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COMFORTABLY SUNK: PHILIP, THE BATTLE
OF CHIOS AND THE LIST OF LOSSES IN POLYBIUS

Stefan Panovski, Vojislav Sarakinski

0. Philip’s operations in Asia Minor consist
of two main phases: the confrontation with Per-
gamum and Rhodes and the conquests in Caria,
which concluded the battle campaign of 201
BC. In all probability, these operations were de-
scribed in detail in the 16th book of Polybius’
Histories; unfortunately, this book survives in
fragments only. The descriptions of a number
of important operations — the ravaging of Per-
gamene territory, the Battle of Chios, a part of
the operations in Caria, indirectly the Battle of
Lade — are partly preserved; however, their con-
text is, for the most part, lost. Because of this,
it is very hard to determine even the basic se-
quence of events — the battles of Chios and Lade
and the attack on Pergamum — a fact which, in
consequence, makes it practically impossible to
discern the motives and goals of Philip in this
phase of his campaign.

1. Wherefore Chios?

Our extant sources make it more likely that,
after the conquest of Samos, Philip set sail to-
wards Chios, though it should be stressed that this
sequence is by no means certain. There are opin-
ions that Philip was driven north by his intention
to prevent the merger of the Rhodian fleet, at
the time positioned south of Chios, with the fleet
of Attalus and the other allies, positioned north
of Chios (Berthold 1984, 117; Hammond 1988,
414). Two main reasons, however, make this as-
sumption unconvincing. First, since Philip was
stationed on Samos, had he really intended to
prevent the merger of the fleets, he could have
achieved this without any exertion by moving
either against Attalus in the north, or against the
Rhodians in the south, instead of undertaking a
siege which not only could not guarantee quick
success, but also meant that he would lose all

mobility — and, of course, the initiative — in the
forthcoming operations. Second, and even more
important, if Philip had already been fully aware
of the hostile aims of Rhodes and Attalus, the
biggest blunder he could make was to undertake
a siege of a city, as this would force him to use
a portion of his crews in ground operations —
which would, in turn, reduce the effectiveness
of his fleet. In other words, because of a poten-
tial conquest of Chios, he risked exposing his
precious fleet, which at that moment, consider-
ing the siege, would not be fully equipped and
would come to be quite vulnerable. On the con-
trary, the narrative of Polybius gives the impres-
sion that Philip was surprised by the unfolding
of the events and tried by all means to avoid a
direct naval encounter with the allied fleet of his
enemies. Consequently, it seems more probable
that, at the time when Philip laid the siege of
Chios, he was unaware that Rhodes and Perga-
mum were planning to join forces so as to op-
pose him.

In fact, the goal in attempting to take Chios
appears to be the intention to open a logistic
line towards the northern Aegean littoral, also
opening an alternative route towards Asia Mi-
nor, as the control of Samos allowed Philip to
approach Asia Minor only through the island
route from the west, but not from the north. The
Chians, however, offered much fiercer resist-
ance than expected, so the siege seems to have
protracted (Polyb. 16.2.1-2; Plut. Mor. 245C).!

1 The view that the siege had been protracted for quite some
time stems from the narrative of Polybius, according to whom
£t yap avtov fAmlov ol mepi 10V ATTOAOV TPOGKOPTEPHOELV
T Tdv petdlov katackevij. Plutarch mentions that Philip
promised freedom to all Chian slaves who would betray their
masters; however, Walbank (1967, 504) thinks that the story is
apocryphal. It is unclear whether Front. Strat. 3.9.8. refers to
the siege of Chios; however, considering the general impres-
sion that stems from the narrative — that the siege was success-
ful — one would say that it does not.
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To make things even worse, the allied fleet of
Pergamum, Rhodes and Byzantium, including
Cyzicus and Cos as Rhodian allies, soon entered
the scene (Walbank 1967, 505). Bearing in mind
the traditional antagonism between Pergamum
and Rhodes, it is fairly understandable why this
sequence of events took Philip by surprise. It
seems that Attalus finally grasped the gravity
of the situation and, incited by Theophiliscus,
decided to take part in the confrontation with
Philip without further delay.

2. The Battle

The involvement of Attalus, as well as the
arrival of the combined fleet at Chios, had thor-
oughly changed the prospects for Philip. Facing
an enemy fleet superior in number to his own,
the beseiger slowly became the besieged (Polyb.
16.2.1). Knowing that he had a lesser number
of cataphracts,” Philip unexpectedly decided to
retreat all the way to Samos. Although taken by
momentary surprise, Theophiliscus and Attalus
engaged in pursuit and soon managed to reach
Philip. Realising that he could not escape his
enemies, Philip ordered the fleet to turn around
and engage in battle.

As Attalus and Theophiliscus did not set
out to sea at the same time, a rather chaotic
battle ensued, in two separate zones — the right
wing of the Macedonians? clashed with Attalus,
the left with the Rhodian fleet, while Philip
took a few ships and retreated to the small is-
lands positioned in the middle between the two
wings (Polyb. 16.2-6; v. Walbank 1940, 122
sqq.; Walbank 1967, 503 sqq.; Murray 2012,
209 sqq; cf- Roussel 1969, 339 sqq.; Hammond
1988, 414 sqq.). Though evenly matched for a
while, as time passed, it became increasingly
obvious that the Macedonian fleet would lose
on both wings. Fortunately for Philip, at the
very moment when the situation on his right

2 Philip’s fleet consisted of 53 cataphracts, a small number of
aphracts and approximately 150 lembi and pristeis; the com-
bined fleet of Pergamum and Rhodes consisted of 65 cataphra-
cts, nine trihemioliai and three triremes (Polyb. 16.2.9-10).
In addition, Philip had at his disposal a deceres, at least one
enneres, septireme and hexareme, and at least two octeres;
nonetheless, the main body of the fleet was made up of quad-
riremes and quinqueremes. The combined fleet of Pergamum
and Rhodes had quadriremes and quinqueremes; v. Walbank
1967, 505.

