Light armed troops: Archers
The subject chosen for the piece is the study of Greek archers. Greek archers were used in some Greek battles as part of the infantry core of the army.[footnoteRef:1] They were especially useful in defeating an enemy in a narrow pass, where they could just shoot down, filling the enemy with arrows.[footnoteRef:2] Within the topic of archers there are many ancient works that record their presence including Thucydides as well as modern scholars that have since written about them in later works. Most of the evidence mentions numbers of archers and majority have to be questioned but none the less, it seems that figures over information on who they were seems to be present. This scholarly review discusses articles that condider archers in the classical Greek period. There is little scholarship that discusses specifically the light-armed troops of archers.[footnoteRef:3] Rather, scholars focus on Greek classical warfare and archers are referred as part of a wider discussion.[footnoteRef:4] Archers have been a part of some Greek poleis’ army’s in classical Greek period[footnoteRef:5] but have not received attention in scholarship as Hoplites have for example. Hoplites have been the focus of scholarship over the archers and the reason for this needs to be analysed further. The neglect of the archers has been noticed by scholars such as Pritchard.[footnoteRef:6] Pritchard has picked up on the issue of archers and has decided to write about them specifically. He also offers a explanation as to why they might have been neglected in the past. Earlier scholarship before 1998 tends to mention archers,[footnoteRef:7] often in the context of the Homer epics, in passing with more attention going to the heroic hoplites.[footnoteRef:8] Since 1998 there is slightly more mention of archers, in texts about Greek warfare, for example van Wees has a section on other warriors including light infantry.[footnoteRef:9] This review attempts to give an overview of scholarship and articles since 1998. Three trends in the scholarship have been identified. Firstly, there is more interest by scholars in archers in the classical Greek period post 1998.[footnoteRef:10] Secondly, scholarship is beginning to discuss the social status of sections of the army and there is a focus on the perception of archers as non-heroic compared with hoplites.[footnoteRef:11] Finally, scholarship is starting to focus more on the use of archers and archery in the battles.[footnoteRef:12]  This is because it has been rediscovered that the archers have not been investigated as much as the hoplites and the navy. [1:  Winter, Thomas. N. 1990.]  [2:  William, M. F. 2004.]  [3:  Prichard, D.M. 2018.]  [4:  For example, in books on warfare such as Wees, H. v. 2004. Hanson, V. D. 1999.]  [5:  Griffith, G.T. 2014.]  [6:  Prichard, D.M. 2018.]  [7:  Such as the works of Lind. 1990.]  [8:  Prichard, D.M. 2018. Hamamoto, H. 2002. Trundle, M.F. 2010. Farron, S. 2003. Hanson, V. D. 1999. ]  [9:  Wees, H. v. 2004.]  [10:  Such as the works of Prichard, D.M. 2018. Trundle, M.F. 2010.]  [11:  Primarily the works of Prichard, D.M. 2018.]  [12:  Such as the many works of William, M. F. 2004. Hanson, V. D. 1998. Wees, H. v. 2004] 

In choosing articles and scholarship to review on the subject of archers the choice was limited. Many scholars have written about archers however few have produced work exclusively with archers as the central subject. The selection reviewed here was chosen for their range of interest in archers, although in some cases the interest was relatively minor. The selection reflects the still limited interest in this unappreciated and often ignored group of soldiers.      

[bookmark: _GoBack]Pritchard, D. M. (2018) The Archers of Classical Athens. Greece & Rome. 65 (1), 86–102. This article briefly mentioned in the introduction, Pritchard begins his article by stating that archers have continued to be neglected in scholarship with the last study made in 1913.[footnoteRef:13] Pritchard attempts to address this neglect by presenting research into the social status of archers. He also points out that the ‘creation of the archer corps in the 480’s BC’ was an important ‘military innovation’.[footnoteRef:14] In his article, Pritchard attempts to answer four questions about the archers of classical Athens. He asks why the archer corp was created in the first place and why Athenian citizens chose to join the archers rather than the navy. However, in his conclusion Pritchard states that one of the reasons the archers were added in the 480’s was due to ‘putting archers on their triremes increased the military advantage,’ which may be a resolution for one of the four problems.[footnoteRef:15] He also asks what role the ten tribes played in the organisation in the archer core and finally why the archer core disappeared after eighty years.to which he states in his conclusion that the ‘Athenians fought alongside metics in the archer corps’ meaning it was not made up of tribes.[footnoteRef:16] Overall it is a very helpful article to show how archers have been neglected by other scholars because Pritchard has noticed this and attempts to change this.     [13:  Prichard, D.M. 2018.]  [14:  Prichard, D.M. 2018.]  [15:  Prichard, D.M. 2018.]  [16:  Prichard, D.M. 2018.] 


