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Hunter’s article on Pericles’ Cavalry Strategy aims to dispel past scholarships views that the Greeks were incapable of advanced strategy and military analysis, something that will be briefly discussed in this reply to the conclusion that Hunter is correct on this matter. In attempting to achieve this aim Hunter overstretches himself by making extraordinary claims that he does not provide suitable evidence for or in one case he inadvertently provides evidence against. Which has lead this reply to be structured around showing Hunter’s shortcomings here, that generally diminish the overall effectiveness of the article in proving his stance against Spence’s view on the strategic capabilities of the Greeks. It distracts from this especially as it is not necessary to read around the subject to see some of his mistakes, as he has contained within his own article evidence against his latter more ambitious claims when he presents Pericles as a great strategist on par with Hannibal Barca without providing a strong evidence base to support it. Rather the evidence supplied in its majority, only supports the initial claim that the Greeks were capable of military strategy specifically involving cavalry. While Thucydides is clearly an extremely useful source for the task Hunter sets for himself it does often leave him having to stretch some of the conclusions he wishes to make as Thucydides assumes his audience will be familiar enough to understand the implications made by what he writes, causing Hunter to provide a logical enough argument for why his interpretation is more accurate than Spence’s which when compared to Spence’s it is evident he succeeds. This reply will examine these flaws to conclude that while Hunter has shown Spence does not give Pericles due credit, Hunter does not give the appropriate amount either as he goes too far the other direction without providing suitable evidence to this theory.
Hunter introduces his article effectively as a response to the work in the field of Greek ‘strategy’ involving cavalry, particularly that directed by Pericles in the Peloponnesian War. Hunter presents his view in opposition to Spence in some regards while finding himself agreeing with him in others, for example he appears to agree with the heightened significance Spence’s work brings to cavalry as he describes it as a groundbreaking[footnoteRef:1] correction of previous misunderstandings. However, he goes on to state where his thinking diverges from Spence’s. Hunter clearly favours the view that the Greeks had a concept of, and were capable of implementing, a general strategy citing the example of Pericles’ use of Cavalry in the defence of Attica in the Peloponnesian War[footnoteRef:2] and that Pericles’ himself was largely responsible for this. Hunter attacks Spence’s lack of evidence on the issue and cites Thucydides as an ‘abundant’ source of evidence to the contrary and a reliable one given his ‘military insight and an almost first-hand perspective on events’[footnoteRef:3]. Using Thucydides, Hunter presents the Athenian island strategy as a definitive example of strategy being used by Classical Greeks to which I find myself agreeable with what Thucydides writes[footnoteRef:4] as presented in Hunter’s article. [1:  Hunter 2005: 101]  [2:  Hunter 2005: 101]  [3:  Hunter 2005: 101]  [4:  Thuc. 1, 143, 5.] 

Hunter moves on to a discussion of Pericles’ Cavalry strategy which as the title suggest is the main topic of the article, based on evidence provided in Thucydides’ History where Pericles’ cavalry operations are described during Archidamus’ first invasion[footnoteRef:5]. While Hunter is correct in stating that there is no reason to contest Thucydides here, he then moves on to contest Spence’s lack of recognition shown to Pericles’ as a cavalry strategist and laments that fact that many in modern scholarship are only willing to recognise his general ability to strategize or more simply to tactically adapt to circumstance. Hunter claims that from Thucydides it can be seen that Pericles’ actions were ‘too direct and single-minded to be confined to what spence writes’[footnoteRef:6] which is that Pericles’ general strategy included the use of cavalry, but that cavalry was not used in a strategy of its own. The evidence Hunter uses is that Pericles is mentioned as being sent out in command of a force after a recent setback in Thessaly due to the Thessalian cavalry advantage hindering operations[footnoteRef:7]. Hunter then jumps to the conclusion claiming that Pericles had heard of and assessed these events to formulate a specific strategy of the cavalry for the defence of Attica. A debate is then discussed between Spence and Ober regarding the preconception of Pericles’ cavalry strategy implemented during his ‘rule’ of Athens. Both arguing with little evidence as this is mere speculation[footnoteRef:8].  [5:  Thuc. 2, 22, 2.]  [6:  Hunter 2005: 103]  [7:  Hunter 2005: 104]  [8:  Hunter 2005: 104] 

