A Reply to James A. Thorne. "Warfare and Agriculture: The Economic Impact of Devastation in Classical Greece.”
[bookmark: _GoBack]James A. Thorne’s article entitled “Warfare and Agriculture: The Economic impact of Devastation in classical Greece” is a piece that aims to investigate and understand all the elements to agriculture in connection with warfare in classical antiquity, and more specifically Greek classical antiquity, furthermore this article aims to challenge the modern and accepted conceptualisation of the affect that destroying or ravaging agricultural properties in association with a specific peoples has on said specific peoples. The overall argument put forward within James A. Thorne’s article is that “Sustained devastation could cause food shortage to such an extent that it could be used as a coercive instrument”[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  Thorne 2006: 225-226] 

The aim within our own this piece of work is to reply to the given article in a relatively positive manner. Now, to reply to an article one must essentially evaluate the article on several categories and then provide commentary or the highlights and key good points and arguments as well as the key negative points and arguments of the article. However even though this rely is that of a positive nature that does not mean that there will not be negative aspects to this evaluation of the article as to make sure and show that there is no bias, and this will hopefully allow us to ascertain the important information from the article and allows us to understand the upbringings and downfalls of the piece as a whole. 
“Warfare and Agriculture: The Economic Impact of Devastation in classical Greece” by James A. Thorne is relatively well thought out and planned, the simple organisation of the piece is brilliant as it allows a clear focus on key areas of his own argument and is accessible for the readers as each chapter is clearly shown as separate and each sections points and argument as well as their evidence is clearly definable and presented to the reader.
The fact that this article has been laid out into separate chapters or sections and that each of these chapters/sections have their own subsections makes the work of evaluating and replying to this article a lot easier as the main arguments can be cleanly picked out from the mass of the text and then used in whichever way benefits the purpose and intent of the reply. 
The sections that this article have been split into go a long way to organise the arguments presented forth throughout the entire piece and in each individual sections. These sections are “The attack on agriculture”[footnoteRef:2], “The defence of agriculture”[footnoteRef:3], and “The devastation of Attica in the Peloponnesian war”[footnoteRef:4]. These sections each clearly articulate the arguments presented forth within each one. Now as to the challenge of writing a reply to this article the sectioned structure of the article does readily and sufficiently aid with the completion of this task, and in order to do this we shall go through the article progressively focusing on one section at a time and looking at connections between the separate sections when needed. [2:  Thorne 2006: 228]  [3:  Thorne 2006: 241]  [4:  Thorne 2006: 248] 

The introduction to James A. Thorne’s article states his main argument that “Sustained devastation could cause food shortage to such an extent that it could be used as a coercive instrument”[footnoteRef:5], now this is a concept taken from a statement and moulded into an argument from an example within Xenaphon’s “Hellenica” which states that “in the early 360s Thebes’ allies were ravaging Phlius”[footnoteRef:6] and that the city was “in great difficulties and suffering from a shortage of food”[footnoteRef:7]. James A. Thorne then goes on to explain that his use of Hanson is justified due to his argument that the agricultural devastation was a “catalyst for hoplite battle,”[footnoteRef:8] which in the article is said to be “essentially an intolerable affront to a city’s pride”[footnoteRef:9]. By using these references to other modern scholarship and to ancient sources Thorne manages to articulate his main point and argument clearly without making it feel like the statement is being forced upon you. The fact he has used multiple pieces of modern scholarship and ancient sources allows us to accurately gauge the widespread acceptance of this statement. However it can and will be argued within this piece that his lack of other ancient sources and direct quotations from both ancient sources and modern scholarship definitely do have an impact on the effect that this argument is trying to have upon the reader, this impact is a negative one as it can be seen that there are several pieces of modern scholarship and ancient sources that do contest this argumentative point. [5:  Thorne 2006: 225-226]  [6:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.1]  [7:  Xen. Hell. 7.2.1]  [8:  Hanson 1998: 208-209]  [9:  Thorne 2006: 227] 

