForbBesBong o pirus, { and Ak i whese ihey
definitely served to hold wooden clamps, For the evidence in Akarnania, see anpeay 1983
p. 456
= W thank E.-L. Sehwandper for this suppesmon, x5 well 38 Kor observations on the
sloa’s proportions

" A mass of tibes and cement at the castern end of the preserved stviobate indicate that

ST FePairs wWere ab the site at a later date, Since both types of /o & Wi
tound at the site, we (il e | | ]
thie ratial constract

s woild have been utihzed in

ol B | SUpEE mn
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began above the first ram—a monster welghing over two bons.' Like
those who see a modern aircraft carrier for the first ime at close range,
most visitors would have been unprepared for the massiveness of these
weapons. And if the amazing sight had left the visitor forgetiul of the
important facts, the inscription clearly paraded them in foot-high letters
across the entire length of the wall: IMPERATOR CAESAR, 50N OF
THE DIVINE JULIUS, FOLLOWING THE VICTORY IN THE WAK
WHICH HE WAGED ON BEHALF OF THE REPUBLIC IN THIS EE-
GION, WHEN HE WAS COMSUL FOE THE FIFTH TIME AMND CCM-
MANDER-IN-CHIEF FORE THE SEVENTH TIME, AFTEE PEACE HAD
BEEMN SECURED ON LAND ANDSEA, COMNSECRATED TO NEPTUNE
AND MARS THE CAMP FROM WHICH HE SET FOETH TO ATTACK
THE ENEMY NOW ORNAMENTED WITH MAVAL SPOILS.

Atop the terrace sat a [1-shaped stoa more than 40 meters wide. Its
placement on a lofty terrace reminded one of the upper terrace at the
_lﬁ_hkll‘l,"'_l_"ll.'lfl on Kos, or of two Ilalian sanctuaries t|ll.!I.I;|:_|i-'- bo ke imflu-
enced by the Koan |,-.||11P:_|,"-;' the sanctuary of Forfuna Ponmagena at
Praeneste (particularly the Cortina Terrace), and the sanctuary of Her-
cules Victor at Tivoli.®™ Though less elaborate in execution than these
plans, the intended effect of Octavian’s Campsite Memorial was no less
grand. Here “under the open sky™ on a wide terrace supported by a
Roman rostra of grandiose proportions was a portico which focused the
wvisitor s attention on wo images. [he first was near at hand: the u:l'|'||."'||.'
consecrated '!_1|._|.-,*- where Octavian's tent had stood. The second was in
the distance, where one could see on the horizon the site of the glorious
Battle of Actium; and in the middle ground hummed the Iving ity
which celebrated the great victory (Fig. o3).!

In order to help the reader visualize the original appearance of the
monument and its south facade, we give bwo restored views—aone from
the southeast (Fig. 54), the other from a point near the present-day gap
between sockets [18] and [A] (Fig. 55}, Qur reconstruchion 15 not intended
to be accurate in every detail because, quite frankly, too much remains
unknown. We do not know the o |;.;:r1.|| ':'l-:'i‘!:hl of the wall, nor the exact
course at which the inscribed frieze was set. nor the precise :_i'.'-pl'-'-lli::ll
of the wall's UPPEr courses We alzo know little about the owverall di-

mensions of the portico’s east and west wings atop the upper terrace

This estimale of Hee ram™s lkkedy '.'H.I'I..:II' TR EY i"':’:l'\...l ol by fodhin Caabes ol
Trust in a nal commdncation i 1.5, Morrison dated Dy
i TAMMS [T od om Ahis wall, see Che
% @l the Ask HOTE O K0S, Bl Sar
eotmanal, amnd 1 '.':'l'\-il' of - Hercules: Vi
v T O L) p 2500
141 (Fig
'_E-\.I-\. SN0, makes b P wak Octavian (od I .|.|-\.:_".-\.!'\1 HElq!
l& from this spof. 1.8 i aruraculunr. Fle is no o correct. This

I
e Pl ey e st o U |.||_.'-\.l:|.l| which he could

Hi% endare areny: its herghe enade 1 of place in the xrea for observing the (hght

& ATl o 'I:" AN
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In addition, we know nothing about the entrance to the ".”“'F"]""'- nor
do we know the precise shapes of the rams, although we thought it
reasonable to model them after the example from Athlit. Even so, we
have attempted to follow the facts of which we are certain, and a con-
jectural view is better than no view at all

With Octavian’s Campsite Memorial thus defined, let us turn once
again to the problems posed by the ancient testimonia (supra Section 1).
A simple comparison of these statements with the physical remains leads
us to conclude tentatively that the monument was dedicated to Neptune
and ?'.Llr:- as recorded by "\:lll':-:ll'lillh |.-:||e-.; Ih_E:_ |r _-'l.|:‘-|:-||-.| Was 'i.'l-:"|'.14h|l_'-;,|
in the dedication, noe evidence has viel been found to substantate this
Fact. We recognize that there are obvious strong connections between
Octavian, Apollo, Neptune, Mars and Actium that would make it ap-
propriate for Apaollo to be included among the deities honored here, ¥
Indeed. the site is still knovwn locally as “The '|'|_".'|'|F-|1_- of ,-"-,I_-u._-.||.,._" BJay-
ertheless, we believe that Suetonius® description of the monument dis-
plays a knowledge of the dedication text. And therefore, we consider
his testimony preferable to that of Dio (51.1.3), who not only says that
the site was sacred to .-"L|"\-|:||-.|. but omits menton of _\,;1_-}-.1“:-,.:. and Mars
altogether. Since Apollo is extensively represented elsewhere in the
weighborhood, it is possible that Dio simply made a mistake. Strabo’s
afcount I_.-'-..-_'.ill, which :.'t'||‘-|i-:'- that the whole |-.||1||,'-||_-'-._ m this suburh
was sacred to Apollo, can also be interpreted in a manner that is perfectly
'..'l.'lr:':|'hltl::'l:l.' with Suetonius’ text. As Strabo tells us, the hill on which

" CAGE 1955, pp. 499-522, presents the most foroefu d

psg bow Goarg (kist this. It s a

well-establishied fact [ AT Wias o b abias as HiE o patmen delibe amnd
thiat be ideniibied e closely with the god well | re b endered pubtic bibe; of, bor
EXAMPR LAMERECHTS | 1 and suripees 1968 PP, Sad-5y
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the monument was built, and which lay behind the femenes of the Ak,
wias itsell sacred to Apollo. On this hill, a fermemos was specifically set
aside by Octavian at the former site of his camp, decorated with naval
trophies, and dedicated to Neptune and Mars

What little we know about these three deities of the Actian War makes
it quite appropriate for a temenes of Neptune and Mars to be built in an
ATE .|'_|||_-||,-.;u_- sacrad o .-"..;'.:-.ﬂ:l 1. [:.'.:-'_L' has examined the I'|'§.'.'.i-.l|'|h|'|i|.'l
between these deities and Octavian, and has pointed out an interesting
connection which |'||||,'::,:|'-.| atter the Battle of Actium=—a connechion that
he teels was personally forged by Octavian. The evidence is provided
by the Fasti Arcalivm which report that on the birthday of Augustus
|"'.n.'|'-|:-. miber 23), cults of Mars and Neptune were received in the Campus
Martius, and of Apollo “ad theatrum Marcelli™ (i.e., at Apollo’s ancient
extrapomenal temple, near the trivmphal gate). Although the fasf tail
o list the connection between these anmiversaries, Gapé shows that their

falling on the same day as the mafalis

Caesariz is more than mere coin-
cidence. He concludes that these festival days were instibuted on Cle-
tavian's birthday in commemoration of the victory at Actum. "The gods
of 23 "§-|'_=,1||':|1i‘>1'.r are the gods of Actium,.™ .

In trying to show that the Campsite Memorial was sacred to all three
deities, Gagé articulates a convincing argument that applies equally well
to our modified view. ¥YWe believe that a femenos of Neptune and Mars
was particularly appropriate on a hill sacred to Apollo, and that the
whole sacred area—hill and femenos—overlooked a suburb of the city
which hosbted the games of Actian Apollo. As the center of the Actian
Games, this suburb of the city must have evoked strong images of

-‘-';|'-.:||-.l. and for this reason Do has mistakenly assumed that the ':'.!'.':'||‘--

SIEE ".||':1|-:|||.|| was sacred o .-".'."-.lif:- az well, Since l"w\.'n_'|'~l'.||:|' i% clearlvy

mentioned in the inscnpbion (Mars 15 as well, but the reading 15 less
certain) it seems unnecessary to defend Dio's contradictory account. He
simply made a mistake. (Mherwise, Dio's description of the site as an
“open-air shrine” (hedos t . . hypaithrion) makes sense if we view the
centrally placed site of Octavian's tent as the consecrated focal point of
the femenos. In all other respects, when one restores the monument as
we have described it, the ancient accounts really supplement one an-
other
What then of the alternate views recently expressed concerning the
monument’s form? We have already referred to Oikonomidow's argu-
ment, based on coin bvpes, that a Ir:np!r was constructed at Uctavian's
% We have shown that
the foundation uncovered in 1974 corresponds to a [l-shaped stoa with

; i .
15 columns along the inner side of the northern wing., YWhat is more,

the column drums, bases and capital {even though it is late) found at
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the site correspond perfectly with this stoa and not with some temple
I'he coins of Severan date which depict a large temple of the Corinthian
order must, therefore, refer to some other building at Nikopalis.

Equally impossible is Picard's view that the Campsite Memorial is
similar to the monument depicted on the coin minted by Antistius Vetus
but with statues arrayed in a composition akin to that of the St. Bertrand
‘.r':lpl"l:'.' 1w A similar verdict must be made conceérning Jucker's recent
identification of the Campsite Memorial with the image on Vetus' coin, ™
'l.-:l11.-:1-.1~.-nn;.1 what we now know about the Campsite Memorial. the
coin’s reverse must depict some other monument. ™ First, were a mon-
imental statue of Apollo (or a statue gr mp) originally placed above the
wall, it is inconceivable that its existence would have been left unmen-
tioned by Plutarch, Strabo or particularly Suetonius. The general cor
relation between Suetonius’ description of the site and the surviving
remains implies, at the very least; that he was working from accurate
information.™ [f would be doubly hard to explain how he could have
overlooked a statue of Apollo or a statue group had it been the central
feature of the monument. Furthermore, all the physical evidence gath-
ered from the site itsell |~::i|:r~. to the existence of a portico atop the
podium, and not a large statue of Apollo (or of others) set in the open
il

Second, a companson of the sockets’ '-:'1-.IPI.':- with the frontally viewed
projections beneath the statue of Antistius’ coins reveals that we are not
dealing with rams of the type mounted on the Campsite Memaorial (if
we are dealing with rams at all). The projections on the coins have a
clear outward flare at their tops, while the sockets on the monument
clearly tlare outward at their bottoms. And finally, no sockets for anchors
are preserved anywhere along the face of the podium’s retaining wall.

I'he main point of Jucker's thesis, that the statue of Apollo Aktios on

the coin is separate and distinct from the statue of Apollo Palatinus,

remmaing unaffected |.'-:.' our conclusions., The statue and base __||_-F-|.,;:._-._1
on these coins, however, cannot be located at the Campsite Memorial
This image also seems inappropriate to us as a representation, even on
an abbreviated scale, of the type of monument preserved at Octavian's
campsite.

As concerns the stoa’s function, it is quite possible that naval spoils
from the battle were displayed here. The naval spoils that Suetonius
says adormed the sacred enclosure (Aug. 18.21 might simply be the rams
wihich studded the podium’s south face, but they might also include
other items "'\-l.li'!-\.lllll.‘.l.'l:l. Pi.:l.'l'l.i inside the stoa atop the terrace. The act
of dedicating military equipment in stoas was a common practice AMOTE

WCARD 1957, pp, 280-62
= mckER 1583
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the Greeks, who filled their porticos with all types of military armor and
naval gear.''* As comcerns maval dedications in stoas, the most famous
example is the one constructed |'.":-.' the Athenians al f:'l,'lp'ln dunnz; the
fifth century. The inscription preserved along its stylobate reads: "The
Athenians dedicate the stoa and the hopls and akroteria having taken
them from the ETHETY, "z .-".||:]1-:|u!_1|1 one 15 unsure whether hopls means
the cables from the greal :!'l:':Lh';l.'h of Xerxes, or :-||11F'-|_:.; “arms, akroleria
must refer to ships” tigureheads or perhaps their stern ormaments.
Another example is known at the sanctuary of the Great Gods at Sam-
othrace, where inscriptions reveal that anchors were dedicated in the
Stoa.

Im general throughout the Greek world, stoas (as well as temples)
were a customary repository for armor of all kinds. At Athens, shields
taken from the Lakedaimonians at Sphakteria in 425 B.C. and from the
sikyonians at some unknown date were displayed in the Stoa Poikile.
At Thebes, the armor taken from the Athentans near Delion in 424 B.L
was nailed to the stoas in the ]1'|-:Ir|~'.-|-|:|,1-|-.1'.'-.'. W8 AL Thermon, |’||||i|_'- Y {iound
some 15,00 suits of armor displayed in the stoas when he sacked the
sanctuary in 219 B.C." And at Samothrace, K. Lehmann discovered
preces of armor and a fragment of a spear in the stoa he called the “Hall
of Volive Gifts. 1

Although the evidence for Roman dedications of armor in stoas is not
a5 exbtensive as that for the Greeks, they too seem to have made such
dedications on pccasion in their }'.::rllm.;u Customarily, Eoman soldiers
:.|l!-|:"i|‘::'.'l.'l.1 the spoils they won in single combat in the vestibules of their
homes. W Vietorious ;..',l.'11|.'t'.!|::-. however, were allowed to make a SPEC ial
dedication of the arms taken from the enemy leader in single combat.
Three !.'I-:Hh'h aof dedicabion are known. Those of the first rank, the -:r--.n,',-;.-
opima, were dedicated to Jupiter Feretrius, while those of the second
and third rank were dedicated to Mars and Quirinus respectively. i

Dedications of I11I|Il:l]’_‘.' spoils were also made in public places such as
1hl.' rornm Komanunr., Livy relates llzl_:l'll.-:"i_: that s0 many -\,F||_|:.|:. WETE
captured from the Samnites by L. Papirius in 293 B.C. that he was able

to decorate the temple of Quirinus and the Forum Romanum, and still

For Creek dedications of midl lary equipment, see FEITCHETT 1579, PP 295 of . als
LTON 1976 Pp- 12-13
i WMERDCS-LEWES 19y
LI, FRITCHETT 199 4
PRITCHE 19759
1.15.4. A shield from the Pylos dedication appoaned in the excrsations of the

AR 1937, Because a ool dimam froorm thas sbosa has a hole

NS
Deod, 12.70.5.
Folyb. 5.8.9
fLEaan 1962, p. 93 and #118—#119 on p. 16
*E Livy 1079, 33,306, 38.43.11; Saet. Nero 38; Fliny HN 35,27 in peneral on the
omgars of the Bopnan i phy, S3ee FICARD 1957 jala {1344 .

7
For spolia opima, sev CAGNAT P 1441 and Lasaarer 152
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distribute the remainder to the allies and neighboring colonies for the
decoration of their own temples and public squares, He also writes
(22.57.10) that after Cannae in 216 B.C. the spoils from former wars were
removed from temples and porticos in order to equip the makeshift army
ing raised to resist Hannibal, 2

Octavian himself is known to have made such a dedication in Rome.
In 33 B.C., he commemorated his Dalmatian victory of the same vear
by restering the Porticus Octavia near the Theater of Pompey. .-‘-.-:'-L'nn'Ein;:
o Appian (llyr. 28), Octavian placed inside the portion the standards
(originally captured from A. Gabinius in 487 B.C.) just recovered from
the Illyrians. Is it not logical, therefore, to expect that the stoa at Octa-
vian's campsite was built to house the naval dedications referred to in
Suetonius” account?

