SOME PASSAGES IN ARRIAN CONCERNING
ALEXANDER!
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Ep. =N. G. L. Hammond, Epirus (Oxford, 1967).

Lane Fox = R. Lane Fox, Alexander the Great (London, 1973).

Mac. 1 =N. G. L. Hammond, A History of Macedonia, 1 (Oxford,
1972).

Mac. 11 =N. G. L. Hammond and G. T. Griffith, A History of
Macedonia, 11 (Oxford, 1979).

Tarn =W. W. Tarn in The Cambridge Ancient History, V1
(Cambridge, 1927).

Wilcken = U. Wilcken, Alexander the Great (tr. G. C. Richards,

London, 1932).
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Arr. 1.1.5 OpunBévra &1 &t "Audimdlews éuBalelv eis Opdrny Ty TwY avTo-
VOUWY KANOULEVWY PNTTous mo\w €v apioTepd éxovra Kal Tov "Opfniov 10
8pos. SaBas 8¢ Tov NéoaTov . . .

‘Alexander, it is said, starting from Amphipolis and keeping on his left the city
Philippi and the mountain Orbelus, invaded Thrace, that part occupied by the
so-called self-governing Thracians. He crossed the river Nestus, and in ten days,
they say, he reached the mountain Haemus.’

Any traveller in the Strymon basin is familiar with two great mountains, the
towering wall of Belasitsa (2,031 m) north-west of Amphipolis and the isolated
mass of Pangaeus (1,872 m) to the east of Amphipolis. There is a road on either
side of Pangaeus to Philippi; but if you aim to keep Philippi on your left and
proceed to the Nestus, you will take the road on the south side of Pangaeus,
pass through Aymgdaleon (between Philippi and Kavalla, the ancient Neapolis),
and reach the lower Nestus between Stavroupolis and its mouth. You are in fact
taking the coastal road to Byzantium.? On this journey you leave Mt. Orbelus,

! I am most grateful to Mr. G. T. Griffith Edirne), and so entered the central plain;
and Professor F. W. Walbank for commenting but this would make far too long a distance

on a number of these passages. from the Nestus crossing to Mt. Haemus for
? So Alexander is made to do by Tarn, any army to cover in nine days (see n. 7,
p-355 and Wilcken, p. 67; but thereafter below). According to Wilcken, Alexander
Tarn and Wilcken parted company. Accord-  followed the course of the Nestus inland
ing to Tarn, Alexander ‘turned Rhodope, from the coast, but the Nestus inland of

went north, roughly by Adrianople’ (viz. Stavroupolis flows through a series of im-
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which is certainly Mt. Belasitsa, far behind you and some 90 kilometres away;
what you keep ‘on your left’ is Pangaeus. The only way to make sense of Arrian
is to read P\urmovmoAw following the reading of codex H, and to identify this
Philippoupolis with that mentioned in Strabo 7, fr. 36, where it is one of the
four cities of the Parorbelia, the rift on the south side of Mt. Orbelus.® This rift
or ‘aulon’, as Strabo calls it, ran from Eidomene to Heraclea Sintica, and Philip-
poupolis was evidently at the eastern end of it, in the Kumli valley. Thus from
Amphipolis Alexander headed north, passed through the Rupel pass with
Philippoupolis and Mt. Orbelus on his left, and proceeded up the lower Strymon
valley. This was, of course, a much more direct route towards Mt. Haemus than
the coastal route would have been.

Where was the land of ‘the self-governing Thracians’? The significance of the
epithet in Arrian seems to be ‘republican’ as opposed to being subject to a king;
the clearest examples are at 5.21.5 and 4.22.1-2. To be independent of any
foreign power was another thing, é\evfepia as in 6.14.2, émbupew . . . éNevfepias
Te kal avTovouou eivar.® “The so-called selfgoverning Thracians’ were most
probably those mentioned by Thucydides at 2.96.2, Twv dpewwv Bpakwv . . .
TV aVTOVOMWY Kal Maxatpodpopwy ol Aiow kahotvrar Ty ‘Podommy oi mAetoTot
0iKOUVTES.

