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Abstract

This thesis introduces a letter from Mark Antony thus far absent from the
scholarly discussion on the Battle of Philippi. The introduction of this letter helps to
correctly situate the battle and better understand how the narrative writers on the battle
interacted with the tradition. Chapter 1 follows the narrative history of the battle and
provides the context required to understand how the armies of the Caesarians and
Liberators met and then fought in October of 42 BC. A discussion of the previous
scholarship follows. Chapter 2 aims to understand what makes Appian different, and in
his difference, how did he impact our understanding of the battle. This chapter reveals
that Appian made a mistake in his understanding of the geography, but, as a skilled
writer, created an internally consistent narrative. This fact has shaped our
understanding of the battle for over a century. Chapter 3 argues for Antony to take
Appian’s place. This Chapter begins with arguments for understanding Antony’s letter
as authentic and follows it with an analysis of each narrative on Philippi in light of what
Antony said about the geography. As a result, Antony’s letter should now take the
principal seat from Appian, whose account, although tactically sound, does not reflect

the geography and must be set aside.
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Introduction
In the fall of 42 BC., the Battle of Philippi decided the future of Rome. It was

fought in two battles in which the Caesarians, Gaius Caesar (“Octavian”) and Marcus
Antonius (“Antony”), vanquished the so-called Liberators, Marcus Junius Brutus
(“Brutus”) and Gaius Cassius Longinus (“Cassius”). The historical records left from
antiquity contradict one another, which has led to a long controversy over the battle’s
location and the events leading up to them.

This thesis will introduce a letter from Jospehus’ Antiquities to correctly
understand the battle of Philippi. Thus far absent from the discussion, the letter is
written by Antony himself, providing a first-hand account from one of the four
commanding generals at the battle. In this letter, he outlines an explanation of the battle
and provides a geographical survey of the plains of Philippi. Earlier interpretations of the
battle followed Heuzey and Daumet, who prioritized the location Appian reveals in his
account. Antony’s words constitute sufficient evidence to cast doubt on Appian’s
geographical description and so his account of the location should be set aside. In
Appian’s place, Antony's account of the battle will serve as the main reference point for
comparing the subsequent literary depictions, as they were written much later in history.
As the general who witnessed the battle firsthand, no other author would have a better
understanding of the event and its geographical context.

Narratives of the battle are found in four historians. The first of these is Velleius
Paterculus, who wrote a history of the Romans in two books from the mythological past
to AD 29, when his work was published. Writing under Tiberius, Velleius is the earliest
historian whose account survives. Although his first book is almost entirely lost, the

second book remains mostly intact. As Velleius approaches his own times, his account



becomes more detailed. Velleius likely had a personal connection to the war. His
paternal uncle, the senator Capito, aided in prosecuting Cassius for the murder of Julius
Caesar." Velleius’ work has been criticized for its thinness and sycophancy towards
Augustus and Tiberius. The sections of his narrative relevant to the battle of Philippi,
however, are fuller than other similar events which happened earlier, and his treatment
of Octavian is rather neutral, knowing that he had little to do with the battle’s outcome
(relative to Antony, of course).

Plutarch, who wrote around the end of the first century AD, provides the second
surviving account of the battle of Philippi. Plutarch was a Greek biographer,
philosopher, and historian interested in the virtues of the people he wrote about. In his
work, Parallel Lives, he compares the characters of select Romans and Greeks to show
similarities in virtue. Plutarch’s Life of Brutus details the highlights of Brutus’ life,
ultimately climaxing at his place in the Battle of Philippi. Although not the main goal of
the work, Plutarch relates a sufficient narrative of the battle, which cannot be ignored.

The most influential treatment of the Battle of Philippi comes from Appian’s
Roman History. Appian was a Greek historian who wrote a comprehensive history of the
Romans sometime before AD 165. Although sections from the beginning and the end of
his work are lost, his full account of the Roman civil wars survived antiquity. Little is
known about Appian’s life, but he devoted his time to writing a comprehensive history of
Rome in Greek under Antoninus Pius. Appian cites both Augustus’ memoirs and

Maecenas for his treatment of the battle of Philippi, but these works are lost to us.

"Vel. Pat. 2.69.5. Velleius (4) Capito.



Appian’s treatment of the battle could be the most informed of all the ancient authors,
but it relies on the degree of his manipulation and augmentation of the information he
curated.

The last author who wrote an account of the battle is Cassius Dio (“Dio”), a
Greek senator and historian born in the latter half of the second century AD. Dio hailed
from Bithynia. After a successful political career in Rome and in the provinces, he
retired, and wrote his work in 80 books documenting Rome’s history from its inception to
AD 229. Dio devotes most of book 47 to the preliminary actions of the Liberators and
Caesarians and the remainder to the battle itself. Like his predecessors, Dio was
interested in portents and supernatural occurrences, as well as the characterization of
notable individuals. Dio is probably the only historian on this list who has visited the
region. The Via Egnatia is the sole route for crossing from Asia to Europe, so he must
have seen the city and the area around it personally.

These works have been the main literary sources in scholarly discussion about
the Battle of Philippi, especially Appian and Dio. The narratives of the battle have
several inconsistencies, including geographical confusion and a focus on non-historical
aspects such as supernatural events and characterizations of the generals. These
differences make it challenging to accurately understand the battle's details. Finally, the
last and most relevant source on the battle is a letter written by Antony. This letter
details an explanation of the geography in which the battle was fought. This description
reveals how the battle should be located in the southeastern section of the plain around
Philippi, near Mt. Symbolon, and thus, more effectively blocking the only route from

west to east. This relocation casts many of the sequences of events in Appian into



question. With this letter, the battle can be understood more accurately as the other
narrative writers are subordinate to Antony's description instead of Appian's. Even
though Antony’s letter has more authority over the other sources on the battle, it does
not provide sufficient detail to gain a general understanding of the course of the battle
and the key events which defined it. The agreements within the narrative writers,

however, can serve this purpose.



Chapter 1: The Battle of Philippi in its Historical Context

The Battle of Philippi directly resulted from the actions taken on the ides of March
in 44 BC. The assassination of Caesar split the Roman people into two camps: The
Caesarians, led by Octavian and Antony, and the Liberators, led by Brutus and Cassius.
Both sides considered the other enemies of the state, and it would only take a year for
the gears of war to begin turning. The final confrontation began its approach in 43 BC,
when Cassius besieged Dolabella in Laodicea.? Dolabella was the governor of Syria
and, at the time, was allied with Antony. Dolabella took his own life during the siege,
leaving his men, the region’s plunder, and undisputed control of the east, in Cassius’
hands.?

When Cassius was preparing for the war, he required the Judeans to pay tribute
to his cause at 700 talents, even though they were an autonomous kingdom.# When
they could not comply with this demand, Cassius sold their inhabitants into slavery.®
Plutarch recounts a letter in which Brutus writes to Cassius to advise against his
expansion into Egypt, encouraging him to press on to ltaly and remember their real
purpose: to restore freedom to their state.® Following this, the Liberators convened in

Smyrna, a city on the west coast of modern Turkey, to discuss a plan for the coming

2 Vel.Pat. 2. 69, 2; App. BC 4. 78.

3 Holmes 1928. 77.

4 Richardson 2012. 44.

5 |bid. See also Josephus. AJ 14. 271-276.

6 Plut. Brut. 28.3-5.



war in the West. While Sextus Pompey would present an ongoing issue to the
Caesarians close to Italy, Cassius and Brutus would begin their push toward the
Hellespont, subduing the Cappadocians, Rhodians, and Lycians, who were sympathetic
to the Caesarians.”

The Caesarians, attentive to the movements of the Liberators, sent two generals,
Norbanus and Saxa, as a vanguard to oppose Brutus and Cassius.® Their mission was
straightforward: advance into Thrace and prevent Brutus and Cassius from pressing
further westwards.® Norbanus and Saxa accomplished this goal by occupying positions
along the Via Egnatia, which would be difficult to circumvent: the Corpili and Sapaei
passes.'? They first occupied the Corpili pass, about 100km from Philippi.'* Their
position was hastily compromised, which forced their retreat to the Sapaei pass, about
10km northeast of Neapolis.'? Both positions highlight the geographical limitations of the
region which impacted the strategy which the armies had to employ. There was only
one road on which an army could reasonably move westwards. Norbanus and Saxa
needed their positions to be secure from any flank, so they chose to fortify sites which

were spanning the only road and at a significant geographic advantage. Their

7 Plut., Brut., 28, 4; App. BC 4, 65, 276-7; Dio. 47. 32, 1. 3-4; 33, 1-2.

8 Dio. 47.35-36.

9 Syme 1939. 202.

0 App. BC 4, 87, 368; Dio, 47. 35, 2.

1" Holmes 1928. 82.

12 Holmes 1928. 82.



fortification of a chokepoint would give them a distinct strategic advantage against the
advancing army. This was especially the case at the Sapaei pass because it was

protected by mountains on the one side, and the sea on the other.

;= Corpilli

g

Figure 01. The Defensive Positions of Norbanus and Saxa.

With a stroke of good fortune, Brutus and Cassius were not forced to assault the
powerful defensive position of Norbanus and Saxa. They trusted in the advice of
Rhascuporis, a local who revealed a trackless path around the Sapaei pass,
circumventing the mountains and compromising Norbanus and Saxa’s position.' Brutus
and Cassius agreed to this plan and led themselves on a difficult four-day march around
the mountain. Once Norbanus learned his position had been compromised, he withdrew
his forces to Amphipolis, lifting his blockade of the Sapaei Pass and the lesser

fortification on the pass through Mt. Symbolon. ™

3 App BC 4.101, 424-6; 102-3; Dio, 47, 35, 4.

4 Plut., Brut., 38, 1; App. BC 4, 104; 105; Dio. 47, 36, 1.



The Liberators assumed and fortified this position over Mt. Symbolon, blocking
the Via Egnatia en route to Neapolis.'® With Neapolis as their port, the Liberators were
protected within the mountains and supplied by the sea via Thasos.'® Near to where the
battle took place ran the river Gangites, and in antiquity, there was a marsh spanning
much of the plain to the south-west of Philippi. Brutus occupied a hill north of Cassius,
placing him on the right flank for the battle, and Cassius encamped on a southern hill
taking the left flank. Between the two camps ran a wall and a ditch, connecting the two
as if they were one entity on the Via Egnatia. Their position created a one-way gate
from Europe to Asia; any land movement eastwards would now have to pass through
them.

The Caesarians, now forced to react to the advances of the Liberators, began
their march from Dyrrachium, a city on the west coast of modern Greece, to convene
with Norbanus and Saxa and begin their counter-offensive. Octavian was ill and stayed
behind at Dyrrachium while Antony pressed forwards to Amphipolis.'” Upon his arrival,
he established Amphipolis as his supply base and approached the Liberators. Antony
took the road south of Mt. Pangaion, ultimately encamping in the plain southeast of the

marsh and close to Brutus and Cassius’ fortifications.8

15 Plut. Brut. 38.2-3.

6 App. BC 4. 105, 439-40; 106; Dio, 47, 35, 5-6; 36,1; 45, 4; Heuzey and
Daumet, Mission archéol. de Macédoine, pp. 102.

'7 Dio. 47.37.1.

8 See Sears and Butera 2017.
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Figure 02. The Positioning of the Camps
When he took up this position, Antony built a wall, palisade, and ditch as the defenses
of his camp, matching the defenses already established by Brutus and Cassius.'® The
Caesarians' positions were inferior to the Liberators in all respects. Although their
fortifications likely matched their opponents, the region’s geography was not on their
side. Their supply base was Amphipolis, a port much farther away from the plain than
Neapolis for the Liberators. Thus, the Caesarians’ supplies moved much further over
land, and their position relative to the Liberators was on exposed low-ground.

Furthermore, command of the sea lay in the Liberator’s hands, and they were directly

19 App. BC 4. 107.
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supplied from Neapolis. The Caesarians’ lack of natural defenses compounds with their
distance from their supply base; retreat would have been disastrous.

Both sides began skirmishing in the space between their armies with their
cavalry. Although Brutus and Cassius arrayed their troops, they stayed on top of their
hills, delaying the confrontation for their position was superior, and they knew that the
enemy would lose a battle of attrition.?° Octavian finally arrived, joining Antony’s camp
and taking command of his forces against Brutus, even though he needed to be carried
in a litter.2! On the field, the Caesarians had command of 19 full legions, with a total of
approximately 110,000 legionaries.?? The Liberators had command of 17, though they
were not filled, giving them about 80,000.2 The Caesarians had around 13,000
cavalrymen, and the Liberators had approximately 20,000.2* These figures exclude the
number of auxilia which would have accompanied both sides.

The engagement began when Antony attempted to circumvent Cassius' flank and
gain access to the Liberator supply base of Neapolis.?® This was ultimately checked by
Cassius’ counterworks, forcing Antony to assault Cassius’ encampment. Meanwhile,

Brutus’ troops, ignoring any signal for battle, engaged with the remainder of the

20 App BC. 4. 108.

21 |bid.

22 Brunt. 1971. 487.

23 |bid. See also App. BC 4. 88.
24 App BC. 4.108.

25 Plut. Brut. 41. Appian has a similar sequence which will be discussed at length below.
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Caesarian forces.?® Ultimately, the actions of Antony forced the Liberators to forfeit their
war of attrition in exchange for a contest of arms. The result was a spectacular
stalemate. Indeed, the engagement was a split battle; Brutus fought Octavian in the

field, and Antony assaulted Cassius’ palisade.