We know of at least two offerings which .'11|;.::"|| hiave been |x|_|; ed inside
the stoa: the bronze statues of E.'.Il:ﬂ. hos and Mikon, cast most likely
from one or two of the I...'II.'I:II.'I'I\." warship rams. If we are cormect 1n
assuming that other naval --.|:‘-|.'|:|.- W are I.'l.-.!|.|'l.j inside the ':1'.Ji|l.1i|‘i;.;_ the
arch at Arausio [Urange) shows us what they would have looked like
{F1g. 36). There would have been figureheads, coils of line, sets of blocks
and tackle, anchors, stern ormaments, gangplanks, tridents, steering

oars, masts, standards and naval ensigns. = Renewed excavation of the

podium’s surface might reveal the fragmentary remains of such equip-

ment. But until such evidence is found, questions concerning the stoa's
exact contents (or, for the matter, its true funchon) must rFemain unne
s0lved

¥Whatever ils pred ige function, this stoa must not have been as o
traordinary a sight as the ram display, because the ancient authors who
w.|'-|'l.i|:l.'.|i!'~. mention the IZ_.L||:';"-L_'_.;- Memorial either il o describe the
building in detail (Dio and Suetonius), or ignore it completely (Plutarch
and Philippus), We must conclude, therefore, that the most memorable
feature of the monument was its ram -_ii'\-\.:‘;'li.p_ the monstrous -»E'|i|1--'
rosirg that studded the southern wall of the upper terrace. These were
intended to command the visitor's attention, and to shed glory on the
man who managed to capture them

In order o appreciate the massiveness of these rams, and to recapture
a sense of the awe this L‘ll"'\-“l-\.l:l was intended Lo inspire, we need to place
these rams in perspective [0 thiz end, we must now tum our attention
to the different sizes or classes of ancient warships that were used in

the navies of the Hellenistic Apge.
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HI: The Relative Sizes of Ancient Warship Bows

The Problem of Ancien) Sk Classes
ncient navies, like their modern counterparts, were composed
of different sizes or classes of ships introduced at various times
tor vanious purpoeses. Although the names and partial descrip-
tions of some of these classes exist in ancient written sources, no com-
P||.':r warship of known class has vet been located on the sea floor! In

o
the near total absence of phvsical evidence fos the designs of these

different hl‘l:'!" classes, it has been difficult to ._||_‘-‘.1|'-:-|'i.'|l|.- fully the com

plexity of these war machines and the differences that accounted for the
various classes. The class about which we know the most, the “three,”
or frieves (usually translated as “trireme,” from the Latin triremis), is one
of the most popular and long-lived classes utilized in the ancient navies
of the Mediterranean powers.

According to Thucydides, the trireme was L?:--.'u,'lu,niu--.'. at Corinth in
the late eighth century B.C., and Zosimus makes it clear that the class
was still in use a thousand vears later? From literary, epigraphical, ar-
chaeological and iconographic evidence, a reasonably clear picture of

the vessel has CMerged over thie vears, which 12 now Expres sed in a full-

Fartial remains of two narrow vessels, i terprete o as Punic warships, wene ewcavated
by H. Frost between 1970 and 1973 near Marsala, Sicily. Oni 4 H el
of bwo Up-curving (ramming?) tmbers, while the other retains its s
ils port side up to the beginn the parallel mi 8 soction; cf
1975a, 19750, 1981a (£o] ough Frost interprots this latter ship
v Lasl, lpghki :.;.I'll-'-' of thie Hellenish Age—thas lentilbcaton i by o means secune, [
_:"'ﬁ"-I:I"'h.'-\.l lengih of 35 meders is L al i that of the CX tpizs, the “three' [ s |-|:.. SLIT-
poscaly larger than 4 Liburmian) desipned by lohn Coabes and 18 by the Greek vy
Furthermore the Panic ship's "-\.III_'.'_'ll"-\.-\.'... wieight of 120 tons is vl Iriple that of the
Chlyrrepias, which according bo Coates weighs about 45 tons with A ars and & full crew
[personal communication, Auwgust 8, 19857 on the Odypmies reconstraction, see infra m, 3
A partial =ecion of an undisputable warship was found attached to its bro FETTY FUEAT
Alnkit, [Erael in 1980 of. sTeewy 1983, Here. the Bow iimbers wors preserved along with
108 m. of the wwssel's port wake. |.K. Sbeffy has completed a full analvsis of these §
mbers whach will soomn APHOREAT BTV A ETLOE l5.'_|.|lr': & 18 editing: with L, Casson Hiled The
Lihedid B :I--.‘!;'ll'lll'.l'l'.;;_ lexas Al Prets): of. UINDER 198S

Thie. 1.13.2=-3 and Zosimus 2,22, 1-2, 24.1
only that the first Greek trireme was bailt ;
appeared i Fhoendcia. Against this view, of. wovp 1972 and 1975 and sMORRBON 1979
Mormson ollows the beleet that Thucydides” dafe is inaccurate due toa “laul i Tt
coaent,” and that the first triremse, therefore, was buill around A50 B . MIORRISOS-COOATES
1¥56, pp. 3=40. According o catson 1971, p. 148 with . 31, the atest secure reference

* activer use ol IRremes oocurs in the Zosimus FRIZSART
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scale replica of an Athenian trireme of the Classical period.” Although
different types of triremes were built throughout its long history of use,
the standard “covered’ -;"-..'l'npil' seems o have carried a full erew of
200 men. This included 170 oarsmen arranged in three Supenmposed

fites per side, with each man pul

] 1) 18 hizs own oar® The dimi nsions of
the class have been deduced from the covered shipwavs in which triremes
were stored. On this evidence, a trireme’s EnEth andad width must be
just under the dimensions of the Zea --'|||'-'-i||,-:_:x preserved at Miraews,
Athens” port city iry length of about 37 m. and
widths of .:|:'-|,'-|,:‘. & m. each.

TR

Before the introduction of the trireme, smaller ships with 2
5 rowers (the elkosoros, frimkenforos and perfekintores) seem to have been
the preferred warship classes.* Representations on Greek pottery of the
Ceometric and Archaic perods make it clear that the carsmen on these
vessels might be arraved in either one file per side, or in two, one
supenmposed above the other.” The de elopment of a two-banked vessel

ikrofos or bireme) is !|||'||:_5_i'.: by L. Casson to be an outerowth

wiartare, since the new design shortened the length of
viessel, strengthened the integrity of the hull without anv loss
power, and greatly narrowed the turming circle, thereby decreasing
hme needed o turn the vessel in combat
During the fourth century, classes larger than the trireme were

duced mnto the navies of the Mediterranean. Pliny savs (on the evic
of Aristotle) that the Carthaginians were the first to invent a “four” and

their lead was seon followed by Dionysius of Svracuse who added both

“fours” amd “fives” to his navy.® By the ime of Alexander the Great,

these new classes had apparently :‘I'I.'II.'|l.|-!|"tl.-.|::'.!:'.!illil: I fliet

By this time as well, the “six” had just been introduced al Svraciise by

Lhonysias L (365=-344 B.C.h 0 | |'\-||-.!l.-.:-.'|..r_ Eielely Alexander’s death, a naval

ATrms race I'l"r'-'-'l""'l' his generals and their s CPSS0rs I,'\l_"l sl incedd l\.l;;sl-\. 0l
Freater siZes, some of ".'.I"‘:'l_':'. Wwere enormous. W hear of “'sevens.”

ights,” “nunes,” “tens,” “elevens,” “thirteens,” “fifteens,” and “'six

pony - '
wath st
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teens,” in the feet built by Demetrius Poliorcetes, And at the height of
his power, the fleet of Piolemy Il contained one “twenty™” and two
“thirties.”

T'he largest ship produced at this time was a “forty,” launched during
the late third century by Ptolemy [V Philopator (221-203 B.C.). Pramarily
because of its incredible size, the ship's dimensions were written down
and preserved. ™ Iis length measured 128 m., its beam 17.4 m., its stern
and bow towered more than 20 m. above the water (24.2 m. and 21.9
m. respectively), and when emply its draft measured a s rprisingly

shallow 1.8 m. The four steering oars were cach 13.7 m. long, while the

I
longest oars measured 17.4 m. On its maiden vovaee, the vessel had
b OO oarsmen, 2,83 marines and 400 men who served as officers. rat-

o L 1 T ¥ }
TS and deckhands. " According to Plutarch (Demelr, 4

t 3 :\II_ 11 Oy II.'E b
moved only with great d ultv and danger, and was intended solely
a5 a shiwpiece

Even if we dismiss the “forty’” as an extraordinary freak, we are still
lett with the task ol |"'-.E"||||':. he differences that marked one -u:'|i|"
class trom another. Since no Py zical remains of these monsters have
survived from antiquity, most s holars have focused their attention on
-.‘||'*--.'r:::":."|_|.: thelr parage svstem as an oulgrowth of their dass names,
Criginally it was thought that these polyremes {1.e., vessels larg
triremes) were, on the model of the trireme, named for increasing
bers of Hl:i'l'f.f‘:"!!'i'--\-l.'-cl oar banks Nowwy most would agree that the ~."||:,'-'-
classification refers to the number of parsmen in each “rowing unit

It each oar was seen as belonging to a vertical unit, then the

number of carsmen who worked in that unit, regardless of the total

number of cars, wolld provide the name for the ship’s class. A “thres™

has three carsmen per unit and the unit consists of three superimposed
oars. " A “tour” would then consist af fo men per unit, and the unit
wanoii L an 3 i F Farcs SLimErLT el . L handlad b # . 3 e
WYLFLL I CRITISESE 48 [y sLIERCTITINEH S5 dls &l ma ..nl,d Y WD Maem, O
one par handled by four men. A “fve” would consist of five men per
unit, and they could be arraved in one, bwvo or three superimposed banks
with the approprnate number of men per car.™ Such a system can be

extended to explain adequately the carage systems of the various sizes
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aithough one still wonders how this worked on the larger polyremes
such as a “twenty,” “thirty” or “forty.”

Attention has focused on the carage systems because we simply did

not have much more to g0 on. Mevertheless, the differences bebween
these ship classes must have extended beyond simple variations in how
oarsmen were arranged in each rowing unit. Presumably this juggling
of men per unit had something to do with differences in the dimension
and weight of each class, This observation might seem obvious, but it
needs to be stressed. In spite of the known fact that some types of
“fours” and “fives” seem to have been similar to triremes EXCEpt for
their reduced number of oars, in general it seems that “fives” were larger
and heavier than “fours” and that “fours” were larger than “threes.”
This distinction is important; if we cannot h_rva-.-m'e- that a “ten” was
physically larger than a “nine” and that both were larger than an “eight,”*
how can we reasonably explain the different sized sockels on the front
tacade of COclavian's {'..||II|.‘=~|||' Memorzal?

In _l‘.l.‘l‘:l.'r-.ll. the |'.:'.'E'll.'l‘.|‘-l.'*-i*~' that “tens" had more freeboard, and were
heavier than "fives,” is defensible. For example, Florus could maintain
that Antony’s fleet of “sixes” to “nines” was on average heavier, higher
out of the water and more difficult to maneuver than Octavian's “twos”
bo “seies. 3 Plutarch says much the same thing, as does Dio. = As stated
above, there is clear evidence that on average a “five’” was heavier and
migher out of the water than both a “four” and a “three.™ Livy, fo
example, makes it clear that a “five™ was slower than a “three,” and
was probably heavier.® In a passage describing events of 200 B.C., Livy
tells of three Carthaginian “fours™ that were unable to ram a Eoman
“five” as it rounded a promoniory because, he savs, the REoman vesssl
was boo fast. Inthe end, however, the “fours” seem to have been faster
since the crew of the “tive” eventually drove their vessel on shore o
gscape. That the “five” was higher out of the water, and thus heavier
than the "fours” chasing it, appears certain from this same episode
While the chase was on, the Carthaginian marines were unable to board
the “five” from their “fours” because of the “five’s” higher freeboard. ™
[f we knew more about these classes, we would no doubt find that the
dimension and weight of each class were critical variables in the design

wssin 1971, 1 . 20and p. 105 n. 3 Plaged sght men per oar as the upa
o this type of system because i is the greates! number 8o be found in betber
v {1 ERis case on “ealeasees™ of the s
5 SYRLICM ACTOETEMCILALES & [W\CHRY |
fowss miot account for a h
1971, pp. 10716
above the wirre fszenbtalhy larpe cal 5
maralle] hulls. This would alsa heielp bo expliain the a
M 1971, po D

v of Flomus" sfalermenl 12 nod ak issiie here. Th
lasses mant hidvaer |'|'.'_I or and bess maneuverabie
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formula which determined the number of men placed in each rowing
unit,

Thi f\,i;lrl Clpeeps of ki Sockels

From this evidence, we feel justified in assigning the largest sockets
with the largest cores to the largest ship class captured by Octavian
I'he sockets next in size should correspond to the second largest class,
and 50 on. This, at any rate, is a reasonable theory with which to start,
jeH g als lI|-:IF::-' since we lack sufficient evidence for a more accurate ap
P:’L:l.!l.'h in -.1|".|'.".11i||i|:!_; the various u||||1 clazses of the sockets. :

It iz important now to ascertain as accurately as possible the “pool”
of classes available to Octavian for zelection after the battle’s comne :-,.h-.-n
Although the surviving accounts of the battle differ concerning the clas-
se5 in Antony’s fleet, Strabo provides us unwittingly with the answer
we seek when he mentions the war memorial built by Octavian at the

sanctuary of Apollo Aktios. = lis grandiose scale made the dedication so

noteworthy that Strabo described it for his readers even though a fire

nad consumed it by the time he composed his account. Thanks to Strabo,

therefore, we know that one each of the ship classes fighting in the battle

was dedicated “from a miosokrotes to a dekeres” If we remember that
LCxctavian himself dlaims o have capiur d 300 --.h'_'.h from the enemy, we
can reasonably conclude that he had a full range of classes to dedicate
at his campsite from “ones” o Mtens.

Adhering to the methodology outlined above, the largest sockets, such

as (4], should correspond to a “ten.” When we attempt, however, to

* otrabo 576 Plataech (Al &5 1) savs Andom I b [,
repsEls A teclacatedd “threes y 1
from Antony's ee Ehras (2.
Tminges. Sira
dedpcalon whose Impressve e
i} dewarverier, “the ten shipper I Fam !
shts aEalls bhrees n nis iw

| g TiAEl I"\'\.:

The numbser 0 s |l:.'-\.."..'q,| 15 i ]

i5h, Eheme was onh, | ben - m Ankomy s heeE, Fi

i obher record ibeets we gt oo b, o Ehee oot
exished ey Anbony's Heed. o the Bee of Pltolemv 1 we soe B
are limdbed in Aumber he sl possessed 17 “fives

vlevens 2 "hweglves” 4 “Ehifeeng | weEnds

|!|-"\-\.|||i-||.|-'~\.|"~\. "B
srvirrely limited in nomber, Fue rownl hanve Bl dir
60,1} that Antony & the war with “no fewer than 5
were many vessels of eisht and ten banks of oars, areay a
(brans, PERR 19200, As a resull, we Beleve it quite prodsy hat Octavian caplured man

than o lemnT Brom Anbony's of . ehice | aaT
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determine the class differences among sockets smaller than [4], we are
seriously handicapped by not having a full range of sizes visible for
examination, Even thoug h we know that ten classes are possibly exhib-
ited here, the possibility for error in determining class differences is very
great because we |.:|-.l not know how many classes are represented be-
tween [1] and | nor do we know the size of 3 “one.” :--:'rll."l1-:ltl.'|'.'
additional evide |'||-: independent of the Ca mpsite Memorial, is availab le
for filling tha: F pap a thie lower end of our series, But before wie turm our
attention to it, we should discuss the problems inherent in the evidence

whe are forced to use.

a. The Significance of the Profiles

If we possessed a wealth of detail concerning warships of knowr
classes from many periods of histor ¥. it would be soundest, methodo
logrically, to utilize only that information from the mid-first century B.C
I'ne different types of symbols cast onto the surface of the Athlit ram
My indicate that it was made on yprus during the reign of Prolemy
Y |'pip'!|.|r1-.'-. or, at the latest, durn ng the early years of Ptolemy VI
Prilometor (i.e., between 204 and 164 Il.'i. .7 If this supposition is cor
rect, the Athlit ram would come from a ship more than a century older
than the vessels which fought in the Battle of Actium.=

Certaindy, changes in h:"|I|."' design will have occurred during this in-
terval of time For example, the depth profiles of the cuttings reveal that
the Actium rams either had no """'IP“":"“" {cf. Fig. 27, all examples), that
the tailpiece was quite short (cf. Fig. 28: 9, 11; Fig. 29: B?. DY), or that
they were cut off before the rams were mounted, We will leave the full
significance of this fact for others to determine, but the evidence inde-
pendent of this monument implies that the rams had no tailpieces. If

