Naval marines, Scholarly review from articles and reviews from 1999 – 2021.
The purpose of this review is to gauge whether or not Modern scholarship varies from the General teaching practices and expands on the individual factors within the navies as a whole, the focus being on the Marines as a key function of military operations at sea. In general teaching, a factor of Ancient Greek warfare from the invasion of Persia in 480-479 BCE to the Second Peloponnesian war that is highlighted the most are the Hoplites, secondary to this in importance is the Naval power of Athens. Each of these have a focus on Athens as their primary standard, and Sparta to a lesser extent with supplementary information from other Poleis. The focus on Hoplites as a singular unit in the Greek Army is tremendous, however as important as the Navy as a whole is its individual components are rarely expanded upon other than their existence when it comes to general education. Looking at scholarships from 1999 to the present, marines' representation in said scholarship will be reviewed. The article in question is “Financial, human, material and economic resources required to build and operate navies in the classical Greek world.” by Vincent Gabrielsen in which is goal is to assess the magnitude of resources a navy would demand in the period.
Earlier articles such as “Polycrates of Samos and the First Greek Trireme Fleet” by Anthony Papalas have extraordinarily little mention of the marines as a fighting force aboard the Triremes and Pentecontors of the Greek fleets instead opting to highlight the technology and use of the ships themselves referring to the Marines and Archers as Deck Soldiers in the latter parts of page six of his article. Both Articles agree that the number of crew members a trireme would maintain as a unit is two-hundred however, Papalas states that all thirty of those crew members not a part of the Oarsmen were all a part of the soldiery, “170 oarsmen and 30 deck soldiers” Whereas Gabrielsen points out that other crew members would fill out that thirty or so other crew members “The remaining part consisted partly of sixteen ratings collectively called hypêresia (helmsman, purser, rowing-master, prow officer, shipwright and other specialist and deckhands)” with the remaining fourteen being those Marines, however he states that these were ten Hoplites and four Archers, this leads to the understanding that instead of being Hoplites as they exist they are instead equipped as Hoplites would be as it would be amongst the most common equipment available or suitable for the citizenry of Athens predominantly. With so few soldiers dedicated to defending the ship it would make sense that the higher number, that of Papalas thirty, would be a more reasonable number as it sounds like a more substantial force capable of a more coordinated defence of a boarded ship, that is until you remember that all the oarsmen aboard will most likely carry a sidearm of some kind meaning that the total fighting capability of the ship is ten Heavy infantry and four dedicated archers with the one hundred and seventy crew men acting as light infantry in the event of a clash, with this in mind Gabrielsen's mere fourteen dedicated soldiery make more sense as in reality the force of the trireme is within the ability of the oarsmen as opposed to an overreliance on specific roles. At least this seems to be a reasonable assumption given the obscurities of the roles and the Unkown precedent of how boarding actions may have been done. Judging from the information available the knowledge of the two authors is both substantial the assumptions on the number of marines comes with the outlook of the individual and the preference for structure over flexibility or a more combat oriented mindset with a more logistical one, from this information we can see that earlier scholarship seems to put a focus on the actual combat side of the ship itself by filling in the gap of the total and oarsmen with dedicated soldiery. Whereas the more modern scholarship takes a step back and looks at the vessel, the trireme, as a complex structure not just as a physical object but as a social structure where each role has a place and should not be overlooked even creating eleven extra spaces that would be filled with ancillary crew which could be filled with a variety of aides or soldiery depending on the needs of the crew, despite this there is no reason as to why these remaining crew members, all sixteen, would not have access to the same armaments that their more heavily armed and armoured crew mates would wield. This assumption can be waived with regards to the oarsmen as such armour would simply slow down an already exerting role. 
In the book “Ancient Greek Warship 500-322 BC” By Nic Fields, published in 2007 the more uncommon crew of a warship is covered. In his section on Marines Fields states that according to Herodotus in the Triremes belonging to the Chiot, of which there were one hundred, each contained forty epibatai, or marines, and that Persian warships of the same type carried thirty additional men as well the already recruited marines and crew men of wherever the trireme had come from amongst their client states, this so far has been the most in scholarship on the marines and their variety, going into more detail than either the article from 1999 or the more recent article from 2017. The detail gone into the presentation of the marines as a separate instance of the ship is a welcome change and sets it apart from the previous scholarship as it comes from a distinct perspective, where an article stays true to its purpose set out in its respective title a book can become more varied, even if it comes at the cost of a less detailed analysis of a single topic, however Fields comes across with more detail in this than articles pertaining to the subject (Which do not target marines but the ship as a whole)
The Book “Great Naval Battles of the Ancient Greek World” By Owen Rees, which was published in 2018, Rees covers individual battles during different conflicts, for this review we will be looking at three examples where Marines were used in naval conflicts in boardings between the periods of 433 BC to 405 BC. In the battle of Sybota in 433 BC for example the Corcyreans had placed more than usual numbers of marines aboard their ships in anticipation of the Corinthians arrival so the battle as quoted by Rees would be an “Old-fashioned slugging match determined by the strength and determination of the Marines.” his use of the term old-fashioned suggests that this kind of melee was the norm in naval combat as opposed to the ramming that one might typically associated with trireme combat, but as a result of the large number of vessels engaged in the fighting the mass of all the ships would lock each other together which would create a much more stable platform for this form of combat to take place, Rees also inadvertently mentions the types of ranged weaponry the Marines would employ, Arrows alongside their archers and javelins at closer range. Which corroborates with information from both the 2017 article which lay out the division between archer and Marines. But in this same paragraph on the battle Rees uses the term Hoplite interchangeably with the Marines, “Opposing Hoplites dropped the gangplanks and attempted to board the enemy vessels” as this would appear to be a land battle on the water the use of hoplites might be understood from a Corinthian perspective as the prospect of a ground invasion would be plausible afterwards, but the sheer extra weight from them as well as the already increased weight from the marines would imply that the two are simply interchanged here and it can easily lead to confusion for any reader.