2.5km
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Figure 03. The First Battle of Philippi.

Antony was successful in his assault of Cassius’ fortifications, routing his enemy
and capturing their camp. Brutus routed Octavian’s forces in the field and captured his
enemy’s camp. Both sides failed to halt their advances and support their co-
commander. The battles, however, were quite distant from one another, and the dust

kicked up by a few hundred thousand men would have clouded visibility throughout the

26 App. 4.109-110.
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plain.?” Both victorious commanders recognized that their triumph was a shared one,
and they returned to assist their fellow soldiers. The first battle of Philippi ended with
victory and loss on either side.

The battle was indecisive, but there was a slight advantage for the Liberators.
The Caesarians had lost approximately 16,000 men, and the Liberators half that
figure.?® A serious miscommunication occurred, however, between the camps of the
Liberators. When Cassius abandoned his camp during the battle to later return and find
it sacked, he sent a centurion to discover the fate of Brutus.?® The centurion’s delay
caused Cassius to take his own life, thinking that Brutus’ army had been defeated at the
same time as his. Even though the Liberators were now bereft of one of their
commanders, their position remained superior. Octavian's camp was overrun as well,
but he was not in the camp during the battle, leaving the leadership on the Caesarians’
side intact.

Unable to outlast the Liberators' better supplied and more secure position, the
Caesarians had to coerce the enemy into fighting another pitched battle. Brutus was still
aware of his superior position and wanted to continue holding out. Nevertheless, the
Caesarians managed to force Brutus’ hand, and he would come to offer a second
pitched battle. The reason for this is likely three-fold. The Caesarians occupied a hill

within the missile range of Brutus' camps to coerce them to fight. This aggressive

27 Dio. 47.45.3-4.

28 Plut. Brut. 45.1; App BC. 4. 128, 137. Brunt 1971, 477-488. If you follow Appian, it was a

ubiquitous slaughter, equaling about 20,000 men lost on either side.

2 Dio. 47.46.3-4
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skirmishing maneuver would have been oppressive, forcing a response if he did not
want to exchange missiles continuously. Brutus knew how his position advantaged him,
but those around him were persuading him to take the chance of another battle.3 Also,
Brutus may have feared that Antony would compromise his supply line.3' Regardless of
the reason, Brutus marshalled his men in front of his defences to chance a second
pitched battle.

Just as in the first battle, both right flanks were initially victorious in the second
battle, but this time, Antony and his forces did not pursue routing troops opposing them
and instead encircled Brutus. Brutus’ line was over-extended and thus was attacked
from the front and rear, leading to his defeat. With both flanks defeated, the Caesarians
won the battle. After crossing a river, Brutus retreated to high ground towards Philippi,
where he was aided in taking his own life, marking the end of the conspirator's
leadership against the Caesarians.®? The conflict was now over, and the Caesarians
absorbed the now-leaderless armies of the Liberators.

Velleius Paterculus’ assessment summarizes the devastating effect the battle
had on Roman nobility: “There was no other battle more blood-soaked in the slaughter
of the most distinguished men” (non aliud bellum cruentius caede clarissimorum virorum

fuit).3® As we know, both Cassius and Brutus took their own lives during the battle, but

30 App BC, 4. 121; Dio 47, 2.

31 Holmes 1928. 87.

32 Plut. Brut. 52., App BC 4. 125. Dio. 47.49.

33 Vel.Pat. 2.71.2.
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added to the list of the noble fallen were the younger Hortensius, Cato the Younger’'s
son, Livius Drusus, Lucullus, Sex. Quinctilius Varus.®* Other notable men including
Marcus Favonius were led out in chains and coaxed into saluting Antonius as
imperator.35 Other nobles had fled the battle and made their way to Thasos, the supply
base of the Liberators. Some fled from there, but others committed themselves to the
care of Lucius Calpurnius Bibulus and Marcus Valerius Messalla.3® From Thasos, they
negotiated their surrender to Antony, disbanding the remainder of the Liberators’
leadership, and some even entered Antony’s service.%’

An early and convincing literary interpretation of where the Battle of Philippi took
place was proposed by Heuzey and Daumet in 1876. For them, it was Appian’s
specificity that seemed to have proved most reliable in describing the Battle of Philippi.
In their section concerning the study of the field of battle and the texts describing it, they
outline their support for Appian’s account:

“Appian has left a fine account of this great military feat, full of details,

which affects, even in the indication of the topography, a precision
uncommon among historians of antiquity.”38

34 Vel.Pat. 2.71.2. See also Syme 1960. 206.
35 Suet. Aug. 13.1-3.

36 App. BC 4.136.

37 ibid

38 Heuzey and Daumet. 100: “Appien a laissé de ce grand fait militaire un beau récit plein de
details, et qui affecte méme dans l'indication de la topographie une précision peu commune chez les
historiens de l'antiquité.”
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Figure 04. The Traditional Location.3°

It is notable that Heuzey and Daumet expressed hesitation with trusting other
narrative sources, yet fixated on Appian’s account for its level of detail. Nevertheless,
they followed Appian’s account almost exclusively.*? In their personal observation of the

region, they discovered a series of hills that seemed to corroborate Appian’s

39 Kromayer and Veith pl.23 map 6.

40 Heuzey and Daumet 1876. 100-116. They refer to Dio and Plutarch sparingly for events of the
battle. See 106,112, 114.
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description.#! While describing where these hills were located, Heuzey and Daumet
justified the discrepancies between Appian’s account and the actual geography,
explaining that first-hand witnesses would describe the battle after the fact with a natural
symmetry.*2 Thus, faith in Appian’s account requires both a trust in his scientific
approach and forgiveness for his inaccuracy.

This tradition surrounding the Battle of Philippi strengthened with the support of a
few later scholars and, from then on, has become common knowledge. Holmes was
one such example who elaborated on Heuzey and Daumet’s proposal with a fuller
bibliography regarding the other ancient sources on the battle and maintained the same
narrative that Appian provided.*? The reiteration of Heuzey and Daumet’s initial
hypothesis manufactured support for Appian’s account, creating an ever-strengthening
consensus. This tradition places the battle to the west of Philippi, above the marsh
within the mountains, near the Gangites river, and the Liberators’ defences spanned
across the Via Egnatia, acting as the gate from Europe to Asia.

A recent article by Sears and Butera, however, revives the argument of Leake,
an early 19th-century scholar, and challenges Heuzey and Daumet’s widely accepted

model for the battle's location. Instead of positioning the battle to the west of Philippi,*

41100-103
42 Heuzey and Daumet 1876. 101.

43 Holmes. 1928. 80-90. For similar accounts, see also Collart 1929. 351-36,4 who focuses on the

movements prior to the battle and Kromayer and Veith 1924-31. 654-661.

44 See figure 04.
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they propose that it took place to the south, near modern Amygdaleonas.*® Sears and

Butera cite three reasons for this:

"(1) there are no hills in the traditional location corresponding to the hills
mentioned in the ancient sources; (2) there are two hills in the
southeastern section of the plain, near modern Amygdaleonas, that fit the
ancient descriptions much more closely; and (3) an alternate route into the
plain, south of Mount Pangaion, renders the traditional location
strategically unfeasible."4®

Adternate routedto Philippi

’\mph ipolis

Figure 05. The Alternate Route to Philippi.#’
Sears and Butera point out that most maps of the conventional location do not

show enough of the plain, hiding the path's existence.*® Even more interestingly,

45 Sears and Butera 2017. 359. See also Leake 1835.
46 |bid.
47 Sears and Butera 2017. Figure 7.

48 Sears and Butera 2017. 369.
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Kromayer and Veith have the alternate route on their map, but do not acknowledge it as
a problem for the location.*® Therefore, a defensive position to the west of Philippi with a
supply train coming from Neapolis would be impossible to defend. The alternate route

would have lead the Caesarians to the Liberators’ flank and supply lines, ending the

conflict before it could begin.®°
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Figure 06: Elevation Map of the Northern Aegean.®’

Sears and Butera also point out that Saxa's and Norbanus' retreat from Brutus'
flanking maneuver would likely have been on the alternate route to Amphipolis, going
along the southern side of Mt. Pangaion.®? This was also commented on by Holmes,
who followed the traditional interpretation. He casts doubt on Dio who recorded this

retreat since Norbanus’ forces would have met Brutus’ should he have taken the

49 Kromayer and Veith pl.23 map 6.
50 See also Sears and Butera 2017: 368.
51 Base map from Antiquity A-la-carte.

52 |bid. 368
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traditional route on the Via Egnatia.®® Furthermore, Saxa's and Norbanus' old position
near Neapolis would have been a logical location to fortify because they could not be
flanked by an army coming from the west, unlike Norbanus and Saxa, since Brutus and
Cassius came from the east. The passes over Mt. Symbolon were a perfect position;
mountains on either side, the nearby sea and supply base to the rear, and on the one

road passing through the region — precisely as Antony described it.5

g amp of Brutus

Figure 07. The Hills of Philippi near Amygdaleonas.%°

53 Holmes 1928 83.
54 See Figure 06 for the elevation of the plain.

%5 Sears and Butera 2017. Figure 6.
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Sears and Butera argue that their visitation of the two sites in question helps to
show the illegitimacy of the western location and the primacy of their Amygdaleonas
location. Their fieldwork concludes that the so-called western hills could not hold the
tens of thousands of soldiers involved in the battles, and the defensive capabilities of
the positions proved insufficient.5® Their firsthand experience of the sites is an
invaluable piece in building a more conclusive statement about where the battle was
fought. This southeastern location in the plain of Philippi must be where the battle
occurred despite the textual differences clouding the truth behind the story. They
identified hills in the area which could correspond with most of the literary descriptions
of the battle.

Antony’s response to Hyrcanus, however, reveals the evidence required to locate
the battle southeast of the city, near modern Amygdaleonas, which has previously been
absent from the discussion on the battle.

But their god-defying plots, which Macedonia received as though its
climate were proper to their unholy crimes, and the confused mob of half-
crazed villains whom they got together at Philippi in Macedonia, where
they occupied places naturally favourable and walled in by mountains as

far as the sea, so that the passage could be controlled through only one
gate.

GAAG TAG £TIBOUAGG aUTWYV TAG Beopdyoug, ag utredéEato N Makedovia
KaBAaTTEP i010G AUTOIC TV AVOCiwV TOAUNUATWY AnRp, Kai TV aUyxuoiv TAG
NUIavolg kakonBeiag Rv kata PIAiTTToug THG Makedoviag ouvekpOTouY,

5% Sears and Butera 2017. 369-372
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TOTTOUG UQUEIS KaTtalauBavouevol géxpl BaAGOoNG ATTOTETEIXIOUEVOUG
Opeaiv, WG TTUAN WId TV TTapodov.>’
Josephus. AJ 14. 310.

Josephus recorded this letter within his Jewish Antiquities, but did not narrate the
Battle of Philippi in any detail, limiting himself to a description of its aftermath.®® In the
Bellum,5° Josephus reports that embassies, including some from Judea, approached
Antony in Bithynia. This is repeated in his Antiquities,®® but Josephus reports another
embassy in Ephesus. Appian, Plutarch, and Dio corroborate Antony’s presence in
Ephesus in the spring of 41.6' Indeed, Antony was likely not present in Bithynia at all,
and this mistake seems to have been carried over into the Antiquities from his earlier
work.

Antony’s primary intention of writing this letter was not to discuss the battle of
Philippi. He was tasked with mediating the aftermath of the war and making decisions
regarding the legitimacy of Cassius' actions during his unlawful control. An ally of the
Roman people was wronged, and the Jewish people intended to support the most
powerful governor closest to their region.®? Antony could rely on them while he

managed the other inhabitants of the region and solidified his position. Josephus notes

57 Except where noted, translations are from the Loeb, sometimes with minor adaptations.

58 Josephus. AJ 14.301-302,

591.242.

60 Josephus. AJ 14.301-302.

61 App. BC 5.4., Plut. Ant. 24., Dio. 48.24.

62 Richardson 2012. 44.
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that Antony also sent edicts to Sidon, Antioch, and Aradus, and if we assume they were
similar in character, he wanted his decision copied and conspicuous.?3

The letter reveals a few geographical considerations for understanding where the
battle occurred. According to Antony, the battle was near Philippi, and the Liberators
held a position that was walled off from the sea with mountains and the approach to
which consisted of “a single mountain pass” (TTOUAn pid). The description can only refer
to a specific area in the plains near Philippi, located south of the city at the passes
through Mt. Symbolon. The site to the west of the city is too far from the sea and is
instead walled in by a marsh. Indeed, if the marsh was, as Appian says it is, the
strategic focal point of the battle, the general who was supposed to have overcome it
would have mentioned it in his assessment of the region.

Antony's description of the region's topography is more credible since he did not
intend to create a formal account of the battle. The letter he wrote was part of a
diplomatic mission, and he did not exaggerate his already impressive victory. Still,
Antony’s letter has remained outside of the discussion on the battle’s location. Only
Osgood has included Antony’s letters in his discussion of the aftermath of Philippi, but
limits his comments to the rhetoric Antony employs to enhance his position after the
battle.®* Osgood claims that Antony deliberately exaggerated the topography at the

battle to make his victory more impressive, and in reality, heavily taxed the region.®®

63 Josephus AJ. 14.323.
64 Osgood 2006. 104-105.

65 Osgood 2006. 105.
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Osgood sees this letter as a juxtaposition between the self-proclaimed saviour and
remedy to a regional iliness, with his assumption of rule.