15 15 true, one wond if some structural change lies behind this

alteration of the ram’s design.® One also wonders if thizs change affected
r

the sizes of the rams assiFmed o each -.!|||,'- class. The evidence presented

below for the size of a tnreme ram seems ||.i|;'\-_:-|'|'|-_ that this class remained
largely unaffected by the tailpiece change (if there even was such a
change for this class). Again, we must leave considerations of hull design
) ~!I'r1-.'r- Mare Compement o illlsj:l'_ |:'\'I_:I ‘.Ill_' |,"'::-\.:-\.||_'!|:_:l.' that I"-|;'-||'.|_'_||_i
differences existed among '\-|:|I_'---. of the same class over Hme must be
admitted.
oming); of. LNDEx: 1988, p, 65
o a veell-built wWarsnip seems 1o have been bot z
¥ with n. 68 and 1 14521 The older ships among thao

i the middle of the
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The overall appearance of the rams on the Campsite Memorial can
best be discerned from the types of rams tlustrated on other monuments
of this period.® The closest parallels we have found to the profiles pre-
served in the monument’s sockets APPear on a |:||,:||11|,‘-':'|.,1| arch burilt
during the first century of our era at Arausio (modern Orange, France).
The arch is triple in form with each of the three subsidiary arches framed
by Corinthian columns that support a continuous entablature running
above all three arches. Between the tops of each side arch and the
entablature is a space in which war '\-\.F"l.'lll'h are depicted. Directly above
'.I'll.':"\-l.' b :"Cl.'l:!]""|'.1rl_'|_.: ATEAsS arg DWwo e |.|:1I|;':|L|r F“'“-'I'.IH located in |_'|||_|
entablature (twao panels appear on either side of the monument) which
depict naval spoils. And AImong the items illustrated are a large number
of warship rams whose after-ends match perfectly the shapes recorded
in the sockets of the Lampsite Memorial (Figs. 56 and 57)

After Actium, no major sea battles were fought in the Mediterranean
A good possibility exists, therefore, that the design for the rams on the
Arausio arch denves from the mass of naval spoils Octavian n.‘||-|‘-|._::-. ed
in Kome upon his return in 29.* Furthermore, except for their lack of
tailpieces, the rams of the arch are similar in appearance to the example
from Athlit, Whatever the structural differences determined by this drop-
ping of the tailpiece in the yvears between 204 and 31 B.C., it seems 1o
hawve had little effect on the rest of the ram’s Appearance

CHher considerations lead us to suspect that the ram size for each ship

class was determined by additional factors only partially related to its
Lack of a :-.I||}"!'-'w.'l-'. I.E. Stefiv's analvsis of the 16 bow Gmbers I."':'l.':‘-\-l'!'-'l."\.l

in the Athlit ram makes it clear that this WEApOon was caretully ;hi..--._|-_:|-..-._1
to transter the enormous shock of a rAMmming blow as L'-.qa|.,|lll,' a5 _ih.;..-..i|-|,__-
to the hull imbers of its :--h'.'!". Such careful |,1._--h;:,:_|'; WwWas necessary if the
attacking ship was to avoid damage from its own blows during combat
The ram, like a well-designed hardhat, would have to withstand the
tremendous force of impact without bending or cracking. Such strength
could be partly achieved by the careful design of the head and fins, but
t would also depend P rily upon the quality of the bronze used, the
thickness of the di iving center, cowl and bottom plate, and the integrity

of the casting. A well-designed, well-cast, heavy ram would be necossary

WML ENES ©F
Hizde 1o the m
ang Ehis penod. For o descussion of this |"'!.|'::.l:':| n, particu ariv as
B Battbe of Actium, see BOLSCHER 1984 and 1
" howeve

ropertins 2, 1 wrles of seving ' Actia For Ehe view
a1 '|.!I:I'.'|'|'i|'-\.|_'l:-. a =ht 11 g bap et gyl rf o thae ."“".' AR
Se H irE 1985 icapn 1 T B (473
arch wakthoael any parbicular connection B a
allucted § universality of poswes

remarks of Zasuen 1988 .
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THE RELATIVE SIZES OF ANCIENT WARSHIP BOWS

for a ship of immense size and weight, or it would fail under the stress
of impact. And, if the dropping of the tailpiece was the result of heavier
structural timbers, this too should have had an effect on the mass of the
rams used by these vessels.

['o be honest, we must admit our ignorance in all these matters. Fven
so0, the paucity of evidence concerning ship classes from any period
demands that we use whatever information is available. If we admit,
nowever, that all conclusions based on such evidence are open o gues-
tion, and keep this caubonary statement firmly in mind, we can now
turn to the available evidence

b. The Weight of the Athlit Ram

[he most important information is provided by the two bona fde war
ship rams surviving from antiquity because they represent the actual
sizes and weghits of two different n.i1i|."' classes, The i.l:':,;:_-r |_"-\,..|r:'||"\-|1' WS
found in 1980 off Athlit, Israel (Fig. 25), and the smaller one was prur
chased in 1987 by the Deutsches Schiffahrtsmuseum in Bremerhaven
|]'I.L:. ";'HII.' Since both these rams are (oo srmall o fit into any of the
sockets, they -L'|l.':1|'|:.' mst come from smaller ;-'|1iF'| classes. The problem
is, of course, how small are they? Following the Athlit ram’s disc OVETY,
SOMEe experts concluded that the weapon was quite large and must have
come from a class considerably larger than a trireme. The evidence for
this view rested primarily on the ram’s immense welght of almost half
a ton (465 kg.). According to C. Torr’s calculations from the sale of five
trireme rams in 3254 B.C., one ram weighed roughly 77 kg. (170 Ibs.)

Although no one ventured a precise guess in print, some scholars be-

Hoth rams have already been mentioned in the disowsslon of the wocket's function
anad « mpinal muenber of ramms on the monunm N MO o 1 rhaven
ram appeansd i Mefer 5 (19870, the cataloy r CikAch, p. 25, D= D

Ellmers, the direcior of the Dectsches Schiffahrisn

letter dated April 24, 1957, Re
rams are krown, OF the &cam
sy The “'ram™ in thi Fitzw LET | “..l:,:l.
or sarhsidiary ram which was mcunbed above the @m
p. 83, Another such exampde, called th lumn ram™ (cf
preserves a bronze sheath in the shape of a ram's h that pnee served as the reinforoed
covering of a procmibolion. A similar bronze sheath iy e ahape of a boar's head (not a =ea
fmrnster as repoted by BROUSKARD 1955, p. 46) 8 exhibited in apoulos Museum
en Athenms, The “ram’" B 8 Frawt 15 v a pair of upcurving timbers
o this ram. Sinoe
shie folbowed T e |l;.;il: cabaulation for the l.'\.-\.'lg._l'l ol & tnreme ram (©f. imfra fext) she
bl (. 224) th TR 1 s Wwere wrapped with a thin sheathing of bronze
e o the timbers; of. also FROST 196818, pp. T0-75
3 Rexd], this veiw' of Bghtly sheathed Greek mams is mo
longer tenable. If ramming Hmbers ane indeed present ot Marsala, they muost come from
& |'|-|:|F!-.-I..-I-. dafterent design than is expressed s Ehe Athlst, Bremerhaven and Campsit
*lermiorial 'l"'-ll'l'l"l""'. cf. BaRCH 1975, PP 215=17, tor thi* evidenoe behind such a view

af the bow of a |l.l|'|:._ Ao eS| Ehoi
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i &

Hig. o8,

lieved that the Athlit ram came from a ship larger than a “four” or “five”
and perhaps from one as big as a “nine™ or “ten.”"™

Under close examination, however, Torr's calculations of 1894 do not
stand up to inscriptional evidence found since his day. It now seems
more likely that the rams in question were recovered from damaged
ships, were themselves damaged, and were collected in fragments to be
sold off as scrap. The average weight of the five rams sold was really
about 44.5 kg. (98 Ibs.), clearly too light to be serviceable trireme rams. *
And since the rams were collected over a period of years before being

)
|
N

Froar s
Pl LR =

ek

uCf. P .-1.'.:.-.|'-I|- BT 1582 poMey 1983, p. 248; and smoRRSON 1984, po 217

% For a tull discussion of the eviRenoe, see MURRAY 1585, |he Ba
wie belbeve is from a “on)” welghs only 53 H-F. Ihir wivid dieser
in the harbar at Syracuse (1 haec, £ U, makes it oertaln that a 44,5 Kg. ram would mot have
survived long on the bow of its ship before being smashed to bits. This i particalarly
evidient when we remeendber That (giremes were somd 34 meters E'.':'I:\u_ and wirne PO T
by 170 carsmén. | Coakes informs us that the meeme rephica Bull by the ek navy
WS aboait 40 tons with a foll crew on board. The hull w Hiths I lll:\-'_l' 22 bons; a full
st oof oars, about 2 bons; and the crew. abaoul | % RS h|'\'.|."-|_ FIERAME. & angd personal
grar imot carrted on board durng combat) may have radsed the total we 10 ardiard 48
fons, A4S k. ram would have been mis h b 'I;.‘;|'|I b v thistaned the eneosminus siresses
generated by the impact of a 40-ton mass (ihe vessel's combat weight)
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zold, 1t may be that the Curators in « e of the Athenian shipvards
I

walted for sufficient bronze to accumulate before “selling”” ¢

the foundry for the casting of a new ram. If this is so, the 216 ke, sold

in 3234 may be significant as a lower limit for the weight of a trireme

We are not obliged, therefore, to ints rpret the Athlit ram: solely

nt of its weight, It may, in facl correspond fo a tnreme, or to a3
:

or hve” if we accept around 200 kg, as a minimum weight of a

serviceable trireme ram

¢. The Anaglypha Traiani and the Sizes of Suspended Hams

Another piece of evidence that can be brought to bear on the size of

a frreme ram 15 a pair of detaited reliets called the Anaelypha Tr

showing the Forum Eomanum at the time of Hadrian.® The right panel
[Fig. 39, bottom) depicts the bumning of record tablets from the Tabu

ium on the occazion of a remizsion of taxes in A D 118: the Hosfre
Augusti is partly depicted on the extreme preserved right edge of the
panel. According to the generally accepted view, the left

LOP) SMOWS '.I'l."\.'li"'.""\.'lu'l (either T rajan or Hadrian) -.‘__||'_|_i|||-_: on the Kostrg

ledis Dire Tulii (the Rostra before the lemple of Divus [ulius) while a

woman expresses thanks for the establishment of a program to help feed

the children of needy families (the “institutio alimentaria”).® The great

'.'.Ill_ll'\ll.”"-l.""\-l.'-.'|'|l.||l'i||':'- % L 2T LE 3 :'I"--dl |'.|||'-\,,||'\'"l i,'1l|E":'i'-u:i'.!
are roughly similar in size (cf. Figs. 59-61). Since such care is lavished
on the proportional details of the foreground (figures platiorms, trees,
statues and tablets) it seems likelyv that the artist has .:1|.'-:-|-.|-:.'-._| o il-
El.."-\-'.r-..ll.l.' 'I'l. rams o :ill.' WO rosira 1 oorrect i"'r;l|';;||;|'\.|' 18 '_|||_- _'|.|=:;|||--\-\.
that surround them. In Botih Cases, huaman FigEures |':"'|."".'|I!.i'l_|: 111 '\.Ii"h'_'
I."'.'l.l""'.ll'l'lll:-. to the rams allow for a companson of thieir sixes with the
Athlit and Bremerhaven rams, as well as with the sizes of the sockets
an Octavian’s Campsite Memonal.

lhese rams are clearly smaller than the Athlit ram and vet significantly
larger than the example from Bremerhaven. To what class do they cor
respond? In order to answ his question, we must determine the classes
of the ships whose rams were chosen for display on these bwo rostra
A5 for the Rostra Aedis Diod ulii, we know only that the rams Came fram
“-|'.'..'.'l‘- I.I!:"!I'-!-'!i at Actium in 31 B.C. The historical accounts tell us noth-

resbing
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ing about their sizes. We are fortunately in a better position to classify
the sizes of the rams on the Rostre Augusti at the other end of the Forum.#

1.} The Rams of the Roman Bostra

Although the Republican speaker's platform was rebuilt numerous
times and physically moved from its original position in 45 B.C., we
know of at least two occasions {up to the reign of Hadrian) on which
different groups of rams were affixed to its facade. The first was in 338
B.C. when six Antiate ships were stripped of their rams in order to
decorate the platform for the first time. If we can trust the statement of
Polybius that before 261 B.C. the “five” had not vet been introduced
into any [talian navy, we can conclude that the Antiate ships were
probably “threes.”# Even though “fours” are not ruled out by Polybius’
statement, the Antiate navy could not have been very large, and the
standard ship of the line in the small navies of this 11.e~|'i-;|.:| was the
“three.” < The first rams placed on the REepublican Rostra, therefore,
were most likely from triremes,

The second occasion occurred in the L'i"'l".':"'\-li-r'.-hi"" of M. Antonius {97
B.C.) and is somewhat less cerfain than the first, According to Cicero
':-JIJI-' Chat. 3.3.10), Antonius decorated the KEostra from the “manubias"
(i.e., money realized from the sale of booty) resulting from his naval
numph over the Cilician pirates {probably won in 100 B.C.).*2 The verb
used by Cicero to describe Antonius” action (“ornarat”) implies that he
adorned the platform with some decoration. The cdear implication of the
passage is that Antonius adorned the platform with spoils from his naval
victory, most logically the rostra from the ships he had captured. Con-
sidering what we know of Antonius’ campaigns, the rams would have
come from Cilician pirate vessels. According to Appian (Mith. 92), during
the decade of the B0s the Cilician pirates began to add “twos™ and
“threes™ to their fleets as a result of their assodation with Mithrnidates, #
The ships captured by Antonius, therefore, would have been no larger
than “threes,” and in fact might have been from various classes of Hel-
lenistic light vessels like the myoparo (a “one”’) and the hemioliz (literally
a “one-and-a-halt™), or from “twos, s .

When the Rostra was moved farther to the west in 45-44 B.C. the

#

selection of the censor’s grandson to oversee the projpect II11["-.I|.':- that the

@ as well, Ch splor IV, Secthons 1 amd 2
i Podvin, 120010
I 330 B.C., even the fleet of Athens.

had only 18 “fours™ as companed bo 492

@ bee alse Chapter [V, Section 1

= Cf. opERGD 1924, pp. 29-30, 208-28

B o the o ror ane he I, two classes of light vessels, see Cassos 1971 PP 1 ME-32
HTEE OUF SOURCES Preserye Md aled record of Anlomius campaign, and since the pirates
seem 50 bold during the decades of the 805 and 70s, it has been PEESLIE that Antonits’
aval SEOOESAEE were ll'u-l'fl'f'l'.l"'l'l.l"-l.-’!.'\-\.! ck. hos |'-\..|'.|'|l!|' CFERo 1924, P 00 Thie fact that
Antonius was albowed o decorate the Bostra with his naval spoils, howower, implics thai

his sueoesses wene ol comipletely insignificant

e e T T W e, ™
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i:li!'_1|'|_'|| FAMMS Weng rl.',]l_'iF1:=|'l._| 1] |.|'II' new sirmictre. ™ !'1|r'||.'|.' 1"“”.'" Sl

that the original six from Antium were still visible in his day (the med-

second century of our era), we can presume that .'l'lr'lllJ'I!:-' also reutilized
the rams dedicated Dy his ;.:r.=‘-1x|r'-ll"-1-='r-' Wi '-||||p'.'. do not know 1if
Antony selected additional rams from dedications elsewhere in the cty,
like those displayed by Pompey in his house (cf. Chapter IV, n. 12), to
cover the face of the finished platform. We can be reasonably certain,
however, that the ram-classes from the previous two Rostra (attested in
the literary record) were from vessels no larger than the “three.”

