[bookmark: _GoBack]A reply to From Horsemen to Hoplites, Some remarks on Archaic Greek Warfare by J.J Brouwers. 

This article, written by Dr J.J Brouwers, is an analysis of the traditional view of Greek warfare, and the role in which horses played on the battlefield in the Archaic area. Brouwers article consistently challenges they deem to be the traditional view of Greek warfare in the period, and attempts to argue that in the archaic age, much of what we associate with hoplite warfare, such as the shield, has its design being specifically tailored for warriors whose primary outfit, included the horse. 
Brouwers states that much of what we know about hoplite warfare and its origins was discussed in an article written by Lorimer in 1947[footnoteRef:26615]. Brouwers refers to this article as having created an orthodox view of Greek hoplite warfare[footnoteRef:18971], one which Brouwers intends to challenge and as such, this article could be viewed as a reply to Lorimer and an extension of another work mentioned extensively in the work, a book by an author called Greenhalgh whose book on horses and chariots in the archaic period is used extensively as evidence for Brouwers own hypothesis[footnoteRef:7599].  [26615:  J.J Brouwers (2007) p.305]  [18971:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.305]  [7599:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.305] 

As we reply to this article, we will do so in the same manner as in which it is written, in sections. In the first section, Brouwers looks at the developments described as having occurred from the Geometric period to the Archaic period and challenges the traditional interpretation of Greek warfare[footnoteRef:21371]. In the second section we see Brouwers dive into Greenhalgh's work, where he gives us an overview of Greenhalgh's views on Greek warfare[footnoteRef:31709]. In the third section, Brouwers begins to investigate the iconographic evidence for their hypothesis, looking at the equipment used, the way in which horses were depicted and the way in which those mounted or standing by the horses were outfitted[footnoteRef:1119]. The fourth section attempts to use literary sources to examine the hippobatai and the closing section is the conclusion[footnoteRef:14529].  [21371:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.305]  [31709:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.305]  [1119:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.305]  [14529:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.305] 

Personally, I found the first part of the article to be unconvincing, as little was done to support Brouwers quite strong claims. However, in the third and fourth sections, Brouwers can provide some convincing support for their claims and thus was able to win me over. 
The first section is where we hear Brouwers primary arguments. Here they also describe for us the orthodox view of Greek warfare, and directly challenges it. An important distinction that Brouwers makes in this section going forward is the meaning of hoplite. They challenge the view put forward by Lorimer, that the shield was referred to as ‘hoplon’[endnoteRef:31322] and instead states that ‘hoplon’ is the singular of ‘hopla’ which refers to pieces of armor from Homer onwards. Brouwers then simplifies the meaning of hoplite as being a heavily armed warrior and interestingly that Greeks would refer to foreign heavily armed warriors as hoplites as well. This argument surrounding the name of the hoplite is a widespread one, the justification for Lorimers argument comes from Diodorus, who claims that ‘Hoplites were called originally for their shields’[footnoteRef:9798] as described by Echeverría in his article on the topic of the Hoplite and the Phalanx in Archaic Greece. He describes, as Brouwers describes, that the word for shield is in fact ‘aspis’ and not ‘hoplon’ and thus describes Diodorus as being ‘confusing and unreliable’[footnoteRef:24174]. The point is reinforced by Whitehead and Lazenby[footnoteRef:18058], further showing that there is some misunderstanding of the terminology from the orthodox view.  [31322:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.306]  [9798:  Echeverría F 2012 p.291]  [24174:  Echeverría F 2012 p.291]  [18058:  J.F Lazenby & Whitehead D 1996 p.27] 

As previously mentioned, this section also challenges the traditional view of archaic Greek warfare directly and we do see again a wide discussion surrounding the accuracy of using the terms ‘hoplite’ and ‘Phalanx’ for the archaic period. Brouwers describes the orthodox view as being dominated by the phalanx, which is a word used by homer[footnoteRef:19714], but enforces the position that ’the phalanx did not refer to a specific formation until the time of Phillip the second of Macedonia[footnoteRef:12067]‘. They then describe that Phalanx warfare consisted of two rival phalanxes’ shoving at the other until one capitulated, after which the side which maintained formation was the victor[footnoteRef:2228].  We see opposition to the use of the term phalanx and hoplite echoed by Echeverría, who makes an important statement that, ’research on the archaic Greek warfare has at times, been carried out with the Greek Hoplite and the phalanx already in mind’[footnoteRef:24949]. Echeverría thus suggests that both the Hoplite and phalanx should be regarded as classical terms and not archaic ones.  [19714:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.306]  [12067:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.306]  [2228:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.306]  [24949:  Echeverría F 2012 p.291] 