This interpretation of the letter is coloured by trust in Appian’s account. The
removal of this trust reveals how Antony, as the victorious general, remains to us as the
only surviving first-hand account from antiquity that describes the geography of the
battle. His letter accidentally confirms the location to the south-east of Philippi which
was convincingly proposed by Sears and Butera without this evidence. Their proposal
revealed that more emphasis on this document is required for understanding the battle.
The introduction of this letter allows for a better understanding of the textual issues
found in the other narratives when positioned in light of Antony’s own words. The
following chapter will re-evaluate Appian to show that his account needs to be set aside
because his understanding of the region is inconsistent with Antony and the remaining

authors.



Chapter 2: Removing Appian from the Battle
This chapter will consider the detailed narrative elements in the literary depictions
of the battle of Philippi. First, | will show that Appian’s description of the geography
differs from the other narrative writers, but in this difference, he is internally consistent.
Second, | will argue that the narrative details provided by the other writers better reflect
the information Antony provides, and therefore, any reconstruction of the battle must
depend primarily on them. My final section will assess the issues of using the other

historical narratives for the events of the battle.

How is Appian’s internal consistency is different from other writers’ accounts?

Appian’s account contains a number of specific details which are absent from our
other narrators.

1. He places the battle near the city of Philippi at a distance of 70 stades from the
Liberators’ supply base at Neapolis and 100 stades from Thasos,® their depot.
(This is actually correct, Google gives 11 km for the distance from Philippi to
Kavala, but Thasos is quite a lot farther than Appian assumes (which is about
25km from Kavala))

2. He describes the precise location of the hills on which Cassius and Brutus
encamped relative to one another and Philippi itself.®’ (the actual location of the

hills is unclear, see Sears and Butera 2017). Appian says they are 8 stades from

66 Heuzey and Daumet 1876 raised concerns over the round numbers which Appian provided, but

justified them because symmetry was only natural coming from first hand accounts. 101.

67 App BC. 4. 106.
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one another and 18 stades from Philippi. The hills proposed by Sears and Butera
match Appian’s dimensions to a relatively accurate degree. They are 1.2km (7.6
stades) from one another, but 5.5km (35 stades) from the city.
3. He asserts that their control of these two hills was sufficient to block the path
from Europe to Asia effectively acting as a gate.®®
4. Most importantly he positions the battle to the west of the city. When he explains
the area around Philippi, he describes the large plain in the west in which the hills
are located:
The town is situated on the crest of a hill with cliffs all around and its size
is exactly that of the area of the hilltop. To the north there are thick woods
through which Rhascupolis led Brutus’ men. To the south is a marsh and
then the sea. To the east lie the Sapaean and Corpilian passes, and
westward is a very fertile and beautiful plain extending some three

hundred and fifty stades to the towns of Murcinus and Drabiscus and the
river Strymon.

€011 O¢ 1] TTONIG £TTi AOQOU TTEPIKPAVOU, TooaUTn TO PéyeBog, Ooov £€aTi
100 AO@ou 1O e0pOC. Exel BE TTPOC PEV BPKTW SPUPOUC, &' WV O
‘PaokoUtToAIg fiyaye Toug augi Tov BpolTtov: Tpdg &€ T peonuBpia €Aog
€01l Kai BAAacoa PeT’ alTo, KATd O TRV £w TA OTEVA TA ZOTTAIWY TE Kali
KoptriAwy, €k 8¢ TNG dUoewg TTediov pEXPI Mupkivou Te kKai ApaARoKou Kai
TTOTaNOU 2TPUUOVOG,

App. BC 4. 105.

In summary, these details are unique to Appian and seem to reflect his desire to
offer a narrative rooted in facts. Appian writes with measurements and geographical

markers, which creates a solid foundation in which the events of the battle occurred.

68 App. BC 4. 106.
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These details help the reader imagine where the battle took place, and once they
understand his version of the geography, he concocts an entertaining sequence of
events that reflect this geography. Appian seems well informed and likely had access to
earlier accounts of the battle. The way he understands the area of Philippi, however,
impacted how he portrayed the way the battle progressed. For Appian, Philippi had a
plain to the west and a marsh to the south that reached the sea. This is not actually
true, but Appian’s understanding of this prevented him from locating the battle in any
other location. There was nowhere else to fight a battle, the participants needed places
to encamp and a field in which to position. Therefore, when Antony attempted to
circumvent Cassius’ defences, as Appian understood it, he had to move through the
marsh in the south. Appian took this understanding of the area and expanded on it to
create an internally consistent narrative. No other author provides a similar account of
the geography, even though they share certain narrative elements of how the battle
progressed.

Appian’s narrative is consistent with the way in which he describes the
geography. This consistency was a significant reason that his account was favoured
over others.®® Appian’s marsh sequence in which Antony attempts to deceive and out-
maneuver Cassius’ flank is not corroborated by any other author, but as seen above,
perfectly fits his understanding of the area:

He formed a plan to see if he could in secret make the marsh passable, in
order to get behind the enemy without their knowledge, and deprive them

of their supply route from Thasos. So while drawing up his forces for battle
again, on each occasion he included all the military standards, to create

69 Heuzey and Daumet 1876. 100.
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the belief that his entire army had been marshaled. With one unit,
however, he worked day and night to carve a narrow path in the marsh,
cutting down reeds, building a causeway on top with rocks on either side
to prevent the bank subsiding, driving piles into the deep parts and
bridging them, and all the while keeping the deepest silence.

Kai £Trevonaoey, i duvaito Baciyov 10 £€Aog EpyaoacBal AaBwy, iva KaToTTIV
TV £XOPOV ETI AyVOOUVTWY YEVOUEVOGS TRV Ayopdv o@ag agéAoITo TRV
a1o 1A @doou Kopi{opévny. EKTACoWY o0V auBig EKACTOTE £C paxnV Ta
onueia o0 atpatold TavTa, iva 0Aog EkTeTaxBaI VOUICOITO, JEPEI TIVI VUKTOG
TE KAi APEPAG EKOTITEV £V TR Al Biodov OTeVNV, KEipwV T TOV dOVAKa Kai
XxWua EmBaAwy kai Aiboug EkatépwBeyv, iva pn 10 xWua diatitrTol, T& ¢
BaBéa dieaTalpou Kai Eye@UPOU PETA OIWTTAG BaBUTATNG.

App. BC 4.109.

After Cassius discovered this, he built counter-walls to cover his exposed flank.”® This
forced Antony to engage his men in assaulting the wall and thus goaded Brutus’ and
Octavian’s line to follow in the engagement.”! Antony was delighted because the
Caesarians needed to force a pitched battle because of their exposed position and
supply situation.”?

Antony likely attempted to circumvent Cassius’ position to begin the conflict
because there needed to be a reason for the Liberators to abandon their secure
position. Appian reflects this, but his maneuver through the swamp is unique to him and
coincides with his understanding of the area. Furthermore, the nature of Appian’s

engagement differs because it focuses on how Antony would have besieged a fortified

70 App. BC 4.109-110.

71 App. BC 4.110.

72 App. BC 4.110-111.
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encampment, the tools involved, and the obstacles he would have had to overcome.”?
The level of detail Appian employs is not matched by any other of the narratives, who
tend to generalize these sorts of topics.

The result of Appian’s first battle was mostly the same as the other narratives:
Cassius’ camp was captured just as the Caesarians’, Octavian was not present
because of the dream of Artorius, his physician, and Cassius took his life before
knowing the result of the battle, the only difference is that Cassius retreats to Philippi, a
fact not corroborated by the other narrative writers.” This is not surprising, the only
place that he could have retreated within his framework was Philippi. Appian’s
positioning of Cassius places him directly southwest of Philippi with a clear route of
retreat for those who were engaged with Antony’s forces.

The consistency which Appian has within his narrative reflects his persistence as
a writer to include facts, details, and numbers. They all work together to create an
interesting and self-contained account, which, unfortunately, does not accurately reflect
the reality that was the Battle of Philippi. Appian’s lack of corroboration proves that his

account is not the most accurate, it is the most creative.

How the other narratives better reflect Antony’s description of the geography

Only Appian located the battle precisely. Dio, Velleius Paterculus, and Plutarch

place the battle near the city of Philippi. Plutarch and Dio, however, seem to understand

73 App. BC 4.111.

74 Appian. 4.110-113. Vel.Pat.2.70. Cassius retreats to higher ground. Plut. Ant. 22. Mentions
Cassius’s assisted suicide but does not mention his retreat. Dio. 47.46.3-4 Has Cassius retreat to an

indiscriminate location before returning to see that his camp was seized.
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the entire area within the mountains as near Philippi. Plutarch describes the area
between the encamped forces of the Liberators and Caesarians as the plains of
Philippi.”> As Antony portrays it, the area is indeed walled in completely from the sea by
mountains. The obstruction of vision must have forced the beholder within the area to
see the extant plain, the marsh, the mountains walling them in, and the city at the top of
it all. Philippi was the only relevant city within the mountains and was divorced from the
ports of Amphipolis and Neapolis, both of which could not be seen from the battlefield.
Cassius Dio explains the geography well, but fails to provide sufficient

geographical markers to place the battle in any one location. For Dio, Philippi is situated
at the top of the plain, Mt. Symbolon is in between it and Neapolis, and the strategic
focal point of the conflict was the pass, already fortified by Norbanus, over Mt.
Symbolon, through which the Via Egnatia ran.”® It would make sense that Brutus and
Cassius assumed control over the pass to their supply base after forcing Norbanus and
Saxa to retreat. Dio also states, however, that the Liberators encamped near the city of
Philippi and Dio’s depiction is unclear enough to assume he meant a location closer to
the city of Philippi itself.””

And inasmuch as Saxa and Norbanus, as it chanced, had already

occupied the most direct pass across, Brutus and Cassius did not even try

to get through that way but went round by a longer road that passes by a
place called Crenides. Here, too, they encountered a garrison, but

75 Plut. Brut. 38.4. So too does Pliny the Elders when he refers to a letter of Brutus written there.
Plin. HN. 33.39.

76 Dio. 47.35.2-3.

7 Di0.47.35.5.
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overpowered it, got inside the mountains, approached the city along the
high ground, and there encamped, nominally each by himself...

Kai ETUXOV YA TV CUVTOPWTATNV auTol UtrepBoAnv 6 Te Z&Eag Kai 0
NwpBavdg rpokaTaAaBoévreg, Taltn peév 6 BpolTog 6 e Kdoaiog oU6E
¢meipaoav diaBhval, £ETépav O¢ Tiva pakpoTépav kata Tag Kpnvidag
wvouaouévag TrepIEABOVTEG QUAOKRA HEV Kai EKET EVETUXOV, Blagduevol O
aUThV giow TE TOV 0PV £yEVOVTO, Kai TTPOG TAV TTOAIV KATA TA JETEWPA
EMTTAPEABOVTEG EvTalBa Xwpig EKATEPOG, WG YE TG AdYwW EiTTElV,
¢oTpatoTredeloavTO. ..

Dio. 47. 35.4-5
For Dio, Norbanus’ position forced Brutus and Cassius to take the alternative
route northeast of the pass as they were too well situated for an assault.
After circumventing the position, Dio reports that Brutus and Cassius approached via
the higher ground and encamped “there” (¢vtad6a). It is not sufficiently clear whether or
not they encamped at the city or in the positions which Norbanus and Saxa had fortified.
Nevertheless, Dio presents the best understanding of the geography and describes the
area almost perfectly. It was likely that on his way from Bithynia-Pontus, his place of
origin, to Rome, he would have passed through the area and gained his understanding
from his firsthand travel on the Via Egnatia.
Dio’s description of the battle’s location is similar to how he refers to Norbanus
and Saxa'’s positioning:
And they found that Gaius Norbanus and Decidius Saxa had anticipated

them by crossing the lonian Sea before Staius arrived, occupying the
whole country as far as Mt. Pangaeum and encamping near Philippi.

Kai auToug Faidg 1e NwpPavog kai Aekidiog Zagag Epdnoav 1év 1€ ‘lévioy,
TIpiv TOV ZTdI0V €ABETV, TrTEpaIwBEéVTEC, Kai TTagav TV Péxpl Tod Mayyaiou
YAV TTPOKATAOXOVTEG, Kai TTPOG TOIG PINITITTOIG OTPATOTTEOEUTAUEVOL.

47.35.2
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Dio seems to have understood the geography of the battle better than the other
narrative writers, although he did not express his understanding clearly. In this passage,
however, we can see that Dio’s “near Philippi” includes the pass over Mt. Symbolon,
which had been fortified by Norbanus and Saxa as a place of retreat. Norbanus and
Saxa’s secondary fortification was at the Saepei pass east of Mt. Symbolon. The
precise location of this fortification is uncertain from our narrative writers, but the
function was consistent: blocking Brutus and Cassius’ path west into the plains of
Philippi and forcing them to take the dangerous path over the mountain. Knowing that
Norbanus and Saxa’s encampment was at a greater distance than that of the Battle of
Philippi illuminates that Dio understood Philippi as the entire area within the plain and
not the city itself. Thus, when positioned in the context of Antony’s letter and the
location it supports, Dio’s understanding of the region was actually quite good. His

description matches where the mountains and sea are in reality, and better reflects how

Antony described the area.

