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Problems associated with the Archers of Classical Athens in response to Pritchard, D.M. 2018 ‘The Archers of Classical Athens’, Greece and Rome, 65. 86-102

The purpose of this reply is to discuss the article ‘The Archers of Classical Athens’ by David Pritchard, the article discusses what he deems to be the unresolved issues associated with the archer corps of Classical Athens, presenting potential resolutions to these issues. 
The four main issues he presents with this branch of the Athenian military is the primary fact Athens took an unprecedented step in the development of troop organisation in the formation of this branch[footnoteRef:1] and the fact its regulation deviates from the other branches within their own military[footnoteRef:2]. Secondly he highlights the prejudices the archers faced due to the over glorified reputation of the hoplite role[footnoteRef:3] and how this was effected by the Athenian citizenry also serving within the archer corps[footnoteRef:4]. He explains how the traditional method of regulating military forces through their tribes does not work with the archers due to the fact that metics and foreigners could also serve within this corps[footnoteRef:5] and the tribes were a citizen right not open to metics and others[footnoteRef:6]. The final issue he presents is the fact that the archer corps disappeared after eighty years of its creation[footnoteRef:7], proposing the reasoning for this to be financial[footnoteRef:8].  [1:  Pritchard, 2018. 86.]  [2:  Pritchard, 2018. 86. ]  [3:  Pritchard, 2018. 86.]  [4:  Pritchard, 2018. 86.]  [5:  Pritchard, 2018. 99.]  [6:  Pritchard, 2018. 99.]  [7:  Pritchard, 2018. 86.]  [8:  Pritchard, 2018. 98.] 

The text focuses on the Peloponnesian war as a starting point for the history of this archer corps[footnoteRef:9], however some debates of the dates are discussed, he cites the works of Thucydides[footnoteRef:10] and Andocides[footnoteRef:11] however considers the discussion that Andocides’ works are rife with inaccuracy[footnoteRef:12], making the source difficult to take at face value, the correlation within the recordings of Thucydides however does make for a more stable argument point that the archer corps was developed over two stages[footnoteRef:13]. [9:  Pritchard, 2018. 87.]  [10:  Pritchard, 2018. 87.]  [11:  Pritchard, 2018. 87.]  [12:  Pritchard, 2018. 87; Plassart, 1913. 152.]  [13:  Pritchard, 2018. 87.] 

The arguments he presents are interesting in discussion on the topic of archers in Athens however, the article also focuses on aspects which are very difficult to explain and does not analyse the secondary issues he has identified to a fuller extent, so while I am inclined to agree with the majority of the main arguments he had presented, the overall article also omits what I consider to be key discussion points. The issue with this is the lack of evidence, in modern scholarship he highlights that this topic is not as well discussed in comparison to the works on hoplites and the cavalry[footnoteRef:14], this presents difficulty as we rely solely on interpretations of the surviving ancient source material and do not have a large amount of discussions previously documented to work with. [14:  Pritchard, 2018. 87.] 

Due primarily to the lack of evidence to support his resolutions, I would be inclined to respond negatively to this article while I agree with his arguments for the majority of his article, so the purpose of this reply is to provide further evidence to support his conclusions while highlighting areas he has omitted which would make the article a stronger basis for argument. 
The first issue is one of Athens taking an unprecedented step in the development of the archer corps, this issue can be discussed as a matter of perspective, all initiatives, both ancient and modern have to be unprecedented at some stage. That is what allows a polis to develop. An example of this is the development of the Lacedaemonian constitution that implemented the rhetera that tempered the civil population under Lycurgus[footnoteRef:15]. My issue with this argument is that it is difficult to determine where the Athenians came to the idea of an archer corps, in this instance I would discount this as an issue and focus more on the issues faced by member of this corps. [15:  Plut. Lyc. 7.1] 

The issue surrounding the Athenian citizenry serving as archers in their corps can be broken down into sections. The primary issue facing an Athenian citizen on service as an archer is the prejudice he would face within society for doing so. A number of ancient sources discuss the difference in esteem in which the archers are held in comparison to the soldiers serving as hoplites, with play writes such as Aristophanes using the archers as the personification of long running jokes within their works[footnoteRef:16]. It came down to, essentially, a debate over which was a more courageous role, with the hoplites regularly engaging in one to one combat, it is easy to see why the common people of the Athenian citizenry saw the archers as cowardly for their use of long ranged weaponry and the need to retreat safe distances from the enemy advance[footnoteRef:17], Van Wees discusses the representation of archers in the Iliad to be hiding behind the shields of those heavily armoured as a part of a single unit however, in these cases there is little evidence suggesting that the archer corps was either integrated into the main body of the Athenian military or in completely separate units[footnoteRef:18]. Pritchard also discusses this very issue in the sense that the play writes represent the views of the Thetes and not the elite of the citizenry who understand the military applications of the Archer corps[footnoteRef:19], especially on board triremes in advance of the war against Persia. This issue has been highlighted by other modern authors including Van Wees who discusses the representation of archers in other classical plays[footnoteRef:20].  [16:  Ar. Vesp. 1082-6]  [17:  Pritchard, 2018. 94.]  [18:  Van Wees, 2009. 151.]  [19:  Pritchard, 2018. 97.]  [20:  Van Wees, 2007. 40-41.] 