Hunter goes on to discuss a piece of evidence he claims all other scholars including Spence miss regarding the issue at hand, that of a cavalry attack by the Athenians upon an invading Spartan army under the command of Archidamus in which the Spartans were victorious. Thucydides then states they proceeded ‘with Mount Aegaleus on their right’[footnoteRef:9], Hunter highlights the significance of this as a phalanx is always vulnerable to assault on its right flank as its is unprotected by a shield[footnoteRef:10]. This weakness is claimed to be common knowledge by this point which is likely due to the previous statement of an earlier Spartan devised tactic to exert particular pressure on this flank[footnoteRef:11]. Hunter states therefore, that Thucydides was not simply making a passing description of detail but insinuating that the cavalry attack had such an impact that the Spartans were being uncharacteristically cautious in their movements through enemy territory after that event. This seems plausible enough given the vulnerability a phalanx has without proper cavalry support on its flanks, thus a mountain would provide cover limiting the manoeuvrability of cavalry on the most at threat flank. Hunter notes this event as the beginning of the development of Periclean strategy as a display of its apparent effectiveness in decreasing Spartan morale[footnoteRef:12]. [9:  Hunter 2005: 105]  [10:  Hunter 2005: 105]  [11:  Hunter 2005: 105]  [12:  Hunter 2005: 105] 

Hunter produces another example of Periclean Cavalry strategy, that of employing them offensively in amphibious operations in the Peloponnesus by converting old transports into horse transports for the first time[footnoteRef:13]. This shows a heightened importance of cavalry in Athenian strategy. That they were developing these innovations, specifically under the direction of Pericles, which further supports Hunter’s claim that Pericles is owed significant credit to Athenian cavalry strategy. He bolsters the idea that this was more than adaption of tactic but strategy, when he provides examples of the reimplementation of these methods later after his death in 425/4 citing Thucydides again[footnoteRef:14]. [13:  Hunter 2005: 106]  [14:  Hunter 2005: 106] 

Hunter’s next point is wildly ambitious and frankly baseless as he places Pericles on par with Hannibal Barca as a cavalry strategist. Pericles and Hannibal are simply in different leagues, Hannibal was victorious at several battles that were almost impossible to achieve many thanks in large part to his widely successful cavalry tactics employed in the battles[footnoteRef:15]. While his cavalry strategy was to maintain dominance over the Romans in their own territory, so he could operate freely particularly in the south where he tried to gain allies in the recently conquered Graeco-Italic states that may have retained ill sentiment to Rome[footnoteRef:16], the fact that he was able to maintain this dominance in hostile territory with a vastly outnumbered force and tenuous supply lines for over a decade is an achievement that places those of Pericles in the shade[footnoteRef:17]. Admittedly this was not helped by his short span in command.  [15:  Lazenby 1998: 15]  [16:  Lazenby 1998: 88]  [17:  Lazenby 1998: 235] 

Hunter then presents this idea that Pericles is the father of Greek cavalry strategy, which is quite a stretch given that early in the journal Hunter himself mentions the Thessalians teaching the Athenians their ‘very own’ cavalry strategy after Athenian failures in the region[footnoteRef:18]. To then claim Pericles was ‘standing some aspects of Greek military thinking on their head’[footnoteRef:19] when he himself clearly evidences that such a strategy was already being employed to much the same success elsewhere in the Greek World. Furthermore, the several mentions of this strategy being described as radical are clearly an incorrect statement as in his own work he provides evidence to the contrary[footnoteRef:20].  [18:  Hunter 2005: 104]  [19:  Hunter 2005: 106]  [20:  Hunter 2005: 106] 

While Hunter then attempts to claim that it was only after Pericles’ lifetime that this method of warfare became accepted practice as a result of Pericles’ innovations however, the evidence used to support this does not necessarily show that this is something entirely new it shows the importance the Athenians place on eliminating the Boeotian cavalry superiority but this is not necessarily something that is radical to Greek military thought again because of the same awareness shown previously by the Thessalians[footnoteRef:21]. Although, it may be more accurate to say that the Athenians if not the Greeks in general had certainly learned of this importance and that this could be because of the legacy of Pericles is rather likely as the only extant example of an Athenian forming a cavalry strategy. The notion then that Pericles’ cavalry strategy was not all that unusual can later be attested to in Hunter’s article when he discusses why Thucydides has not diverted more attention to this ‘radical’ new way of thinking[footnoteRef:22]. In which he gives the reason that Pericles’ avoidance of battles was the more cause for attention as alien to common Greek war practices. It is however, just as likely that rather than Thucydides finding it abnormal but less abnormal than abstaining from battles, which he has in no way indicated, instead it is widely familiar enough to not require significant discussion at all, challenging Hunter’s view that Pericles’ cavalry strategy was radical to the Greeks. [21:  Hunter 2005: 104]  [22:  Hunter 2005: 104] 