The events of the battle without Appian: the issues in historical narratives

Velleius’ Account. Velleius’ Roman History contains the shortest version of the

battle of Philippi. His account relates the expected narrative events of the battle but
does not expand beyond the basic facts. The account can only be described as a point
form list.
Then Caesar and Antonius transported their armies to Macedonia, and
met Brutus and Cassius in battlea near the city of Philippi. The wing under

the command of Brutus, after defeating the enemy, captured Caesar’s
camp...
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On the other hand, the wing commanded by Cassius had been routed and
roughly handled, and had retreated with much loss to higher ground...

A few days later Brutus met the enemy, and was beaten in battle.

Tum Caesar et Antonius traiecerunt exercitus in Macedoniam et apud
urbem Philippos cum Bruto Cassioque acie concurrerunt...

id autem, in quo Cassius fuerat, fugatum ac male mulcatum in altiora se
receperat loca...

Post paucos deinde dies Brutus conflixit cum hostibus et victus acie...
Vel.Pat. 2.70.1-4.

Velleius holds a unique temporal position in comparison to the other authors. He
would have been producing this work about 70 years after the event occurred. Although
not a contemporary of the battle himself, he would have likely known people alive at the
time. These individuals could have been eyewitnesses and therefore, could better
inform his account. Nevertheless, Velleius’ account captures the expected details of
how the battle progressed: there were two battles, Brutus and Antony successfully
defeated their opposing flanks, and the second battle ended in a complete victory for
the Caesarians. Velleius does not expand on this like the other authors detailed below.
Although Velleius’ account is known for its summary treatment of topics, it is significant
that his position to write a detailed narrative was the best. Despite this, however, he
writes the least detailed account. This either reflects that his readers already knew how
the battle progressed and it was insignificant to include it in an account, or, there was
little care for such details.

Plutarch’s account. Plutarch’s Life of Brutus has a summary account of the battle

which seems to suggest a similar sequence to Appian. When considered on its own and
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without Appian’s misleading description, Plutarch’s account supports the location south-

east of the swamp.

The soldiers of Antony were engaged in running trenches from the
marshes, around which they were encamped, into the plain, thus cutting
off Cassius from access to the sea. Octavius was quietly watching the
course of events,—not being present in person, owing to sickness, but his
forces for him; they had no expectation at all that their enemies would give
battle, but thought they would merely sally out against the works and with
light missiles and clamorous cries try to disturb the workers in the
trenches.

"ETuxov &’ oi TTepi AvTWviov &Tmd TAV EADV, 0IC TIEPIECTPATOTTESEUOV,
EMBAANOVTEG TAPPOUG €ig TO TTEdiov Kai TG £TTi BGAacoav 6d0ug 2100
Kaoaiou trepikdTITOVTEGS. £9Rdpeue O¢ Kaioap, oU TTapwv autog oI’
acBéveiav, AN’ ) duvauig, ou TTavu paxeiobal TTPoadoKWaa TOUG
TTOAEMIOUG, AAAG POVOV EKDPONAIS XphioBal TTPOG Ta Epya Kai BEAeTIV
EAa@poiG kai BopuBolg Toug 6pUloaovTag EMTAPACTEIV:

Plut. Brut. 41.

It is important to note that Plutarch did not position the armies before explaining
the sequence of the first battle. Plutarch only reveals that Brutus was to be in command
on the right wing, and Cassius on the left. Plutarch’s description of Antony’s flanking
maneuver is not the same as Appian’s. Antony’s men were running trenches “away from
the swamp around which they were encamped” (410 1@V EAQV, 0i¢
mepieoTpatotrédeuov). And for Appian, “with one detachment, he cut a single path in the
swamp day and night” (uépel TIvi VUKTOGC TE Kai NPEPAG EKOTITEV €V T(D EAEl diodov

oTevAv). This distinction is significant because Plutarch’s account is not sufficiently clear
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to corroborate Appian’s marsh sequence. In fact, his account is clearer if it describes
Antony’s attempt to circumvent Cassius at Mt. Symblon.”®

Furthermore, Plutarch reports that Antony’s men were seen and heard as they
built their fortifications around Cassius. Appian’s account has Antony creating walkways
and fortifications through the swamp in secret. Indeed, for Appian’s understanding, the
swamp itself would have provided a natural cover. The idea behind this maneuver, as
portrayed by both writers, was to strip Cassius from access to the sea by circumventing
his fortifications because the Liberators were reluctant to give a pitched battle. This
sequence of events provides a reason for the Liberators to fight a pitched battle as it is
difficult to see why they would surrender their advantage. Strategically, their position
was by far the superior, and the Caesarians had to make the first move, and this had to
have been it. Although Dio and Velleius ignore this fact, it makes the most tactical sense
for the Liberators and Caesarians given the battle’s location. As already pointed out by
Sears and Butera, if the Liberators’ position had been west of the city, it would have
already been compromised because of a major route running to the south of Mt.
Pangaion, rendering the flank through the marsh redundant. The position in the south-
east at the pass within Mt. Symbolon would have forced Antony to flank Cassius
conspicuously, drawing the Liberators out for a pitched battle.

Dio’s Account. Unfortunately, Dio’s description of the battle is of low value, but

does eventually corroborate the basic details of the conflict. Dio’s account best reflects

the expected knowledge on part of the audience to understand the usual way these

78 Sears and Butera 2017. 374.
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sorts of set piece battles tend to occur; a fact which is less obvious to the modern
historian:
The contest took place as follows. Although no arrangement had been
made as to when they should begin the battle, yet as if by some compact
they all armed themselves at dawn, advanced into the space between the

two camps leisurely, as though they were competitors in a game, and then
quietly drew themselves up in battle order.

ETrpayx0n 8¢ (de. oy WHOAOYNCAV HEV OTTOTE TAV PaXNV TToIfcovTal,
woTrep O¢ ATTO GUYKEIYEVOU TIVOG TTAVTES Aa £w £EwTTAICAVTO, Kai £G TE TO
Xwpiov 1O PETAiXUIOV OQWV KaBATTEP AywVvioTai TIVEG OXOAR TTpofABov,
kKavtaiBa nouxf TTapeTadavto.

Dio. 47.42.1

Following this, Dio explains how the exhortations reflected the types of things
men would say in such circumstances, assuming that the audience knows what to
expect. Then, Dio juxtaposes the motivations of the two sides: the Liberators spoke of
the prize of freedom and the benefits of their democracy, the Caesarians spoke of
vengeance for the patricide, the accumulation of their belongings, and 20,000 sesterces
apiece for their victory.”® Dio’s moralization of the conflict becomes a significant part of
the work and evidently impacts the historicity of his information concerning the actual
battle itself. Most of his account follows these sorts of political consequences, and on
top of that portents, dreams, and omens, all of which have little value for understanding
the battle’s location and tactical progression. Indeed, as with most other narratives
writers of battles, he seems less than interested in the tactical details, which he

describes in a formulaic way:

79 47.42.3-5.
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Then the heavy-armed troops gave the war-cry, beat their shields with
their spears and then hurled their spears, while the slingers and the
archers discharged their stones and missiles. Then the two bodies of
cavalry rode out against each other and the cuirassiers following behind
them came to close quarters with each other...

KAK TOUTOU GAaAGEavTeg oi OTTATTal TG T Ao TTIdOG TOIG dOPATIOIg
Ekpouoav Kai ékeiva 11" aAARAoug £EnkdvTioay, Kai oi opevdoviiTal oi Te
ToESTAI BEAN Kai AiBoUG AKAV. Kai PET TaUTa TO Te ITTTIKOV AvTeERAaocav
Kai TO BwPAKOPOPOV GUVETTIOTIOUEVOV TPICIV £V XEPTIV EYEVETO.

Dio. 47.43.3.
Dio continues his description of generalized combat for all of chapter 43 and
ends it with a comment concerning engagements of this magnitude:
“they wounded and were wounded, slew and were slain, until late in the

day. And if each side as a whole had joined in the conflict with the other as
a whole, as generally happens in a struggle like this,”

ETITPWOKOV £TITPWOKOVTO, £POVEUOV £QOVEUOVTO PEXPI TTOPPW THS AUEPAG.
Kai €iye TTAVTEC TIBOIV, 0ia £V T() TOIOUTW CUMPBAIVEI, CUVEPEUIXECAV

Dio. 47.45.1-2
Dio is not able to provide a detailed account of the battle as it is likely that he did

not have one upon which he could rely. Paradoxically, directly following this
generalization of conflict, Dio breaks this narrative to relate what he seems to have
actually known to have happened in the first battle which contrasts his extended
description of a unified and formulaic battle:

Brutus forced Caesar, because of his sickness, to yield ground, while

Antony vanquished Cassius, who was by no means his equal in warfare.

And so at this time, since they were not opposing each other as united

armies, but each side was in part defeated and in part victorious, the result

was practically the same for each; for both had conquered and had been
defeated,
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viv 6¢ 0 Te BpolUTog TRV 100 Kaicapog appwarTiav £¢eBidaaTo, Kai 0
AvTtwviog TOv Kdoaoiov oudév 3oi Opolov Ta TToAéuia OvTa £€eviknoe. Kai
TOTE O& T(D PN TTAVTAG Gua TOUG £TEPOUG, AAN’ €V T(D PEPEI APPOTEPOUG KAl
NTTNORVaI Kai KpaTAoal TAUTOV WG &iTTelv EyEveTo" Kai yap Eviknoav
aueoTEPOI Kai NTTABNCAV

Dio. 47.45.2-3

Although Dio seems to be more than willing to relate details concerning how this
engagement actually progressed, he turns to a generalized battle scene. No matter the
reason, his engagement with the fighting in the battle reflects an interest in relating such
details and his lack of evidence to supply them. For his (but probably his readers’)
interest, he has supplemented the fighting with what would be expected and does not
attempt to hide this fact. The section quoted above shows the facts that he knew about
the battle, and everything else he had to fabricate. Though the battle scenes are
standard and seem expected, the general thinness of tactical details across multiple
authors means that any authors writing later than previous ones found little such detail
for their own narratives.

As we have seen, Appian is a problematic source for understanding the Battle of
Philippi. He believes incorrectly that the only plain in which a battle could be fought was
west of the city. This simple mistake shaped his understanding of how the battle must
have progressed and impacted the sequence of events he relates. Appian’s internal
consistency creates a persuasive narrative that could only be challenged with Antony’s
description of the battle. The other narrative writers have their own issues: Velleius’ and
Plutarch’s accounts are too short, and Dio’s too generalized. As a collective, however,

they maintain the familiar sequence of events, which every writer seems to have known.



38

While engaging with this tradition, however, they do not corroborate Appian’s narrative
and this fact forces us to understand that he has created a battle sequence which
followed his understanding of the geography. With Appian set aside as the primary
comparandum, any account of the battle must now rely on Antony’s letter as the source

to which the other narratives must be related.



Chapter 3: Replacing Appian with Antony

The following chapter will address what Antony’s letter to Hyrcanus adds to our
understanding of the location and tactical evolution of the battle. First, we will assess
why we should accept this letter as authentic. The letter matches the form from a
tradition that had long been accepted by the time it was written. Although the letter
matches this form perfecitly, the letter has an unusual passion, unlike the cold and
bureaucratic language one typically finds in such letters. The letter also contains
climatological references specific to the time period which are unlikely to have been a
fabrication. Second, given that Antony’s letter is now the fixed point in our mapping of
the narrative details found in our literary authors, this better influences our
understanding of where to locate the battle and how the events unfolded. Furthermore,
Antony’s letter opens further consideration for each of the sources and our
understanding of the narrative and geographical elements of Philippi in Velleius, Appian,
Plutarch, and Dio.

The letter Antony sent to Hyrcanus, which was introduced in chapter one, was
recorded in Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities. Josephus introduces the letter of Antony to
Hyrcanus by describing an encounter in Ephesus.

Meanwhile Cassius was conquered by Antony and Caesar at Philippi, as

has been related by others. And after their victory Caesar proceeded to
Italy, while Antony departed for Asia...

When Antony came to Ephesus, the high priest Hyrcanus and our nation
sent an embassy to him, bringing a golden crown and requesting that he
would write to the provincial governors to set free those Jews who had
been taken captive by Cassius in violation of the laws of war, and restore
to them the territory of which they had been deprived in the time of
Cassius. These demands Antony decided the Jews were justified in
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making, and so he immediately wrote to Hyrcanus and the Jews. He also
sent to the Tyrians a decree to the same effect.

Kaooiov pév olv xeipodvTal Aviividg Te kai Kaioap trepi PIATITTOUS, Wg
Kai TTap’ GAAoig dednAwTal. PeTa O& TRV viknv Kaioap pev €11 ITaliag
Exwpel, Avtwviog 6¢ €ig TRV Agiav aTTipe...

¢17el &’ eic "E@ecov NKev AVTWVIOC, ETTEUWEV Y pKavog O dpXIEPEUS Kai TO
€0vog 1O NUéTEPOV TTpECPBeiav TTPOG aUToV, OTEQPAVOV T Kopilouoav
xpuoolv kai TapakaAoloav Toug aixpuaAwTioBévTag UTTd Kaoaiou
loudaioug oU vouw TToAéPou, ypawavTa ToiG KaTa TAG ETTapxiag,
eAeuBépoug atmoAloal, kai TAV xwpav Qv €v Toig Kaoaoiou Kaipoig
apnpébnaoav, ammododval. TalTa kpivag Avtwviog dikaia Toug loudaioug
aglolv, TTapaxpipa Eypawev Ypkav® Kai ToiG loudaiolg, ETTEoTEIAE O
aua1 kai Toig Tupiolig didTayua TTePIEXOV TAUTA.