3 For the confusion arising from Polybius’ account concerning
the Macedonian left and right wings, v. Walbank 1967, 504;
Roussel 1969, 340 sqq.

wing turned critical, elated with success, At-
talus engaged in pursuit of a Macedonian ship.
Philip noticed that Attalus had broken too far
from the core of the fleet, so after taking four
quinqueremes, three hemioliai and every lem-
bus he could muster, he set sail against Attalus
and his three ships. On realising that he has
been cut off from his fleet, Attalus fled, landed
on shore and left for Erythrae. This stinging
reversal resulted in the withdrawal of the Per-
gamene fleet from the battle (Polyb. 16.6.1-11).
Simultaneously, despite the resistance, the left
Macedonian wing slowly cracked under the in-
cursions of the Rhodian fleet and the unrivalled
skill of the Rhodians. But thanks to the with-
drawal of the Pergamene fleet, the Macedonian
ships gradually and one by one began to disen-
gage from the battle and to join ranks with the
rest of the warships. After capturing as many
ships as they could, the Rhodians retreated to-
wards Chios (Polyb. 16.6.12-13), thus practi-
cally ending the naval battle.

As expected, both sides proclaimed vic-
tory: Philip on the grounds that he had curbed
Attalus and because, by anchoring at nearby
Argennus, he practically stayed at the scene
of the battle; Rhodes, on the grounds that the
Macedonians suffered incomparably heavier
losses (Polyb. 16.8.1-2; cf. Dittenberger 1905,
no. 283). Polybius would have us believe that
Philip was well-aware that he had been defeat-
ed. The next day, the combined Pergamene and
Rhodian fleet set sail in order to continue the
battle; however, the Macedonian fleet did not
accept the challenge, so the Allies withdrew
towards Chios (Polyb. 16.8.4-5). Nevertheless,
the assessment of Polybius cannot, or rather
should not, be accepted without reservation.
The outcome of this battle can be evaluated
according to two criteria — the losses on both
sides and the tactical situation after the battle,
wherein in both cases the analysis of Polybius
is subject to serious objections.

3. The losses

According to Polybius, the Macedonian
losses amounted to 28 cataphracts, three aphra-
cts, as well as almost half of the lembi; the
combined Pergamene and Rhodian fleet lost
only eight cataphracts and a trihemiolia (Polyb.
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16.7.1-4).* As for the losses in men, Rhodes lost
60, Attalus 70, while Philip allegedly lost 3000
Macedonians and 6000 oarsmen;’ additionally,
2000 Macedonians and allies were captured, as
well as 600 Egyptians (Polyb. 16.7.5-6).

If these figures are credible, then Philip tru-
ly suffered a devastating defeat. Yet, there are
several elements that cast serious doubt on the
list of losses in Polybius.

To begin with, if the Allied fleet truly lost
but a few polyremes, then the reported losses in
men are mismatched by a long shot. Polybius in-
forms us that a Rhodian quinquereme sank with
the entire crew on board; that most of the crew-
men of the flagship of Theophiliscus suffered
a similar fate; and finally, that all Pergamene
epibatae on the quinquereme of Dionisodorus
drowned (Walbank 1967, 509). Now, Polybius
maintains that the Roman quinquereme held
approximately 300 oarsmen and 120 epibatae
(Polyb. 1.26.7); even if we allow for slight dif-
ferences in design, it seems unlikely that the
capacity would be radically smaller.® Accord-
ingly, if what Polybius writes is true, the com-
bined Pergamene and Rhodian losses should
amount to at least 1000 epibatae and oarsmen —
significantly more than the 130 fatalities that he
records.

Furthermore, the description of the battle
implies that Philip held neither Rhodian nor Per-
gamene prisoners of war. Later, however, while
describing the negotiations in 198 BC — and,
obviously, following another source — Polybius
notes that, among other things, Attalus request-
ed the return of the captives from the battle of
Chios (Polyb. 18.2.2; 6.3; 8.10). Philip would
hardly waste time in saving Pergamene crew-
men; consequently, Walbank concludes that the

4 Of the larger polyremes, Philip lost his flagship deceres, one
enneres, two octereis (of which one sunk, and the other one
was captured), one septireme and one hexareme. v. Walbank
1967, ad loc.

5 The distinction between ,Macedonians®“ and ,o0arsmen‘
seems to imply that the Macedonians fought as naval infantry,
but were not used as oarsmen.

6 Coates (2004, 138 sqq.) assumes that, depending on the de-
sign, the quinquireme had a capacity of 70 to 120 epibatae,
while the quadrireme held around 75. If the Roman hexareme
was similar in design to the Hellenistic quinquireme, as
Coates supposes, then we could assume that the Hellenistic
quinquireme actually had a greater capacity — the hexareme
of Caligula had about 400 oarsmen (Plin. Nat. Hist. 32.4). It
is true that, according to Pliny, this ship was a quinquereme,
but Murray (2012, 265) is probably right in that it was a hex-
areme.

mere fact that Philip held captives from the bat-
tle of Chios shows that he managed to capture
more than the three empty ships of Attalus (Wal-
bank 1967, 510).