While according to Hunter, Spence wrongly concluded that the cavalry strategy of Pericles wasn’t a product of military theory or strategic analysis[footnoteRef:23] but more trial and error and wasn’t something widely known. Hunter rather successfully proves otherwise in the speech of Hippocrates that he provides in his article that shows through the language used that this cavalry strategy was so known to even the common hoplite that there was no need to explain what he was saying[footnoteRef:24]. Furthermore, this could also work against Hunter’s previous argument that Pericles was the progenitor of cavalry strategy in Greece as the fact that Hippocrates can mention such a strategy so plainly to his entire army and expect that they all understand fully both the strategy behind it and its implications that working towards it is something that is evidently worth dying for, clearly indicates that Pericles was unlikely to have been the progenitor as to find such vast portions of society readily familiar with the concept after such a brief period of time is highly unlikely. [23:  Hunter 2005: 107]  [24:  Hunter 2005: 107] 

In Hunter’s conclusion he finally sums up his argument against Spence’s ‘historical chauvinism’ by stating against the view that the Greeks were in fact capable of the same level of sophisticated analysis of strategy that we are today. However, as I have already shown Hunter is repeating his earlier mistake in his conclusion when stating that ‘Thucydides also shows how much the Greeks who came after Pericles were indebted to his strategic insight’[footnoteRef:25] because whilst Hippocrates speech shows awareness of the strategy he is not necessarily representative of ‘the Greeks’ but rather only the Athenians whom alone were indebted to his ‘strategic insight’ which was as previously shown, insight gained from contact with other Greeks. If Hunter considers the Thessalians to be Peri-Greeks, explaining why he doesn’t consider their use of the same cavalry strategy as Pericles as a radicalisation of Greek military thought, it is nowhere indicated in his article and therefore it must be deduced that they are fully considered to be Greeks to him and he has indeed made an error in his claims.  [25:  Hunter 2005: 108] 

Lastly Hunter’s claim that ‘Pericles should be considered not only as one of the foremost strategists of the Peloponnesian War, but indeed of Greek History’[footnoteRef:26] as discussed earlier, is an overly ambitious claim with little evidence being provided by Hunter in his article. Using cavalry to keep at bay a slower moving hostile force is not ground breaking strategic insight considering its Thessalian origins[footnoteRef:27] and the fact that the only cavalry combat Hunter mentions between the Athenian cavalry and Spartan hoplites was a defeat for the Athenians that only made the Spartans more cautious in their operations doing little to help the Athenians. Thus, this is not necessarily a diminishing of Spartan morale as Hunter suggests but a practical response to a real a hostile threat. [26:  Hunter 2005: 108]  [27:  Hunter 2005: 104] 

In Conclusion, while Hunter’s stance in opposition to Spence that the Greeks were capable of sophisticated military analysis appears to be well grounded and well evidenced with Thucydides providing several examples. Hunter however, gets carried away with some of his more outlandish claims, firstly that Pericles’ cavalry strategy was ‘radical’ to the Greeks of the period. This has previously been shown to be inaccurate thanks Hunter’s own evidence used to show how Pericles had devised that strategy in the first place and was thus capable of such analysis, while the encounter with the Thessalians does show this capability it also proves that such a strategy had already existed in the Greek world prior to Pericles. Secondly, that future use or awareness of said strategy was down to Pericles ‘strategic genius’ while this is dismissible on the same logic as the last, that the Thessalians had already devised and implemented such a strategy, thus Pericles is certainly worthy of credit for adopting an appropriate strategy from an opponent to say that he was a strategic genius for doing so is a stretch. Furthermore, the lack of evidence Hunter provides to back his claim of Pericles ‘genius’ hinders his argument for this as it is clearly underdeveloped in his article.
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