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Article Reply - Hunter, J. H. 2005. 'Pericles' Cavalry Strategy', Quaderni Urbinati di Cultura Classica, 81, 3, 101-108.
Hunter’s intention behind producing his article is primarily to readdress the failing of modern scholarship in ‘not giving Pericles his due’[footnoteRef:1]. Relying heavily on evidence provided by Thucydides, Hunter pushes his agenda for Pericles to be considered a ‘master strategist’[footnoteRef:2]. Moreover, an individual crucial in the development of cavalry doctrine through the principle, first introduced by Spence, of ‘mobile defence’[footnoteRef:3][footnoteRef:4]. The application of such a principle is analysed in the context of the defence of Attica during the Peloponnesian Wars, specifically over the period of 431 to 428 BCE during which Attica experienced four separate invasions at the hands of Archidamus[footnoteRef:5]. In support of the evidence provided by Thucydides, which at times could be considered circumstantial, Hunter also draws on the broad knowledge base found in modern scholarship. This includes authors such as Westlake, Ober, Bugh and of course Spence[footnoteRef:6]. It will be the intention of this paper to support the thesis presented in Hunter’s article. In order to further provide substantiation and credibility to the proposition that Pericles is indeed master of strategy, further analysis of the ancient sources will be conducted in unison with inclusion of modern scholarship.           [1:  Hunter 2005: 101]  [2:  Hunter 2005: 108]  [3:  Hunter 2005: 102]  [4:  Spence 1990: 101]  [5:  Hunter 2005: 103]  [6:  Hunter 2005: 102] 

Initially, Hunter strives to tackle the issue of deliberate strategic implementation. The claim of Spence that the use of Athenian Cavalry ‘was not part of a detailed battle plan worked out by Pericles in advance’ is convincingly rebuked[footnoteRef:7]. Here, the pro-war speech made by Pericles in 432/1 BCE is utilised effectively providing evidence of strategic sophistication[footnoteRef:8]. Such sophistication can be supported by Thucydides in a manor not yet explored. During the introduction to Pericles’ pro war speech, Thucydides depicts him as the ‘principle man at the time of all Athens and most sufficient both for speech and action’[footnoteRef:9]. In order to achieve credibility as a strategist a myriad of attributes are required, three of which are outlined here – influence, intelligence and experience. Firstly, without the influence required to implement a theoretical strategy, any real-world effect would be negligible. His status as the ‘principle man’ of the period afforded him this opportunity[footnoteRef:10]. Secondly, the intelligence required to perform strategic analysis. Thucydides again provides the required testimony here and as Hunter included in his article, ‘Pericles is one of the very few individuals whom Thucydides calls intelligent’[footnoteRef:11]. This intellectual capacity allowed Pericles to develop his strategic understanding and learn from events such as the failed Thessalian expedition of 455 BCE, in which cavalry played an important role[footnoteRef:12]. Strategic adaptability would go onto to be crucial in repulsing Lacedaemonian incursion into Attica during the Peloponnesian War. Finally comes the attribute of experience. Clearly the testimony provided by Thucydides in the above passage, ‘most sufficient for both speech and action’, lends weight to Pericles’ abilities as a combatant[footnoteRef:13]. Once all attributes examined here have been considered, it appears highly likely that Pericles would well indeed have developed his strategy in relation to Athenian Cavalry and mobile defence well ahead of confrontations. Such a conclusion furthers Hunters rebuke of Spence’s claim[footnoteRef:14].  [7:  Spence 1990: 109]  [8:  Thuc. 1.143.5]  [9:  Thuc. 1.139.4]  [10:  Thuc. 1.139.4]  [11:  Hunter 2005: 108]  [12:  Thuc. 1.111.1]  [13:  Thuc. 1.139.4]  [14:  Spence 1990: 109] 