There is no doubt, then, that the combined
Pergamene and Rhodian fleet suffered far heav-
ier losses than the account of Polybius shows.
A matter hardly surprising, given that the main
sources of Polybius were Rhodian historians
(Ulrich 1898, 36 sqq.). In fact, even Polybius
was well aware of the shortcomings of Zeno
and Antisthenes; not only were they unreason-
ably subjective with respect to Rhodes — even
portraying the defeat in the Battle of Lade as a
Rhodian victory — but they also made serious
mistakes and oversights in the description of
events that had nothing to do with Rhodes.’

However, the fact that the combined fleet
suffered far more serious losses than reported
does not inevitably mean that the Macedonian
losses were not that devastating. Berthold, for
example, thinks that although the Allied losses
were certainly minimised, the Macedonian loss-
es appear reasonably accurate (Berthold 1975,
158 sgq., 162). This conclusion is based on the
fact that Polybius repeatedly criticises the views
of Zeno and Antisthenes, a fact which alleg-
edly asserts that he had been very much aware
of their shortcomings and used them with ex-
ceptional caution. In other words, according to
Berthold, Polybius would not have permitted to
be seduced by the distortions of Zeno and An-
tisthenes; Philip’s losses are quite probable giv-
en the undisputed skill of the Rhodian marines,
reflected in the fact that Philip suffered double
the losses when fighting the smaller Rhodian
fleet, than when fighting the Pergamene.

This argument is not entirely convincing.
Berthold acknowledges that the losses of the
Allies are minimised, but he seemingly fails to
realise that it is precisely this fact that disproves
his main argument. It is clear that Polybius knew
of the shortcomings of Zeno and Antisthenes;
however, his account of the losses shows that,
despite this fact, at times he still follows their
biased descriptions of the events. What is more,

7 Polyb. 16.14-15 (excessive partiality in the description of the
Battle of Lade); 16.16-17 (Zeno’s errors in the description of
the campaign of Nabis in Messenia); 16.18-20 (contradictions
in the description of the Battle of Panium). See Lenfant 2005;
Wiemer 2012.
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he follows the Rhodian historians in depicting
not two unrelated topics, but one and the same —
that is, the casualty list on both sides; otherwise,
we would have to assume that the Macedonian
losses were taken from a different source, which
would be far-fetched. Thus, there is still room
for doubt, and a further analysis of the question
of Philip’s losses is required.

The key element in the Rhodian tactics
was the famous diekplous (Tarn 1930, 146), a
manoeuvre that did not always imply a coordi-
nated action of the entire fleet, but could also
be undertaken by individual ships (Lazenby
1987). Fully aware of the superior skills of the
Rhodians, Philip managed to restrict the effect
of this manoeuvre by placing numerous lembi
between the polyremes; the lembi prevented the
full implementation of the diekplous, especially
in the second and crucial phase of the manoeu-
vre, when the enemy ship is supposed to suffer
the main blow (Polyb. 16.4.4-15). The effective-
ness of this defensive method is witnessed by
the fact that, from this period onwards, smaller
vessels became an integral part of all ancient
fleets (Tarn 1930, 147 sqq.; ¢f. de Souza, 435-6).

It was by performing the diekplous and,
most probably, the periplous, that the Allied
commanders inflicted the heaviest losses to
Philip (Polyb. 16.4.13-15). There is, however,
another problem, apparently not taken into con-
sideration in the analysis of the Battle of Chios;
in order to illustrate it, we will leave Chios for
the moment and move to the battle between the
fleets of Ptolemy I of Egypt and Demetrius Pol-
iorcetes, that took place near Salamis in Cyprus.

Namely, in the Battle of Salamis,

[...] t@®v 08¢ paxp®dv oalTOVOpOL pEV
EMoebnoav tecoapdrovta, Sieebdpncav o¢
nepl Oydonkovta, &g mANpelg oVoag Baidttng
KOTNyoyov ol KpatNGavTEeS £l TNV TPOG T TOAEL
otpatonedeiov. d1e@dpn 6& kol TV Anuntpiov
oKap®V gikool mhvta d¢ tiic TpoonKovoNg
émpeleiag ToxOvVTO TOPEIXETO TAG Appolovoag
ypeiag (Diod. 20.52.6).

The Loeb translation by Russel M. Geer
reads as follows:

“[...] of the warships forty were captured
with their crews and about eighty were disabled,
which the victors towed, full of sea water, to
the camp before the city. Twenty of Demetrius’

ships were disabled, but all of these, after re-
ceiving proper care, continued to perform the
services for which they were suited.*

For the sake of comparison, the Russian
translation of this passage reads:

“[...] OBuTO 3axBaueHO COpPOK OOEBHIX
KOpalIiel ¢ SKUIMakaMi U OKOJI0O BOCHBMH/IECSITH
OBLIM _BBIBEICHBI W3 CTPOs, KOTOphIe ObLIH
HaITOJTHEHHBIE MOPCKOW BOJOM M T0OeIUTeNH
OTOyKCHpOBaNM WX B  Jlarepb  Iepesn
ropomoM. JIBammare kopabied  Jlemerpus
OBLIM _TOBPEXKJEHBI, HO BCE OHH, IOIY4YWB
HaJUIeKAIINi  yXOA, MPOMOIDKAIH BBHITONHSITH
CBOIO CITYkOy JIJIT KOTOpO# TIpeaHa3HaAYaIuCh.”

The bulk of the fleet of both Ptolemy and
Demetrius consisted of quadriremes and quin-
queremes (Diod. 20.49.2; 50.2). On the basis of
this, Murray deduces that, even when disabled
and filled with water, the quadriremes and the
quinqueremes remained floating on the surface
(Murray 2012, 254). The quadriremes and the
quinqueremes were certainly not indestructible,
but even when incapacitated, it took consider-
able time for them to sink.?