A recent study of the Forum’s pavements suggests that between 14
and 12 B.C. Augustus enlarged the Rostra by raising the platform and
adding a rectangular front (cf. Chapter [V, Section 2). If this was indeed
the case, we must then assume that the rams were once again moved
and remounted on the facade of this new rectangular structure. This
much is implied by Florus® staterent mentioned above. Once again, we
do not know if Augustus added additional rams to those obtained from
the previous monument, although the greater length of the tacade would
i..-.',-l-.- that he did. If new rams were added, however, their sizes are
unknown. Nevertheless, from the right panel of the Anaglypha Trauni,
from coing dated to 13 and 12 B.C I_|'I.:.','~. 66 and &4), and from the
posibons of the holes in the facade of the Eostra itself. it is clear that
I|*:|.' FAMs wWere -C|I~i|‘-|"."|l.1|.'l.1 l.‘-H ‘.|Il.' I'_nl‘.lll.d This hi|'|'||.‘|||' tact can be lI*-1':.!

to determine their maximum size
2.) The Sizes of Suspended Rams

In order to determine the maximum sized ram the Romans normally
suspended off the ground, we must first consider the Rostra Aedis Divi
Fuelii. Although we are not told the sizes of its rams, their maximum size
can still be deduced. From the clear representations of this rostra that
have survived, one¢ on the left panel of the Anaglypha Dramanr (F1g. 61),
the other on a coin type minted during the reign of Hadrian (Fig. 62),

we se¢ how the rams were mounted. Both examples illustrate W POmE

= L Uhapler 1y, Secieon |

Florus 1.11; of. Chapter
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smaller in size than the example from Athlit, and both show the rams
mounted midway up the face of a wall. The fact that these rams were
suspended off the ground is a fair indication of their size, The Athlit
ram, tor example. which weighs half a ton, is simply too heavy to be
mounted in this manner on such a wall

If we consider the sizes of rams mounted on rostral Colummns, we armve
at a simalar conclusion. Both its size and weight make the Athlit ram ill-
suited for placement on a column such as that depicted on a denarius
of Octavian | Fig. 63).% The rams available for placement on the rostral
column of Duilliug came from those -|1||,'|;-L that ke captured, and these
are recorded on the surviving inscription as one “seven.” and 30 “fives”
and “threes.”* To judge from the sequence of sockets on the C ampsite
Memorial (cf. infra) which certainly includes “sevens” and perhaps also
“fives,” the “threes” were l"'-'-l'l'm"ll'll_"' the rams mounted on his column
Let us now review the facts at our ;_;'_:-LPL.-LJI_

1. The rams on the Rostra at the west end of the Forum {those for
which we have any evidence at all) are likely to be from ships no larger
than the “three."”

2. Judging from the two panels of the Anaglypha Trafan, the rams on
the Kpstra Aedis Dipd Inln are similar in size to those depicted on the
west side of the Forum. They are by comparison, therefore, no larger
than “threes.” If we remember that .-".=..':.:=..'-.‘.|,|- considered -.i--.|!:3. amaller
than “threes” not worth counting in his lifetime total of captured war-
ships (Res Gestae 3.4), our conclusion that the rams mounted on this
platiorm were no smaller than “threes™ receives additional support

3. The rams on the Rostra Aadiz Drer Tulfl are of a size (i.e., from a
ship class) that is smaller than the smallest socket currently visible on
the Campsite Memorial

4. The Athlit ram is too long and heavy to be suspended easily off
the ground on the face of a wall in the manner revealed by the Hadrianic
reliefs, and by the various coin types

3. The Bremerhaven ram (Fig. 58), weighing only

® For ine onlpirad rostrafs on the codn of Oclavian, see sUTHE

I e r » - sl
ef. also the remarks of Zanxer 1968, pp. 4142 with |

B e L hapler IV, . 1i

2 BF their smallest socket coen 2 k| class the Athlit ram could
§ e, ST L & ko a “hive” then the Athlit ram
2 o v hravy bo be monied on such
i " wre belweve it lBkely that onldy the
=pe et on Bhe o A5 lor the 2ven,” s size ks clearly represenied
ire in the sockets of the Ca T prad bir Nemorial and thiss s oo Lirpe for maog i T
NI & O LIETRTY

R | | NOERCGHOoNES 1976, p. 4 X -.--:-...x.--n!:.--lu_'_- berd] el
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3
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easily suspended off the ground on the face of a wall, column or statue
base.

The pattern emerging from these facts implies that the Romans were
r.r_-,|._||_:|.,- of :~'II:-|."|.'|'|:i:|'|;.: rams up to “threes"™ .-.r'|"_||._-:,;_f..-.|_,|-|;! on the facpdes
of their monuments. If they were ._._lp.'::'-lr of mounting “fours in this
manner, we have no clear evidence for it. This likelihood has two im
plications. First, the Athlit ram cannot come from a trireme. And secand.
the smallest sockets in the face of the wall are for rams larger than the
“tour,” since the Athlit ram must represent a “four” o1 perhaps even a
“five.”= We must now consider the variations in the sizes of the sockets

to see if gradations exist that might represent differences in ship classes

d. A Tentative Sequence of Ship Classes

The evidence currently at our disposal reveals that the ship classes
I.":III':"||':!II|_E1I1|_' to the I_'||._--,|-||_-,_-.~| sockets should range '-I'-I"I'I tens' 1o
“fives.” We leave the determination of ship sizes from the dimensions
of these sockets to naval architects. We believe, however, that one can
appreqate certain obvious differences in size by comparing the shapes
and exterior dimensions of the sockets depicted in Figures 20-22, Our
atbempt to borm “groups” or custers of similar sizes results in the fol-

'-I‘-'-'-'iII:! Wi *ﬂ.'-.|l||.':'|l.'l.'*-.

I"|'.|I!|_'I":||' | SO LI T
10: [1 [2], [4] (1]
S (3] [3]: [8] 3]

- TRl Pl =
[7]. [8]. [9]

(1], [12), [17]. IB]. [T}
(13]. [14]
1a], |18], |

tram the tnreme replica)

3
gremerhaven ram? | Fig. 22, Kam
= .
Bremerhaven ram
Karm 3)

Eiy Preseninge these two SEUENCES We do not mean to imply that the
precise classes of the sockets have been determined within these two
limits. Each reader may armive at his own conclusions by COM PaTIng thie
relative sezes of the individual sockets. The true importance of such an
EXEMCISE, |'|:!'-'-'|.".'L'r_ ||-;"- in the murmber of Z"'.:'"-I-':-""':" M S5 :-,‘I-:-|'.‘.|I:|-|_| in
the surviving sockets, RBegardless of their precise identifications, we feel

arrd 1= visthly

imdsd om Ehe
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that af least five gradal 5 in size can be discerned (sequence II)

: ;
Whether or not there are six, as SLg ested by sequence [ we are less

4 truly defensible sequence awaits

able to determine, much less prove
he analysis of the sockets’ dimensions by expert naval architects, which
we are not. From the evidence presently available, the Athlit ram should
come from a “five” or a “four.” Even though we suspect that it belongs
toca “lour)” we cannol prove il conclusively at this Wmae

I he class of the Bremerhaven ram [ Pig. 58) cannot be det nmed wikh
anv coerlzinty from these two SEUENCes Because of it2 viery amall iz
IThe ram 15 clearly smaller than a “three.” but whether it belongs to a

two W T , OT Some Wpe of Vone 18 |!11|""|'-'\-'\.:|"'|-: b deduce fnom
the evidence of thess i.'.:':.',l.': sizes, s very light weight (53 ke, ), however,
nclines us to believe it comes from a very small warship. In the absence
of additional evidence, we favor assigning it to some bype of monokrolos
ar omne.

Finally, even the most casual inspection reveals that the sockets are
not arranged 1n a strict sequence of sizes from large to small. 1his mixing
of sizes hints that whoever placed the rams along the monument’s facade
either found it ditficult to distinguish bebween Hh "‘I”P classes of the
rams once the weapons were removed from their ships, or that some
other factor no |.|::a sf discermible |*--|.-.5'. as the :l'.'l_,'ll|: of each WEAPOn 5
driving center or the weight of cach weapon) helped to determine their
placement along the wall. It is best to admit that much remains uncertain
abou ¢ rams once displayed at Octavian's campsite

One observation, however, emerges clearly from this analysis of the

nensions of ancient warships, and that concerns the massive
sizes of the examples chosen for display on the Campsite Memorial.
These rams were taken from classes much larger than those regulard
emploved in the navies of the period following the Battle of Actium.
Cortainly, this was onge SEARE that Octavian intended o convey
:|'.'.|-':.'|!'| this memorial, But vwere there other, more sigbile TSRS that

ay behind the seemingly odd design of the Campsite Memorial?




IV: The Significance of the Campsite Memorial’s Design

tficial memorials of successful wars or victories are desizned to
inspire patriotism, pnde and gratitude for the victor's accom
F-||~=|1I1!.l.'l'||‘-. which the Campsite Memorial clearly does. The
mbent of this monument, as we might have eXpeC ted from one buile by
Augustus, goes beyond these limited ends. In order to understand the
monument fully as a statement of propaganda, one first needs o A
preciate the traditions behind its seemingly odd design. Many vears ago,
Gagé observed that Octavian had combined in this memorial “the Roman
traditions of a trophy with those of the great commemorative monu-
ments of the Greek world.” Although our reconstruction of the mon-
ument 15 somewhat different from Laagd's, we agree fully with his ob-
servation that the design mixes both Roman and Greek elements. The
separation of these strains is ne essary to determine the full scope of
the IMESSN e the memornal was intended to COnmvey.

Greek dedications following important naval victories usually con
sisted of captured maval gear: detached rams, fipureheads, anchors and
ropes, etc.? On exceptional occasions, however, whole ships were of-
fered in thanksgiving, usually at sanctuaries near the battle site. For
{"'-.-.1I11|.".Ll.'. a Phoenician trireme was dedicated to Poseidon at the Isthmus,
bo Athena at Sounion and to Ajax at salamis after Xerxes' defeat in 480
B.C.? The Peloponnesians dedicated an Athenian trireme to Poseidon
at BEhion in 429 B.C., and we know that at least one wa _"\-\.I'|:'!": {and _;-._-r}:;||,'-~.'
there were others) was dedicated o Apollo on Delos during the Hel
lenistic period. Here, in fact, the remains of a building suitable for a
warship have been identified. Recently, another such buildir . with
supports to hold a ship’s hull still partly in situ, was discovered in the

sanctuary of the Great Gods at Samothrace.?

w5 sawed off e
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Inspired by this Greek tradition of offering whole ships, Octavian
decided to dedicate a purely Greek-style monument at Apollo’s sanc-
tuary on Cape Actium.* Not to be outdone by anyone before his time,
Octavian dedicated a full complement of ten ships—one from each ship
class that had fought in the battle. Set inside shipsheds (called neoriz by
Strabo) attached to the sanctuary, these vessels constituted an offenng
unparalleled in size by any other whole warship dedication known to
us from the Greek world. In making this offering, Octavian followed
firmly in the traditions of the greatest and most powerful of the Helle-
I1i-i|:; monarchs who had tried to -:||I|:*-|:|'i|" one another in the size and
complexity of their naval vessels.® Octavian built a monument at Achhum
appropriate to the grandeur of these ships—I ITRE and showy. It revealed
a theme that was destined to become a central element in all subsequent
accounts of the Actian War. The final battle on September 2 marked the
last extensive use of these giant ships in the navies of the Mediterranean
powers, and in the r'nllu-'-'-'.111_|:_ ;.',L'.'u'-nlti-.ln. the standard ship of the line
was once again the trireme.” As if to mark the passing of an era, the
memorial at Apolla’s sanctuary burned to the ground sometime during
|.-|Ii:. A TTeE ;.;l"l:'lefr'.".:i-.ll'l * .

For the major monument of his own personal foundation, his “Victory

City" built on the site of his army's camp, a purely Greek-style memaoral
to the Actian War would not do. As it was built on the sacred site of
Cetavian's own tent, a particularly Homan image was desired for its
oubtward .|F'l|‘~|".s|.'||"|1' For this purpose, Uctavian approved a design
which recalled the glorious days of the Koman Eepublic. And as was
frequently the case, his reasons for this choice were complex and his
intentions subtle. To understand what he was tryving to accomplish, we
must now consider the Eoman traditions of naval dedications.

The Romans, like the Greeks, also dedicated parts of captured ships
in the temples of their gods. And, as with the Greeks, rams seem to
have been a favonbe dedication.® Rams were also dedicated outside the
confines of their temples in ways unique to the Eomans. For example,
C. Duillius {(who was the first to win a naval triumph in 260 B.C.) was

wictory at Kos (bebtween D62 and 245 Bk For the bullding ol Delos, see COUCHOL
svoRimos 1921, Tarn 1930, p. 139, believes that this building orginally housed a “hfteen’
dedicabed by Defmeeinius. BRUNEAL-DUDEAT |'l"'\-'\- P TAR—$b are meoae caulzous, ey beleve
that the lake fourth century building may be identified with the neoron of Delian inscrip-
ions, but consider the actual dedication confaimed within a matter of .EI'-I"':I!I' Thi= dis
coviery & Sarmothrace was mdde 10 e suemn F Oof 195 arvd Bas mol vel been Ty |I|||l-
isheed I--* a picture of the % baze, still im giti, sec MOCREDRE 1986, p. 13

Ct. Chapber I, p. b s

For a discussion of large polyremes in the Helbenistic navies, and of the langest
-\.lll-i-: Ty ! avial arms race (a "Torty™ built by Plolemy 1V, see Casson 1971,

1o
i e

wiach ol ol ik ol [1]- HET=H 4T nes from depictions om coans, Parts of ships
Ik Ii"-"'\.! ATOMITIRN ¢ EIF £ IEL & =i, i & HiY ":IIEI'\.'I':II“I'I .I"II:;'.I!"_'I.'II'::ll'l:l"'|
atter thee time of Pomipey;




THE S1CME

awarded twi
or near the Kostra ; statue of the consul,

This column. ied rams suspenced
1HINE T & .5-':||.".:,|:'! an

aft the ground, bor

ships captured and I'wo other examples

I
 KNOWN: ONe wa consul in 255 B.C
ind was struck by lightning in 172 | ; the other was

Cctavian following his victory over OTMDEY ; ] in 36

i

b (el
SEMCLELILD -

nme se Of

i blie and p
the fover of his own

:I!.'..fl_' WWar AT RO

srppa was ormamented witl wiarship rams {Fig
st venerable and unigue d; ms, however
peaker's pl n the Forion Rensniuam. This was
that ] ovided the prrateon the bwo ram .i:w.: lavs [k
cated im 2% B.C. A brief consideration of the Fostra’s histon

[ i Ttk ] ol i w 1
o explain the ROVl tions it held for Octavian

aL *ULINEeErnmost Speaker s

true Kosira was created from Hhe

th ancient 4 DI Some thinee MEUraes !'m-h'::'._- _.'l._."__:“!:

mp rams o the ront of 15 podium
I AeCse Victory over the Yiol-

f
Al 1O e west |




118 CCTAVIAN'S CAMITSITE MEMUORIA]

a result of his success, the Antiate navy had been contiscat d and their
h|'|||.‘"- towed up the Tiber to Bome where 5¢ WEPE PresLi bly 'hl.'i‘-l.
for use and the rest burned, ' Eams removed from six of these ships
were affixed in some way (o the speaker’s platform which henceforth
took its name, “Rostra,” from the naval spoils decorating its facade
Archaeological remains of a good candidate for this platiorm have been
located near the Curie lulta, and according to the recent analyvsis of |
Coarelli (based on the work of E. Gjerstad) ought to correspond to a
rectilinear podium (“platiorm ) of the Comibum’s fourth paving
phase
s the rectilinear 'r"'.'.fll.' 11| .l.l""l.'H:."l"":.';i i o Maenius
Mew SIFICtune i'.:-.::.-_ curved front and
sheps Ihis phase corresponding to pavenent V) ois not easy to dals
-m-l: IO 1S ;1r|'=|_':'.'|_'=| e 15 bt should fall sometime between 338
B.C. and the date of the seventh paving phase around 50 B.C.¥ Gierstad
assigned this rounded platform to the period of Sulla's alteration of the
Comitium;, but according to Coarelli’s revised chronology, it should cor-
respond [oa transformi | um into a crcular theatral area
during the first halt of the third centu B.C. (sometime between 2590
and 263 B.(
If Coarelli 1s correct, this rounded Eostra must have been the one

embellizhed in 97 B.C. by the censor M. Antonius, The evidence for this
act has cunously gone un [atls | I, but is clearlsy Prre s mAe
by LCicero o hus L B ] lext M., Antonius

;*Ii.1!:f.1: I On W

Cause Of the state and whin
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of many’ men - LI08T0
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tiumph over the Cilician pirates (around 100 B.C.).= And though Cicero
says only that Antonius decorated the Rostra from his ahare of the
"manubiae” (money resulting from the sale of bootv), it is not difficult
to imagine what he used to decorate the ;'-_::' im. Simnce he was awarded
a naval fnumph, and since we know of no statue or colummg
attributed to Antonius placed near or on the Rostra, there seems |
retasom mok O O01L I'..l-\.\.ll_' that he oviersaw the emibellis ment or :',_-I'\.I
the *~'|'|'.1'm'l'- plathorm and affixed additional rams to its facads
dedicatory inscription describing his action in words such as “M. An-
tomius censor Rostra imperatoriis manubiis ornata refecit” could even
have served as the source for Cicero's remark.® On the evidence given
i‘:'.' Cicera, therefore, it seemz reasonable to date some :_1E'|.|-u- of the
|~:|.'|,"|.:E"'EI-\.-\.II' Kostra o the penod of M. Antonius, and archaeol ] cally
this would correspond to some phase of the rounded remains between
the Comitium and the Forume Eon

some 53 years later, the Rostra was moved by Caesar ta the o abion
at the western end of the Forum where it remained dur ng the Empire,?