Josephus. AJ 14.306-309

Josephus included this letter in his history which contains clear information about
the battle of Philippi. Nevertheless, the letter did not influence the way in which he
portrayed the battle within his own narrative. That he does not mention the opposing
generals’ strategies or any geographical specifics is consistent with the narratives of
those writers we considered in chapter two, albeit to a greater degree. Instead, he
introduces the battle simply: Antony and Octavian were victorious, Octavian departed to
Italy, and Antony left for the east. His description mentions other narratives of this battle,
which implies that if Josephus had wanted to elaborate, he had the means. The
narrative details, however, did not concern him. Josephus’ motivation for including the

letter has nothing to do with Philippi. Rather, he wants to include a letter from a high
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Roman official to the Jewish high priest because this demonstrates the high regard the
Romans of this period had for the Jews, a point that he makes clear elsewhere.8°

The first letter from Antony which Josephus records is the one sent to Hyrcanus.
This letter details the embassies sent to Antony and the response he sent with them.
This letter goes beyond what might be expected, and outlines crucial details describing

the Battle of Philippi. (I add the lettering in brackets to facilitate the discussion below).8

306(A) Marcus Antonius, Imperator, to Hyrcanus, high priest and ethnarch,
and to the Jewish nation, greeting. (B) If you are in good health, it is well.
307] also am in good health, as is the army. (C) The envoys Lysimachus,
son of Pausanias, Josephus, son of Mennaeus, and Alexander, son of
Theodorus, who met me at Ephesus, have renewed the mission
previously carried out by them in Rome, and have conscientiously
discharged their present mission on behalf of you and the nation, making
clear the goodwill you have for us. 3%Being, therefore, persuaded by both
deeds and words that you have the friendliest feelings for us, and being
aware of your obliging and pious nature, | regard your interests as my
own. 30%(D) For when our adversaries and those of the Roman people
overran all Asia, sparing neither cities nor temples, and disregarding the
sworn agreements they had made, it was not only our own battle but that
of all mankind in common that we fought when we avenged ourselves on
those who were guilty both of lawless deeds against men and of unlawful
acts against the gods, from which we believe the very sun turned away, as
if it too were loath to look upon the foul deed against Caesar.3'°But their
god-defying plots, which Macedonia received as though its climate were
proper to their unholy crimes, and the confused mob of half-crazed villains
whom they got together at Philippi in Macedonia, where they occupied
places naturally favourable and walled in by mountains as far as the sea,
so that the passaged could be controlled through only one gate—these

80 Cf. Jos. AJ 14. 265-7. Pucci ben Zeev. M. 1998, Jewish rights in the Roman World: The Greek
and Roman Documents Quoted by Josephus Flavius (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck), pp. 230-3

81 To follow the lettering, (A): Salutation, (B): Wish of good health, (C): Reference to the envoys,
(D): Main body, (E): Closing statement.
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plots and this mob,3!''condemned by the gods for their unjust enterprise,
we have overcome. And Brutus, who fled to Philippi and was hemmed in
by us, shared the ruin of Cassius. Now that these men have been
punished, 3'?we hope that henceforth we shall enjoy peace and give Asia
respite from war. We are therefore ready to let our allies also participate in
the peace given us by God; and so, owing to our victory, the body of Asia
is now recovering, as it were, from a serious illness.3'3Having, therefore, in
mind to promote the welfare both of you and your nation, | shall take care
of your interests. And | have also sent notices throughout the cities that if
any persons, whether freemen or slaves, were sold at auction by Gaius
Cassius or by those subordinate to him, they shall be released; and it is
my wish that you shall enjoy the privileges granted by me and Dolabella.
And | forbid the Tyrians to use violence against you, and command that
they restore whatever they possess belonging to the Jews. (E) As for the
crown which you have sent, | have accepted it.”

306(A) Mapkog AVTWVIOG aUTOKPATWP YPKAV( apXIEPET Kai £Bvapyn Kai T(
loudaiwv £Bver xaipelv. (B) &i Eppwabe, €0 Gv £xol, X7Eppwpal d¢ Kai
aUuTOG Petd To0 oTpatelpatog. (C) Auaipayxog MNMauaaviou kai lwaonTrog
Mevvaiou kai AAEEavdpog @eodwpou TrpeafeuTtai v EQETw pol
OUVTUXOVTEG TRV T EUTTPooBev év Pwun TeAeoBeioav alToig TrpeaPeiav
AavevewaavTo, kai Thv viv Utrép ool kai ToU €Bvoug oTToudaiwg
30851¢0evTO, AV £XEIC elivoiav TTPOC APBEC UPavicCaVTEC. TIETTEIONEVOS 00V
Kai €K TOV TTPayHATWY Kai €K TV Adywv OTI oikeldTaTa EXETE TTPOG MGG,
Kai TO apapdS UGV ABOC kai BeooePEC kaTavoroag, idov fiynuarr (D)

309 aradpapdviwy 8¢ v Agiav dracav TV EVavTIWBEVTWY NPTV TE Kai T
ONPwW TV Pwpaiwy, Kai HATE TIOAEWV PATE iEPOV ATTOOXONEVWYV UNATE
OpKOUG 0UG £TTOINCAVTO QUAAEAVTWY, AUEIG WG oUY UTTEP idiou pdvov
ayvog, AN wg uTTEp ammavTwy Koivold, Toug aiTioug Kai TV €ig
AvOpWTTOUG TTaPAVOMIGV Kai TV €ig BEOUG AvounuaTwy APUvaueda, 81" a
Kai TOV AAIov atreaTpd@Oal dokoTuev, 0G Kai alTdg AndWg ETTEIdE TO £TTi
Kaioapl puoog. 3194ANG Tag £TMIBOUAAS aUTWV TAC Beopayoug, GG
utredé€aTo ) Makedovia kabaTTep 010G AUTOIC TV AVOTiWY TOAUNHATWY
anp, kai TRV olyxuolv THg AUIMavolg kakonBeiag fv kata PIAiTTToug TfAg
Makedoviag ouvekpOTOUV, TOTTOUG EUPUEIG KAaTaAaUBavOouevol PHEXPI
BaAGooNG ATTOTETEIXIOPEVOUG OPETIV, WG TTUAN MIG THV TTGpodov
TapieweaBar, 3TV Betv alToUG £TTi TOIG AdIKOIC £YXEIPAUOOIV
KOTEWNPIOUEVWY EKpaTAOAUEY. Kai BpolTog aup@uywy €ig PIAITITTOUG Kai
OUYKAEIOOEIC U’ AUQV ékoivwvnoe Kaooiw TG auTig atmwAciag. TouTwy
KEKOAQOTUEVWYV €ipvng TO Aoimrov atroAalaoelv 312¢ATTiCopev Kai
avameradoBal TAvV Aciav ék ToU TTOAéUOU. KOIVAV 00V TToloUpEBa Kai TOIC
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OUMPAXOIC THV UTTO Tol Beol doBeioav AV giprvnv: (oTTEP 0V €K VOTOU
MEYAANG 1O TA¢ Aciag o®ua viv did Tv AuUeTépav viknv avaeépel. 313Exwv
TOivuV Kai o0& O1& PvruNG Kai 1O £€Bvog alEelv, @povTiow TV UUIV
OUMQEPOVTWY. £££0NKa O Kai ypauuaTa KaTd TTOAEIG, OTTWCG €1 TIVES
¢NeUBepol 1) dolAol UTTO Bb6pu ETrpddnoav UTTo Naiou Kaoaiou i TV UTT
auT® TETOYHEVWY GTTOAUBGOIV oUTOI, TOIC TE UTT” éuol S0BEIoIV Kai
AoAaBéANa @IAavBpwTToIG XpfioBal UuAg BoUAopal. Tupioug TE KWAUW
Biaioug gival TTepi UPBC, kai Soa katéxoualv loudaiwv TadTa
atrokataoTioal KEAeUw. (E) TOV 8¢ oTépavov Ov ETmepyag £0e€auny.”

Josephus. AJ. 14.306-313.

Official correspondence in the form of letters between Rome and foreign cities
became common at the beginning of the second century BC.82 Greek cities began
inscribing letters from Hellenistic monarchs and their officials for many decades prior to
Roman control of the region, and doing so for Roman officials seems to have merely
continued that practice.® Official Roman correspondence followed this trend from the
tradition's onset and maintained it until later into the imperial period.

Antony’s letter is introduced with a usual salutation (A), beginning with the
sender’s name in the nominative: Mapkog Avtwviog autokpatwp followed by the
addressee in the dative: 'Ypkav® apxiepsi kai €8vapyxn.8* In place of the more usual
name of the recipient city in the genitive, this letter has what Sherk would call an
organization in the dative which still follows the usual pattern: kai 7Q loudaiwyv £0vel.

Like most letters, the salutation is ended with a simple xaipeiv.

82 For more information regarding the appearance of letters in the second century see Sherk
1969. 186.

83 See Welles 1966.

84 For more information regarding the parts of a typical letter, see Sherk 1969. 189-197
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The formula valetudinis follows the greeting (B). This formula was mostly absent
in Hellenistic official correspondence but appeared in official Roman correspondence in
the middle of the first century BC.8 The appearance of this convention is period
specific, hinting further that this letter is authentic. Following the xaipeiv, which is
present in all periods both of private and official correspondence, letters written during
the Caesarian period often make both a reference that a recipients good health is a
positive thing, and that the writer of the letter too is in good health alongside their army.
This reference to the good health of the army is something only found during the
Caesarian and triumviral period.86

As we might expect given the context, Antony lists the ambassadors with whom
he engaged and the reasons for writing this letter:

Auacipayog MNMauoaviou kai lwontog Mevvaiou kai AAEEavOpog Oeodwpou
TpeafeuTai v EQETW POI GUVTUXOVTEG TRV TE EUTTPOCBEV £V Pwun
TeAeoO<ioav auToig TTpeafeiav avevewaoavTo, Kai TRV viv uttEp ool Kai Tol
£€Bvoug otToudaiwg 01€06evTo, NV £xelg elvolav TTPOS AUAC EuPavioavTeg.
TTETTEIONEVOC OV Kai €K TV TTPayUAETWY Kai €K TV Adywv 8T1 oiKeIdTaTa

ExeTe TTPOC ABC, Kai TO apapdS UUGV ABOC kai Be0oEPBEC KATAVONOAC,
idlov Aynuail

The envoys Lysimachus, son of Pausanias, Josephus, son of Mennaeus,
and Alexander, son of Theodorus, who met me at Ephesus, have renewed
the mission previously carried out by them in Rome, and have
conscientiously discharged their present mission on behalf of you and the
nation, making clear the goodwill you have for us. Being, therefore,
persuaded by both deeds and words that you have the friendliest feelings

85 Sherk 1969. 190.

86 See Sherk #86 pp.106-9. #87 pp109-10 for this inscription, see also Reynolds 41-8. #91 pp.
112-113. Reynolds #12 pp. 101-3.
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for us, and being aware of your obliging and pious nature, | regard your
interests as my own.

In this section of the letter, we learn the names of the ambassadors and where they met
the magistrate (C). In this case, the ambassadors are Lysimachus, Josephus, and
Alexander, who all met Antony in Ephesus. The context under which a letter was written
alters this section, so it is less formulaic than the salutation and wish of good health.
The order of this letter, however, is precisely the same as others composed in the latter
half of the first century BC.

The main body of the letter follows, and it is here where Antony deviates from
expectation (D). After starting the letter with bureaucratic formalities, Antony describes
the type of adversaries he faced, the criminality of their actions, and the outcome of the
battle. Antony’s fury reflects the recent nature of this exchange. The battle was over,
but now he had to address the damages Cassius left in his wake. After his extended
description of Brutus and Cassius and the battle, the remainder of the letter is the
expected response: how Antony would remedy the issues the embassies brought
forward (E).

Overall, Antony’s letter follows the expectations of Roman official
correspondence, only deviating from the expected norm in the main body, the section
with the most variability. Fortunately, Antony’s letters are not the only ones from the
period; a letter to the people of Aphrodisias and Plarasa nearly duplicates the first few
opening lines. This document was inscribed on two pieces of marble which were found
at Aphrodisias, and first copied in the early 18™ century. The letter was written
sometime between 39 BC and 38 BC by Octavian who was also a triumvir. The

salutation is partially reconstructed, though there is sufficient definite text following it
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which perfectly aligns with the formula, and the wish of good health is almost the same

as the one recorded by Josephus:

& EppwaoBe, €U Av Exorr Uyiaivw d¢ kai alTog PETd TOU GTPATEUNATOC. ..87
Letter to the peoples of Aphrodisias and Plarasa. OGIS 453-4;RDGE 28 A
&i EppwaoBe, €U Av Exol, Eppwpal 8¢ kai auTOS PET TOU OTPATEUPATOC.
Letter to Hyrcanus. Josephus. AJ 14.306-307.