Hanson, V. D. (1998) Warfare and Agriculture in Classical Greece, Revised Edition. University of California Press. This book has a wide topic including all of the warfare and agriculture in the classical Greek period. This includes section of the different aspects of the army including that of the hoplites and light armoured troops. As for the main argument of the book its self, it is difficult to see an argument throughout the entire book. However, an example of an argument is the first section goes on to argue that the light armoured troops can be used interchangeably due to the lightness of armour. An example of this is them being used to ruin enemy’s agriculture. As the book focuses on quite a broad topic there is not much focus of the section of light armoured troops of archers. If someone was to read the index it will be seen that there is only one page number listed, this further enforces the observation that archers are barely covered in scholarship. Of the information it has it mainly refers to numbers of archer in particular ancient sources. Although there is not much information about the archers at this time it is still relevant in the contribution of the observation that archers have little coverage in scholarship as Pritchard suggests.  

Wees, H. v., 2004. Greek Warfare Myths and Realities. London, Oxford, New York, New Delhi, Sydney: Bloomsbury Publishing Plc. As mentioned in the introduction this book contains a vast range of Greek warfare which includes that of the light armoured troops, archers. As for an argument in the book there is no clear one as it is a book on wide information. Once again if someone was to read the index of this book it would give an idea of how extensive archers are featured in this book. However, unlike the previous book by Hanson, this book by van Wees contains a lot more pages on archers. This book was published during the time period 1998-2018 which shows a change in how archers are perceived in scholarship from pre-this period. Within the book itself it gives a wide range of information about Greek warfare with at least a chapter on light infantry. In this chapter it discusses the different components of a Greek army including cavalry, light infantry, servants and mercenaries. Within the light infantry section there is mentions of archers. Although there is a lot more information in the whole book on archers there does not seem to be an entire chapter which shows there’s still room for archers to become more known. 

Hanson, V. D., 1999. Wars Of The Ancient Greeks. Great Britain: Smithsonian Books. Much like the previous book by van Wees this book includes a wide range of information on Greek warfare. Once again if someone read the index there are quite a few pages in which archers are mentioned. This shows by 1999 scholarship has started to include archers and not neglect them like pre-1998. There is no main argument in this book either due to the informational aspect of the book. But instead it contributes to the argument that between 1998 and 2018 scholars are including more on archers, which Pritchard also confirms. Due to the book being about wars of the ancient Greeks it contains photographs and illustrations which mainly seem to should armour or battle scenes. An example is pottery that show Hoplites with shields, swords or spears. This help enforce the argument that hoplites have had a lot of coverage not only in scholarship. However, there is information about archers that include how the success of an archer was based on individual strength meaning they were not the main choice in important battles. There is no clear reference in the book of other scholars but instead can be used in caparison to other scholars externally, such as van Wees or Pritchard.

Trundle, M. F. (2010) ‘Light troops in classical Athens’, in War, democracy and culture in classical Athens. Ed. Pritchard, David M., Cambridge ; New York : Cambridge University Pr., 2010. XVIII-460 p. Cambridge ; New York: Cambridge University Pr. pp. 139–160. In the book War democracy and culture in classical Athens’ there is a section written by M. F. Trundle about light troops in classical Athens. This particular section has good links to another piece of scholarship by Pritchard which discusses archers in classical Athens as they both investigate other aspects of army that are not hoplites in the classical period in Athens. An argument in this section is that in classical Athens ‘archery was stigmatised’ in a ancient world belief of the heroic hoplites. This point nicely fits into a opinion that Pritchard underlined of archers were neglected in scholarship. Within this section of the book there is a entire section written about archers which shows a change in how archers were recorded in scholarship between the years 1998 and 2018. Throughout the section there is a argument that the archers were seen to have a less heroic role in the Athenian army compared to that of the hoplite. 