This conclusion raises a sequence of ques-
tions, which could profoundly change the usual
image of the Battle of Chios. Most of all, it indi-
cates that the Macedonian death toll is doubtful;
for even on a disabled polyreme, the epibatae
were apparently still able to give resistance.
Polybius admits that the Rhodian ships tended to
avoid a head-on collision with the Macedonians,
as they were afraid to engage in quarter com-
bat against the Macedonian soldiers, who were
usually superior in this type of battle (Polyb.
16.4.13). In other words, the impairment of a
polyreme did not routinely imply that the entire
crew was lost. On the contrary, even Polybius
mentions cases when other ships came to assist
the damaged vessels, a fact which often changed
the course of the battle. Of course, drawing from
Rhodian sources, Polybius is primarily focused
on the fighting from the side of the Allies, so
most examples relate to the achievements of the
Rhodian and the Pergamene commanders; but

8  Clear proof that the polyremes did not sink that easily is the
battle of Attalus against a Macedonian octeres. Namely, even
after the ship of Attalus hit the Macedonian ship in the part of
the hull that was under water, a long and fierce battle ensued;
the ship was finally sunk after the troops of Attalus managed
to overcome the Macedonian crew (Polyb. 16.3.1-2).
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there is no real reason why this should not be
applicable to the Macedonian ships. Be that as
it may, the fact that the polyremes were sink-
ing for quite a long time shows that the crews,
if anything, had plenty of time to abandon their
ships.

Furthermore, a crucial matter following
a naval battle was the ability of either side to
remain at the place of the battle, primarily in
order to recover the crewmen that had aban-
doned the impaired vessels.” After the Battle
of Chios, it was Philip, not the Allies, that re-
mained at the place of the battle; furthermore,
the next day it was Philip, not his enemies, who
took the opportunity to sail through the wreck-
age of the ships, looking for survivors; and, if
one can judge by the events after the Battle of
the Arginusae, the number of survivors could be
quite considerable. The words of Polybius add
credibility to this view; following his Rhodian
sources, he reports that the following day Philip
sailed through the wreckage and collected the
bodies of the Macedonians, but not those of his
enemies — a fact which underlines once again
the importance of remaining at the battle scene
after the battle.

According to Polybius — or rather to Zeno
and Antisthenes — Philip did so in order to por-
tray the battle of Chios as a Macedonian victory
and thus lift the spirits of his soldiers, utterly de-
moralised after the disastrous events of the pre-
vious day (Polyb. 16.8.1-4). But there is hardly
any logic in this story; would Philip really lift
the spirits of his soldiers by sailing through the
wreckage and the bodies of their fallen ship-
mates? Quite the contrary, this would be com-
pletely detrimental to his cause. In the words
of Polybius, ,,the state of things after the battle
could not fail to strike all who witnessed it with
horror. There had been such a destruction of life
that during the actual battle the whole strait was
filled with corpses, blood, arms, and wreckage,
and on the days which followed quantities of all
were to be seen lying in confused heaps on the
neighbouring beaches. This created a spirit of no
ordinary dejection not only in Philip, but in all
the Macedonians® (Polyb. 16.8. 6-9). Now, one
can hardly contend that Philip was an aspiring

9  The most famous example of this would certainly be the trial
of the Athenian commanders who failed to rescue their ma-
rines after the Battle of the Arginusae.

and boastful ruler; nevertheless, he was much
too experienced a soldier as to assess the situ-
ation so incorrectly and cause even greater dis-
couragement by sailing through the wreckage of
his own ships. Let us recall that after the debacle
at Cynoscephalae, not only did he not seek per-
mission to collect the bodies of the dead, but he
left them on the battlefield for years, until one of
his rivals, years later, in an attempt to gain the
favour of the Macedonians, gave them a proper
burial, bringing about — much to his dismay —
anger and contempt by the people (Liv. 36.8.3-
5). It is rather obvious that what we have here
is a fine piece of Rhodian propaganda, and an
attempt to assert that, after the battle, the Mac-
edonian army was in disastrous shape. It would
make far more sense to assume that Philip re-
turned to the place of the battle in order to
look for survivors. It is true that Polybius only
speaks of dead bodies; this, however, does not
mean that there were no survivors whatsoever,
which would be unreasonable. Unfortunately,
the question as to their number is a matter which
is impossible to answer.

It is now obvious that there are strong rea-
sons to assume that Philip’s losses were smaller
than whatever Polybius would have us believe.
There is no question that his losses were serious;
contrary to traditional naval warfare, where the
main objective is to disable the enemy ship, the
Macedonians preferred to climb on the enemy
deck and engage in direct battle with the rival
epibatae, which all but warranted bigger loss-
es.'” One can assume that the crews of the lembi
experienced the heaviest losses, as they appear
to have been deliberately put at risk in order to
protect the bulky polyremes; the oarsmen of the
polyremes must have been falling by the num-
bers as well.!' However, this way of fighting also
implied heavier losses for the Rhodian and the
Pergamene fleet, all the more so because the fol-

10 Murray (2012, 168 sqq), however, warns that this conclusion
should not be taken too far, that is, be simplified to the point
of assuming that the Macedonians and the Romans were only
able to conquer the enemy ships with a direct attack. Contra
Tarn 1930, 145.

