Conscription of Hoplites Reply 
In this article, Conscription of Hoplites in Classical Athens, Christ details the method by which the Classical Athenians conscripted an army and the way in which it changed through Ephebian reform. He gives a detailed account of the katalogos method of conscription followed by an account of the reforms, giving his view on the speed and nature of these changes. Christ also notes how this topic has been given little in depth consideration in scholarship, appearing only as a side issue. This response will consider the extent to which Christ answers his own questions to a satisfactory degree. 
He particularly focusses attention on the minutiae which can detract from the wider perspective. 
For example Christ omits to give any kind of overview of where the hoplites stood in the order of Athenian troops or society which is an issue that has been much discussed in recent scholarship. It is important here because it resonates with the later development of Christ’s contention for ephebian reform and its democratising effect which forms a central plank of the article.
Bertosa sets out a succinct explanation which is worth giving in full:  “..hoplite service was restricted to the three wealthiest Solonian property classes. The fourth class, the thetes, who comprised a majority of the population, served as light-armed troops (peltasts) or, often, as rowers with the fleet. Not only were they unable to afford panoplies, but it appears that they were specifically excluded from the Hoplite muster rolls” [footnoteRef:1] He goes on to  explain that Hansen states that the two top classes, (pentacosiomedimnoi and hippeis) would be more likely to serve as cavalry, a safer but more expensive venture. Therefore, the hoplites would mainly but not exclusively have come from the third class.(zeugitai).[footnoteRef:2] Crowley further suggests that although the pentacosimedimnoi would have been more likely to “discharge their military obligations by performing triarchy”[footnoteRef:3], ie. funding a trieme, than by joining the cavalry, and  supports other academic opinion (Hanson and van Wees) that there would have been movement up and down between and within the top three classes eligible for hoplite service. All agree that it would have been difficult, though not impossible for thetes to access the hoplite ranks.[footnoteRef:4]  [1:  Bertosa 2003: 362]  [2:  Bertosa 2003: n.7.362]  [3:  Crowley 2012: 23]  [4:  Crowley 2012: 23] 

Christ persuasively argues in conjunction with what academic discussion there is and a variety of ancient sources, that rather than holding a permanent central register of conscripts eligible for hoplite service, which given the potential number of conscripts would have been unwieldy, a roster would have been drawn up for each campaign. [footnoteRef:5] He points out that at the time of the Peloponnesian war, a central register would have had to track between 18,000 – 24,000 potential hoplites which is not analogous to a permanent record of 1,000 cavalry who may have been listed as a result of long-term city loans for the purchasing of horses rather than a register specifically for conscription.[footnoteRef:6] In this instance, Christ is convincingly arguing against Hanson. Christ’s contention is that it would be far more likely that lists would be provided to the generals from the deme registers by the demarchs and would include all available hoplites and cavalry. The generals would then make selections from the lists. He points out that this system  gives the demarchs opportunity to be selective as to who they submitted and the generals would have a further opportunity to manipulate the selection process should they so wish. Given that the majority of campaigns would not have required all available men[footnoteRef:7], selection could have been open to abuse. However what he fails to do is expand on the broader impact of this lack of centralisation.  [5:  Christ 2002: 401]  [6:  Christ 2002: 402]  [7:  Christ 2002: 401-402] 

Christ does not explain why, given its drawbacks, the deme was deemed the most appropriate and efficient way to gather the requisite information and why the katalogos method worked so well for so long. Crowley examines the social importance of the demes and the resultant effect on the hoplite troops. The lexiarchion grammateion was a constantly updated list of demesmen, ie. those having reached the age of enfranchisement , noting, for example, any honour or dishonour. The demes were “cohesive units – with a socially set membership, closely bound by familial ties and long association”[footnoteRef:8] The lists would possibly be augmented with local knowledge of any individual suitability. In combination with the exemption process, the lists, gathered this way, would provide a force of enlisted and mobilised men who were ready for combat.[footnoteRef:9] There is plenty of academic discussion as to the way warfare was waged in ancient Greece which is pertinent to the continuation of an elite military force which again, Christ does not seem to have touched on.  [8:  Crowley 2012: 29]  [9:  Crowley 2002: 29-32] 

For example, Hanson contends that what he refers to as the barbaric escalation of the 28 years of the Peloponnesian war made obsolete an arcane and ritualised style of battle. He argues that the previous two centuries had seen battles over boundaries suited to the hoplite phalanx; set on flat land, on a few recognised sites, waged by the wealthy propertied agrarian class, with an attendant limited loss to crops or the socially elite forces. He sums up these battles  as “a brief collision of uniformly armed equals requiring little tactics , strategy or generalship”.[footnoteRef:10] Holladay supports this view, stating that there is little evidence that hoplites were particularly skilled[footnoteRef:11] but that there was a distinct political advantage to restricting hoplite conscription to those able to afford the heavy armour. A more affordable, lighter armour could give thetes access to the hoplite class. A lighter armoured and more mobile force of thetes may then allow the thetes to realise their military potential and thereby seek political advancement, upsetting the status quo. Retaining the traditional hoplite class allowed for the three upper classes to maintain political dominance.[footnoteRef:12] Mobilisation by katalogos had the further advantage of rejecting mass military production in favour of a literally hand-picked high quality force of experienced veterans thus obviating the need for specific training.[footnoteRef:13]  [10:  Hanson 1993: 5]  [11:  Holladay 1982: 95]  [12:  Holladay 1982: 97-98]  [13:  Crowley 2012: 34 -35] 