The fastnesses of these Thracians were in Mt. Pirin and Mt. Rhodope (the
traditional centre of Bulgarian resistance is at Rila Monastery), and Alexander
entered their territory as he went up the Gradevska Reka. Near the head of this
river he crossed by the Predela pass into the Nestus valley near Razlog, ascended
the right bank of that river to above Jakoruda, crossed it, and marched by the
Vaklinski pass into a tributary of the Maritsa (ancient Hebrus). He entered the
central plain of Thrace near PazardZik. This route again was certainly the most
direct, and it had the added advantage that his army crossed the Nestus, a huge
river in the spring floods, not at or near the mouth but in its upper course. The
route, which I followed in 1970, is a natural but not easy one through spectacu-
lar mountains densely wooded on the valley sides.®

The boundary of Thrace was no doubt well defined for a Macedonian in 335
BC. Philip had set his frontier with Thrace on the lower course of the Nestus
(Str. 323) and Alexander maintained it there (Str. 7, fr. 33). Thus on the coastal
route Alexander would have entered Thrace only after crossing the Nestus where
it flows through the plain. Our passage in Arrian shows that Alexander entered a
particular part of Thrace before he crossed the Nestus; and this is understandable
if the Predela pass in particular and the watershed in general between the middle

passable gorges (the railway tunnels its way
past them). In fact the route taken by
Alexander has not been studied, and in
consequence Brunt’s comment (7 n. 4)
that his route is ‘unclear’ is an appropriate
understatement.

3 Described in Mac. 1, 199 f. The highest
point of Mt. Orbelus lies to the west of the
Rupel pass. The mountainous area east of
that pass was the Paroreia, and the range of
Orbelus was carried by Ptolemy northwards
and inland of the Paroreia.

4 1 therefore disagree with Brunt’s trans-
lation ‘the independent Thracians’ and his
note ‘as distinguished from the Thracian
principalities near the coast which Philip
had annexed’. Rather, Philip conquered
Thrace as far as the Lower Danube, as his
dealings with Cothelas and Atheas show (Mac.
11, 560 £.), and put an end to the unruly con-
duct of the Thracians (Diod. 16.71.2; see
Mac. 11,672 f.).

S The route is clearly shown on sheet
Rila of the Tourist Map issued by Kartpro-
ekt, Sofia, 1969. One leaves the Strymon
valley at Simitli above the Kresna defile.
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Strymon and the upper Nestus formed the frontier of Thrace at that time.
Farther north we know from Dexippus (FGrHist 100 F 8, 3) that the Agrianes
at the head of the Strymon valley were in Antipater’s command and therefore
not under ‘the General of Thrace’.®

The distance from the crossing of the Nestus near Jakoruda to the Shipka
pass on Mt. Haemus is some 243 kilometres on a road map, and if we reckon
on nine full days of marching he averaged 27 kilometres = 17 miles a day. On
the other hand, if he had crossed the Nestus near its mouth, he would have had
some 360 kilometres to cover, going via Komotini, in order to use the Makaza
pass. An average of 40 kilometres for nine days, being 25 miles, is unacceptable
for Alexander’s army when moving with its supply-train and siege-equipment.”
On all counts, then, we need to read ®\rmovmoAw.

11

Arr. 1.7.6.  d\\ov ydp Twa 1ikew 'ANésavdpov Tov 'Aepdmov.
Arr. 1.25.3 adrov fao\éa kaTaornoew Makedovias.

‘For’ (the Theban leaders said) ‘another Alexander has come, the son of Aéropus’.
(Darius promised that) ‘he would establish him as king of Macedonia’.

If we believe, as I do, the statement of Arrian at the beginning of this book,
his sources for these remarks were the accounts of Ptolemy and/or Aristobulus;
and in those sources too the remarks were presumably reported statements.

The point of interest is the assumption by contemporaries that, on the death of
Alexander the king in Illyria, this Alexander might well be commanding the
Macedonian army; and that if Alexander the king were to be assassinated this
Alexander could be established as king. The context in each case is relevant.

The leaders of the revolt at Thebes persuaded the people to rise by declaring
that Alexander had been killed in Illyria. When a Macedonian army arrived
unexpectedly at Onchestus in Boeotia, they said it had come from Macedonia
(i.e. not from Illyria) and was the army of Antipater (i.e. the deputy-commander
in Macedonia in the king’s absence). On reports then being made that ‘Alexander
himself was there leading his troops’, they angrily repeated their declaration and
said that this Alexander was another, the son of Aéropus. In order to carry
conviction, this Alexander, the son of Aéropus, had to be someone that Thebans
would regard as superior to Antipater in rank and as the leader of the army
(mpoaayet). In fact he has to be thought of as a likely regent or king. The second
passage comes from a reported plot of a familiar kind. Darius wished to establish

¢ The division was for purposes of mili-
tary administration. Antipater as ‘General in
Europe’ controlled areas outside the Macedo-
nian kingdom such as the territory of the
Agrianes and the Maedi (see Curt. 9.6.20)
on my interpretation (see below where I
discuss his control of northern Epirus).