11 Inthe list of Polybius, the ratio of dead Macedonians vis-a-vis
oarsmen is approximately 1:2. Neither he nor the Rhodian his-
torians could reliably determine the extent of enemy losses,
even less — how many of them were Macedonians, and how
many were oarsmen. Rather, this seems to be a broad gener-
alization, based on the traditional ratio of losses in sea battles.
Given that the ratio of marines vis-a-vis oarsmen on a stand-
ard quinquereme was 1:3, the assumption that the oarsmen
suffered heavier losses seems logical.
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lowing day the Allies were unable to search for
survivors. Accordingly, although heavy, Philip’s
losses in men were smaller than it would seem
prima facie; on the other hand, the allied losses
were far greater than Polybius wishes to admit.
Thus, the proportion of losses between the bel-
ligerents was smaller than can be concluded
from the list in Polybius.

Things are similar as regards the losses in
vessels. On the word of Polybius, Philip lost 24
polyremes, three trihemioliae and close to 65
lembi (Polyb. 16.7.1-2); furthermore, the Rhodi-
an fleet captured two of his quadriremes and
seven lembi.'? According to this, after the battle
of Chios, Philip had at his disposal 28 cataphra-
cts (including those he captured from Attalus),
the majority of the aphracts and just about 75
lembi. If the numbers put forth by Polybius are
reliable, Philip had lost nearly a half of his fleet,
a disaster indeed; still, we have strong reasons
to contest the reliability of this account. The ar-
guments from above apply, so there is no need
to list them once more.

4. Uncertainty by translation

The biggest faux pas, however, seems to
be that, in analysing the losses, modern histori-
ans fail to take into consideration an important
aspect of the problem, which is the choice of
words of Polybius. He almost exclusively uses
the verb (din)pOeipw, usually translated as ,.to
destroy utterly®, ,,to do away with“, ,to kill,
»destroy®, or ,,ruin”. Let us now recall that Dio-
dorus, in the above-mentioned excerpt, uses ex-
actly the same verb (SiepBdpnoav/diepdapn),
which the translators chose to translate as ,,were
disabled” and, respectively, ,,0butH BBIBEIEHBI
13 CTPOsi/OBLTH IOBPEXKIEHBI obviously choos-
ing the secondary meaning of (dw)pOeipw — ,,to
weaken®, ,,to slacken one’s hand“ and, pertain-
ing to ships, ,,to disable”.

Let us now proceed with Polybius’ passage:
[..] £00dpnoav 6¢ 10D pev dihinmov
vabg év pev 1] mpodg "AttaAov  vavpoyic

Sexfpng, €vvipng, émtpng, e&npng, tdv 8¢
LoDV KOTAPPOKTOL PEV dEKO Kol TpimutoAion

12 It was already noted by Ulrich (1898, 39) that, in comparison
with the depiction of the battle itself, the list in Polybius is in-
complete, and a number of ships that were obviously captured
are not included in the final enumeration. Cf. Walbank 1967,
ad loc.

tpelc, AéuPor 8¢ mévie kol elkoot xol T
00TV TANpdpata: €v 0¢ Tfj mpog ‘Podiovg
depbapnoav katdepaktor pev déka, Aéupot
8¢ mepl teTTOapdKovTo TOV dplouov: HAwoav o6&
dvo tetppelg kol Aéppot oLV 101l¢ TANPOUAGTY
entd. 1@V 8¢ map’ Attdhov katédvoav pEV
TpmuoAio pio kal dvo mevripelg, HAwoav ¢
dvo teTprpelg kal 10 100 Pacthémg OKAPOC. TGV
d¢ ‘Podiov diepbdpnoav uev dvo mevinpelg Kol
TPMPNe, Am 8" ovdév.

Shuckburgh’s translation, published by Mc-
Millan, has:

[...] In the battle with Attalus Philip had had
destroyed a ten-banked, a nine-banked, a seven-
banked, and a six-banked ship, ten other decked
vessels, three triemioliae, twenty-five galleys
and their crews. In the battle with the Rhodi-
ans ten decked vessels and about forty galleys.
While two quadriremes and seven galleys with
their crews were captured. In the fleet of At-
talus one triemiolia and two quinqueremes were
sunk, while two quadriremes besides that of the
king were captured. Of the Rhodian fleet two
quinqueremes and a trireme were destroyed, but
no ship was taken.

Patton’s Loeb translation reads as follows:

[...] Of Philip’s ships there were sunk in the
battle with Attalus one ship of ten banks of oars,
one of nine, one of seven, and one of six, and
of the rest of his fleet ten decked ships, three
trihemioliae, and twenty-five galleys with their
crews. In his battle with the Rhodians he lost
ten decked ships and about forty galleys sunk
and two quadriremes and seven galleys with
their crews captured. Out of Attalus’s fleet one
trihemiolia and two quinqueremes were sunk,
two quadriremes and the royal ship were taken.
Of the Rhodian fleet two quinqueremes and a
trireme were sunk, but not a single ship cap-
tured.

Finally, Mishchenko’s Russian translation
reads:

[...] B 6urBe ¢ Arranom Owmmnm norepsn
M0 OZHOMY KOpaOIio JIECATUMATYOHOMY,
JIEBATH-, CEMHU- U IICCTHUIAIYOHOMY, KpoMe
TOTO, JICCATh KPBITHIX CYIOB ¥ TPH TPUESMHUOJIUH,
HAKOHEIl, JBaJlaTh ISATh YEJIHOB BMECTE C
KOMaH/1010. B cpakeHUU ¢ pojociiaMu HOTePsIHO
KPBITBIX CYJIOB JICCATh U OKOJIO COPOKA YEITHOB;
JIBa 4YeThIpeXMadyOHUKa W CEMb YEIIHOB C
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KOMAaHJIOIO0 YBeJEHbl HempusTeneMm. Y Arrana
3aTOIJICHBl ObUIM OJHa TPUEMHONUS W JABa
NATUNATYOHUKA, W HEMpHITEJIeM 3aXBauCHBI
JIBa YeThIpeXNanyOHHUKa U CYJTHO CaMOTro Lapsl.
Ponocup! morepsiiy ABa NATHUIATYOHUKA U OJHH
TPYXmanyOHUK, HO HE OHO CYIHO MX HE MOTAaJo
B PYKH HEIIPHUSATEIS.