Having established the credibility of Pericles as a strategist, Hunter continues to focus specifically on the ability of Pericles as a Cavalry Strategist[footnoteRef:15]. Indicating a second facet to the Athenian strategy in the defence of Attica, further from the ‘island’ concept, he engages with a topic being readily explored by other modern scholars[footnoteRef:16]. Highlighting the works of Spence, Ober and Bugh the importance of Athenian cavalry is introduced[footnoteRef:17][footnoteRef:18][footnoteRef:19]. The greatest threat to Athens and Attica as an entity was always the land based superiority of the Lacedaemonians. Specifically, the seemingly invulnerable Spartan phalanx. Conversely, Athens maintained a comfortable Naval superiority, especially considering the additional assets which the Delian League provided. Therefore, Pericles was required to establish a strategy capable of subjugating a superior land based force. His solution was to harness a cavalry orientated composition. Such a composition would lead into the development of a ‘mobile defence’[footnoteRef:20]. At this point an understanding of Attica’s geography is paramount. Much of the territory which Pericles was tasked to defend consisted of open plains, an environment ideal for the utilisation and manoeuvre of a cavalry based force[footnoteRef:21].  [15:  Hunter 2005: 103]  [16:  Thuc 1.143.5]  [17:  Spence 1990: 91-109]  [18:  Ober 1985: 171-188]  [19:  Bugh 2014]  [20:  Hunter 2005: 102]  [21:  Cartledge 2002: 11-21] 

In order to build upon the analysis already conducted by Hunter in this regard, an additional work of Gaebel as of yet unexplored, will be applied[footnoteRef:22]. When outlining the routine duties expected of cavalry during the period, evident overlaps become apparent between expected doctrine and subsequent utilisation under the Periclean strategy. Gaebel’s narrative examines the role of cavalry in defensive operations, ‘They were used at home to prevent raiding beyond the enemy’s armed camp’[footnoteRef:23]. Clearly as a result of the Lacedaemonian land based dominance, Pericles would endeavour to avoid direct confrontation. Through the adoption of the above strategy, damage inflicted by an invading army to surrounding infrastructure would be largely mitigated. Additionally, due to the fact that armies of this period had not yet adopted supply trains, there was great potential to inflict attrition through the denial of access to fresh food and water[footnoteRef:24]. Admittedly, such action would not lead to an invading army being destroyed. However, with the inability to access the basic essential of life, such an army would be forced to withdraw from Attica. Having abandoned the battlefield, the invader may not have been destroyed but will indeed have been dealt a strategic defeat. Undeniably this is a textbook example of a cavalry strategy, further supporting Hunter’s assertion that Pericles was indeed a cavalry strategist.   [22:  Gaebel 2002]  [23:  Gaebel 2002: 90]  [24:  Spence 1990: 101] 

Having now supported Hunter’s assertions in relation to the actions of Pericles in deliberately implementing strategy, as well as his abilities as a cavalry strategist, the shift in policy to adopt the use of cavalry in an offensive context will now be evaluated. As stated by Hunter, the development of naval cavalry transports indicates a wider integration of cavalry into Athenian strategic foresight[footnoteRef:25]. In order to gage the scale of this integration the work of Gaebel will once again be drawn upon. Utilising the testimony of Thucydides, who again constitutes the most comprehensive evidence available from ancient scholarship, Gaebel evaluates the expansion of the Athenian cavalry. Firstly, he draws from Thucydides details regarding horse archers, ‘they had of horsemen, accounting archers on horseback, twelve hundred’[footnoteRef:26]. Such numbers would have provided Pericles with an invaluable ability to harass invading armies whilst avoiding a prolonged direct confrontation. Additionally, Gaebel states that in 430 BCE when Pericles lead a wing of the Athenian fleet to ‘ravage the Peloponnesian coast’ he brought in his company ‘three hundred cavalry to accompany the four thousand infantry’[footnoteRef:27]. Such a feat was made possible by the construction of the naval cavalry transports already mentioned, possibly in 430 BCE itself, once again indicating a new strategic implementation[footnoteRef:28]. Pericles may well have become aware of such possibilities following the Persian construction of such vessels, ‘In these galleys he had four thousand men of arms, and in vessels then purposely first made to carry horses, three hundred horsemen’[footnoteRef:29].  [25:  Hunter 2005: 106]  [26:  Thuc. 2.13.8]  [27:  Gaebel 2002: 93]  [28:  Gaebel 2002: 93]  [29:  Thuc. 2.56.2] 