Were it not for the similar verbs: Uyiaivw and £éppwpai, these lines would be
identical. The references each have to the army show their similar engagement with the
norms of the first century BC. It is significant to note that not only does Antony engage
with this pattern indicative of his own time period, but also, that it was a trend upheld by
another triumvir. This examination of Antony’s letter to Hyrcanus reveals that this letter
should be considered a copy of a letter which Antony sent in the aftermath of Philippi,

and that this copy has remained, to a reasonable degree, faithful to the original.

Antony wrote the letter only a few months after the battle and this prompted a
more emotional response. This level of emotion is not typical of official correspondence,
which makes it all the more authentic when considering how Antony is described by
other ancient writers. His characterization prior to his engagement with Cleopatra
seems to supplement the nature of his response to Hyrcanus which is intense and

righteous. Plutarch summarizes his character, highlighting his zealous accountability:

87 For the full text and the discussion of the inscription and its attribution to Octavian see
Reynolds 1982 41-48, Sherk 1968, 1989.
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For there was simplicity in his nature, and slowness of perception, though
when he did perceive his errors he showed keen repentance, and made
full acknowledgement to the very men who had been unfairly dealt with,
and there was largeness both in his restitution to the wronged and in his
punishment of the wrong-doers. Yet he was thought to exceed due
bounds more in conferring favours than in inflicting punishments.

Evijv yap amrAdTNG TO HB<I Kai Bpadeia pév aiobnoig, aicBavouévw &¢ TV
QUAPTAVOPEVWYV ioXUPG PETAVOIQ Kai TTPOG aUTOUG £E0OAGYNOIG TOUG
ayvwpovnévtag, uéyebog O¢ Kai TTepi TaG GuoIBag Kai TTEPi TAG TIMWPIAG.
MGAAGV ye Unv £00Kel XapIOuevog i KOAGlwY UTTEPRAAAEIV TO PETPIOV.

Plut. Ant. 24.6

Plutarch’s characterization of Antony’s personality emphasizes his righteous
demeanor both for his own actions and against his enemies’ faults. This zeal is precisely
the trait which Antony emphasizes most in his letter to Hyrcanus. Antony condemns the
actions of the Liberators as crimes against the gods and all of mankind and stresses
that he enacted vengeance upon them.8 Antony could hardly contain his anger and let
it spill onto the page in which he was discussing the diplomatic issues resulting from his
enemies’ actions. Indeed, it was because of Cassius that he now had to handle the
leftover situation of wronged allies and the restitution of their property. Furthermore,
Antony writes that Cassius had broken treaties in the process of despoiling Judea.?
Considering Plutarch’s characterization of Antony, the crimes of his enemies were likely
a particularly aggravating topic. If Plutarch’s assessment of Antony is to be trusted,
Antony’s letter to Hyrcanus demonstrates his hatred of wrong-doers (at least according

to himself) and his restitution to the wronged. Antony instantly offers the Judeans

88 Josephus AJ. 14. 309

89 Josephus AJ. 14. 309-318.



48

everything that they had lost during Cassius’ occupation and provides measures to
enact his ruling quickly. The character of the letter matches how Plutarch describes him.
Even Plutarch, however, was not immune to believing the infamy which befell
Antony both during and after the civil wars. Antony’s popularity was undermined when
he engaged in dealing with the Cleopatra, providing rhetorical ammunition for his
patriotic and traditional opponent, Octavian.®® Even more damning for Antony’s memory
was Cicero’s Philippics, a series of published letters written to condemn Antony. Even
Velleius Paterculus comments on the devastating effect that the Philippics had on
Antony’s memory in a brief excursion from his narrative: “All posterity will marvel in the
speeches written against you, what you did to him will be detested” (omnisque
posteritas illius in te scripta mirabitur, tuum in eum factum execrabitur).®’ Syme
summarized the Philippics as a “series of speeches in which he assailed an absent
enemy...(and) an eternal monument of eloquence, of rancour, of misrepresentation.”®?
Syme was right, many of Cicero’s charges against Antony were either trivial, ridiculous,
or conventional.®® Cicero’s version of Antonius as a drunk or coward is mere rhetoric
delivered at a distance to undermine his character. Indeed, the second Philippic which

condemns Antony’s character most directly, was not delivered in Rome and was simply

% Syme 1939. 104.

91 Vel. Pat. 2.66.5.

92 Syme 1939. 104.

93 |bid.
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a treatise written away from the city.%* For later writers, it seems to have heavily
influenced their perception of Antony anyways. Antony’s strength was in his leadership
and soldiering, not his statesmanship.% Plutarch too engaged with this narrative of
Antony’s character:
Antony at once gained the favour of the soldiers by sharing their
exercises, living with them for the most part, and making them presents as
generously as he could; but to everybody else he was odious. For his
easy disposition led him to neglect the wronged, he listened angrily to

those who consulted him, and he was in ill repute for his relations with
other men’s wives.

6 8¢ TOIC pév oTPaATIWTAIC EUBUC TIPOTPIARC AV CUYYUHVAlOPEVOS Kai
ouVOIITWHEVOG TA TTOAAG Kai SWPOUNEVOG €K TV TTAPOVTWY, TOIG &
GAAoIG £TTaXONAG. Kai yap adikouuévwy UTTO pabupiag wAlywpeEl, Kai TTpOg
OpYNV NKPOATO TV EVTUYXAVOVTWY Kai KAKWG €T yuvaigiv aAAoTpialg
fKOUE.

Plut. Ant. 6. 5.

Overall, Plutarch demonstrates Antony’s polarizing character. He is a successful
general and does well by his allies but, is especially hateful to the other statesman of
the opposite faction. It is apparent that Cicero’s condemnation of Antony’s character has
crept into Plutarch’s understanding of him. Nevertheless, the core of Antony’s character
was his passion and lack of grace which is normally befitting a statesman. His
unpopularity amongst his enemies reflects this: he was not a regular statesman.

Therefore, it is reasonable to suggest that the letters reflect Antony’s character,

94 Chamoux 1986.128-131

9 Syme 1939. 104.
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demonstrating his skill as a governor, his intensity as a soldier, and perhaps, his

abrasive nature.

A final consideration in support of the authenticity of Antony’s letter relates to its
description of contemporary climatological phenomena. Antony describes the weather
reflecting the nefarious actions of the Liberators, a common belief quite similar to the
significance of dreams and portents.

it was not only our own battle but that of all mankind in common that we
fought when we avenged ourselves on those who were guilty both of
lawless deeds against men and of unlawful acts against the gods, from
which we believe the very sun turned away, as if it too were loath to look
upon the foul deed against Caesar. But their god-defying plots, which

Macedonia received as though its climate were proper to their unholy
crimes

NMEIG wg oUy UTTEP idiou povov aywvog, AAN’ wg UTTEP ATTAvVTWY KoIvod,
TOUG aiTioug Kai TV €ig AvBPWITTOUG TTAPAVONIMV Kai TV €ig Be0Ug
avounuaTwy AUuvaueda, o1 a kai TOv AoV ameoTpa@dal dokoluey, Og
Kai auTOG And¢ £TTeide TO £1Ti Kaioapl pUcog. GAAG TAG EMIRBOUAAG auTV
TG Beopdyoug, ag uttedégaTo | Makedovia kabatrep id10¢ aUToig TRV
AvooiwV TOAUNUATWY ARp,

Josephus. AJ 14. 306-313.

The sun, in Antony’s view, was as upset at the crimes committed by the
assassins of Caesar. The air too reflected the criminality of their actions. One might
expect that this connection may have been rhetorical, or simply an exaggeration
designed to divide guilty from innocent. Other similar references dating to the same

period, however, describe something peculiar happening with the sun and the weather.

Virgil, advising farmers to pay more attention to the sun, writes:
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Who dare say the Sun is false? ... He and no other was moved to pity
Rome on the day that Caesar died, when he veiled his radiant face in
gloom and darkness, and a godless age feared everlasting night.

Virgil. Georgics 1.466-473.
Plutarch too relates a similar reference concerning the year following the death of

Julius Caesar, portending doom on his assassins:

and among events of divine ordering, there was the great comet, [and]

also, the obscuration of the sun’s rays. For during all that year its orb rose

pale and without radiance, while the heat that came down from it was

slight and ineffectual, so that the air in its circulation was dark and heavy

owing to the feebleness of the warmth that penetrated it, and the fruits,

imperfect and half ripe, withered away and shriveled up on account of the
coldness of the atmosphere.

Plut. Caes. 69.3-4.
Plutarch’s climatological references appear almost as if they were an expanded
version of Antony’s: the sun was obscured, and the climate was affected too. Both of

which were taken later to have portended doom for the defeated Liberators.

Even Pliny the elder suggests that some climatological event has interrupted the
usual climate.
Portentous and protracted eclipses (or, probably better, ‘failures’) of the
sun occur, such as the one after the murder of Caesar the dictator and

during the Antonine war which caused almost a whole year’s continuous
gloom.

Pliny NH. 2.30.98
Pliny was likely influenced by earlier, literary, descriptions of the phenomenon,

but his description is prosaic, and avoids the moralistic overlay found in Antony’s letter
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and the Georgics and poses that this simply happened after Caesar’s death. Pliny
explains yet another symptom of the bizarre weather:
In former times, three suns have often been seen at once, for example in
the consulships of Sp. Postumius and Q. Mucius [174 BC], of Q. Marcius

and M. Porcius [118 BCE], of M. Antonius and P. Dolabella [44 BC] and of
M. Lepidus and L. Plancus [42 BC].

Pliny NH. 2.30.99.
Three suns are also mentioned in Dio, who, in the midst of enumerating the various
portents of 43 BC, reported:

Then the light of the sun seemed to be diminished and even extinguished,

and at times to appear in three circles, one of which was surmounted by a
fiery crown of sheaves.

Dio. 45.17.5

The bizarre weather during this period now includes a darkening of the sun, disrupted
and cooler climate, and sun dogs, which are caused when sunlight refracts through ice
crystals in the upper atmosphere.®

These symptoms which portended doom for the assassins of Caesar hint at the
atmospheric effects of volcanic eruptions. An eruption at the beginning of 43 BC is
certainly the cause. A recent article identifies the connection between the changing
climate after 43 BC with the massive eruption of the Okmok volcano in Alaska, which
explains why the years of 43 and 42 BC were among the coldest of the last few
millennia, up to seven degrees below the average temperature coupled with unusually

wetter conditions. They then posit that these conditions likely resulted in crop failures

9 |_ess colloquially called parhelia
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and famine and were so significant that they likely played a role in the changing political

structure of the period.®”

This helps explain why Antony referred to the bizarre climate within his letter. The
battles of Philippi occurred during October of 42 BC, so the preliminary movements and
the battle itself happened during this unusually cold and wet weather. Antony then
connects the unpleasant climate with the crimes committed by the Liberators.
Interestingly, later writers seemed to have pushed this climatological event back a year
to coincide more closely with the death of Caesar. Both Virgil and Plutarch place the
weather event alongside Caesar’s death in 44 BC. Indeed, antiquity seems to have
connected this event with the crimes against Caesar, and the fact that the actual
change happened about a year later seemed to have mattered less, especially since his
assassins had yet to be confronted.

The features within Antony’s letter to Hyrcanus, then, support the recognition of
it as authentic. The letters themselves have faced some doubters which was likely the
reason it had not been considered for locating the battle.® It is easy to imagine that
Antony would refer to these significant climatological phenomena in a contemporary
letter, the very phenomena which he experienced in the field while marching and
managing supplies — both of which would be impacted by poor conditions. It is unlikely

that a forgery made decades later would contain such a reference.

97 McConnell et al. 2020. 15443-15449.

98 Willrich 1924, Moehring 1975, 1984, et al.
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It seems appropriate now to illustrate what the letter reveals about the battle that

should be accepted as certain.

1.

The weather was particularly cold and wet, which would have had an impact on
Antony’s side of the battle. He was more pressed to force the battle from his

position.

. The Liberators occupied places naturally favourable, which were walled in by the

mountains as far as the sea.

The passage through the Liberators’ defences was a single gate, blocking

movement from Europe to Asia.

There were two battles, and Cassius died in the first one.

Brutus fled to Philippi after the second battle and was pursued by Antony’s

forces.

In the aftermath, Antony worked to free those wrongfully enslaved.

The Judeans were granted protection from the Tyrians and their property was to
be restored.

These certainties allow a better understanding of the tradition handed down from

our narrative writers.

Velleius’ Account. Velleius’ narrative, as mentioned before, is short, but still

relates the typical details which defined this battle. One anecdote makes his account
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worth mentioning: Cassius, after the first battle, retreated to higher ground.®® In contrast
to Appian, when he indicates that Cassius would have had to retreat to Philippi, Velleius’
assertion that he simply retreated up the mountain coincides well with how Antony
describes the region. If Antony’s men successfully circumvented Cassius’ encampment,
the only way the retreating forces could move, would have been up the mountains to the
east — there was a battle happening westwards and the dust made it impossible to see
the outcome leading to the miscommunication between the forces of the Liberators.

