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The subject of hoplite warfare, in particular the engagement of two hoplite phalanxes from separate Greek city states, is a widely debated issue within scholarship. Primarily, the argument is whether the conflict was merely a mass collision between the two opposing phalanxes followed by chaotic fighting under minimalistic strategic guidance. Alternatively, the view being that the fighting consisted of each phalanx attempting a coordinated ‘mass shove’ to break the enemy’s front line, conveying the notion that complex tactics were used during hoplite battle. 											The scholarship surrounding this issue sometimes focuses on the idea that there is more to hoplite warfare than simply a mass engagement and that we should incorporate the environmental and anthropological aspects of the battle, however other scholarship dismisses these elements of battle, discussing solely the details of the events and portrays it simply as ‘hoplite against hoplite’ fighting, with frequent reference to this idea of the ‘othismos’ within a battle. An example of the debate in scholarship, the article from Runciman focuses on this idea that there is more to incorporate into the Classical phalanx warfare as he argues that the anthropological aspect of war and the fact that the men ‘were linked to each other as friends’ plays a massive part in the chaotic struggle of battle. [footnoteRef:2] On the other hand, van Wees focuses on the other view that the ‘classical battle consisted simply of hand-to-hand combat’,[footnoteRef:3] whilst still appreciating the ‘prosaic view’[footnoteRef:4] of the massive and unpredictable clash between the two hoplite phalanxes. This shows there is a varying trend in the scholarship and it gives an example of the ways in which people’s views fluctuate and that with time the argument in scholarship has changed as Runciman wrote his article in 1998 and van Wees wrote his book six years later in 2004.									Firstly, to go into more detail on Runciman’s article, his argument for hoplite warfare is that there is a ‘distinctive warrior culture’ for this ‘distinctive form of warfare’,[footnoteRef:5] meaning that the way in which the Greeks fought their battles was heavily influenced by their background and the bond that they made with the individuals beside them in the phalanx.[footnoteRef:6] This is an undefined notion that there is a necessity to realise the factor of Greek warfare which would have played a significant role in the outcome of a battle and that despite the archaeological and epigraphical evidence being of great importance in understanding the detail and pattern of these events, the culture of the Greeks needs to be accounted for.[footnoteRef:7] Whilst Runciman’s argument carries a lot of valid points, clearly, it does not follow the conventional patterns of other scholarship around this time and later as well. He conveys in closing of his article that it is not plausible to be able to recreate a hoplite battle to the extent where these cultural factors of fighting can be reciprocated accurately and that ‘the evidence for Greek hoplite warfare is irretrievably inadequate for conclusive demonstration’,[footnoteRef:8] therefore we cannot be certain that his argument can be used as a means of grasping what the warfare was like.											Alternatively, van Wees takes a different approach to analysing the tactics and scenario of the confrontation of two phalanxes. His argument is that the accounts of the ‘massed collision’ between two hoplite phalanxes is ‘widely but wrongly assumed to have dominated the battlefields’ and that the battles were ‘won or lost in a single great push’ known as the Othismos. [footnoteRef:9] Undoubtably, he still acknowledges and induces the fact that anthropological aspects of warfare were indeed present,[footnoteRef:10] but does not include it as a means of justifying his argument on hoplite tactics. Assertively, he rejects the notion that the battle consisted of the two sides hurtling towards each other with an immense force and then upon impact this decided the outcome of the battle, which is the idea that Hanson proposed in 1989 in his vivid description of what this would look like.[footnoteRef:11] He prefers the idea that the hoplite battle ‘did not normally take quite such inhuman form’,[footnoteRef:12] and that the classical battle would have simply been each side trying to push their enemy of the battlefield forcing them to break their formation; through a well-constructed argument van Wees manages to dissect why this would be the most likely situation through using the ancient evidence and appropriate reason. Through his argument, he has taken a step forward in the debate of what a hoplite phalanx engagement consisted of and it seems that other scholarship follows this same trend bringing about new ideas and evidence for this convincing notion. 						