7 My distances are taken from the
Tourist Office’s map 1: 800,000, Sofia. In my
forthcoming book on Alexander I give

examples of marches of up to 20 miles on
successive days with baggage-train and siege-
train, but not of 25 miles. Tarn’s route would
add about 120 kilometres to the total.

‘The self-governing Thracians’ on Mt.
Haemus (Arr. 1.1.6) were local to that area,
as they were said by Arrian to know the
ground (1.1.13); they were thus different
from those whom Alexander reached

before crossing the Nestus.
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as king someone who would be acceptable not only to himself but also to
some Macedonians, with the help of a thousand gold talents (which Darius
promised also) and no doubt of troops, if necessary. So Athens had hoped to
establish Argaeus; the Thracian king had hoped to establish Pausanias; and the
Chalcidians had hoped to establish Arrhidaeus or Menelaus. Those persons had
all been members of the royal house, the Temenidae.®

If Alexander, son of Aéropus, was indeed thought by some to be acceptable
as king, we can understand why Alexander, son of Philip, was so grateful to him
for being one of the first to support his election as king.® As we know from the

treaty between Perdiccas 11 and Athens,’

® members of the royal house who did

support the king were given the top positions at court and in public life. Thus
Leonnatus and Perdiccas, members of the royal house, had been Bodyguards of
Philip II and were given respectively diplomatic tasks and command of an
infantry brigade by Alexander. Although two sons of Aéropus had been executed
on the charge of being accomplices in the assassination of Philip, this other son
of Aéropus was exalted even above Leonnatus and Perdiccas; for he was kept
close to the king’s person, then made ‘General of Thrace’ when Thrace was vital
for the line of supply to Asia, and finally given command of the Thessalian
cavalry, much the largest individual unit of cavalry in the army.'! All this is
understandable, not simply if he was congenial to Alexander as a person, but
particularly if he was of the royal blood. It is then not surprising that Olympias
warned the young king to beware particularly of ‘the Lyncestian Alexander’

(Diod. 17.32.1).

It is this epichoric adjunct ‘the Lyncestian’ which is responsible for the
communis opinio that this Alexander was a member of the Lyncestian royal
house, the Bacchiadae; and I myself have advocated it.!? However, study of
Macedonia’s earlier history has made me realize that ‘Lyncestes’ means only a
resident of Lyncus, since every Macedonian had a local citizenship, just as every
Epirote had a local ethnic;'® and further that only members of the Temenid
house in the male line became king or regent or were run as pretenders. This
was expressed concisely in the remark made by the Macedonian phalangites that
they would not accept anyone as king unless ‘he was born to rule’ (Curt. 10.7.15
‘nisi genitum ut regnaret’). That being so, no member of an alien house, such as
the Bacchiadae, had any hope of gaining support in Macedonia outside Lyncus.
Another reason for supposing this Alexander to belong to the Bacchiad clan was
his brother’s name, Arrhabaeus, which fits naturally into the Bacchiad family
tree. But that name was not the monopoly of the Bacchiad house. It was found in
the Aeacidae (the Molossian royal house) in the forms Arybbas and Aryptaeus,

® For Argaeus, Arrhidaeus, and Menelaus
see the stemma in Mac. II facing p. 176;
Pausanias may have been a brother of
Argaeus, as in the stemma, or a son of some
other member of the lines descended from

Perdiccas II or Menelaus, son of Alexander I.

® Arr. 1.25.5; Justin 11.2.2; Curt. 7.1.6.

10 See Mac. 11, 134 f., where seven
members of the royal family come after the
king in swearing to the treaty.

11 Gee Arr. 1.25.5 f. on the importance

of this command.

2 In Mac. 11, 15 £., written in 1974;
see Beloch GG? 3.2.77 with stemma, Berve,
Nos. 37, 144, and 355, and recently J. R.
Ellis in JHS xci (1971), 15 f. and esp. 23 f.,
and C. Habicht in Anc. Mac. 11, 513 f. with
stemma,

13 See Mac. 11, 647 £. and Ep. 795,
where I mentioned 115 ethnics to which
others in inscriptions at Buthrotum may be
added.
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and probably in the Pelagonian royal house; and later in Orestis and Amphi-
polis.14 The fact is that names such as Arrhabaeus, Menelaus, and Pausanias
were becoming common coin among the noble houses of Macedonia in the
generation of Alexander.