Appian’s account. The credibility of Appian’s account is detrimentally impacted by

Antony’s letter. It is clear that Appian’s account was well informed, and matches every
fact presented by Antony save one. Indeed, Appian even mentions that the Liberators
had occupied the single gate from Europe to Asia.’® The mistake that he made was
that he did not understand where the plain extended, and how there existed a significant
plain in which to fight in the area north of Mt. Symbolon. For Appian, the marsh extends
right into the sea, and his misrepresentation of the geography, however, does not
necessarily problematize his entire account.’®' Indeed, he seems to have understood
how battles often occurred, the tools involved, and the strategies employed. Appian has
Antony flank around Cassius’ defences to assault from the Liberators’ rear and cut off
access from their supply base. This seems consistent and logically sound considering

the Liberators’ superior position, but again, Appian invents the remainder of the episode

% Vel Pat. 2.70.1.
100 App. BC 4. 106.

101 App. BC 4. 105. 440. “To the south is a marsh, and after it the sea.” (T1pd¢ 6¢ T peonuBpia
€Nog €oTi kai BdAaooa YeT’ auTo).
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in keeping with his geographical misunderstanding. For example, Brutus retreats north
towards the mountains and away from Philippi after the second battle in Appian’s
account.'%? As seen above, Antony chases Brutus to Philippi which would only make
sense if the battle happened close to the pass at Mt. Symbolon. Because Appian does
not understand the region well enough, even if he had sources which corroborated

Brutus’ retreat to Philippi, he likely ignored them in favour of his internal consistency.

Via Egnatia
Antony flanking into
the swamp

Marsh

Antony and Octavian's Camp

Antoayflanking awé‘
%rr_sm the swamp

Mt. Pangaion §
w X Mt. Symbolon
Alternate

{, {‘ Philippiea

Figure 08. Antony’s Flank According to Antony’s Letter (lower) and Appian (upper)

Plutarch’s Account. The account which Plutarch relates in his lives of Brutus and

Antony captures the key events which defined the battle. As mentioned in chapter 2, his

102 App. BC4.130.
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most notable inclusion is within his Life of Brutus where he describes the flanking
maneuver that Antony attempted in the first battle. It is only with the introduction of
Antony’s depiction of the geography that Plutarch’s description seems well informed.
Plutarch reveals that Antony’s flanking maneuver is both away from the swamp and
around Cassius’ encampment: a fact that only makes sense if the location is in the
south of the plain.

The positioning that Antony’s description of the geography permits illuminates
that Plutarch’s account reflects the tactical necessity at the heart of the battle’s initiation:
Antony had to force the engagement to happen, and he did this by attacking the
Liberators’ supply line. Furthermore, Plutarch relates two facts about the first battle
which better reflects a position south of Philippi. The first, Cassius’ cavalry retreated to
the sea after being overwhelmed in the first battle.'® It is worth noting that a retreat is
often to a location where a unit can rendezvous so that they can regroup to fight again.
This is exemplified by Cassius, who retreated with some of his infantry. They tried to
stay close to the battle to potentially return in its aftermath.'%* The cavalry retreating to
the sea is not too far if the battle was in the south, near the port city of Neapolis, the
Liberators’ supply base, and a logical place of retreat. Conversely, however, a retreat
from the west of the city is unlikely given the distance required (about 11km). These
narrative elements seem more probable considering Antony’s description of the battle.

Finally, the second fact, Cassius himself was enveloped by Antony’s flank and forced to

103 Plut. Brut. 43.3.

104 Dio has Brutus perform a similar action after the second battle of Philippi. Dio.47.49. The

veracity of this is not significant, but its relation reflects the expectation of returning to the battle.
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retreat to a hill overlooking the plain.'® This echoes Velleius’ account and is consistent
with the geography. There were mountains directly east of Cassius’ fortifications and

they would be able to look down on their encampment from there.

The result of the second battle reveals that Plutarch, like Velleius and Dio, (but
unlike Appian) is not internally consistent. In Plutarch’s account, when Brutus retreats
after his army was being enveloped by Antony’s right flank, he escapes to an
undisclosed location after crossing a river.'% Antony has Brutus flee to Philippi after the
battle, and this is logically sound. Brutus was initially successful in the second battle
which would have pushed him west of his and Cassius’ encampment. When Antony
flanked from the rear, the only direction Brutus could retreat was north. As we have
seen above, it seems that Plutarch’s account is consistent with where Antony locates
the battle, but like other narrative writers, does not make this clear.

Dio’s Account. Dio’s generalizations, coupled with his many excursions from the

battle itself, obscure what he seems to have known about the battle. Dio relates the
expected: that there were two battles, the first a stalemate, and the second a complete
defeat of the Liberators. Indeed, Dio especially relates the omens, dreams, and non-
tactical events of the battle to a greater degree than that of the other narratives. Once
all of these are set to the side, Dio’s geography is what stands out. He describes the

area and the mountains perfectly, and this matches how Antony describes the region.

105 Plut. Brut. 43.4.d

106 Plut. Brut 51.



59

This city is situated near Pangaeum and Symbolon. Symbolon (“Junction”)
is the name they give the place where the mountain mentioned joins on
(symballei) to another that extends into the interior, and it is between
Neapolis and Philippi; for the former town was near the sea, opposite
Thasos, while the latter is situated within the mountains on the plain. And
inasmuch as Saxa and Norbanus, as it chanced, had already occupied the
most direct pass across...

310 6¢ dn aoTu TodTOo TTapPd TE TM Mayyaiw kai TTapd T ZUPBOAwW KerTar
20pBoAov yap 1O xwpiov ovopalouai kaB' O TO P0G EKEIVO ETEPW TIVI £G
peaoyelav avaTeivovTi cUPBAAAEL, kai E0Ti peTalu Néag TTOAEwWG Kai TV
DINTITTWV: 1) PV yap TIPS T Bahdoaon Kat' avTirépag @aoou Ry, 1 8¢
EVTOG TQV OpQV £TTi TG 4TTediW TTETTOMIOTAI. Kai ETUXOV Yap TAV
OUVTOPWTATNV auTol UtrepBoAnyv 6 Te Za&ag kai 6 NwpPavog
TTPOKATAAABOVTEG. ..

Dio. 47.35.3-4.

Frustratingly, Dio’s understanding of the region does not translate into his
positioning of the battle of Philippi. With Antony’s description, however, transposing the
battle of Philippi to the location in which Norbanus and Saxa had already fortified
previously is logically sound. They had already identified the area as the most
strategically viable in order to prevent movement from Asia to Europe (and now we
must assume vice versa). Their encampment spanned one road, it was walled in by
mountains, and it was beside the sea. When it came to narrating the rest of the battle,
however, Dio is more interested in the celebrity details of Octavian, Brutus, Cassius,
and Antony and in exchange for that interest, tactical sequences were set aside.

Dio’s emphasis on the size of the conflict is also notable. This conflict hosted
hundreds of thousands of combatants, and its very magnitude shaped the outcome.

For, as the combatants were many, they stretched far out over the plain,

so that they could not see each other distinctly; and not alone in the battle
could each one recognize only what was opposite him, but also when the
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rout took place both armies fled in opposite directions to their respective
camps, which were separated from each other by a considerable distance,
without stopping to look back. Because of this fact and of the immense
quantities of dust that rose they were ignorant of the outcome of the battle.

100 TE yap TTEdiou £TTi TTAEIOTOV, ATE KAi TTOAAOI OVTEG, ETTEOXOV, (WOTE WN
kKaBopdv GAAAAOUG" Kai o0TE €v T Paxn TTANV TO KaB’ €auTdV £KAOTOG
Eyvw, £TTEl TE I TPOTIN £YEVETO, £G TE TA OIKETA £PUPATA TTOAU ATT GAAAAWY
AQeaTNKOTA 5TRV évavTiav EKATEPOI AUETACTPETITI EQUYOV, Kai ATTO TE
TOUTOU Kai €K TOU KoviopToU ATTAETOU YevOouEVou fyvonaav 1O TEAOG TAG
Haxng.

Dio. 47.45.4-5.

As narrated in every other account, both right flanks managed to successfully
assault the enemy camp without wheeling about to flank for their losing co-commander.
Regardless of if this was on account of their obstructed vision, or the difficulty in
controlling the movement of this size of an army, this narrative event shows that the
magnitude of the armies involved, and the distance between the flanks shaped this first
battle into one which was more like two simultaneous and completely separate,
conflicts. Of course, this helps explain why Cassius mistakenly takes his own life. He did
not know the outcome of the battle on the right flank, and from his position on the hills,
the returning army could have been Octavian’s.

The information within Antony’s letter to Hyrcanus best represents the Battle of
Philippi. The fact that this letter upholds the standards of typical letter writing during its
period, reflects a genuine response to a civil conflict that coincides with Antony’s
reported character, and refers to climatological phenomena that we know happened
during the years of 43 and 42 BC, plainly displays its authenticity. Understanding this
letter as authentic paves the way for prioritizing the facts it contains about the Battle of

Philippi and thus, reveals the problematic nature of our literary narratives. Appian‘s



location for the battle is his own machination, and the other narrative writers do not

reflect him.
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Conclusion

Antony’s letter to Hyrcanus forces us to relocate the battle of Philippi and
reshape our understanding of the events which defined it. Instead of locating the battle
to the west of the city, the battle should be located south of Philippi and east of the
marsh. The Liberators encampment blocked the Via Egnatia over the pass at Mt.
Symbolon and was positioned as a one-way gate from Europe to Asia. They could not
be circumvented easily, and this positioning best reflects how Antony described the
geography. When Antony arrived in Macedonia, he followed the path along the south of
Mt. Pangaion and encamped in the plain against the fortifications of the Liberators. It
was from this first-hand experience that he described the region in his letter to
Hyrcanus. Antony describes the geography in a way that can only refer to a location
closer to the port city of Neapolis.

This letter allows for a re-evaluation of our narrative sources of the battle, which
had previously held a place of significance for its location and tactical progression. They
are still required, as Antony’s letter only relates a few certain facts. It is within these
facts, however, that the narrative sources must relate to his letter, and where they
cannot, they may be safely set aside. The literary accounts are not to be disregarded for
the battle because they share commonalities that reflect the location Antony reports.
They are allowed a secondary role in supplying the narrative that Antony’s letter omits.
This allows for a better understanding of the battle because these elements must fit into
the framework Antony’s letter has provided. The battle must be located south of Philippi;
anything that suggests otherwise argues against the most authoritative source of the

battle.
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A significant result arising from introducing Antony’s letter into this discussion is
its impact on how we perceive Appian’s account. Appian was most noteworthy amongst
his narrative writing peers because, unlike them, he maintained an internal consistency
and a focus on tactical and geographical details. The other narrative writers are
inconsistent and focused on different aspects of the battle such as the characterization
of the commanders and the portents foretelling the outcome. Appian’s differentiation
from the expected norm made his account more believable than the confused accounts
related by Velleius, Plutarch, and Dio. After Appian’s account is removed from its place
of primacy, and when Antony’s letter replaces it, Appian becomes more obviously
mistaken in his geographical understanding of Philippi, a mistake which has informed
our understanding of the battle for over a century. In general, however, the narratives of
the battle that have survived to us strongly resemble one another, and the differences
between them reflect the complications, motivations, and shortcomings of each. The
accounts, which the narrative writers relate, are not ideal and clearly had little care for a
question such as this when they were composing. Antony’s letter helps anchor these
issues, tying the battle to a few basic facts from which we may expand using a
collection of consistencies between the narratives.

This question has also provided the opportunity to take a closer look at this letter
of Antony. When the dust had settled in the aftermath of Philippi, those who were no
longer under the control of the Liberators would have sought to send embassies to the
new leadership of the region. The Judeans were one such people wronged during the
war, and the letters Antony sent in the exchange are a natural result. As we have seen,

its form, tone, and specific references to climatological phenomena guarantee its



authenticity, and the information it provides exposes the weaknesses of our literary

narrative accounts which is especially true for Appian.
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Appendix A: The Sources for the Battle of Philippi

Josephus

Josephus AJ 14: 306-314

306 Marcus Antonius, Imperator, to Hyrcanus, high priest and ethnarch, and to
the Jewish nation, greeting. If you are in good health, it is well. 97| also am in
good health, as is the army. The envoys Lysimachus, son of Pausanias,
Josephus, son of Mennaeus, and Alexander, son of Theodorus, who met me
at Ephesus, have renewed the mission previously carried out by them in
Rome, and have conscientiously discharged their present mission on behalf
of you and the nation, making clear the goodwill you have for us. 3Being,
therefore, persuaded by both deeds and words that you have the friendliest
feelings for us, and being aware of your obliging and pious nature, | regard
your interests as my own. 3%°For when our adversaries and those of the
Roman people overran all Asia, sparing neither cities nor temples, and
disregarding the sworn agreements they had made, it was not only our own
battle but that of all mankind in common that we fought when we avenged
ourselves on those who were guilty both of lawless deeds against men and
of unlawful acts against the gods, from which we believe the very sun turned
away, as if it too were loath to look upon the foul deed against Caesar.3'°But
their god-defying plots, which Macedonia received as though its climate were
proper to their unholy crimes, and the confused mob of half-crazed villains
whom they got together at Philippi in Macedonia, where they occupied places
naturally favourable and walled in by mountains as far as the sea, so that the
passaged could be controlled through only one gate—these plots and this
mob,3"'condemned by the gods for their unjust enterprise, we have
overcome. And Brutus, who fled to Philippi and was hemmed in by us,
shared the ruin of Cassius. Now that these men have been punished, 3?we
hope that henceforth we shall enjoy peace and give Asia respite from war.
We are therefore ready to let our allies also participate in the peace given us
by God; and so, owing to our victory, the body of Asia is now recovering, as it
were, from a serious iliness.3'3Having, therefore, in mind to promote the
welfare both of you and your nation, | shall take care of your interests. And |
have also sent notices throughout the cities that if any persons, whether
freemen or slaves, were sold at auction by Gaius Cassius or by those
subordinate to him, they shall be released; and it is my wish that you shall
enjoy the privileges granted by me and Dolabella. And | forbid the Tyrians to
use violence against you, and command that they restore whatever they



possess belonging to the Jews. As for the crown which you have sent, | have
accepted it.”