Similarly, an article by Matthew is mostly in agreement with Van Wees’ argument and depiction of how a hoplite phalanx was deployed and the method in which the battle was fought, focusing predominantly on the ‘othismos’ of battle. Matthew’s argument suggests that the battles were conducted by both sides ‘at spear length’[footnoteRef:13] from one another, contrary to the idea that a mass collision set out the course of the battle. He uses many examples from the ancient sources which describe events ‘which did not involve the violent collision of the formations’;[footnoteRef:14] for example he mentions the battle at Delium in 424 BC where the Theban phalanx pushed the Athenians back gradually after pressing their shields against them with greater force, to which Matthew clearly evaluates as being a ‘continuous pressure of a mass push of two formations’.[footnoteRef:15] His argument focuses on what the term ‘othismos’ truly means and he presents the different ways in which it could be used, but overall comes to the conclusion that the phrase itself cannot exclusively mean one thing, but is to be interpreted depending on the ‘context of the passage in which it is used’.[footnoteRef:16] Matthew’s argument is very helpful for understanding the situation of a hoplite engagement and it shows how each and every battle would have been unique as anything could have happened, whilst at the same time the general tactic of breaking through the enemy’s front line is maintained throughout each battle during this time period. His position in scholarship is relatable to that of van Wees’ argument as they both acknowledge the unpredictability of battle, nonetheless through their assessment of the epigraphic sources, conclude that the ‘mass push’ mechanic of warfare was the most impactful element of a battle.						Echeverria presents us with his article which neither agrees nor disagrees with the previous articles explaining that there are many factors of the battle which deserve their own respect and should be taken into consideration. He claims that the best way to analyse the ‘tactical disposition of an army’ is to use the specific verbs and nouns used in the literary sources which imply the way in which the troops are deployed and if it was in any form of a tactical order given by the leaders.[footnoteRef:17] This is useful for discussing the specific elements of the battles and the way in which the troops moved and the formation of the phalanx, however he says that ‘the term phalanx does not appear in any literary source of the period’ and that this ‘has been overlooked by modern scholarship’[footnoteRef:18] and thus focuses his argument on what it means when we use ‘phalanx’ in our description of ancient Greek warfare. It is unnecessary for him to focus heavily on this notion of what ‘phalanx’ means as this has already been established and widely agreed upon by historians; he even goes as far to say that ‘the phalanx is a metaphor of an ordered formation’,[footnoteRef:19] rather than just leaving the phrase as a group of troops in a tight formation. This article is clearly not following the trend in scholarship as it is too concerned with the literary aspect within the sources to depict what the hoplite warfare was like. 											Hanson’s book ‘The Wars of the Ancient Greeks’ contains a passage which rejects the idea that the ‘othismos’ played such a crucial role during a battle and that the outcome leaned more towards the initial collision of the phalanxes with minimal instruction and strategy given by the commanders. He emphasises that prior to the battle there was ‘a brief exhortation given by the general’ and once the troops were mustered and ready for battle, they ‘prepared to charge the enemy who sought to crash together’.[footnoteRef:20] His argument presents an emphasis on the fact that the general merely gave a ‘brief exhortation’ to the men, suggesting that there was no effort made to inform the troops of any kind of strategy or tactics to seek victory; this was probably just a rallying speech given by the leader to boost the morale of the men. Furthermore, this is reinforced by Hanson’s use of the word ‘crash’ in describing the initial collision between the two phalanxes as it alludes to the notion that the armies simply ran at each other with great haste and upon impact would be ‘blinded by the dust’ and ‘desperately hoping to make some inroad into the enemy’s phalanx’.