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Caesar Rhodias naues VIIII habebat – nam decem missis una in cursu
litore Aegyptio defecerat –, Ponticas VIII, Lycias V, ex Asia XII.

Lycias mss. : Syrias . . . Cilicias Schneider

In this enumeration at B. Alex. 13.5 of the naval forces that Caesar commanded at
the beginning of the Eunostos harbor battle in 47 B.C. the manuscripts read Lycias.
In his 1888 edition of the text Rudolf Schneider proposed the emendation Cilicias,
with the addition of some unknown number of Syrias naves, citing as evidence
B. Alex. 1.1: Caesar Rhodo atque ex Syria Ciliciaque omnem classem arcessit.1
Schneider’s conjecture has proved popular with subsequent editors.2

Schneider’s argument should immediately arouse suspicion, since even with
the conjecture the list at B. Alex. 1.1 does not correspond to that at B. Alex. 13.5: in
the former, Caesar calls for ships from Rhodes, Syria, and Cilicia, while in the lat-
ter, the ships are from Rhodes, Pontus, and Asia, along with whatever the lemma in
question represents. This would suggest we are dealing with two different sets.

We should take note of the report at Caes. Civ. 3.106.1 that Caesar cum . . .
navibus longis Rhodiis X et Asiaticis paucis Alexandriam pervenit. If Caesar arrived
in Alexandria with these ten Rhodian ships, then summoned more from Rhodes as
indicated in B. Alex. 1.1, at the time of the harbor battle he would have had more
than the nine Rhodian ships – one of the original ten having foundered – reported
in B. Alex. 13.5. Barwick adduced this discrepancy as evidence against the analyti-
cal interpretation of the Bellum Alexandrinum;3 Rice Holmes supposed that the
 author had simply written 1.1 as “a mistake.”4

Gaertner and Hausburg offer a much more plausible reading, understanding
B. Alex. 1.1 as referring to reinforcements that had been ordered but had not yet
 arrived by the onset of the harbor battle; the decem missis of B. Alex. 13.5 thus refers
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to the ten Rhodian ships said to have come with Caesar at Caes. Civ. 3.106.1.5 This
would explain the discrepancy between the respective sets of B. Alex. 1.1 and
B. Alex. 13.5 and provide grounds for rejecting Schneider’s attempt to conflate the
two.

The case thus far for maintaining the reading of the paradosis is a strong one.
There remains one objection to answer, namely whether there is anything inher-
ently implausible in Caesar commanding a contingent of ships from Lycia. Lycia,
granted, is nowhere else mentioned in the Caesarean corpus, and Townend, for one,
finds the reading Lycias objectionable “since Lycia was not a Roman province at this
time.”6 That however does not preclude the possibility of raising ships from Lycia;
according to Cic. Att. 9.9.2, to cite but one example, Lycia was one of the sources
for Pompey’s fleet just a few years earlier. Moreover, a recently published Greek in-
scription on bronze records that Caesar presided over the negotiation of a generous
treaty with the Lycians in 46 B.C., which several historians have interpreted as a re-
ward for the contingent of ships that Lycia sent to Egypt (apparently giving no
thought to Schneider’s conjecture).7

In sum, it appears that the reasoning behind Schneider’s conjecture is flawed,
and that the reading of the paradosis, far from being historically objectionable,
serves to explicate Roman relations with Lycia in the time of Caesar. Schneider’s
conjecture should therefore be firmly rejected.
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