[he monument here was first identified in the 18305 when a road WS

when the [ERSIR N I."".::it o :..q.li' of if was removed e stracture of :ill,'
maonument 15 in two basic parts, which has caused a great deal of con-
fusion. First, there is the western part, the so-called Hemicyclium—a
concrebe core with a flight of curved steps. The eastern part consists of
a straight front wall on which the ships’ ramz were mounted. and fwo
side walls, all of large rectangular blocks (opus quadratum): two or three

s Of PIETS I the miteror supported the rectangular plattorm Ihe

standand interpretation of these remains is that a portion of this }-.5,-1_.

form’s north wall was removed and a segrment of the concrete core was
cut out to reveal the curved wall of the concrete core when the arch of
Septimius severus was built, This wall, the front of the Hemicvclium

was then faced with 2labs of Porta Sar marble, A small triangular court
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vickonies won by Agmippa, or more likely by Tiberius, over the Pannon-
jans, 4

Another coin, minted a vear earlier by € sulpicius Platorinus, ap-
I'!‘.lu"l.'l'llil\- shiows this rew (i b |.'||1_|_":||i_'!_' :{nl.lr_:ﬂx. well. Ina very |!'|'_'\'|:'\'rl_"|. iabhed
view, Augustus and -'1".':”FP-"- st atop a rectangular platiorm decorated

with three rams -||=~_|~L-:1»I_L-Li oft the ground {Fig, 66). Perhaps this coin
marks the construction of the new podium’s facade while the one minted
by Lentulus marks the project’s final completion a year later when the

statue of Uctavian was mowved at last to its new position. 4
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V: Nikopolis, the First Aktia and the Dedication of the
Campsite Memorial

n the first few weeks after september 2, 31 B.C.. it becamie increas-

ingly apparent to Octavian and his advisers how comp lete a victory
they had won., Antonv's power al '~-..| and on land was damg I.-.'l.-.1
beyond repair. In addition to the 330 to 350 warships that had been ‘..-Ilm.:'|
from the enemy, most of Antony’s nineteen legions surrendered ||-ull"
terms after a weelk of negotiations.! Many of these men were InCarps
rated into Octavian's army, bul those beyond
charged immediate ly and sent back to Italy.

soldiers than he |_-_-:_||...1

mitlitary AFE wWere |.1|~.
* Cctavian now had more
and so Agri Ppa was dispatched to Italy bo
supervise the discharge of superfluous units. Meanwhile

Cletavian trav-
eled eastward throu ..ﬂ Macedonia and central Gra

£0e o reward and

punish cities and rulers according (o which side the v had taken.
sumably, men were left behind at the army’s camp to gather

|"r|,'
r the =p-~|l-1

and arrange for their protection until Octavian ordered them shipped

elsewhere. The captured warships were probably gathered near the ar
my’'s camp for inspection; those not wanted were
gear, including their rams, and then burned & A
however, was set aside for a large dedication planned for the sanctuary
of Apollo Aktios, As these mg itters progressed in the camps near Actium,
Octavian arrived in Athens and. around the first
iibiakted into the Eleusinian Mysteries.
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From Athens, Octavian crossed to Samos, where Suetonius specifically
says he took up winter quarters, but was forced ko return to Italy in
“mid-winter” [(i.e., December-January) to L|'.|i-:'| further E'III\.I':'I!I.':'E'I"'\- with
the veterans.* The Senate as well as some veterans met haom at Brun
disium to discuss the grievances of those recently discharged.” Money
was handed out to some, while land was given to those who had served
with him the longest. According to Dio, this land was taken from com-
munities in Italy which had sided with Antony.® Those dispossessed by
this process gither received payvment, promises af payment, Or a new
plot of land in E':I:l.':r._n;f"ul,lll:_ Philippi and elsewhere. Even after all this
had been done, some veterans remained unrewarded except by promises
of future benefactions. As a show of good faith, Octavian put his per-
soamal p-rl'-Fu_'rI'\-.' up for auction, and when no one cama forth as a buyer,
it was clear his PrOMises had been accepted and the crisis was over.?

After a stay al Brundisium of l'-I1.i.:-.' £ l.‘LI:-'H. Oictavian hastily returned
to Asia.® The following summer, he marched through Syria to Egyvpt,
took Pelusium and descended on Alexandria. Antony put up a brief

the Fasti, the date was August 1; Cleopatra’s suicide followed some nine
days later on August 10,9 Sometime soon after these deaths, Octavian
:-.1|_.||1_|,1|.:-,| a citv on the site of the Hral infaniry battle. And, in a tradifion
reaching back to Alexander the Great, he .1|.'-.|'- held athletic contests in
honor of the victory, The words of Dio make it quibe plain that the new

city, called _‘\1'_-;._t|_'-._'-||-._ vas the second of that name: .|-.L|:-r-:||r'|:.'. to himn,

at least, the :"«-.".:-:_l'-p:'-“h in |'|'ir|.::-'~ had .'|||-e'.||.i.:'.' been established. ™ _|'.I-‘.
when this previous settlement had occurred, however, is difficult to
determine,

Omne wonders if plans for the Epirote Nikopolis were not first discussed
at the winter meeting in Brundisium. Since it was not mentioned in
connection with the resettlement plans devised there, we might assume
thie city was not yet in existence. But if we accept the clear statement af
o as valid, Octavian must have initiated the synoecism that oreated
Mikopolis during the winter or spring of 30 B.C. The execution of s0
energetic a plan—encouraging people to move from their paternal

on the 23rd of the month. Latecomers ooild arsfve on the 18th and sl reosive the
ard inihation." Odtavian o have joined the iniliabes o
h b0 recelve just Ehe befefe; of. Mriomas 1961, pp. 243-85, for il
riaal. Bosdramion oorre -\.;'\-|_I|.|_|'H. by the latter hall of "'\-|'|II-\.':'|iI-|'.' Al the
LR T
Daos 51.4.1; Saek. Asg. 173

EX

Thi= debts were everviually made goodd, aocording o Lho (51.4.5), Inom the -I"-\."!"-\. il
Epyvpé
Suet. Awg. 17.3
woRassl 1063, pp. 489-90 vouany 1958, pp. 198-006
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MIKOPOLIS, THE FIRST AKTIA

homes, as well as from their ancestral tombs and shrines to a completely

new settlement—would have required management, manpower, money

and a L:l.'.!:rl!'l.' of COercion. 1tems in l.|||'\.r|_ :.\_|_|:1|'\|||- urikil the l:-\.lF"‘.l.li"l.' o

Alexandria. ™ In sum Epirote Mikopolis may have been "founded” PrOT
to its namesake in Egypt, but its true development could not have begun
until the wealth of Egypt was used to finance the plans of the victor.
During the rest of the year and into the winter months of 29 B.C.,
Octavian settled matters to his liking in the East, while the Senate in
Kome voted him honor after honor ™ A some time during this period,
it was decreed that the |'|'-|i:;,:||11 of the Divus Julius ;._-_r';';l':-h- e decorated

with rams taken from the enemy fleet at Actium.' From this decree. it

seems possible that some of the battle spoils (like the bronze rams) had
finally arrived in Rome. ™ If this was the case, then the selection of rams
for the Campsite Memorial had already been made and the monument
was presumably under construction.

O this timetable, the builders would hay 2 had just under a vear to
complete the project if it was ready when Octavian returned to Mikopaolis
in early August 29 B.C. (see infra). This short construction schedule
explains why many blocks in the existing structure bear signs of reuse,
Dbviously taken from abandoned structures in the nearby TEEOTES, IMATY
blocks were hurriedly transported to the site and then recut to fit the
new memorial.”” Even the massive blocks for the retaining walls look as
if they are reused (and recut) from some nearby fortification.

By the winter of 29 B.C., Octavian had made his way back to Asia

HOEFFNER 1987, pp. 13122, angues that the city walls of surpoun fing communities
l\.!'-\--\.--|.l.|'\.,,. e dEOim i -4 | W rail
mog from Rassope shows that i e i ied amd cult images
wid from their bases in the Prooess VE
For & *mienits made at this ime, see, for cxamphe sysiE 1939, po, 300-302. The
TR WilHEE i ab this time are discussed
# o 51.19.2

¢ Warship rame were valuable |

pecorE of propenty and would not have been beft By ng
aboul unattended for keng. We havie no way hat they oot he Hee of
Aupustus, but the bronze alone in the smalber AthllE ram (v ing 1028 poands) was
worth 1116.2 drachmas of silver in the late foortl oentur ] wr 1985 pp. 141-50
it the daily wage for a skalled man i :';:_'_|_r|'-_| at 2 -himas durmge this same i""-l'-""l 1cl
PINMEREMANY 1974 =P L] thie ram's bronze alone wias worth almost 560 davs of work
It should be remembened that :"'\|.J.\._'!'\-|_I= & was sedtled by an officisll sponsed
RN T It podets of the area had seffemed greatly duning the pr 0815 O
ation of the regeon had dechined and some dbes Lay partially sband

"y 1o froam w s Akarmania, of. WMURRAY 1952 |'\-!- W&, Since we know |
Wi !'.'l"-|'~.'!h.'." to the miow city From siErroundim 1 5 (el Uh
Eah thie rewsed blocks in the Campsib Memorial sugin if ildinir ma
akeri from hede abandoned cor o5 as well For evidenoe of this process from
Rassope in Epirus, see HOEFFNER 1967, pp 32
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where he leamed to his great delight that the Senate, on January 11,
had closed the temple of Janus Geminus with the pronouncement “after
peace had been secured on land and sea ™ At this ime ‘i'!q'l'|':.'||.‘--. Qar
soon atber, he must have -.':'\-ll:.;"-.l-ul'd or approved the text of the dedication
tor the Campsite Memorial containing the proud words PACE PARTA
TEREA MARIQUE, which was then forwarded to Nikopolis for masons
bo carve into the frieze course of the wall. 1 i1|'l.:|i*-.'.‘=-.l*-il'.|'\-|'e af the inscribed
letters makes it clear that the frieze course was alreadvy in place on the
monument belore the text was carved.:

By now, Octavian’s main concern was the orchestration of his arrival
back to the shores of Italy and his triumphant entry into Rome. First,
fransport back to Rome had to be arranged for the immense amount of
booty he had captured.® And second, he needed performers, wild an
imals and athletes for the extravagant celebration he staged following
the three lrll.'-!1'||."'r'|*- awarnded him by the Senate, and the dedication of
the temple to Divus lulius.2 One can imagine the boat loads of partic-
ipants that poured into Kome from the East in the weeks before August
13, the day Octavian entered the city.:

His route back home led past Actium and Mikopolis, which awaited
hii= prescnoe 2o Ais 0% dedication ceremonies.®™ From the date pre-

servied in the text on the Campsite Memoral, it seems reasonable that
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MNIKOPMOLIS, THE FIRST AKTIA

Augustus was present at its dedication too. This event, logically, would
have accompanied the dedication of the new city, and perhaps the first
celebration of the Actian Games, a week or two before August 13,2 Our
sources are unclear on the year of the first Aktis, and the confusion may
stem from the fact that in subsequent years the games were held on
september 2, the anniversary of the battle But for this vear. the pres-
ence of Octavian, the city's oikistes or “founder” was much mare 1m-
portant than niceties of specific calendar dates. The date of the inscrip-
tion ("imperator septimum®™), the fact that three chronographers assign
the official foundation of Nik: polis to the first vear of the games (cf, n.
23), and the fact that Octavian sailed by Nikopolis just prior to his
tiumphal entry en August 13, attended by pertormers and athletes on
their way to Rome, make it almost certain that Nikopolis, the Aktia and
the two war memorials were dedicated within the span of a few days
in early August 29 B.C. And since these events were to be greatly over-
shadowed by the festivities in Rome, they were not emphasized in the
accounts of contemporary historans.

When Dio composed his account, he described these events Lmme-
diately following the conclusion of the battle since it provided the raison
d “#tre for the ™y wtory City™ and war memorials. But in 31 B.C. Octavian
did not have the same kind of leisure o sebtle cilies and lav out mon-
uments as he did follow IFHEE s hnal victory over A nbony at Alexandria
In order to alert his audience to this fact, Dio (51.1.4) reminds us that
as concerned ."'4.'|kn_|‘-:l|ih “these things were done later.”™ [ appears, in
tact, that the official dedication ceremony occurred almost two v FATS
atter the victory at Actium.

And so, the monument was dedicated in 29 B.C. with Cetavian most
likely in attendance. The effect on those present who had parti ipated
in the war would have been undoubtedly powerful. Finally, after VEArs
of war, there seemed a real hope for peace. And this seems to have
been an important part of the message conveyed by the monument in
subsequent years. Tourists might gawk at the sizes of the rams, recreate
the great battle in their minds along the lines of the “official” historians.

or ponder the stories they had heard about “the barbarian woman”™ and

how close she had come 1o conquening Rome, but in the end. the words
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wirtn terra marigue had the biggest impact. This, at least, was what

struck Philippus when he noticed that bees had built their hives inside

the rams and mused, “He has taught the enemy’s weapons to bear the

fritits of peace instead




VI: New Light on the Battle of Actium

ithough some like Philippus n t appreciate the Campsite Me-
monal’s message of peace, we must not forget that the mon-
ument's p fpurpose was to glorify the Actian War and
the victory gained over Antony's armada. Consid g this fact, we ane
fully justified in looking for clues concerning the Battle of Actium and
the nature of the fleets that determined its outcome. In so doing, we
I'l'll:.:_l".: EVEn resolve q.‘li"'\-_[l'..':-: % Ditween I.l.|."l:.|!l_|||'l_: ancrent acoounts of
recover details that were -.".'l.'."l‘_I.I-MIH:'- -.1!--;1:'.“'!5 from the survivine battle
narratives, ¥we begin first with the dominani interpretations of the bat-

tle’s character that have emerged over the vears. and then turn bo s

evidence of the Campsite Memorial

In 1895, . Kromaver published what still rem

study of the battle.! The reconstruction he cratted relied heavily Upon

the secondary source tradition found in authors like Mo, Plutarch and

the epitomators of Live—Florus and Orosius. He argued that Antony

intended (o retreat from the Ambracian Gulf with as mansy ships as he
could save and continue the war elsewhere. The baktle w as hard-fought
and was won by Octavian after some four and one-half hours of coml yi
A, Ferrabino challenged this view in %4 by arguing that Antony in-
tended to fight for victory on September 2, not flee, and that he lost
because a peneral of his refused to hight and returned to harbor? His
arguments were provocabive butb inconclusive and, although they were
adopted by some scholars, did not receive widespread acceptance.? In
1931, the same vear that Kromaver |,"|_||_!|;:-||-\. d a mnew defense of his views,
W.W. Tarn published his own reconstruction of the battle. based in part
on Ferrabing’s earlier conclusions.