Contrary to the translators of Diodorus,
who translate (31)épBdpnoav as ,,were disabled/
ObUIH BBIBEIEHBI U3 CTPOS/OBUIH MTOBPEXKACHBI ",
the translators of Polybius, for no apparent rea-
son, translate the same verb as ,,were sunk/lost/
destroyed, i.e. ,,morepsHHble”. However, we
have seen above that, in the case of ships, es-
pecially in the passive form (as is often the case
in Diodorus and Polybius), the verb should be
translated with ,,disable” (cf. LSJ®, s.v.). Tak-
ing into account the narratives of Diodorus and
Polybius, it is very probable that in this specific
case one should prefer precisely this meaning of
the verb.

There are many arguments in favour of this.
Firstly, in contrast, the definite losses suffered by
Attalus are marked by the verb katadvw. Then,
this unfortunate translation practice forced, for
example, Murray to reach a contradictory con-
clusion that ,,...“fours’ were lightly ballasted (as
were ‘fives’) and floated when ‘sunk’.* (Murray
2012, 254). Finally, this translation would be
more fitting to the narrative in Diodorus; instead
of presuming destroyed or sunken ships that
Demetrius towed away and repaired for future
use, it would be much simpler — and quite more
logical — to assume that the ships were merely
damaged and/or disabled.

Of course, this does not mean that the use
of the verb should be limited to this meaning;
in fact, when listing Rhodian losses, Polybius
uses the same verb, the previous description of
the battle clearly showing that they were, in-
deed, sunk. But the mere fact that d1ap0Oeipw
can signify both ,,destroy* and ,,incapacitate*
opens an entirely new dimension in the problem
of Philip’s losses in the Battle of Chios. Quite
simply, the ambiguity of the meaning does not
allow anyone to reliably specify how many of
Philip’s ships were indeed sunk, how many were
disabled, and least of all, how many of them
could be repaired and re-used.

This, in turn, brings us back to the fact that

it was Philip, rather than the Pergamene and
the Rhodian fleet, that sailed the following day
amidst the wreckage. Given what Demetrius did
after the battle of Salamis, it is not difficult to
realise that, besides looking for survivors, Philip
sought to tow away the incapacitated ships,
which were subject to eventual repair and could
be once again put to good use. Still bearing in
mind that Polybius used Rhodian sources, one
could very much doubt that Philip did indeed
lose that many ships; and, even if the numbers
were correct, considering the ambiguity of
dupBeipw, this would not necessarily mean that
they were all sunk or lost forever."

5. The tactical situation

Thus, it turns out that Philip’s losses in the
Battle of Chios, in both men and vessels, may
very well be significantly smaller than stated by
Polybius. Unfortunately, there is no ground for a
game of assumptions, which, in turn, leads us to
the second part of the problem: the extent and the
relation of the losses between the belligerents.
Before the battle, the forces were roughly equal;
the allies had marginally more polyremes, while
Philip had far more aphracts and lembi. Poly-
bius’ list indicates that, after the battle, the bal-
ance of power had dramatically and decisively
swayed towards the Allies, now possessing 60
polyremes as compared to Philip’s 28 (Walbank
1967, 509). The preceding argument, however,
makes it clear that the list that Polybius gives us
is flawed, even though there is no way to tell to
what extent it deviates from the real numbers. In
other words, Philip suffered smaller losses than
reported, but we cannot tell how much smaller;
the allied fleet suffered heavier losses than re-
ported, but we cannot tell how much heavier.

Although there is no direct indication — and
therefore no chance to answer this question with
comfortable certainty — we must consider two
important facts that show that even after the
battle of Chios, Philip had enough forces at his
disposal in order to compete against the com-
bined Pergamene and Rhodian fleet. His actions
in Apollonia in 214 BC, as well as in Thessaly
in 198 BC, clearly show that, boastful or not,
he was by no means incapable of recognising

13 This, of course, applies to the polyremes only; the small and
fragile lembi certainly sunk right away.
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a forlorn situation. However, after the Battle
of Chios, Philip anchored at nearby Argennus,
the next day even daring to set sail again and
cruise through the wreckage. This indicates
that, at least to his mind, there was still hope in
this matter. Moreover, if the balance of power
after the battle was really one to two, then one
could reasonably say that Philip’s decision was
extremely brave, even reckless. Indeed, accord-
ing to Polybius, the next day, when the com-
bined fleet set sail for repeated conflict, Philip
refrained — allegedly, an indication that he really
lost the battle (Polyb. 16.8.4-5). However, this
conclusion is not only deceiving, but essentially
confirms the opposite. One should bear in mind
that the battle developed after Philip retreated
while trying to reach Samos, in which he was
prevented by the combined fleet of Pergamum
and Rhodes, who managed to catch up; if Philip
did not seek battle the previous day, he had no
need whatsoever to seek it the following day ei-
ther — especially with the road to Samos wide
open, since the combined fleet had in the end
retreated towards Chios. On the other hand, the
fact that the allied fleet did not insist on battle ei-
ther, not even trying to blockade Philip at Argen-
nus, shows that the Rhodian and the Pergamene
commanders were not entirely convinced that
they had the upper hand in the matter; and this
would be perplexing indeed, if they really had
at their disposal twice the number of polyremes
that Philip had. The actions of both sides after
the battle clearly shows that, if anything, the
allied commanders still regarded Philip as an
equal adversary.