Firstly let’s start with section one. Well entitled “The attack on agriculture”[footnoteRef:10], throughout this section the author of the article goes to great length to discuss the ways and means in which agriculture has been used within antiquity in an aggressive nature. The first subsection of this section is entitled “Techniques”[footnoteRef:11] this sub section goes onto explain all the different methods and variations of such methods that have been used in conjuncture with either agriculture or the destruction of agriculture within Greek conflict during antiquity, within this sub section James A. Thorne mainly uses modern scholarship to emphasise his point, the modern scholarship he uses is mainly that of L. Foxhall and H.A. Forbes in their piece entitled “The Role of Grain as a Staple Food in Classical Antiquity” , as well as that off L. Casson’s work called “Ships and Seamanship in the Ancient World”. Alongside these pieces of modern scholarship James A. Thorne also uses ancient sources to their full effect, these sources include yet are not limited to Plutarch’s “Cleomones”, Arrian’s “Annabasis and as well as a few selected works from Thucydides. The general premise of this sub section is an examination in to the efficiency of destroying the specific types of agriculture in ancient Greece, which is described as the “Mediterranean triad”[footnoteRef:12] which seems to be a term used to encapsulate the three major agricultural crops grown in ancient Greece, which are of course, cereals, olives and vines. Thorne states within this sub section that in relation to Hanson’s case study of the same topic within the devastation of Attica is “misleading”[footnoteRef:13].and that he disagrees with Hanson’s second chapter that is “full of the problems of doing so”[footnoteRef:14] and that Hanson’s analysis of the given topic was only “partial, and turns out to be misleading”[footnoteRef:15] [10:  Thorne 2006: 228]  [11:  Thorne 2006: 228]  [12:  Thorne 2006: 228]  [13:  Thorne 2006: 228]  [14:  Thorne 2006: 228]  [15:  Thorne 2006: 228] 

The second sub section of the first section is entitled “Conduct of ravaging operations”. Within this sub section Thorne proceeds to put the techniques of ravaging that have only been discussed in abstract into an operational context, and then goes on to state that all ravaging operations can be categorised into three separate categories, general invasion, amphibious raiding and finally fortified occupation. Thorne continues on within this subsection to describe and evaluate the three different categories and types of ravaging that he has previously listed out within his article. To do this he uses multiple pieces of modern scholarship and numerous ancient sources to support the implemented regimentation of his categories. 
Section two is entitled “The defence of agriculture”[footnoteRef:16] and is used as a staging point for Thorne to evaluate, investigate and discuss the possibilities, pros and cons of how defending the agriculture in classical antiquity would be done and how it can be argued that there was no one hundred percent positive way in which to defend agricultural settlements and the general agriculture from ravaging, raiding and desolation. Within this section Thorne goes on to list several methods which were used in order to hopefully better protect he agricultural settlements and land, for example “Farm towers”[footnoteRef:17], the “Evacuation of moveable property”[footnoteRef:18], “Evacuation of livestock”[footnoteRef:19], and finally “Delay and harassment”[footnoteRef:20] these four methods that are presented in this section of James A. Thorne’s article are commented upon in regards to their efficiency, strategic viability, and the ability it took to carry out such plans. The benefits and downfalls of these four plans are also brought into consideration and with the references to and use of modern scholarship and ancient sources can be seen to be evaluated and the liability and viability of the sources used to create these four plans of action are also taken into consideration. Within section two Thorne states that “During the invasions Attic grain was not only destroyed, but also eaten by enemy troops”[footnoteRef:21] this is accompanied by a chart showing the estimated consumption and cost of attic grain by an invading forces, this helps his point in the viability of agricultural devastation, however in a different way, no longer arguing for the pure destruction of the “Mediterranean triad” meaning vines, olives and cereals, but also implicating the opposing force eating the food sources as part of agricultural devastation. “since we know the size of the invasion forces and the duration of the invasions, we can calculate with some accuracy how much they must have eaten during their various stays”[footnoteRef:22] [16:  Thorne 2006: 241]  [17:  Thorne 2006: 241]  [18:  Thorne 2006: 242]  [19:  Thorne 2006: 245]  [20:  Thorne 2006: 24]  [21:  Thorne 2006: 249]  [22:  Thorne 2006: 249] 