Larn, like Ferrabino, believed he could detect an aliernate version of
the battle n contemporary sources of information that were less con
taminated by Aupustan |'|'-.'l'.".'.:.!_.'|lui.' than were the standard historical
narratives_* He starbed from Ferrabino's ink rpretation of Horace's Epody
¥, which both men thought was composed just after the battle. He

| R
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concluded from two lines of the poem (lines 19-20; cf. note 11), which
refer o some sort of naval maneuver, that a large portion of Antony’s
tleet returned to port without highbng and thus left Antony no othes
-:||'~|'.|'\-.'1 ik IE:::;i'.‘. Tarn maintained, therefore, that the actual battle was
quite limited and unimpressive, The arguments he brought to bear were
20 seductively ||'.:,;|':|i-.|:|'. and so i*-:'l.'.'n_'rl':_.'lh,' stated that he succeeded 1n
forcing Kromayer and others to reconsider the validity of the secondary
source tradition.

I'wo years after Tarn's article appeared in print, Kromayer responded
in a paper which defended the validity of his original views. Though
Tarn remained largely unconvinced, others came to Kromayver's defense

hey argued that the contemporary evidence cited by Tarn was too
limited in scope and required too high a degree of interpretation to
provide a substifute for the clear (if sometimes over-embellished) sec-
ondary historical narratives. They also demonstrated that it was |'~:'-~.w-|i'-|-.-
o Interpret thie Confemporary evigenos in a manmner that was perie tlv
consistent with the secondary narratives of the battle.

Understandably, this debate has produced two different versions of
the battle. In order to decdde which one corresponds better with the
evidence from our memaorial, we must first categorize the significant
differences between the two versions, What follows is a brief discussion
of five major issues that we feel ditferentiate the two versions resulting
from the Kromayer-Tarn debate. They are discussed in the following
grder: the nature of Antonyv's battl 'i'|.||'. the number of combatants,
the use of hire in the battle, the degree of destruction sulffered by the

losers, and finally, the military significance of the battls

a. Antony’s Battle Strategy

lowied by a

the core of the debate, Kro-

[he patiire of Antonv's battle plan hi*s a

¥
maver argued that by the end of summer 31 B.C., retreat was the only

reasonapie option left to Antony. As a result of Octavian’s summer-long
Feliow l\..ll_;.l.'_ which had ke I_'l‘_ Antony s ‘_ll.'l_'t-:ll'l‘_!:l'l_‘! |||_'. mmstde thie Ambracian
Lull, Antony’s forces had sutfered seriously. He had experienced a num
ber of defeats on land and at sea, he was encamped in the malaria
infested lowlands which formed Cape Actium, and as a result, many of
his men had either died or deserted to the other side ¢ thie bepinning

&) "“I-'}"ll':‘."ri'".'l'. Aantony had no other choice bl to birn those -i|I|-"*- hiz
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could no longer man and to lay plans for an escape from the gulf with

as many ships as he could save

For those on the other side of the debate. Antonv primarily fought

tor victory on Seplember 2.# Ferrabino was the first to irgue this position:

larn agreed but added that Antony was also _i'=|-='|-'-||-.-:.i ta retreat toward
Ezvpt if the battle went against h Subsequent opinion has largely
gided with Hrl:-ll:.‘::l.'l.'l on this P.:::i-_': lar point.?

As for leopalra’s treacherous flight, both sides agreed that the {JUEET
fled the battlefield as part of a planned maneuver. For Tarn, Antony was
forced to call for this retreat because a significant portion of his fleet
{around 300 ships) deserted the line and returned to harbor, an event
that he believed was recorded in Horace's e 9.1 For those who
accepted, with Kromayer, that the battle-plan primarily called for a
“breakout,” |1.'|'«|.".'|I:'.'."- successiul escape showed her cool-headed use

of the afternoon sea-breere rather than an act of cowardly treachery. 2

MNumbers of Combatants

In order to determine the magnitude of the struggle at Actium, we
need to establish the sizes of the forces that partiapated in the final
battle. The evidence has been discuzsed extensively by Kromayer and
larmn, and their conclusions have been neatly summarized and dizcussed
by G.W. Eichardson, |. Leroux and [.E. lohnzon. ™ From this exbensive
review of the matter, it seems reasonable to ace "i"l thie numbers reconded
by Elorus and Orosius (which .||1F1,|r._-|-:i-. g0 back to Livy's account) that

TR s
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Antony manned about 170 vessels on the moming of the final battle, 1§
wie add to 5 the 60 ship squadron of Cleopatra, the total
Antorndan fleet numberad around 230 vessels, @ This means that out of
the original fleet of some 300 vessels (Plut. At 61.1), more than one
half of its strength had been lost o the enemy, burmed betone the battl
(2o below) or stationed elsewhere ' From this same tradition, although
thie numbers require some “interpretation,” it seems reasonable that

Oictavian manned about 400 ships to oppose Antony's 230.!

S .I-III.' I...!'|I.r I.'FE ]:i:IL'
i belore b

ashics in
(==

According to Plutarch and Dio (Plut. Axf. 64.1: Do 50.15.4). Antony
bumed an unspecified number of ships before the battle because he
could not man them. Kromaver estimated the number as 80-90 ships,
ind concluded from the number of casualbes he sustaimed (Flut. Amt
65.1) that he lost an additional 40-30 ships dunng the battle, probably
to fire. ¥ Since Tarm believed there was no great baitle on September 2,
hi argued that the references (o fire in the surviving accounts referred
salely to the buming of captured ships after the battle’s conclusion
His arguments were adequately answered by Kromaver in 1933, and
now, most everyone acoepts the reports in Plutarch and Dio that Antony
burned some ships betore the battle (the prease number remains un
known) and that fire was used as an ofbensive weapon, probably by

- -

i
1. 34—35].

both sides. ™ A problem still exists with' D¥io’s battle narrative (50

He says that Octavian reluctantly called for fire from his camp to con-

clude the battle with a great conflagration that destroved what remained

rommancisd bess than D00 & 6. 19.9: 11 {Asntor
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of Antony's fleet, Few accs pt the strct truth of this version which may
aimply be an unfounded flourish dey gloped by Dio to make the battle’
conclusion appropriately i ssive.™ On the other hand, it might in-
dicate that in some accounts now lost to us, fire plaved an importani

part in the final outcome of

d. Degree of Destruction

Since the numbers of casualties and destroved ships relate directly to
the magnitude of the battle, these matters have received particular at-
tention from both s des of the dicbate. All ¢ ||--'i.-- sEmnS maisl |_'-q,' based on
two pieces of evidence: Plutarch Ant. 68,1 and Orosius 619 12. Plutarch

no ctims o have taken the figure from Augustuzs’ Mer ) reports

that less then 5,000 men were killed and that 300 shins w ere captured

in the battte. Orosius, on the other hand. puls the numbers at 12.000
dead, plus &,

Fwounded (of which an additional 3 I eventwally died):
he records no niember fos -..:_;l‘.nr._._| -|||}'-:~

Kromayer argued that the casualty totals might roughly indicate the
numbers of ships that were desiroved in the battle, If, according to
standard Roman practice, the 5,000 dead mentioned by Plutarch rep-
resented hehting men only, and if the werage ship class in Antonv's
fleet was a "five,” then 5000 men would corr spond to the total loss of
fighting men aboard about 40 “fives” (i.e., 40 x 120 men per “five™)
larn, on the other hand, arpued that the casualty figure might refer to

everyone on board, rowers included {a total of 420 men on a "hive
Accordingly, he calculated the casualties as equal to the destruction of

"

11 to 12 “fives” with all hands lost (i.e,, 12 220 men). 2 As concerns
the 13,000 dead recorded by Orosius, 1. Leroux has sugeested that this
number might correspond roughly to the i,'l_'l.'i'\:F'l.'l':".l_""l-\.lll'l_' casualtyv total

of which Tarn speaks.» If Orosius’ source intended the figure to include

Ci

mbeEs of rowers (3
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rowers, then it would correspond to the destruction of 30 “fives” with
the loss of all hands

Regardless of which total or calculation we followe, there are serious
.:'lln.l-:'lil'!'l'lﬂ wilth ||=~i|'|;.: these totals o indicate destrovied ul-i:-,n, Fir=k, it is
obvious that casualties would have occurred aboard hi'|i|‘-- that were not
|'-.:||'||'IE|.'!|'i'-.' destroy |'L§. |".'.1!ic ularly on the |.|r',:-g-r l.'l_"h!--l_'l'\- I:!1_|I: '.'-.a.||_||._| |'.|1.'|_'
carned moré men.® Second, because the shore of Cape Actium (held
by Antony's army) was so near-by, an alert crewman might swim to
satety even though his ship had been destroyed, In other words, it is
conceivable that more ships were -.L||_'-1I,|-|:-.'|,'|,1 than a simple count of the
dead might imply. And finally, there is a good chance that Flutarch
(seemingly the better source since he claims to have used the Memoirs
of Augustus) misunderstood Augustus and recorded a total that referned
to losses sustained during the entire Actian campaign_® If we admit this
|‘::=ﬂ-i|‘i|il:-. and conclude, therefore, that a destruction equal to the total
loss of 30 ships occurred in the final battle (calculated from Orosius),
we are left with a destruction -.'.L||||'.'.||-:-|':! to a loss of 10 ships for the
events !l_'.hlll':::!, up the himal battle {1.e.. Plutarch’s 40 minus Crosius’ 30}
This number seems a bit low, considering the known victories of Agr ppa
at Methone, Leukas and Patras, and considering that Antony’s fleet at
Actium was reduced to 170 ships from an original total of some 500
vessels. ™ Clearly, we can place mo great trust in these calculations. Nev
ertheless, as a general means of gauging the minimum degree of de-
struction involved in the Actian War, the numbers Leem roughly equiv=

alent to the total loss of about 40 “fives.” Whether or not this destraction

pccurred mainly on September 2 depends on how one interprets the
fragment of Augustus” Memoirs preserved by Plutarch (see Section 2.a

¢, Military Significance of the Batile

Une's interpretation of the battle’s character depends largely upon
which side of the debate one chooses to stand. If we reject the validifs
Lprd 19EE, . 108, BE seemis cledr Brodr
ekt Behind when ©
|
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of the secondary narratives and accept Tam's inter rpretation of Horace's
Epode 9, then most of Antonv's flect re turned to harbor without offering
|.*II:I|-. while Antony and Cleo patra managed to flee southward with 100
ships. At the most, Tarn thought that Antony lost
he later conceded that the number could have been ;

Hr'|'|'1-~. #On the other hand, if we are willing to

|"' sh Ips, although
as A5 toy 40
OO |"'t |‘l. '-..':'nh W Of the

Hullu:.|r-'|..:||| atives, then a cor 1-~|~..|_|I-u.~ ure develo s of a hard-fought

struggle ||~.|||'-- some four and one-half hours in which perhaps 40 to
2 ships from Antony's flee

Werns l.II"\-I'I'I'q. s |

S rranrrat s e a o i
AR TORT G L prlill EVEEFROF TS

Let us now reconsider some of these issyes with the design and ded-

wcation text of Octavian’s Lampsite Memorial in mind. Obviousl v,
monument tells us nothing about Antonv’s baitle

|;"!l\.'
strategy, or about the
numbers of ships that fought on either side in the final naval battle It

does provide us, however, with some interesting information concerning
the fragment of Augustus’ Memoirs preserved by Plutarch. And this. in
urn, mav have SOMmMe imporkant |||"r‘l caliomns ENiE wWhay Wi reconstruct

thie numbers of casualties in the battle.

a. The Numbers of Captured and Destroyed Ships

L 0 o

TR ek or whebovs oo me LT e Lk

TELETE G RS Fen

There were fia

It the fleet totals given by Orosius and Florus are correct for the battl
of Actium, then Octavian clearly eould

during the battle, as he apparently clai

not have -..|!.l!|::|'~| A ships
wrd in his Mernoors, Mlutarch (or
Flutarch’s source) must have misunderstood what Yupustus had wril-
ten. Kromayer saw, vears ago. that the I'I'Ii-\.'.llIl.:.l.'l'ﬂ:-\.ll'.l\.jill:_: probably cen
tered on the word “bellum,”” which can mean either “hattle” or “war”

RASEY R

Jvrr:hl:l'.;.-, on the context in which it is us« d. Citing Augustus

the word “bellum™ in Res. Gestae 25.2 to refer to the enbire Actian War
he argued that the word probably had a similar meaning in the Menmoirs
and that Plutarch (or his source simply misunderstood the sense in
1°ra1 N 3]

IAYFE [RGT
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which it was utilized | e 5000 ‘\-i'lil." total, he aroued, should represent
the combined number all sh ps -..|;'I:||1'|i trom the Sme Octavian
crossed to Bpirus up until the fall of Alexandria.® Tarn criticized Kro-
MAaVer 5 argumens, but without any |.|-.Ii|:~;,:| EHECE; most -|_||_'-~.|_'-.|',||_-_"|: ac
counts of the battle have -|'.il.'l:.‘:||.'l.i Eromayer's interpretation ol the pas
SATD

The dedication text on the Campsite Memornal also uses the word
“bellum™ in a manner similar to the passage in Plutarch: oictoriam con

L | [ | : ] * (“following the victory

in the war which he waged on behalf of the Republic in this region™)
Octavian has chosen his words carefully: in the broadest sense, he |
honor o ""-.l.'|'!.|||'|l.- and Mars f'-\.l:..|'\-'.'a.llig.:_ the victory lie won at

Although the Balile on

Soptember 2 mav have decisively LETMiinateq

successiul eng ments

Antony s resistance at Achiam, it was ondy one event o a st
H

“ach of these victonies would have been 1m-

Miavian |III|E :"II"'\- 015 g '.'.!l'll l\.;.\.lqlll Ll (M DAY ery ,'_"|-_| '.'.\.||-,'|

port
woarthy of honor and remembrance. For this reason, we think it unlikely
'-Ill'-: Lictavian 'l"\--'Uil.: have E'|.i|||. :Ill"' monument simply o commemorate
the final battle

If Octavian had intended simply to give thanks for the naval battle
fought on September 2, we alzo believe that he would have avoided
using a Fenera |'|':.|*-l.' like “in hac |-.5'|-.l:'|:" Something like “ad Ac
hum,” “prope Actium,” “oxta Actiuom’” or Textra Activm”™ would have
:I‘:'.E"|i-. ad maore clearly that only the fimal battle and not the entire campatgen
was inbended. [has same impression 15 given by the phrase pace paria
(s e £ | “alter peace had been secured on land and sea™). Since
Octavian proudly implies that the final victory over the enemy was
achieved through decisive victories on both land and at sea. it is unlikely
that he considered the bl ght in this region to consist simply of
one naval engagement. The natural impression to be gained from the
monument s text is that Octavian dedicated here naval spoils taken dur-
ing the course of the summer's campaign in the entire region of Greece, »

If the text of the inscription is taken in conjunction with the size of
the ram '-|i'-| v, which we interpret as a tithe, we can see what the
q.||h|‘-|:'.1':i reference (o Augustus’ Memorrs must have meant. Unless the

w3 L0 A3 rams l.il-i‘-|-.|'-4'-.- on the monument is a lucky coincidence (and
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thus not a tithe at all), the 300 ship total must refer to the ships taken
in the entire Actian War. And that war must be interpreted as the one
“tought in this region.” In other words, the total should includs ships
taken im the battles leading up to and immediately following September
2. Aside trom the few ships that may have fallen into Octavian®s hands
in the first few weeks following the battle, the 300 ship total should not
include ships taken outside the region of Greece. These obviously belong
te another bel

Im. This reasoning applies as well to the 5,000 dead re-
ported from Augustus’ Memoirs: these casualties wotld have been S11%
tained largely in the events leading up to and including the final naval
battle on :"-"l.'i""[l.'l'lll"'l_-.' x

This interpretation of Plutarch’s text has an impact on how we might
compate the minimum number of A ntony’s ships that were totally de-
stroved in battle during the Actian War, We have already referred to
Plutarch’s statement (Ant. 61.1) that Antony brought with him “no fewer
than 500 fighting ships.” The words of Plutarch's text reveal that he
believed these vessels I"-l'::'"‘-l-.'.ﬂ!:'-' accompanied their commander (o
Greece. If the monument preserves an accurate tithe, then Octavian
captured between 330 and 350 of this 500 total. ™ When we add to the
captured ships the 60 that fled with C :I'l"'l."'.'I“'.i wie are left with at least
90 ships for which we have no record, ®