In addition to his in depth study of the compilation of lists, Christ passes on to the notification and the mustering of men and the granting of exemptions. Again, this is an in depth and interesting exposition of the nuts and bolts of how the system worked backed up throughout using ancient sources, primarily, Thucydides Aristotle and Lysias. He also uses Aristophanes, showing that playwrights can be a useful source of contemporary information. Christ concludes first apart of the article by stating that the katalogos system seemed to have worked well noting that whilst not speedy, it was sufficient for the Athenians’ purposes. He notes that the main drawbacks were the difficulty in mobilising forces quickly and the discretion that the generals had in selection of the troops which could be arbitrary and unfair. [footnoteRef:14]  [14:  Christ 2002: 404-409] 

In contrast to the katalogos system which was still being used during the Peloponnesian wars as evidenced by various ancient sources, primarily Thucydides.[footnoteRef:15]By the early 330s BCE, there had been a reform of the way in which hoplites were conscripted. The main source by common consent is Aristotle’s Athenian Constitution written somewhere between  332/322 BCE, which states at 42.4 that at the beginning of the second year of service, an ephebe received a spear and a shield from the state. This is a shift from the previous elite handpicked force from a strictly financially and socially delineated pool.  The ephebeia was a two year program that took in recruits, the ephebes, in their eighteenth year and trained them in all the skills necessary for hoplite warfare. Enfranchisement had always been an age dependant privilege with attendant – to serve in the military when called upon.[footnoteRef:16] Ephebic reform opened up the hoplite class to all by presenting all the ephebes, thetes included, with a spear and a shield. It was a radical change.  [15:  Thuc:6.26]  [16:  Crowley 2012: 25] 

It is uncontentious that prior to the reform, the state did not generally provide arms to those who could not afford them although there were exceptions that Christ does not mention. Panoplies could be awarded for bravery, for example, Alcibiades at the battle of Potdai.[footnoteRef:17] Panoplies were also awarded at the annual Dionysia to war orphans who came of age in the preceding year.[footnoteRef:18]There was no class distinction for this award so could, in theory have, provided a path for a thete to become a hoplite This practice ceased after the ephebic reforms as, of course, all ephebes would be armed by the state at the end of the two year ephebeia.[footnoteRef:19] [17:  Plut.Alc: 7]  [18:  Aeschin.in Ctes.3.154]  [19:  Bertosa 2002: 368] 

Christ is thorough in his discussion of the reforms but seems to be at odds with other scholars as to whether there was a gradual switch over or whether the changeover was abrupt. By close attention to the sources and extrapolation of the information therein, Christ narrows the date of reform to the period between 386-366 BCE.[footnoteRef:20] Because he is so intent on attempting to get as close to a date as the evidence will allow, he misses the broader picture. Other scholars have suggested that there is other evidence that shows that there was an opening up of the system before the reforms. As an example, Crowley discusses van Wees’s stance that the apparent rigidity of the katalogos conscription system, certainly where it concerned upward movement from the thete class, was more apparent than actual. He calculated that there was a mismatch between the size of land holding required for property qualification for the hoplite class as opposed to the size of holding that would give sufficient income to fund hoplite service. He calculated that 22 acres was required for entry to the zeugitai whereas 10 – 15 acres would be sufficient for funding purposes. Attica would provide only about 10,000 22 acre holdings. This would not be sufficient account for the hoplites that Athens could call on. The implication being that “working class” hoplites who did not meet the zeugitai requirement must have been used. Van Wees also points to the fact that Socrates certainly served a number of times as a hoplite despite not meeting the monetry requirements and further contends that wealthier deme members would finance those less well off.[footnoteRef:21]  [20:  Hrist 2002: 412 - 416]  [21:  Crowley 2012: 23-24] 

A further precedent would be the Sicilian expedition of 415 when 5,100 hoplites were amassed including 1,500 from Athenian citizens lists and 700 thetes as marines or epibatai. [footnoteRef:22]These were armed hoplites. There was a need for an unusually large force and as thetes would normally be naval, arming them as hoplites would be a solution. Whilst it would be a departure from normal practice, it is an indication that it would certainly be considered.[footnoteRef:23] [22:  Thuc. 6.43]  [23:  Bertosa 2002: 368] 


If Christ had set out merely to describe the two systems of conscription, the Katalogos as opposed to the ephebeian method, he would have fulfilled the purpose of his brief. He gives a detailed supported account of the operation of both systems. However, he specifically set himself questions all of which he does address but to varying degrees. He fails to put the systems fully into their historical and ideological context and does not provide a convincing argument that the introduction of the ephebic model of conscription was as sudden as he proposes. With every approach to history something is gained and something is lost – concentration on one aspect leads to the detriment of another but there is plenty of evidence between the Peloponnesian wars and Aristotle’s Athenian constitution that could form an argument for the gradual accretion of thetes into the hoplite ranks through a number of routes as the manner of fighting and the nature of the enemy changed. 
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