Section three is relatively sufficiently entitled “The devastation of Attica in the Peloponnesian war”[footnoteRef:23]. This section title does well to introduce the reader to the idea of the theories and arguments that are going to be taking place within this current and recently referred to section. The first line of this section “During the Peloponnesian War, Attica was devastated using both the land-based types of operation outlined”[footnoteRef:24] introduces the topic of the section well and then Thorne continues on to explain the agricultural issues and problems that took place during the Peloponnesian war and how they were either thought of or counteracted in ensuing ancient sources or of course the more recent pieces of modern scholarship. Within this section Thorne argues against a currently accepted argument within some modern scholarship that “scholars who disparage the effectiveness of devastation have gone so far as to maintain that the early invasions hardly interfered with agriculture at all”[footnoteRef:25]. This point in essence is the key argument that Thorne is arguing against in the entirety of this section, even if in actuality the argument being argued against isn’t stated at this one, if it is within this section then there will be and always is some form of key link back to the main disputed argument given within the first paragraph of this section.
“Lysander’s victory at Aegospotami and seizure of the Bosporus meant an end to Pontic grain supplies, and famine for Athens” Thornes mention of Lysander’s capture of the Bosporus and the subsequent cut in the Pontic grain supplies shows that the idea of agricultural devastation is not an un heard of situation and that the subsequent famine within Athens is vital proof that this operational tactic as Thorne calls it does indeed work. James A. Thorne’s refences to ancient sources with backing of multiple modern scholarships does well to allow the reader a better understanding of how the situation of agricultural devastation could have worked. However this does apply to this specific point as the little evidence used by Thorne to support his statement can be called unreliable at the best of times. [23:  Thorne 2006: 248]  [24:  Thorne 2006: 248]  [25:  Thorne 2006: 248] 

Section four within James A. Thorne’s article entitled “Warfare and Agriculture: The Economic impact of Devastation in classical Greece” is that of his conclusion to the entire article. His first line of the first paragraph of this conclusion does well to sum up his entire aim of this article, “It is time to rehabilitate the view of devastation as a formidable threat to the survival of victim cities.”[footnoteRef:26] Thorne then goes on to state that he agrees with Gomme and that the “grain harvest was worth fighting for”[footnoteRef:27]. “For several years the Spartans and their allies in Attica ate forty or fifty talents worth of grain”[footnoteRef:28] this statement within Thorne’s conclusion goes a long way to show and enhances the idea that even without particularly adhering to the idea of agricultural devastation, even just being the agriculture being animals or crops, just being eaten by an invading force goes a long way to disrupting the supplies and stockpiles that would be needed by the people of Attica or of any people anywhere within Greek classical antiquity [26:  Thorne 2006: 252]  [27:  Thorne 2006: 252]  [28:  Thorne 2006: 253] 

In conclusion to this entire reply to the scholarly article of “Warfare and Agriculture: The Economic impact of Devastation in classical Greece” by James A. Thorne the response is quite positive. Given the organisation and layout of his article and the constant references to both modern scholarship and ancient sources James A. Thorne does well to organise his arguments and to put into place his opinions of other authors of modern scholarship, he is also not entirely afraid to go against the common place and standardly accepted ideas and arguments about the legitimacy of agricultural devastation in a time of war specifically within Greek classical Antiquity. The use of other modern scholarship and ancient sources as well as their variety goes a long way to help any reader understand the positive and negative point about agricultural devastation as well as helping in the understanding of both commonly accepted and non-commonly accepted theories and arguments about the intricacies of agricultural devastation.
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