Phis s a number which must accommodate the follow ing possibilities
First, a small number of ~.|1i|,'n may stll have been posted elsewhere
perhaps as escorts to protect transport vessels. ™ Others who mav have
remainéd in places which had not been captured by Agrippa may have
fled southward to join Antony once they g£ob news of the battle’s out

come.® How many ships this involved is impossible to determine, but

poind becatise il dilfers from Kromaver's bolicl that e Bodals in
the Jadl of Alexamdria (KROMAYVER 1897, pp. $62-53 and 1931 P, b

I o SO L Ll BLEF THFOW il paryuplol &

LPTET BT 3 When thie foeces came for thee wrar, A
A} Hghting LT 4

Mlutarch conssidoned thess 5

KROBAYER 1HYY, p. 459, concludes i}
Arntomy o Gnsece
This T 4] L e WIED AriEus b o ool
omabled classes smaller ¢ 1; three™
We da not |
smaller Hham
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hand, some of these ships eventually w
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the number cannot have been very large, or some mention of them
would have appeared in the surviving record.® Second, these 90 vesscls
must include those who managed to flee from the battle with Antomy
[arn first arpued that some 40 ships escaped with Antony. He may be
correct, but there is no real evidence to support or reject this view, and
e eventually conceded the number might have been as low as 15 to
M) Third, these 90 ships must include all those destroved in battles
luring the course of the summer at Methone, Leukas, Patras and al
Actiam el Le]) L "':'|'l!|':'.'=i:'l|': 2.9 Here, too, the number must remam
unknown, but we s Pl that it cannot have been very i.:‘-':.!_:_- I he
.._|;|'||1-||-:._- diestruction ol a '.'-.-~.-u_'.-.|'-‘||.:‘. it cannot be recovered for salvage
s a rare oocurrence outside the realm of major battles and storms. No
doubt. some vessels were |-.l|'|'||"i|".-:'|:.' l.:i-.'hll'l'-:.-. d before the final battle,
bk we shouia 4,-'-._;-:_-._| SO IMEmon ol decisive battles in the SUrveving
marratives had the number been large

Should we include among this %) ship total the vessels thal were
burmed by Antony before the battle? Most scholars who have considered
this question would argue that we should. ™ In other words, they think
it unlikely that Octavian would have claimed Antony’s bumed hulls
among his total of captured ships. Although this view seems at hirst
glance to make sense, we feel, however, that Octavian would have
claimed these burned hulls, with their fire-warped fittings and scorched

L | - — - v - 1 -l -I-
rams as "caplured ships.” COur conclusion 15 based on the lhikelihood

e

that the majority of warships seized dunng the Actian War were even-
illy burned, thereby insuring that Antony could never use them

Is it reasonable to expect that Octavian would have made such

L

=1l
il
oh

—
L
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a fine distinction between the ships destroved by Antony and those
destroyvied |:"' himself? Most eve nvone agrees that Octavian wished i
make Actium into a greaber battle than it had, in fact. actually been. The
real I=sUE OENeErs on I|'I_' |_‘|l_'|""q.'.q.- -..|'- .\_‘Ii-\.!::||:|"\-|'. that CrAotavian :--.,-;-.|_;|_|_i-|! tia
bear to achieve his goal. If we admit that Ckctavian actively promoted
the glory of his victory, how can we ,I-:._._: to the possibility that he
added the burned hulls to his total of captured vessels? In a valid sense.
he had captured these vessels when he took over the camps once oc-
cupied by Antony’s fleet and army. Since both the whole and burned
ships would have provided Octavian with tangible spoils, what did it
matter who had actually applied the torch? The significant fact was
simply that Antony’s ships had fallen into Octavian's hands, and what
may have mattered most in the final tally was the total number of rams
.|-|‘.I TETTE '1'\-.~.. whe || et thev were firpe '.'-.-\,III"l'I.I or nod

If we are correct in this assumphiog, then the 90 s} ip total must rep-
resent vessels that either :::..-:un_;._--.i o escape with Ar '|'|=| v or were lost
in the battles leading up te and including the one on Se pltember 2. The
degree of destruction invalved during the war, therefore, depends
largely u pon how many ships one believes fled with Antony. If we ALl
larn's guess of 40 ships (and the number may have been a good deal
less than this, as Tarn himself admitted), we are still left with a total of

ships that were sp "-.lﬂ._ll" destroved that they were ung wailable for
salvage. ¥ This number, admittedly a guess. do 5 correspond well to the
casualty totals given by Plutarch and Oross us (Le., 5,000 fighting men
or 13,000 men if we include the rowers)

At this point, we might do well to consider what action would be
required to damage a ship so completely that it could not be salvaged.
Nhere are bvo possibilities, and both involve the ship’s sinking so that
it canniot be towed back to shore, A ship can be burned to the walterline
and thus sunk, or it can be sunk by rammung.* Though we cannot be
sure how many “":"“i““ were sunk in the nava battles prior io "~|.-!‘~||':|||_';-|'

the most likely occasion for suc i a high degree of destruction by Fire
.::|:_! ramming would have occurred during the final battle on Septemb

2 s |.E. Johnson remarks. “ihe battle of Actium approaches thi

|~.~rt:ﬂi'|- ol a ‘real batitle” ** when one contemplates the total destruct

af 50 many ships [z Lampsite Memorial is in full agreement with
this conclusion.,
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b. The Composition of Antony’s and Cleopatra’s Fleel

Can the monument tell us anything truthiful about the composition
of Antony's and Cleopatra’s tleet! Perhaps, but omly if we limit our
ingquires o the larger classes. We can see clearly from the sockets on
the monument that Antony and ':.'|:'l.'-|.".‘:'. A possesged .'"nl||l|.'l'.l' numbers
ot ther |._|r:,:4_--.| -.-..-.||-':'|||‘-~1'_ If we remernber the relatively limited numbers
of the large classes in the feet of Ptolemy 11, the totals for the large Hl':L‘:‘H
on the Campsite Memorial may correspond closely to the actual numbers
.-'-.iw.'_|||;; in Antony's fleet at the beginning of the war This reasoning
assumes that Octavian composed his lithe exclusively from the biggest
rams he had |,'.:.E'I_|,'.n.'._i In other words, if he had |,._|p‘.|,|r|'|i four “'tens,’”
and fve “nines” we believe he chose to display them all, rather than to
select & token number from each class and thereby present a selection
from every clazs, Only in this way can we explain the irregular totals
for the constituent rams of different sizes on the monument. If we are
cormect 1n this .';m-|_|."_'.i:I_:|'-:'._ the .'.:‘:'||‘-=~:'l|' Memomal PRIV the tolal
-"l'-hllll|“"l'l". NS ome (One |_”-.,_|||:!;l'!l' tfrom each class was 1-‘\_:'1I:.'15h.'x| in the
dekanata on the Actian promontory), tor cach of the |.:r:.;1'." classes n the
enemy fleet

Following either Sequence | or Il (Chapter [I, Section 2.d.}, the tleet
of Antony and Cleopatra probably contained at least hour and perhaps
five “tens” (i.e., the three attested on the Campsite Memorial plus Cleo-
patra’s flagship plus the one in the Actian dekamaia), four “nines,” and
perhaps five “eights” and six “sevens.” And even though the smaller
sizes may not represent as closely the original totals in the tleet, we can
presume that there were at least eight “sixes™ (Sequence II) or perhaps
four “sixes” and five “fives” (Sequence I). Admittedly, this attempt to

reconstmict the composton of Antony's and L il""}"-".l-.l'ﬁ oot 15 spec-

,||._||"..|,- We do not know, for example, how many large ships werng

completely destroyed (and thus not salvaged), nor how many comprised
thie -._||:.:|J.r-::|; of 60 wvessels that managed (o escape from the ull

MNevertheless, our conclusions, if not precisely accurate, reveal that the
fleet contained multiple numbers of large ships which correspond
roughly to the totals we have for the large ships in the fleet of Ptolemy
[I. Though Octavian might wish us to believe otherwise, the enemy tleet
geems to have been less a monstrous collection of immovable “eights™
and “tens” than a moderately large Ptolemaic fleet of the late Hellenistic

A
IF
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¢. The "'”1_‘.11.':-' Fleet ws. |.i_||'r||E Fleet” Tradition of the Battle

At first glance, the Campsite Memorial appears to support ful v the
secondary narratives which stress the massive sizes of Antony's ships
In companson to those used by Octavian. No one can question the
impressive sizes of the rams that were onginally displayved at Octavian’s
campsite. If our illtu.'l'p.*l-:.l-‘lun of the monument is correct. howe VET, Wi
should reexamine this notion of the battle because it may be incorrect,
or at the very least, misleading.

I'ne secondary accounts are almost unanimous in stressing the un-
equal nature of the ships that fought against one another in the final
battle. Although outnumbered by almost two to one, the immense Sizes
of Antony’s ships more than made up for this apparent inequity. Despite
this disadvantage in size, however, Ok favian used his smaller ships more
effectively and thus the :-I.Ipl.':iu r stamanship of his crews was able o
win the day. But is this what really happened? Did Octavian really win
by using masses of smaller, more maneuverable ships against the larger,
heavier, and less maneuverable vessels of the enemy? In other words,
what is the validity of the “heavy fleet v hght fleet” tradition that is
preserved in most of the secondary battle narratives?

[he Campsite Memorial's sockets preserve important information con
Cerning some aspects of .".I'|:-::|‘;:. ‘5 and € |l.'-\.=!"".I|.r.|."-- feet, For example, if
our arguments concerning the sockels” relative sizes are roughly correct
we know that over 75 percent of the monument's facade was coviered

with rams from .-Iup classes of “fives"” or greater We also know that

Octavian's Campsite Memorial displayed a larger and more massive

array of warship rams than appeared on any other known rostral FYHOm

ument in the Mediterranean world. The weapons at his camp literally
dwarfed the examples he sent to BEome for mounting in the Forum Ro
murinn. As time passed and the standard warship of Eoman fleets di
minished in size to the “three,” these massive weapons supported the
dramatic story adopted by all later historians that Antony’s Asiatic ships
were of extraordinary size when compared to Octavian's Roman vessols,
With this theme of Antonv's “heavy fleet” versus Oclavian's “ligzht
fleet,” the monument may provide a “new’” insight into the process by
which the standard battle account developed.

The "heavy fleet vs. light fleet” tradition of the conflict seems to have
been a basic element of the battle narrative as early as the end of Au
gustus reign. Nevertheless, the tradition is doubtful ag a mearineiul
statement of historical fact. The “light”” fleet used by Octavian at Activm
was the same one raised by Agr ippa in 37 B.C. to defeat Sextus Pompey
in Sicily. ™ Dio (50,19.3) reveals this fact in a speech supposedly delivered
Ambony embarked for the baitle. Onee dog ¢, the
Amtony 15 assigned ships larger than th
crbarkied: of. for evs L FEOLT 1968 PP i

This observation h n made befone by others; of

m, N 58 I. [
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by Antony before the battle. He also shows by his narr of events

in A6 BoC, (49.1.2, 3.2) that b ] & composed of heavy ships
.-‘l.|"'.'|.:|' concurs: he describes the teet in 36 B.C. as -..'||:_:'ln.l~|'.f (ol
heavy vessels which could both gmve and receive crushin
15 10 COx i reason, therefore, why Octavian and Ag PP

indoned in 31 B.C. a strategy that had proved so effechive

nsk I':-':l!'-n"w.
[Ho's inconsiste | 1 of the same tfleet as heavy
1Al B.C. must stem from his relianoe on more than one source

for these bwo events. Presuming that Dhio was astube enough to recognize
the inconsistency, the source which presenbed Octavian’s fleet at Actium
as “light™ must have been author ive emoueh oowarrant ils use, Ther
15 anly one sounce we Know of whi would have carried such wi In‘_i'll..

and that is Avpustus” own M s [see infra). Additional evidenoe sug-

pests that through this source, | leclared that his Liburnmians
i ;

defeated the heavier polyremes of his enemies. How far he exaggerated
the ovwverall d wip fleets is difficult to sub-
| te. | I . his campsite suggests that h
planned, soon atter his victory, to emphasize one element of this version
namely, the enormous sizes of the enemy ships.

This observation is supported fully by the literary J
immediately after the Battle of Actium. Horace, who wrote ; poetic
vergion of the battle ( Epode 9 goon atter its concluzion, records no basic
ditterence bebween the vesselzs of each !El'n'!_ nor 1= this el & VEAT

in his poem celebrating the d vof Cleopatra (Ca 1.37). Since
emes of these two poems would have been srved by the
this tradition, we can only presume that its absence signifies

- . o R LT 4
that the theme was I developed Virgil's description of the two
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fleets (Aen. & 671=713), written between 29 and 19 0.0 also

distinguish Detween their sizes.* For b 1, the ships of bath sides WerD

massive: the enormous I~|:::;-~I1:|'n made one think that the ¢ volades

had been uprooted to float on the sed, or that lofty mountains rushed
one against the other (lines 691-92), Those who attempt to see in these
lines a reflection of the “heavy fleet vs. light Aeel” tradition (i.e. A
comparison between Antony's large ships and Octavian's smaller ships)
% SUNpY reading oo much into Virgil's general description of both
.r.\:l'l_'l_'\-\._ .

Propertiug’ eleventh P Bonk 3 of his Elegies [published pe ||=.|!‘--
inZlor2] B.C.)is the first to b nt, ever soslightly, that its author knows
of the “heavy fleet vs light fleet” version of the battle Im a brief allusion
to the conflict in the strais, the poet characterizes the twao Heets by the
vessels mos) wdentificd with each commander Liburnian Fatlews arp
pursued by the queen’s barge (line 44). The image 15 certainly not his
torical, but it is striking, and reveals the kernel of the later, more fully
(e [ '.:'l:!|"'l.'l.1 tradit (i, Another of his PROETILS (46 written a few voars
later, presents a similar subtle allusion to the size differential bats
the Heets. 2 Clpapates's ships are each rowed B “a hundred oars” (i

I
are clearly Supprosed to i"'l_' Impressied by :|Il.' number} and decky d ol
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with elaborate figureheads and painted bows (lines 47-50). Although
no direct COMmpar ison between the two fleets is drawn, the passage IE'H_';.:!-
for one and leads the reader to conclude that Octavian's *-|:'.!:'l*-- wWheTe mol
rowed by hundreds of oars nor were they so -.-|.|l*.:mlr.}.' decorated.

lhe hrst author (atter Augustus published his Memorrs) bo state the
“"heavy Hleet vs !i:.;|:|: fleet™ theme in |::'|.||'|||'-i_|'_||!_:||'. terms mav have been
the historian Livy, whose account of Actium was composed toward the
end of Augustus’ reign.® Although our evidence is limited to the brief
synopsis of Livy’s 132nd book, and although nothing is said specifically
about the ship classes in CUctavian’s fleet, we are told that Antony col
lected for the war “a naval force as remarkably huge as was his land
force™ (ingentibus tam navalibus quam: terrestribus copiis). This same
theme is picked up a few years later by Velleius (writing in A.D. 30),
whose account is the first surviving one to state specifically that Antony's
ships were larger than Octavian’s.® By the first quarter of the second
century, thie further elaborations of Florus and Plutarch establish this
theme fully as an integral part of the battle narrative.*

Dhio's account, composed a century later in the first three decades of
the third century, reveals the theme at its fullest extent.® He tells us
that Antony purposefully built larger ships than existed in Octavian's

navy in order to beat him (50.23.2-3). As a result, his naval architects

constructed -:.I-I!I:-.' a few “threes” (the standard warship during Dio's
lifetime) and focused their efforts on building ships from “fours™ to
“tens."” Shortly before describing the final battle, Dio presents speeches

ostensibly delivered by both generals to rouse their troops. And while

Antony urged his men to rely on the gigantic timbers of their superor
fleet, Octavian explained in detail how the enemy’s large ships would
actually bning about their own destruction (50.29.1-4)

By time of Viegetiug in the late fourth century, the theme was InSep-
arable from the rest of the battle narrative. According to him (4.33),
Antony was defeated chietly by means of the Liburnian eallevs attached
to Cktavian’s Heet (“cum Liburnorum auxiliis praecipue victus fuisset
Antonius™), Alone, this statement might arouse little curiosity, especially