Opposed to the phalanx, Brouwers argues that warfare in the archaic period was much less organized than the orthodox phalanx centric view of Greek warfare would suggest. But rather consisted of ‘numerous small battles’[footnoteRef:4585]. We do see this view supported in scholarship, but also challenged at the same time. Snodgrass for example, confirms to us that while, yes, the idea that battles consisted of groups of numerous individual duels did occur, however it was a part of a raiding tactic[footnoteRef:22719] and that it is questionable that this form of warfare took place during larger battles[footnoteRef:18615]. What is important to note however is that Snodgrass wrote in 1965, and thus could be regarded as being heavily influenced by the works of Lorimer but, it is interesting that he chooses to challenge the importance of cavalry in Homer. [4585:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.306]  [22719:  A.M Snodgrass 1965 p.111]  [18615:  A.M Snodgrass 1965 p.111] 

I find this section to be interesting as it challenges the orthodox view of archaic Greek warfare, and there is clear support for the views expressed that further support the strength of Brouwers hypothesis.
The second section is a brief overview of the works of Greenhalgh's book on Horsemen and chariots published in 1973. Brouwers tells us that it is from Greenhalgh's book and research that they are gathering much of their own sources[footnoteRef:4983], particularly the iconography to support their hypothesis and is thus building upon his work as well as challenging the views expressed within.  [4983:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.305] 

Greenhalgh talks about how chariots were used as a means for warriors to travel to and from the battlefield but indicates that this was not an accurate depiction of archaic Greek warfare, but a tool used by Homer to inspire feelings of a bygone age[footnoteRef:10515]. While Greenhalgh and Brouwers seem to agree that yes, the horse was used to transport the hoplite into battle. Their views diverge, as Brouwers states that Greenhalgh begins to view the horse as being primarily obsolete in battle once the phalanx formation was adopted[footnoteRef:1617]. Greenhalgh holding the view that horses were only useful for pursuit, flight, or getting behind enemy lines and that the horse and the phalanx could not mix while in battle[footnoteRef:21995].  [10515:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.307]  [1617:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.308]  [21995:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.308] 

Another point of divergence mentioned is that Greenhalgh supports the theory that warfare developed from being open and fluid in the archaic, to the adoption of phalanx tactics, which slowly decreased the role of the horse in hoplite warfare. Brouwers rejects the view entirely that warfare developed much at all in the archaic period and that to the 5th century, fighting was still largely the same. Again, this view can be attributed to Lorimer’s influence on Greenhalgh's work and the orthodox standpoint that he might have been working from. 
It is in the third section of the article that we finally get to the examination of the iconographical evidence to try and support the hypothesis that the horse played a key role in the outfit of the early hoplite. From here the terminology shifts, the word hoplite is no longer used as much in the article, but is replaced by the term ‘hippobatai,’ which were horse mounted warriors, who would ride into battle and dismount when close to an enemy and engage in combat[footnoteRef:32366]. Hippobatai, as Brouwers explains, are ‘horse fighters’ are sometimes depicted with a youth, typically riding the horse, known as a ’hippostrophos[footnoteRef:19400].’ The function of the hippostrophos, Brouwers describes, was likely that of a squire who would watch the horses while the battle was taking place[footnoteRef:20175]. It is important to not however, that I have not found the terminology ’hippobatai’ or ’hippostrophos’ elsewhere, in other scholarship, the term hoplite is still used. I believe that Brouwers intention was to show that the hippobatai evolved into the hoplite after the archaic period.  [32366:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.309]  [19400:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.309]  [20175:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.308] 