So why did the Athenian citizenry still become archers? This is a simple answer, money. The role of an archer was cheaper initially than that of a hoplite as the soldier did not need to provide himself with full armour, however, the argument is then proposed; if they could not afford to be a hoplite, why did not they just join the navy?
The answer to these issues remain the same, money. Pritchard discusses the classical view that sailors, while not necessarily engaged in hand to hand combat in the same way the hoplites were, were still considered to be equal to them in courage[footnoteRef:21]. Sailors were paid only for the time they were on campaign[footnoteRef:22] while archers were employed year round at a decent wage[footnoteRef:23], due to the modern understanding of archery, in a combat situation it would require a level of skill only achieved by constant training. So it is possible to surmise that the appeal of a full time employment for a role that was considered to be low risk in comparison to that of a hoplite to be appealing and worth the prejudice they would receive as a result from the rest of the citizenry. On the discussion of sailors in this article, Pritchard has misinterpreted a section of evidence, in the discussion of the cost of performing a particular role, he interprets Thucydides to mean that the rowers only had to supply their own cushions and rowlocks[footnoteRef:24] however, this source is discussing an instance where the ships were carried over land between Corinth and the Athenian side of the isthmus and the rowers were expected to carry their own cushions and equipment on foot[footnoteRef:25], not supply it in the original instance.  [21:  Pritchard, 2018. 97.]  [22:  Pritchard, 2018, 97; Thuc.6.31.3]  [23:  Pritchard, 2018. 97-98.]  [24:  Pritchard, 2018. 96.]  [25:  Thuc. 2.93.2] 

The issue with the non-tribal organisation of the corps can be summarised with the fact that membership of the tribes was reserved for the Athenian citizenry, Aristotle discusses the Cleisthenaic reforms in which the Athenian citizenry were reorganised into ten tribes, with parts from the city, the coast and the land being combined to form these new tribes[footnoteRef:26]. Pritchard determines that due to the number of archers being utilised by Athens, it was impossible for them all to be Athenian citizens. He notes that during the Peloponnesian war that expeditions made up of hundreds of archers as well as those documented to have served on the triremes of the Athenian fleet, using records from 481/0 to provide evidence for conscription lists or katalogos[footnoteRef:27]. I would be inclined to agree with this argument, due to the number of archers required for full time service, it is highly likely a large portion of this corps was made up of mercenaries and other metics. As Pritchard highlights, due to membership of a tribe being a prerogative of citizenship[footnoteRef:28] it then rules the archer corps out of being regulated in the traditional tribal manner. He discusses the evidence for mercenary archers provided by Thucydides, using the extract discussing Cleon and the four hundred corps members who were doubled in man power by four hundred archers from other regions[footnoteRef:29]. While I am inclined to agree with this example, the issue surrounding the Scythian archers provides the key point of debate with this issue. They served as public slaves after Athens bought them in the mid-fifth century[footnoteRef:30] and made up the police force of Athens, Pritchard discusses the roles they carried out briefly but due to their slave status they would be ineligible to be recognised as part of a tribe. Pritchard proposes the reason for this confusion to be a misinterpretation of ancient sources in modern works. I would interpret this to mean that although the Scythian archers were slaves, it was easier to manage a smaller force with limited duties in a similar manner to those of the tribes, even if they were not granted an official place within one and be inclined to agree with Pritchard’s deduction that there was a misinterpretation.   [26:  Aristot. Const. Ath. 21.]  [27:  Pritchard, 2018. 99.]  [28:  Pritchard, 2018. 99; Aristot. Const. Ath. 26]  [29:  Thuc. 4.28]  [30:  Pritchard, 2018. 101.] 