Farron, S. (2003) ‘Attitudes to military archery in the « Iliad »’, in Literature, art, history: studies on classical antiquity and tradition in honour of W. J. Henderson. Ed. Basson, André F. & Dominik, William J., Bern ; Frankfurt am Main : Lang, 2003. XI-355 p. Bern ; Frankfurt am Main: Lang. pp. 169–184. Much like the previous section of a book by Trundle this section focuses on how the military archers of ancient Greece were perceived in the eyes of the Greeks. This book section focuses specifically on how the archers are portrayed in the ‘Iliad’. The argument from this is that archery was seen as not as heroic compared to other aspects of the army in Greek warfare for example the hoplite. The hoplites are hailed as the most heroic among Greek soldiers due to the close combat that they had, whereas alternatively archers were seen as less heroic because they stood away from the main lines and shot from a distance. This very is very common in scholarship also and can be seen as a possible reason as to why archers were neglected in scholarship. The observation of neglect can be seen in the works of Prichard.  

Hamamoto, H. (2002) Amphitryon’s representation of the hoplite: Euripides’ Heracles 190-194. Journal of Classical Studies. 5056–66. Similar to the previous scholarship on how the hoplites were seen as heroic whereas the archers were not, this piece explores the ‘opposition between the hoplite and the archer’. Within this piece the debate of the heroic hoplites is found as Lycus believes in this whereas Amphitryon recognises the weaknesses of the hoplites and therefore favours the archers. This piece is help in contributing in the argument of how the archers we seen compared to that of the hoplites. Within the hoplites the piece mentions the phalanx which links to the scholarship of Echeverría who writes about the hoplites and the phalanx. Echeverría, F., 2012. Hoplite and Phalanx in Archaic and Classical Greece: A Reassessment. Classical Philology, 107(4), pp. 291-318. Is similar to Hamamoto’s work as it show the focus on the hoplites. However, a difference in this piece is that it explores the hoplites and how the phalanx was introduces in the archaic and classical period. This however is still relevant to a important argument as it shows that in scholarship there is more focus on the hoplites than other parts of the army such as archers. Both the works of Hamamoto and Echeverría can be linked in scholarship with the focus on hoplites.

Williams, M. F., 2004. Philopoemen's Special Forces: Peltasts and a New Kind of Light-Armed Warfare. Historia: Zeitschrift für Alte Geschichte, pp. 257-277. This journal is about the introduction of peltasts in the light armoured infantry section of the army and how they were used against the heavy infantry for example the Macedonian phalanx. Due to the detail about the Macedonian phalanx under Alexander the Great it means that it’s a bit later on in the Greek history. The main argument is about how the introduction of the special unit of peltasts change Greek warfare from how it was before. Although this piece does not seem to have much focus on the archers it does contribute to idea that the archers have been neglected in scholarship. Alternately this piece does discuss another aspect of warfare that has been neglected in conjunction with the archers. Therefore, it is slightly useful in showing that between 1998 and 2018 more neglected sections in Greek warfare, especially light armoured troops have been starting to be brought to attention in scholarship.

Griffith, G. T., 2014. The Mercenaries of Hellenistic world. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. This book contains information on the mercenaries of the Hellenistic world which can include archer mercenaries. Throughout the book there are many references to archers in the terms of how many archers were present in different times. Also, the ancient works contain figures as well which in themselves have problems with believability. However, for this particular argument it is not relevant for many reasons. The period in which this is written about is the period after the classical period that this work is focused on, also mercenaries themselves were considered as different parts of the army that were often separate. Once again there is not a argument within the book itself but it can be used in wider arguments. Although it is of limited usefulness due to the different time period and focus on a different section of the army. This therefore does not like to other scholarship well, instead it just confirms the argument that archers existed in Greek warfare.

To conclude archers in Greek warfare have been neglected in scholarship in pre-1998 which includes that of the scholars that have explored the appearance of archer in ancient works such as the Iliad. Also between the years 1998 and 2018 in scholarship archers seem to be gaining attentions compare to that of previous years. However, they are still not as covered as other aspects of Greek warfare such as hoplites. Although there is a scholar called Pritchard that believes that the neglect of the archers is undeserved and has brought it to the attention of other scholars by writing about it. There is also the heroic concept that has been used in scholarship to refer to the hoplites and the opposite said about the archers which are seen as not heroic. Also another scholar, trundle, writes an entire section in his section in a book on archers showing more change how much is written about archers.
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