As aforementioned, in this section, Brouwers draws from iconography presented in Greenhalgh's book. After discussing the image of the Hippobatai and the mounted Hippostrophos, Brouwers goes onto detail the equipment in which the hippobatai is carrying. The aim here is to prove that the equipment was designed in such a way that specifically catered to a warrior on horseback. The two items that are selected for this are the cuirass and the shield[footnoteRef:17933]. The shield is of particular importance, as it is OfCourse regarded as being a paramount item of the hoplite[footnoteRef:18197]. Most specifically, the Argive shield, which we can see depicted in the sketches of artifacts shown to us in the article in figures 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8[footnoteRef:10980]. The Argive shield depictions are the most compelling piece of evidence for Brouwers hypothesis, simply due to the foremost importance of the shield to the later hoplites. We see this importance reflected by Echeverría and Snodgrass both[footnoteRef:3214].  Brouwers particularly states that the Argive shield was designed specifically for ease of use on horseback[footnoteRef:12334], while initially the argument was that the shield was placed on the back when not in use and therefore was inadequate for riding horseback as pointed out by Greenhalgh[footnoteRef:26713]. Instead, the shield, due to it being hollow and having two handles, could easily rest on warriors' shoulder on their left side as they rode on horseback quite easily[footnoteRef:10198]. This in and of itself not only sounds plausible but is shown in the depictions that are supplied within the article. I do believe that while Brouwers has supported his hypothesis, more evidence would be required to convince those that hold more traditional views of archaic Greek warfare as the evidence supplied lacks context, in that we are not told where these sketches come from or what their functions might have been. [17933:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.309]  [18197:  F Echeverría 2012 p.292]  [10980:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.309-312]  [3214:  F Echeverría 2012 p.292 & A.M Snodgrass 1965 p.116]  [12334:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.310]  [26713:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.310]  [10198:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.310] 

The fourth section is a continuation and evaluation of the third and supplies the necessary evidence to greater support Brouwers hypothesis that horses were in fact a part of the hoplites/hippobatai’s outfit. A compelling source is the table presented showing that out of 29 items 41% depicted the hippobatai and the hippostrophos[footnoteRef:24339]. Though only a few depicted single combats, in which the hippobatai dismounts and engages with a single opponent. This section also looks at literary sources, primarily homer, to further support the hypothesis. In Homer, the example given is in the Doloneia, when Odysseus and Diomedes steal horses, Brouwers explains that there is a passage that specifically refers to horsemen instead of chariots in battle against each other[footnoteRef:26742].  [24339:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.314]  [26742:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.314
] 

Also using evidence from Homer, Brouwers looks at what warfare was like in the archaic period, again further disproving the orthodox viewpoint that the phalanx developed in the period. But he states that, ‘during the 7th Century BC armies were likely very small and were drawn from the aristocracy[footnoteRef:20420]’ Stating that rather than large battles, there were instead small clashes between rivals[footnoteRef:17981]. Horses were effective in small raids, as previously stated by Snodgrass[footnoteRef:674], but were less useful in larger scale conflicts where ranged weapons were used, as stated also by Snodgrass[footnoteRef:18522]. But from the late 6th century, Brouwers describes that Greek armies do begin to become more specialized, primarily because of dramatic cultural and political shifts[footnoteRef:1543]. Therefore ‘the hippobatai’ seems to split and become two separate branches of the military, one heavy infantry, and the other true cavalry[footnoteRef:29494]. Importantly, it is Aristotle who looks back and describes the cavalry as showing superiority and strength[footnoteRef:22908]. Brouwers believes that Aristotle was in fact referring to the Hippobatai in this.  [20420:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.315
]  [17981:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.315
]  [674:  A.M Snodgrass 1965 p.111]  [18522:  A.M Snodgrass 1965 p.111]  [1543:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.315]  [29494:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.315]  [22908:  J.J Brouwers 2007 p.316] 

This article was very well laid out, each section raised a different point and followed on from the other. Brouwers built upon the works of other scholars and made bold claims, challenging the orthodox standpoint throughout. The article comes across as being very opinionated and direct. But I believe it to be well supported and highly engaging. Brouwers went in numerous different directions throughout, in which he was able to challenge my notions of archaic Greek warfare and bring the light the mirage that surrounds the way in which we view warfare in the Greek world in general. 
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