Another instance of marines being used by Rees is in his recording of the aftermath of the battle of the Corinthian Gulf in 429 BC between the Athenian Navy and a combined Peloponnesian fleet which resulted in an early Peloponnese Victory but suffered losses due to the impetuousness of some of their vessels. Marines were used on the island of Salamis where the Peloponnesian fleet found an Athenians Garrison and fleet, the Marines of the Peloponnese went aground and raided the territory, this information supports the tradition of Captains raiding between wars and is an example of the Marines being a suitably equipped ground force able to battle hoplites in a pitched battle, even if the battle is small and the numerical advantage lay with the marines. In the Battle of Corcyra Rees draws the conclusion that the Peloponnesian fleet, made up of forty triremes, were carrying a large number of Marines than the Corcyreans and the Athenians. A lesson most likely learned during the last war that Peloponnesian league member, Corinth, had started against Corcyra. And as a result of these larger numbers of infantry aboard would be far slower and unable to outmanoeuvre the lighter enemy vessels rendering the usual boarding action unlikely. In a later chapter, Rees does display the difference in the Hoplites as opposed to Marines when describing the relief force sent by Athens to their allies in Sicily, “100 Athenian ships were boarded by their crews, and an additional fifteen thousand hoplites and seven hundred Marines” the distinction made here is in contrast to the earlier battle of Sybota where it seemed that the words were used seemingly interchangeably but here a distinction is clearly drawn as the relief force to Sicily would require substantial ground forces as well as a strong supporting navy, however the extra numbers of troops may also be a result of some ships being reserved as transports for supplies, as triremes have little to no cargo space so the total number of combat capable ships would be lower than the number given, especially given the weight of the ships as a results of the increase in mass and the voyage ahead of the ships to Sicily, which would have a duration of travel on open waters. The larger number of marines would be in anticipation of both naval conflict against the Syracusan Navy and to guard against any intercepting Peloponnesian fleets, which would not ordinarily be an issue if the ships were not so heavily laden, with troops and supplies.
Between all of the scholarships reviewed only reading them all together can allow a reader to review what the marines purpose and in what capacity they served, as each provides different interpretations or provides new information unavailable in the others, whether this is due to the format of each, as none had the focus of Marines as a unit in mind. The marine's effectiveness would be determined by their ability to balance upon ships and the accuracy of their first volley which would also partially rely on their helmsman to make any accurate shots with said weapons, this is disregarding the melee that would ensue when two or more ships engage in close combat, short of ramming, or in any large-scale boarding action. And with that in mind it is a little clearer as to what the common view on Marines is, which is a permanent position of undetermined number in charge of defending the vessel and to lead raiding parties, whether that is upon the shore or aboard enemy vessels. This effectiveness isn't highlighted in any of the scholarship, from 1999 to 2017 it is simply taken for granted that victory at sea during a boarding action is dependent on the individual engagement and the numbers involved with mention given to skill only attributed to the ancient sources themselves. Armed similarly to Hoplites, but with the added ranged weapons required aboard for ship to ship combat they can easily be misconstrued as hoplites are generally considered to be the sole semi-professional fighting force. While similarly equipped the role played by the Marines is one that is on a much different scale as only small numbers can be maintained on any one ship and still maintain operational performance. The difference in doctrine between Peloponnesian and Athenian fleets comes into effect when looking towards policies on how to handle post battle scenarios as well as mid battle, while it is universal to erect a trophy after winning a conflict as well as the retrieval of any damaged or enemy vessels to bolster the fleets, the Peloponnesian fleets have a tendency to retreat to their main harbours rather than risk being in the open island chains as the Athenians do. This greater flexibility on the Athenians part is evident in both Battle reports and overall fleet movements, although this may be due to the large number of subsidiary polis that Athens had to keep under control, as opposed to the Peloponnesians only needing to maintain their coasts and prevent Athenian opportunities to use their Marines for raiding purposes.
In conclusion, Scholarship does vary from the General teaching practices the Marines are a key function of military operations at sea. In. The focus on Athens is not as prevalent as first assumed, a fully half the information from the period covered seem to show the perspective of the Peloponnesian league and its members. Which provides an interesting blend of perspectives and an insight into the two different doctrines of the Athenian Navy as opposed to the Peloponnesian one, with a focus on manoeuvrability against the Peloponnesian focus on landed combat aboard ships, neither of which lacked for tactics during such confrontations, merely the positioning and use of their ships differed, both use Marines to the maximum effect within their respective doctrines. 
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