Another thing that deserves mention is
the further course of operations in Asia Minor.
Putting aside the problem of the order of the bat-
tles of Lade, Chios and the attack on Pergamum,
it is an undisputed fact that, in the end, Philip
set his sights on Caria. If he had met disaster at
Chios — as one must conclude when following
the text of Polybius without reservations — this
would be highly unreasonable and incompre-
hensible behaviour. Nearing the end of the year,
he would indeed be blockaded in Bargylia, but
it seems that this fact is often misinterpreted.
Until that moment, Philip’s fleet had been ac-
tive without rest for nearly the whole year; in
such conditions, it is clear that at least some of
the ships had lost their readiness for battle and

needed repairs, especially as the white fir — the
main natural shipbuilding resource in Macedo-
nia — is notably susceptible to leaking and insect
damage (Meiggs 1982, 424; ¢f. Hammond 1988,
416 n. 2). On top of that, we must take into con-
sideration the eventual losses during the land
campaign, and most importantly, the fact that
Philip left a sizeable part of the army in Caria,
strong enough to resist the Rhodian attacks up
until the end of the Second Macedonian War;
consequently, even if he had enough ships at his
disposal, Philip now lacked enough men to have
every ship fully equipped. Even if the blockade
in Bargylia has no bearing in the analysis of the
losses in the battle of Chios, the fact remains
that Philip estimated that, even after Chios, he
was strong enough not only to continue his op-
erations in Asia Minor, but even, in the end, to
open hostilities in Caria, so his losses in the bat-
tle may not have been so devastating after all. In
fact, if we bear in mind the losses in the Battle of
Chios, as well as the losses endured during the
entire campaign in general, it is surprising that
the Allied fleet made no attempt to destroy the
Macedonian fleet during the retreat in 200 BC.'*
Although we may never know the exact extent
of Philip’s losses, all of the arguments above
indicate that even after the battle of Chios, the
balance of power had not radically changed. It
is probable that Philip suffered heavier losses —
and that his lembi were especially affected —
however, not so heavy that the allies would now
have uncontested superiority (contra Walbank
1967, 509). In terms of losses suffered, the bat-
tle essentially ended in a draw: Philip suffered a
defeat, but not a crushing one."

It is quite difficult to determine the winner
in terms of strategy. It is true that the Allied fleet
forced Philip to lift the siege of Chios, which
was undoubtedly a success; however, the Allies
not only failed to cut off his retreat toward Sa-
mos, but despite all the damage they inflicted,
they ultimately failed to destroy the Macedo-
nian fleet. Philip was hugely surprised by the ar-

14 cf. Tarn 1941, 172: ,Philip was not blockaded at Bargylia;
the allies dared not attack his fleet in its winter quarters; they
watched him, but when navigation reopened, he just sailed out
at his pleasure”.

15 Tarn (1941, 172) is certainly taking things too far by pro-
nouncing Macedonian victory: ,there is little doubt that Philip
knocked Attalus right out for the time being and handled the
Rhodians so roughly that at Lade most of their ships ran away
(the official report)”.
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rival of this combined fleet, a fact which put him
in very dire straits; however, though bruised, he
was not utterly beaten — and, what is more im-
portant, he managed to keep a big enough part
of his fleet intact,'® so that he could retake the
initiative in due time. Thus, whichever aspect
one chooses with the intention of scrutinising
the outcome of the Battle of Chios, the impend-
ing conclusion is that — all the ferocity and the
serious losses on both sides set aside — in es-
sence, the Battle ended in a draw.
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YIAOBHO HOTBHHAJI: ®UJIUIIL, BUTKATA IIPU
XHOC U CHUCBHKBT HA 3ATYBUTE Y NNOJIUBUH

Cmecgan Ilanoscku, Boucnas Capakuncku

Pe3srome

Cpen MHOTOOpPOWHHTE TPOOJIEMHU OKOJIO
Ereiickara kamnanus Ha @unun V npes 201 .
np. Xp. 6utkata npu XuOC € OT CHIIECTBEHO
3HaYeHue. MSCTOTO M B TMOCIIENOBaTENIHOCTTA
Ha CHOUTHTA, 00CTOSATENCTBATA, KOUTO BOMST
JI0 Hesl, KaKTO U MOCJEICTBUATA, OTJaBHA Ipe-
IU3BHUKBAT CIIOpOBe cpexa ydeHHUTe. IloBeuero
W3CcIIeIoBaTeN U3Ka3BaT MPEINoI0KeHus, Ye B
3anazenus y [lonnbuii cnuchk Ha 3aryoute nma
rpemk. Bee mak mouTH egMHOMYIIHO ce MpH-
eMa, ye OMTKaTa MpeACTaBisiBa CHKPYIIUTEIHA
nobena Ha obenuHenara ¢iota Ha Ponoc u [lep-
ram.