[footnoteRef:21] He continues his argument by saying ‘there were few feints, reserves, encircling manoeuvres, or sophisticated tactics of any kind in hoplite battle’,[footnoteRef:22] which again conveys how his argument is supporting the idea of a minimalistic approach to these battles and that the main goal was to break the enemies front line, hoping to be achieved upon the tremendous first impact. Hanson’s argument is certainly convincing as he does not make assumptions to what certain words from the ancient evidence means, but uses reason to justify his argument portraying how the situation of a battle would inevitably be chaotic and a blind struggle, therefore there would be no time or any possible chance for a coordinated movement to take place. Once again, it is clear to see how the position in scholarship has changed since this was written in 1999 and scholars have swayed from this idea turning to a more in depth approach in analysing the tactics of the battle, proposing the notion that more sophisticated and coordinated tactics were used.												Krentz’s article ‘Hoplite hell: hoplites fought’ focuses on Hanson’s influential conception of the way in which hoplites fought, rejecting the picture that he paints of a mass collision between two phalanxes, whilst disagreeing with the aspect of a ‘mass shove’ during battle as well. He dismisses Hanson’s argument by explaining that he ‘quotes from only one ancient account’,[footnoteRef:23] which makes his argument inconclusive as he is basing his assumption on one of many accounts; moreover, Krentz does not find Hanson’s reasoning to be a compelling enough argument either. Although, he does acknowledge ‘that eager hoplites sometimes collided’,[footnoteRef:24] it would not have been viable for there to have been an initial mass collision because the phalanx, most notably the Spartans, moved in a ‘slow, methodical advance’.[footnoteRef:25] Moreover, Krentz also dismisses the widely agreed concept of a mass pushing of the troops in a phalanx when engaged with the enemy, he says ‘I’m sceptical that a general collision or general shove occurred’[footnoteRef:26] and that he agrees with Keegan’s argument from 1976 which proclaims that ‘all infantry actions, even those fought in close order, are not, combats of mass against mass, but the sum of many combats of individuals.’[footnoteRef:27] This argument is significant as it shows that ‘one against one’ combat is an inevitability during a battle because once a neat and ordered formation of troops engages into battle, chaos is instigated resulting in a mass scramble of the men. The article’s position in scholarship is similar to that of Echeverria’s, in that they both do not agree with the conventional view that there was solely a ‘mass collision’ and a ‘mass shove’; whilst both provides different arguments, they take into account other necessary factors which could determine a hoplite battle. Coincidently, their articles were released a year apart, in 2012 and 2013, showing how the more recent view of this subject is likely to favours their arguments and justifications. 			Throughout the scholarship it is evident that the scholarly views have changed with time as the arguments from Runciman in 1998 and Hanson in 1999 share the view that a ‘mass collision’ impacted the outcome of a hoplite battle and this appears to be the general consensus throughout the 20th century. This opinion seems to change with van Wees’ argument in 2004 in which he argues that the ‘othismos’ was the predominant element of phalanx against phalanx warfare; Matthew also strongly shares this opinion in his article written in 2009. Finally, the last two scholars discussed, Echeverria and Krentz, provide their own arguments to why the ‘mass collision’ and the ‘mass pushing’ were not elements of the battle which decided its outcome; these articles were written in 2012 and 2013 showing how there has been a transition in scholarship as the scholarly views have once again changed. Clearly, there is a trend in the scholarship and scholar’s appear to be turning to their own depictions of what the fighting would be like, however a quote from Simon Hornblower in Krentz’s article exclaims that ‘only an unusually arrogant scholar could claim to know exactly what kind of thing went on in a hoplite battle’,[footnoteRef:28] proving that ultimately, no one can provide a conclusive argument of what the actual reality was like during a battle, but at least scholars can give their best reasoning for a probable scenario. [2:  Runciman. 1998. P. 732.]  [3:  Van Wees. 2004. P. 184. ]  [4:  Van Wees. 2004. P. 185. ]  [5:  Runciman. 1998. P. 748. ]  [6:  Runciman. 1998. P. 733. ]  [7:  Runciman. 1998. P. 747.]  [8:  Runciman. 1998. P. 748.]  [9:  Van Wees. 2004. P. 184.]  [10:  Van Wees. 2004. P. 186.]  [11:  Van Wees. 2004. P.184. ]  [12:  Van Wees. 2004. P. 185. ]  [13:  Matthew. 2009. P. 397. ]  [14:  Matthew. 2009. P. 398. ]  [15:  Matthew. 2009. P. 398.]  [16:  Matthew. 2009. P. 414. ]  [17:  Echeverria. 2012. P. 308. ]  [18:  Echeverria. 2012. P. 308. ]  [19:  Echeverria. 2012. P. 308.]  [20:  Hanson. 1999. P. 51.]  [21:  Hanson. 1999. P. 51.]  [22:  Hanson. 1999. P. 52.]  [23:  Krentz. 2013. P. 143.]  [24:  Krentz. 2013. P. 142.]  [25:  Krentz. 2013. P. 142.]  [26:  Krentz. 2013. P. 147.]  [27:  Krentz. 2013. P. 147. ]  [28:  Krentz. 2013. P. 147.] 
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