306M@pKOG AVTWVIOG QUTOKPATWP YPKAVX ApXIEPET Kai £Bvapyn Kai TG
loudaiwv EBvel xaipelv. £i Eppwabe, €U av Exol, X7Eppwpal 8¢ Kai auTOC YETH
T00 oTpaTeupaTog. Aucipaxog Mauoaviou kai lwontmog Mevvaiou Kai
AAEEavOPOG Ocodwpou TTpeceuTai év EQECW POI CUVTUXOVTEG TAV TE
EUTTpooBev &v Pwun TeAeoBeioav alToig Trpeafeiav AvevewaavTo, Kai TV
vOv UTTEp 000 Kai To0 £Bvoug oTroudaiwg 30831E0evTo, RV Exelg elvolav TTPOG
AMBC EUPAVICAVTEG. TTETTEIOUEVOC OUV Kai €K TGV TTPAYUATWY Kai éK TV
ASywv BT oikeIdTaTa EXETE TTPOC NUECS, Kai TO Apapdg UGV ROOC Kai
Bco0eBEG KaTavonaoag, idiov fynuarr 3°katadpaudviwy ¢ v Aciav dmracav
TOV EvVavTIWBEVTWY NPTV TE Kai T OAUW TV Pwuaiwy, Kai uATE TIOAEWV UATE
iEPV ATTOOXOUEVWY PATE OpKOUG 0UG £TTOINCAVTO QUAAEAVTWY, NIPEIC wg oUx
UTTEp idiou pbévov ayvog, aAN” wg UTTEP ATTavTwY Kolvol, ToUg aiTioug Kai
TQV €ig AvOPWTTOUG TTAPAVONIGV Kai TV €i¢ BeoUg dvounuaTwy APUVAaPEDa,
oI’ & kai TOV AoV aTTeaTPaPOal dokoluev, 0G Kai auTdg andwg ETTEIOE TO ETTi
Kaioapl puoog. 31°%aAAG Tag £mROUAAG aUT@V TaG Beopdxous, ag UTredéaTo
N Makedovia kaBaTrep i010G AUTOIG TWV AVOTiwy TOAUNPATWY anp, Kai Thv
oUyxuolv Tig NUIHavolg kakonBeiag Av kata PIAiTTToug T Makedoviag
ouveKPOTOUV, TOTTOUG UQUEIC KaTtalauBavéuevol péxpl Baldoong
ATTOTETEIXIOPEVOUG OPETIV, WG TTUAN WIG TV TTapodov TapieleaBal, 31V
BV auToUG £TTi TOIG ABIKOIG EYXEIPAMACIV KATEWNPITHEVWY EKPOTACAEVY.
kai BpoUTog cupguywy €ic PIAITITTOUG Kai CUYKAEIOOEIG U’ NUAV £KOIVWOVNOE
Kaooiw Tig auTi¢ atrwAciag. ToUTwy KEKOAAOUEVWY €ipAVNGS TO AoITTOV
amoAavoelv 312¢AtriCopev kai avameadodal v Agiav £k To0 TTOAEUOU.
KOIVF)V 00V TTOI0UpEDA Kai TOTC GUPPAXOIS TRV UTTO Tol B0l Sobgicav fAuiv
gipAvNV: QoTTEP oUV €K vOToOoU MEYGANG TO Ti¢ Aciag oGua viv Sit TRV
nueTépav viknv avaeépel. 313Exwv Toivuv Kai g€ d1a Pvrung Kai 10 £€8vog
al&elv, PPOovTIow TWV UUTV CUPQEPOVTWY. £E£BNKA OE Kai YPAUMATA KATA
TTOAEIC, OTTWG € TIveg éAeUBepol i doTAor UTTO dbpu ETpdBnoav UTo MNaiou
Kaoaiou f TV UTT" alT® TeTayuévwy ATTOAUB®GIV oUTOl, TOIC TE UTT €UO00
d00¢<iolv kai AoAaBEAAa @iIAavBpwTToIG XpfioBal Uudg BoUuAoual. Tupioug Te
kwAUW Biaioug gival Tepi UPAS, kai boa katéxouaiv loudaiwv TadTa
aTTokaTaoTRoal KEAEUW.TOV 8¢ OTEQAVOV OV ETTEPYAG £0eEAUNV.”
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Velleius Paterculus

2.70.1-4.

Then Caesar and Antonius transported their armies to Macedonia, and met
Brutus and Cassius in battlea near the city of Philippi. The wing under the
command of Brutus, after defeating the enemy, captured Caesar’'s camp...

On the other hand, the wing commanded by Cassius had been routed and
roughly handled, and had retreated with much loss to higher ground...

A few days later Brutus met the enemy, and was beaten in battle.

Tum Caesar et Antonius traiecerunt exercitus in Macedoniam et apud urbem
Philippos cum Bruto Cassioque acie concurrerunt...

id autem, in quo Cassius fuerat, fugatum ac male mulcatum in altiora se
receperat loca...

Post paucos deinde dies Brutus conflixit cum hostibus et victus acie...

Appian
BC 4. 105:

The town is situated on the crest of a hill with cliffs all around and its size is
exactly that of the area of the hilltop. To the north there are thick woods
through which Rhascupolis led Brutus’ men. To the south is a marsh and
then the sea. To the east lie the Sapaean and Corpilian passes, and
westward is a very fertile and beautiful plain extending some three hundred
and fifty stades to the towns of Murcinus and Drabiscus and the river
Strymon.

€011 O¢ 1] TTOAIG £TTi AOQOU TTEPIKPRVOU, TooaUTn TO PéyeBog, doov £€aTi ToD
A6@ou T6 €Upog. Exel B¢ TTPOC PEV GPKTW dPUPOUS, BI° WV & PackoUTToAIg
Ayaye Toug ap@i Tov BpolTtov: pog &€ Th peanuPpia EAog EoTi kai BGAacoa
MET  aUTO, KaTA OE TRV €W TA oTeVa TA ZaTraiwyv Te Kai KopTriAwy, €k 8¢ TNG
duoewg trediov péxpl Mupkivou T€ Kai Apafriokou Kai TTotTapold 2Tpupdvog,

BC 4.109:

He formed a plan to see if he could in secret make the marsh passable, in
order to get behind the enemy without their knowledge, and deprive them of
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their supply route from Thasos. So while drawing up his forces for battle
again, on each occasion he included all the military standards, to create the
belief that his entire army had been marshaled. With one unit, however, he
worked day and night to carve a narrow path in the marsh, cutting down
reeds, building a causeway on top with rocks on either side to prevent the
bank subsiding, driving piles into the deep parts and bridging them, and all
the while keeping the deepest silence.

Kai £Trevonaoeyv, i dUvaito Baciyov 10 £€Aog £pyaoacBal AaBwy, iva KaToTTIv
TV £XOPWV ETI AyvOOUVTWY YEVOUEVOS TRV Ayopdv @ag agéAOITO TRV ATTO
Tfic ©aoou KopIopévnY. EKTAOOWY 00V aUBIC EKAOTOTE £C PAXNV T& onueia
100 oTpaTtol TavTa, iva 6Aog EkTeTéyBal VOUICoITO, JEPEI TIVI VUKTOG TE KOl
NUEPAG EKOTITEV €V TQ EAEl Biodov OTeEVRY, KEipwV TE TOV ddVOKaA Kai XA
EmMPBAAAwY Kai AiBoug EkaTépwBey, iva un 10 xWua diatritrTol, Ta 6¢ Babéa
dlecTaupou Kai £yepUpou PETA CIWTTAS BabuTaTng.

Plutarch

Brut.

Brut.

38.

There Norbanus and his army were encamped, at what were called The
Narrows, and near Symbolum; but they surrounded him and compelled him
to withdraw and abandon his positions...

The plains between the armies the Romans call Campi Philippi,

€KET OE TV TTEPI NopPBavov év Toig ZTevoig Aeyouévolg Kai TTepi TO ZUuBoAov
oTPATOTTEOEUOVTWY, TTEPIEABOVTEG AUTOUG AVAYKaTaAv GTTOCTHVAI KAl
TTPo£oOal T xwpia...

Ta & év péow TV oTpartotrédwy Tedia Pwuaiol kautroug PIAITTTTOUG
KaAoUor

41.

The soldiers of Antony were engaged in running trenches from the marshes,
around which they were encamped, into the plain, thus cutting off Cassius
from access to the sea. Octavius was quietly watching the course of
events,—not being present in person, owing to sickness, but his forces for
him; they had no expectation at all that their enemies would give battle, but



thought they would merely sally out against the works and with light missiles
and clamorous cries try to disturb the workers in the trenches.

"ETuxov &’ oi Trepi AVTWvIov &Tmd TAV EADV, 0IC TIEPIEGTPATOTTESEUOV,
EMBAANOVTEG TAPPOUG €ig TO Trediov Kai TG £TTi BGAacoav 0doug 2100
Kaoaiou trepikdTITOVTEG. £9Rdpeue O¢ Kaioap, oU TTapwyv auTog oI’
acBéveiav, AN’ ) duvauig, o TTavu paxeiobal TTPoadoKWaoa TOUG TTOAEHIOUG,
GAAG pbévov Ekdpopdic XpfioBal TTpOG Ta £pya Kai BEAETIV EAAPPOIS Kai
BopURoIg TOUG OpUCOOVTAG ETTITAPACOEIV”

Cassius Dio
47.35.2

And they found that Gaius Norbanus and Decidius Saxa had anticipated
them by crossing the lonian Sea before Staius arrived, occupying the whole
country as far as Mt. Pangaeum and encamping near Philippi.

Kai auToug M'iég 1e¢ NwpPavog kai Aekidiog Zagag Epdnoav Tév 1€ ‘[dvioy,
TIpiv TOV ZTAI0V £ABETV, TTEPaIWBEVTEG, Kai TTAcav TRV Péxpl Tod Mayyaiou yiv
TTPOKATACXOVTEG, Kai TTPOG TOIG PIAITITTOIG OTPATOTTEOEUCAUEVOL.

47.45.2-3

Brutus forced Caesar, because of his sickness, to yield ground, while Antony
vanquished Cassius, who was by no means his equal in warfare. And so at
this time, since they were not opposing each other as united armies, but
each side was in part defeated and in part victorious, the result was
practically the same for each; for both had conquered and had been
defeated,

viv ¢ 0 Te BpoUTog TRV 10U Kaicapog appwaTiav £¢eRidaaTo, Kai 0 AVTWVIOG
1OV K&oaiov o06£v 30i Opolov T& TTOAEIa OvTa £Eviknae. Kai TOTE OE TR PR
TTAvVTOG AUa TOUG ETEPOUG, GAA™ &V TQ) PEPEI AUPOTEPOUG Kai NTTNORVaI Kai
KpaTfoal TaUTOV WG €iTTelv £yEVETO™ Kai yap £viknoav AP@OTEPOI Kali
NTTABNCAV.

47.35.3-5

This city is situated near Pangaeum and Symbolon. Symbolon (“Junction”) is
the name they give the place where the mountain mentioned joins on



(symballei) to another that extends into the interior, and it is between
Neapolis and Philippi; for the former town was near the sea, opposite
Thasos, while the latter is situated within the mountains on the plain. And
inasmuch as Saxa and Norbanus, as it chanced, had already occupied the
most direct pass across, Brutus and Cassius did not even try to get through
that way but went round by a longer road that passes by a place called
Crenides. Here, too, they encountered a garrison, but overpowered it, got
inside the mountains, approached the city along the high ground, and there
encamped, nominally each by himself...

10 6¢ O doTu ToUTO Trapd Te TM Mayyaiw Kai TTapd TR ZUPPBOAW KeTTar
20pBoAov yap 1O xwpiov ovoualoual kaB' O TO P0G EKEIVO ETEPW TIVI £G
heaoyelav avateivovTi oUPBAAAEL, Kai EoTi heTalu Néag TTOAEwWG Kai TV
DINTITTWV: 1) PV yap TIPS T Bahdoon Kat' avTirépag @acou Av, 1 8¢ &vTodg
TV 6pWV £TTi TG TTEdIW TTETTOAIOTAI.KAI ETUXOV YAP TAV CUVTOMWTATNV aUTOU
UtrepPBOoAnyV 6 Te Zagag kai 6 NwpPRavog TTpokataAaBOvTeG, TaUTn YV O
BpoiTog 0 1e Kdoaoiog oude Emeipaaav diaBfval, ETéEpav O TIva JOKPOTEPAV
KaTa T0¢ Kpnvidag wvopaouévag TTepIeABOVTEG QUAOKH HEV Kai EKET EVETUXOV,
Biaoduevol 8¢ auTAV €iow TE TWV OPWV £yEVOVTO, Kai TTPOG THV TTOAIV KATA TA
METEWPA ETTITTOPEABOVTEG EvTalBa XwpIG EKATEPOG, WG YE TW AOYW EITTENV,
¢oTparomredeloavTo. ..
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