OcHOBHaTa I11eJ1 Ha HACTOSIIIETO U3CIIEABAHE
€ EBeHTYyallHO PEBU3HMpPAHE Ha CIHCHKA HaA 3ary-
oute. Hue cmaTame, ye uMa JOCTaThYHO JaHHH,
KOJIKOTO U J1a ca OOCTOATEICTBEHH, Y€ TIpeJICTa-
BeHara kapTuHa oT [lomuOwuii uMma Hyk1a 1a Obe
Monudunupana. Kato ocraBum HacTpaHa mpo-
raraHjiata Ha BOIOBAIIUTE CTPAHU M MPUYUHU-
T€ 32 TEXHUTE MPOTHUBOPEUAIIH CH MPETEHIUH,
HUEe ce (hOKycHUpaMe BbPXY HSKOJIKO MPUYHHH,
MOpajii KOUTO CIUCHKBT Ha 3aryOuTe M3TIIeK I
ChbMHUTENCH. HAKOM OT TAX MpOW3THYAT OT W3-
Bopute, usnon3Banu ot [lomubuii. Jpyru, cro-
pen Hac, ca pe3ysTar OT MOTPENIHO THIKYyBaHE
Ha ChBPEMEHHHUTE UCTOPUIIU. Thil KaTo OT/IaBHA
€ YCTaHOBCHO, Y€ 3aryOuTe Ha CHIO3HHIIUTE Ca
3aHIDKEHHU, HAJCKIHOCTTAa HAa MAaKEAOHCKHUTE
3aryou chino Ou TpsiOBano na ce ocrnopu. ToBa
3aKJIFOUCHUE C€ OCHOBaBa OTYACTH BBPXY XOia
Ha camara OWTKa; 4pe3 3alIUTHATA CH ITO3HIIHS
®unun ycnsBa Aa 0CyeTH IIBJIHOTO Pa3rphIlaHe
Ha MPEBB3XOXKAAIUSA IO POAOCKHU (DIOT, YUUTO
KOMaH/IBaIl¥, OT ApyTa CTPpaHa, IPeIIOoYUTaT 1a
ce€ BB3IBPKAT JIOKOJIKOTO € Bb3MOXKHO OT OJIm3-
Ka OuTKa ¢ MakeqoHCKUTEe Mopsmu. OCBEH ToBa
Hal-TOJIEMHUTE TOJIUPEMH, JOPH U TOBPEACHH,
HE ca MMOTHBAJIM BEJHATA H YECTO MOXKEIO J1a Ob-
JIaT CTIaCeHH Ype3 HaBPEMEHHU MEPKH OT MpH-
aTenckuTe kopadu. Yecto € oOpbIIaHO BHUMA-

HUE, Y€ HE CHIO3HUIUTE, a DU € TO3U, KOUTO
IJ1aBa CpeJi OCTAHKUTE OT KOPAOOKPYIIUPATIUTE
Kopabu Ha cienBamus fAeH. Hue npeanounrame
Jla pasriiekJaMe TOBa Karo CIIaCUTENIHA olepa-
us.

CrenuanHo BHUMaHHUE € OTACICHO Ha Ia-
rona (dw)eOeip®, OOMKHOBEHO pa3OupaH Karo
,»YHUIIOKaBaM*, ,moromnsaBamM™ u ap. B koHTe-
KCTa Ha MOPCKOTO jeio obaue, Ou TpsiOBasio na
ce MpEeaIoYeTe 3HAYCHUETO ,,lIPaBi HECIOCO-
OcH” wim ,,oBpexaam*. B penuna cinydaum He
MOX€E J1a CME€ CUTYPHH Jlalli CTaBa BBIIPOC 3a
YHUIIOKEH WK MPOCTO M3BAJEH U3BBH CTOPS
KOpad, Mmopaau KOETO TPsAOBa Jja CME Mpearnas-
JUBU TIPU IPEBOJIa U UHTEPIPETAIUATA HA TO3U
U3pa3 U ChbOTBETHO — MPU MpELEHKaTa Ha MaKe-
JIOHCKUTE 3aryOu. [lpu BCHUYKM MONOXKEHHS 3a-
KJIIIOUEHHETO € BBIIPOC Ha HioaHcU: DUIUI ChC
CUTYPHO € 3aryOui moBedye KopaOu M Xopa OT-
KOJIKOTO CBHIOZHUIIUTE, HO 3aryOuTe My ca Oumu
JIOCTa MOJ IIPEAnojIaracMuTe CIope]l OMUCaHu-
eto Ha [Tonubwuii. akTeT ye Owinn ycnsiBa aa
MIPOJBJDKYU C O(paH3MBATA CU U B KpaifHa CMeTKa
na akoctupa B Kapus, nokassa, 4ye moHe 3a HEro
OuTkara npu XHWOC HE € CMsATaHa 3a OIpee-
JIsIa — BIICYATIICHHE, KOCTO CE IIOJCHUIBA U OT
HEXKCIIAaHUETO Ha CHIO3HUIIUTE Ja HACTOSBAT 3a
peluTenHa pa3Bpb3Ka Ha CJIEIBAIIUS JICH.

Jo chUIOTO 3aKIIOUCHHE CE€ JOCTUTa U IIPU
pazbopa Ha TakTHYEeCKaTa CUTyalus cliea OWT-
kara. Berpeku de mnanoBete Ha Ounun OuBat
MpOBaJICHU, TOU BCE Ollle € AOCTAThUYHO CHUJICH,
3a J1a IPOIBJKHU ONepalusiTa, a KoraTo Ce30HBT
MIPUKIIIOYBA C JOHAKBJAE HeymnoOHara Oiokana
B baprunus, ToBa He Ou TpsOBano na ce orna-
Ba U3KIFOUUTEIIHO Ha MPETHPIICHHUTE 3aryOu B
outkara npu Xwoc. B 3aknroueHue, BBIpEKH
0’KECTOYCHOCTTA Ha CPAXKEHUETO U MTOHECEHUTE
3aryOu OT JIBeTe CTpaHu, MaKap Ja HIMa HUKAK-
BO ChbMHeHHe, ue Ownmmn e rybemiara crpaHa,
pe3ynTaThT OT OMTKAaTa OCTaBa HEyOeAUTEIICH.
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