Fag By dale of the eber books of Ly, of. fof exampde wnasaln 1990 o, 614

1o Viellenus (2 84 1) o FIS WEFE |.|:'\.! r than etavian's

theets ditbered in e, Velleus" ¢ k a% diedicated (o M, Vinicius nth
& consul in ALD 30 Or events myrnbionsed o e wobk 12 thie deatk
ol Tibenus mother, Livaa L

& According to Floras (2.21.F i, the massive sizes of Anbonv's ships proved faga

v s
arding to him, Antony s
Ems W Eloieph i
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since Vegetius uses the term “Liburma™ to signifyv all -.|||PH smaller than
“eixes” (cf. Vee, 4.37). But taken in conjunction with the statements

from Horace (Epode 1.1 4) and Propertius (3.11.44), we may see the origin

of our theme. The accent on the 1 iburnian gallevs. identified with I

tavian both before and after the battle, i'.l.'|!"“- to draw attention away

from Agrippa and his polyremes and to emphasize the decisive role of
Uctavian, not Agrippa, as the victerious commander.:

[he “heavy Heet v light fleet” tradition can be broken down into
three significant elements 1) the tradition is noticeably absent from the
first poetic versions of the battle: 23 it first appears softly in the subtle
allusions of Propertius during the late 20s and ‘teens, and is l.:l"'-'n.'l':l!"'l'l.i
more fully thereafter; and 3) the vessols credited with securing the victory
Are I,"':E.':'!.II'II'.' the Liburnian gallevs known to be favored by Ovtavian
All three elements can be neatly explained by the appearance in the
mid-20s B.C. of Augustus’ own version of the batile

Published sometime between the end of the Cantabrian War in 25 B.C
and his departure for Asia in 22 B.C.. the M. Mo (L., the Commentarii
de tila s or the nography as some scholars refer to it) presenbed
Augustus’ own account of events up to the end of the recent war in
Spain.® Although a mere 23 fragments of this work remain. we ko
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it was consulted by Flutarch and Do, the earliest surviving authors to
articulate fully the “heavy fleet vs. light fleet” tradition.* Since there
are compelling reasons to doubt the strict validity of this tradition, and
since it seems not (o have been reflected in other authors” works before
':i||'-:|':l'2:.5|.:l.' allu=ions of i'!-.l;'-: riius in the late 208 B.C., it stems ;'|..II.:-||!|I.'
that this particular tradition stems from the Memoirs of Augustus

If this sSUggestion 15 correct, 1t wo i .':'|!'|'.' that Dio .l\.l."!'li'::'-l"\.l L -
IAwVIan s pre- e och | bollonwir 4 the | neral lines of Oetavian's
oWt ither i th i ar from some intermediate
SOuUrce. i Itk "!_i': we cannot conclusively prove thiz o have been Lhe
casie, the circiumstantial evidence refermed to above 15 impressive, par-

icularly in light of the following observations. First, we have noted that

the perceived authonty of this version may help to explain the obvious

I
inconsisbency between Lho's descnphons of Octavian's fleet in 36 B.C
and in 31 B.C. This “authority” would also help to explain why Dio
chose to embellish this 5."'.Ir|i:.lii."' theme as a key element in Ol
h!.'l.'l.'l.i'. second, Lho céertainly knew of Augusius® Menmirs

refers to on at least one known occasion | }4.35.3 Third

who consulted the work for at least One aspect of hiz oswvn battle account
SaVE I.":-l.-'...'\"':-l:'\. the same '.|:i:'.:.'I as Dho comcerning Octavians strategy af
using smaller ships.™ And hinally, if we accept the Ca site Memonal
Y5

a5 pProper evidence, Cictavian officially be n o stress an amportant

element of the “heavy fleet vs. light fleet 100N as 00 as wWo Years
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after the battle—even earlier when we consider that the rams were sa-
lected and the plans approved as much as a vear before the monument's
dedication in August 20 B.C

Exactly how Augustus worded his version of the battle is impossible
to determine, but we can make an educabed #uess at the peneral tenos
23.2-3) has any truth behind it
Antony apparently tried to outbuild Octavian when he prepared his
own fleet. J."|-:":-:||||p|'n;11i-.:|'| of Ohetavian’s Sicilian fleet had been M SeeTet:

of his narrative if Dio’s account (50

it was collected openly in 37 B.C. while the two men were stll “friends ™
Indeed, Antony had reluctantly contributed more than 100 ships to swell

its numbers, most of which (at least 70) were returmed to him after

Octavian's defeat of Sex. Pompey.™ Some of these men, recently dis-
charged from Octavian's fleet, would have had first-hand knowledge of

Cctavian’s naval strength, the sizes of his ships and the numbers of
vessels in each class. From 34 B.C. onow arcl, Antony used his newly
acquired Armenian wealth, plus help from Cleopatra, to build more
polyremes than he knew exsted in Octavian's flee ™ Although he ob
viously did not build a feet composed mainly of “eights” and “tens.”
It seems reasonable that he tried to surpass both the sizes and numbers
of the s ups in Octavian’s fleet.™ It also seems reazonable that hie seni
abroad exaggerated reports of his preparations; the stronger he appeared
before war was actually declared, the more willing Octavian shou ld have
been to negotiate a settlement.™

since Antony's attempt to outbuild his rival must have been part of
the propaganda passing between the hostile camps before the War, LA
tavian was free to utilize this readv-made theme to his own advantage
after the battle’s conclusion. Because he did not personally invent the
report that Antony's fleet was unusually massive, his version would
have been accepted as valid by contemporaries who had heard Antonv's
propaganda but who had not personally witnessed the battle. The crucial
help of the Liburnian gallevs would also have neatly shifted the credit
tor the fimal victory from Agrippa to Octavian, who was personally
identified with this type of vessel. The sailors and marines on the right
wing whio had actually fought under his personal direction would have
bean the version's strongest proponents [whether it was strictly true o
not) because it would have validated their own heroic role in the final
victory. And accounts like the heroic exploits of the Spartan Eurvkles

[see supra n. &) which circulated after the battle would have served o
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bolster their claims to glory. We have no doubt that Octavian’s smaller
viessels had somehow |.1!'l‘-'~'-='l.E eifective agamnst ."..'1I|.‘-|I:-.'h pul:. Femes O
"'.;t'l."‘[l.'l'l'll"-l'.' .-!. }ll H-':. Un the other -ll.\.lr'.l,‘l_ |_';!|1'~ii-_‘||'ri|;,:|: the r'\;|_-~|r|.|l' -
temporary evidence of Horace, Virgil and Propertius, we can rest assured
that the vessels of the two opposing fleets were more alike than they
were different.

Is Octavian’s account, therefore, a complete lie? Not IiL.,-I_I.'_ a lie is
most believable when it cannot be distinguished from the truth. Al-
though we stll might ATELE DVET the precise details of the battle, we
must concede that Octavian's self-serving view has some basis in fact.
The truth must be that Antony’s largest ships were larger than were
CUctavian's largest ships, and that these ships were packed with marines
and put in the center of Antony's front battle line. But was the battle
'.1rII'|'|-.II'i|f.' a :-|.|||!:_|_:||_' between -c|1i|,'n. of unequal size, i.e., between Oc-
tavian's “sixes” and Antony's “tens”?7 Did the Cacsarean crews display
their superior seamanship and maneuverability by breaking through the
line and by carrying out the dickplons maneuver?™ A careful reading of
the sources closest in time to the battle does not bear this ot

Furthermore, if we are willing to accept that Antony embarked 22,000
men an 170 I'-i'li|“'-. then the cdass which predominated must have been
the “five™ or less, and this is preasely what the greater number of smaller
sockets on the monument implies.™ In general, it seems likely that the
battle on September 2 was decided bebtween ships of roughly the same
size, except for the Fact that .-'-.I‘.'.-.ll'l:."« largest -i'|i|,‘-x W E..-.;,;._-_- than were
Cietavian's. During the breakout of Antony and ¢ leopatra, the largest
ships were unable to disentangle themselves and were mostly left behind
to fight and be captured. In the end, the suspicion remains that the
“heavy fleet vs. light fleet” tradition has more to do with Antony's
propaganda before the war and with Octavian’s role as the victorious
commander than with the actual tactics of the battle

MNevertheless, the design of the € ampsite Memonal implies that as
soon as one year following the battle, Octavian had already begun to
formulate his preferred version of the struggle. A few vears later, he

expressed this version more fully in his Memoirs. Primarily through this

"I.Ir'|':'.11|."l.'|:l."i'|-.||‘-|l.' source”” the theme was |'-.:'..w.-,--_| bis HL;|;1--=-.,|||._-.--.: histori-

ans, and in the absence of other authoritative accounts it was adopted
and embellished as a standard element in all H1|1L-L-L-Lj||1!: batile narratives

of the conflict, Each fleet at Actium possessed both large and small ships

ko il (8], |'-\..|||||_::-_'_ Casshe 197 F 14
" For this sugpestion, see KIENA ol Lz hach i3 based on Ehe pre-battle rhetoric
I in Uktavian's speech o his men! A 1 duch a speech may lis E Al 1n
b

certainly does not RO ad | O wis attually weed in B il

ally that the averase sined ship was a “five arid ey Cp
classds was | r abdliby lo carry .i|-\.i AR a kTR ETE| Iy Large
rardieriafaliy, wie must Co that dlasses liss

i statistically speaking) predominated in actual (ot
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put as ime passed, two elements emerged to dominate the battle nas

rative: 1) the enormous sizes of Antony’'s vessels in comparison to those
in Chctavian's fleet, and 2) the decisive role of the | ibuirmian _.'..1|f|_--. 5. The
moving force behind these distortions of the historical re cord was none

other than Augustus himself, His object, no doubt, was to hercize the

conflict and to glorify his own role in the final victory that was o b COme

“the birth-legend in the _-':11."_|||;-|.;:_|rl-._ aof the |'|'i|".|.'i|"-‘-'-‘.'='

= Tha -|l.Ill|-.'-\.ll.|I-\."\- EFO S







VII: Conclusion

unng the many centunes that followed the ¢ ampsite Memonal's
dedication, we lose sight of its subsequent history. Its final
Wene o -.|:'||!': connected SO
o the fate of ""-.ik-.lgh.l::H which was E'I-.l':I ibly attacked by Alarich in
:‘-"';'.-. RO “;':I"\.\_I I.".' {;:'l-u.'!:-\.;' ITI R ¥as) o "|q.'| EAf | i Oy :.:|i||.| i|: ""'1| ||:
response o these atta the city’s fortifications were rebuilt along a
shorter, more defensible line, When exactlv o cocurred s not securely
known, although a piece of church s [ in {in “late Theodosian
shvle incorporabed inkto the mew circuit at Tower 21 su rests that this
part of the arcuit dates to the late fifth century, By this f me, 1if nod
sooner, the memaorial’s rams had probably been wrenched from their
sockets for recyeling into more modern weapons while its blocks were
quarned for use in the new, smaller circuit wall
At the same time that the rams re removed (i not before) the st
af Eutychos and Mikon were probably removed bo Ci nstantinople, since
we learn from Zonaras that in his day (the mid-twelith
stood in the city’s hippodrome.? If the monument had

cannibalized for the citby's Byvzantine fortifications during

sixth century, this had certainly occurred by the ve U4l when the
people of Nikopolis called in a Bulgarian force to help carry out a tax

revolt.d The succeedine vears saw the cilv's progressive abandonment

as 1its mhabitants slowly drifted away to other communities.® In the
meantime, -.'.||I}1|,:_|._|L|,-u spilled the hallside down over the Blocks o
southern retaining wall, a pine grove began to cloak the sides
Michalitsi, and evervone foreot the original glory of this pret

above | crumibling theater and overgrown stadiom of the

Games
Mow, 75 vears after its rediscovery, Octavian’s memorial still awaits
§ . | . B 3 I T |
@ complete study of its buried remains. Nevertheless, what has been

exposed over the years rveals a SUPmsng amoint of new evidence

ER 19 . 517-18
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concerming Augustus, the Battle of Actium and the massive ships that
determined its outcome. We have tried o present all that is currently

known about the memaorial

in order to correct the incomplete and often
contlicting reports on the site that have appeared in the past. For the
nrsk fime, wWe Can X piain the function of the m i ment's |'_l'll-\.-_'-'\-\.|‘-\:|||‘-\.l.|lj
sockets and use them to recover the bow dimensions of the giant ships
that fought in the Battle of Actium. The immense sizes of the rams
revealed by these sockets astound and amaze us; we simply had no idea
that Greeks and Romans were capable of producing such huge castings.

We have also examined the dedicatory Inscription as an integral part
of the monument’s original design. Its surviving blocks have been il-
[ustrated, iks text improved, and its orginal placement on the monument
conclusively determined. The text of the inscription places the monu-
ment's dedication in 29 B.C. It seems reasonable that Octavian himself
was present in early August at the ceremony which |:-I:|q;.:_:::.. dedicated
the city, the monument and the first Actian Games, Details of the stoa
revealed by excavabion atop the podium in 1974 have been presented
along with the plan hurriedly completed after the project was sus-
pended. This plan plus the photos taken in 1974 reveal the stylobate of
the ll-shaped stoa originally surrounding Octavian's open-air campsite.
This foundation |1l.'iF‘:-u to resolve the confusion concerning the monu-
ment s original appearance and (with help from the inscription’s text)
the gods to whom it was dedicated

[he monument’s peculiar design supplements the text of the dedi
cation and both together deliver a potent message. We see the simple
camp of a pious Roman general whose just cause, virtue and support
of the gods enabled him to defeat a force of vastly superior sice. The
“package” which delivers this message 15 both Roman and Greek in
torm, simple in design, vet executed ona grand scale. The dual character
of 1ts design sumple, yel somehow majestic—=underscores the complex
personality of the victor. He, too, displayed a mixture of Roman prag-
matic simplicity and Hellenistic imperial grandeur.

Last, but not least, the monument’s onginal aumber of sockets (ca.
33 to 35) has been interpreted as a tithe of the total of rams (and thus
warships) captured during the Actian War. If this is so, the monument
reveals that Octavian captured 330 to 350 ships from Antony’s 500 ship
fleet. Discounting the 60 vessels that fled with Cleopatra from the site
of the battle, between 9 and 110 ships remain unaccounted for, which
implies that the final battle may have been almost as hard fought and
drawn out as the sources suggest

As concerns our observations on the nature of thie twao fleets that
tought in the battle, we have no illusions that they will go unchallenged
The “heavy fleet vs. light fleet” tradition of the conflict is too deeply
rooted in Western literature for us to dislodge it without further dis-

cussion. Nevertheless, the new evidence from the Campsibe Memorial
should force us to rethink certain traditions concerning the battle, what
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ever our final conclusions may be. For |'r'|n.-|.'-l..|:l..|rln.'l-- of a century, im
portant evidence for an event which redirected the course of Western
history has gone largely unnoticed. The time has now come for this
evidence to be -.-:nru'l'.l||:'.' considersd and discussed

We do not claim to have answered all the questions concerning O
tavian’s Lampsite Memorial. We have tried to demonsirate, however,
the importance of this monument for anyone hoping to understand the
battle and the ships that determined its outcome. The side of a hall is
certainly an odd |"'|-.I|.'-:* to look for naval vessels, and vet here lie oxe ellent
clues, amazingly preserved amid the thorns and thistles where bees still
build their hives.

However .'!'I-Il.?l.'l.|'.l-:ltl.‘|'.' wie have described Octavian®s € ampsite Me-

morial in the preceding pages, we hope that its full historical importance

will at last be recognized. Thoush difficult to interpret fully in unam

biguous terms, the monument preserves important information abot

d man of E-l_rl.'-l| historical Signcance and about the flee of the patr frodm
whose clutches he claimed to have saved the Roman world | or these
twio réasons it ranks among the most i||||:‘l.l.":-.ll'.! SUIVIVINE monuments
of the Augustan Age. Should our conclusions eventually be reiected o
modified, we will have achieved our goal if the Campsite Memonal is
finally included among the major monuments of the Augustan Age and
if, henceforth, its evidence is considered by all who trv to understand
this important period of world history. One can onlv wonder what ad
ditional clues lie buried at Octavian’s campsite Hopetully, some day

5
500T, We will refurn to the zite to find oul
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