Pritchard discusses the reason for the branches disappearance to be a financial one. As discussed previously, it appears the prospect of a full time wage for the archers of Athens led to members of society performing the role however, Pritchard notes the annual budget for the state military would struggle to sustain this[footnoteRef:31]. It is feasible that in the instance the archer corps were no longer needed, they were an expensive asset of the state and a simple way to reduce costs for the state was to dissolve this corps[footnoteRef:32], especially if it was one being run in a separate manner than the other branches of the Athenian military. The issue I have with this argument is the lack of evidence, due to the unusual formation and running of this branch of the Athenian military it is difficult to determine if there was any other reasons for the branch being dissolved, for example, the financial issue previously discussed may have been appropriate due to the branch only intending to last the period of the Peloponnesian war and thus would have been an expensive, but possible expenditure, especially once the military applications of the archers on board triremes had been identified[footnoteRef:33] in comparison to the unsustainability of the branch existing alongside the others for the long term. Without more ancient evidence from authors at the time of the corps existence it would be difficult to determine which of these options was more likely. [31:  Pritchard, 2018. 97.]  [32:  Pritchard, 2018. 98.]  [33:  Andoc. 3.7. Discussing the strength increase of the Athenians during the thirty year peace treaty with Sparta at the end of the first Peloponnesian War in 446/455BC.] 

Before I am able to conclude this reply it is relevant to look at the summarised resolutions he had proposed for the issues he has identified. He determines that the origin of the archer corps coincided and believes it to be directly related to the expansion of the Athenian navy in the late 480’s[footnoteRef:34]. I would be inclined to agree with this as the military capabilities of the archers expanded with their use aboard triremes in naval warfare[footnoteRef:35]. In terms of the safety of the archer role as a reason for so many willing to perform it, he has identified that they would be even safer aboard the Athenian fleet[footnoteRef:36] and I would be inclined to disagree with this point. Alongside the threat of being shot by an opposing archer, the risk of drowning is also introduced, suggesting that the role is in as much danger as any other aboard the triremes, however in the case of land based battles I would be inclined to agree that the role would appear safer as they are fighting at a distance as opposed to hand to hand combat like the hoplites. He determines that the archer corps was just a way in which to organise them so that they could be deployed quickly[footnoteRef:37], I would agree with this argument as the number of them on board triremes did not need to be organised in specified units to make them useful in this role, however by forming them into the archer corps while it eased the way they could be managed and deployed it did create the issue with the Cleisthenic tribes[footnoteRef:38] and by having them as a loosely organised corps that did not conform to the tribal system it would avoid the necessity to formalise its administration.  [34:  Pritchard, 2018. 102.]  [35:  Pritchard, 2018. 102.]  [36:  Pritchard, 2018. 102.]  [37:  Pritchard, 2018. 102.]  [38:  Pritchard, 2018. 102.] 

In relation to the prejudice the archer corps faced it does appear from the evidence on the topic that the role of an archer was considered barbarian[footnoteRef:39], I would agree with Pritchard that the incentive of better, full time pay combated this and those who would require to make an annual living from their service would greatly benefit from the role[footnoteRef:40] but his misinterpretation of the evidence makes it difficult to determine the real reason behind why the Athenian citizenry preferred their role of an archer over the role of a rower in the navy. The financial issues the corps presented are well founded, based on the income of the archers[footnoteRef:41] it was a substantial amount of the state’s money, however, it is not possible to determine if the archer corps was designed to last or just be in place for the duration of the Peloponnesian war. Post-war Athens would have found it difficult to justify spending that amount of money on a corps they did not require year round which leads me to believe the corps may have been an initiative to aid them during a time of war as opposed to a lasting concept, an idea Pritchard appears not to have considered. Pritchard concludes by noting that by the Corinthian war, Athens did not have any military archers[footnoteRef:42], which would lead me to believe they were no longer necessary between 404 and 395BC until Athens was at war again, suggesting they were only a proper corps during the time of the Peloponnesian war. I would be inclined to believe that the budget problems that arose after that would have pressured the Athenian state to either find a way to fund the archer corps in the same manner as on its inception or dissolve it entirely as an experiment and attempt to find another way to have archers within its military, a point I believe is highlighted by the corps dissolve eighty years after its creation[footnoteRef:43]. [39:  Pritchard, 2018. 102.]  [40:  Pritchard, 2018. 102.]  [41:  Pritchard, 2018. 98; Thuc. 5.47.6]  [42:  Pritchard, 2018. 102.]  [43:  Pritchard, 2018. 102.] 

To conclude this reply, while I believe a majority of his arguments were well founded and provided some discussion, his misinterpretation of the evidence and omission of certain discussion points has meant that the argument falls short in some instances. In addition to this I believe the world wide lack of evidence and discussion on the archer corps of Athens is partially responsible for these omissions as a lot of the inference gained from the evidence we do have is inferenced and potentially not correctly due to the issues presented with ancient sources.
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