All this numerical evidence, from both ancient and modern scholarship, strongly indicates that Pericles was actively developing his strategic understanding for the wider implementation of cavalry into Athenian forces. Such an implementation goes far beyond the simplicity of the Athenian ‘island’ strategy and adds further credibility to Hunter’s rebuke of Spence’s claim that Pericles’ adoption, and evident expansion, of the Athenian cavalry ‘was not part of a detailed battle plan worked out by Pericles in advance’[footnoteRef:30].   [30:  Hunter 2005: 101] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]The final elements of Hunter’s article are concerned with the legacy of Pericles and the effect of the strategic developments which he drove following his death in 429 BCE[footnoteRef:31]. Generally, Hunter establishes that the foresight demonstrated by Pericles was under-appreciated during his time and the failing of his successors to adequately emulate his strategies led to the power shift in favour of the Lacedaemonians[footnoteRef:32]. Building upon this foundation, an opportunity arises to draw upon the later works of Xenophon, an opportunity exploited in Munn’s analysis[footnoteRef:33]. Munn demonstrates the gradual development of Lacedaemonian strategy to counter the cavalry element of the Periclean defence of Attica. Xenophon understood that the Athenians could only maintain their strategy whilst holding a numerical cavalry advantage. He establishes that ‘she expects her cavalry to protect all that lies outside the walls’[footnoteRef:34]. Once this is understood, it logically follows that increased prominence be placed on an invading forces’ wing of cavalry. As such, Xenophon outlines that ‘it is essential that our cavalry commander should be masterly’[footnoteRef:35]. Once the Athenians became aware of their enemies shift in strategy the emphasis once again was placed on them to adapt in the manner demonstrated by Pericles. Constant revaluation of circumstance in combination with learning the lessons from past experience would have been essential for continued success. As Pericles had implemented his strategy, his successors should have done so in their own manner. Unfortunately, this did not come to pass. New evidence from Xenophon brought to light here further aids Hunter’s assertion that those who followed Pericles ‘bungled the war effort’[footnoteRef:36].  [31:  Hunter 2005: 106]  [32:  Hunter 2005: 108]  [33:  Munn 1993: 20-21]  [34:  Xen. Cav. 7.4]  [35:  Xen. Cav. 7.4]  [36:  Thuc. 2.65.7] 

Hunter brings his article to a close with yet another abstract from Spence, ‘that [Greek] thought processes involved conducting an analysis anywhere near as sophisticated as the one which follows’[footnoteRef:37]. Throughout Hunter’s article and now this supporting paper, a myriad of evidence has been presented to the contrary. Pericles has truly been presented as a ‘master strategist’, capable of ‘both speech and action’ and should most certainly be considered as a ‘cavalry strategist’[footnoteRef:38]. Through further analysis of the ancient sources, largely that of Thucydides, but also of Xenophon in the case of legacy, a combination of clear and admittedly at time circumstantial evidence has been provided. Compounding this fact, the inclusion of additional modern scholarship, beyond that of Hunter’s initial evaluation, furthers his findings credibility. Cartledge, Gaebel and Munn have provided a vital conduit into further analysis. Drawing upon all of this, Hunter’s intention to correct the failing of modern scholarship in ‘not giving Pericles his due’ has most definitely been achieved[footnoteRef:39].                         [37:  Spence 1990: 101]  [38:  Hunter 2005: 108]  [39:  Hunter 2005: 101] 
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