Interest in Alexander’s brother’s name has diverted attention from their
father’s name Aéropus. This is certainly a Temenid name, held by a brother of
the first king, by a sixth-century king, and by a king who reigned ¢.398 to 39
BC and issued his own coins. This king, Aéropus II, was succeeded by his son,
Pausanias, who reigned as king for a short time in 394/3. If we suppose that a
grandson of Aéropus II was called Aéropus, then he might well have been the
father of the Lyncestian Alexander and his brothers. The following stemma
shows the possible relationship of the two Alexanders—the son of Aéropus
and the son of Philip. I use capitals for those who became kings.

floruit

c.490 ALEXANDER 1

¢.460 PERDICCAS II Amyntas

c.430 AEROPUS II Arrhidaeus

¢c.400 PAUSANIAS AMYNTAS III

¢.370 Aéropus ALEXANDER II PERDICCAS III PHILIP II

¢.340 Heromenes Arrhabaeus Alexander AMYNTASIV  ALEXANDER III

There is no doubt that this stemma is just as probable as one which fits
Arrhabaeus, son of Aéropus, into the Bacchiad house. It has further advan-
tages. It explains why the two sons of Aéropus were charged and found guilty of
being involved in a conspiracy to remove Philip and very probably his son
Alexander;'¢ for either of them had as good a claim to the throne as Amyntas,
son of Perdiccas II, or the half-witted Arrhidaeus, son of Philip II. It explains
also why Alexander on his election as king was so pleased to have Alexander,
son of Aéropus, declare for him. For the statement in Plutarch, de fort. Alex.
1.3, that after the death of Philip all Macedonia was festering with discontent
‘looking to Amyntas and the sons of Aéropus’, may well be true; and the
declaration by Alexander, son of Aéropus, seemed to indicate that the members
of that elder branch of the Temenid house were not competing for the throne.
Lastly, it may explain why Alexander kept Alexander, son of Aéropus, in
custody and did not bring him to trial; for in the event of his own death who in
the royal line had more ability to reign than this man?

There remains a tangled skein in Justin, which we must try to unravel for the
sake of completeness. At 11.2.2, 11.7.1, and 12.14.1 all codices have ‘Alexander
Lyncestarum’, with such variations as ‘Lincistarum’ and ‘Lingistarum’, in men-
tioning the Alexander who was a son of Aéropus. The declination of ‘Lyncestae’
(as in Livy 45.30.6 and Pliny 4.10.17) is as of ‘Persae, Persarum’. This was
evidently the way in which Justin and no doubt his source, Trogus, translated
the Greek expression 0 Avyknorns "ANéEavpos (Diod. 17.80.2); other Latin

4 See Ep. 799 and Mac. 11, 20; and D. Emathio’, cited probably as a contrast to the
Kanatsoulis, Makedonike Prosopographia usurpers, the Bacchiad clan; see Mac. 11, 37.
s.v. "Apaféoc. !¢ For the suggestion that the plot was

'S In one sense more probable, because aimed also at Alexander see my article in
the only certain occurrence of Aéropus in GRBS xix (1978), 347.

connection with Lyncus was as ‘a son of
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writers had ‘Lyncestes Alexander’ (e.g. Curt. 7.1.5). When all codices of Justin
in three separate places give this reading, it seems unreasonable to emend the
text. This has, however, been done by O. Seel in the Teubner edition of 1972
for 11.2.2, the only passage in which the sense is affected by emendation. 1
give the text with his emendation in square brackets.

Prima illi (Alexandro) cura paternarum exsequiarum fuit; in quibus ante omnia caedis
conscios ad tumulum patris occidi iussit. Soli Alexandro Lyncestarum fratri pepercit
[Alexandro Lyncestae <parricidarum> fratri), servans in eo auspicium dignitatis suae; nam
regem eum primus salutaverat (the last words referring to the incident which Arr, 1.25.2
narrates).

If we discard the emendation as lacking any palaeographical grounds, we have
two possible translations. First, ‘he spared only Alexander, the brother of the
Lyncestians’; and we justify this by supposing that Trogus had labelled the
‘caedis conscios’ as ‘Lyncestas’ and that Justin in abbreviating Trogus’ account
failed to make this as clear as he should have done. Second, ‘he spared only
Alexander of the Lyncestians as his brother’; and the reason for this transla-
tion is that the expression for the Lyncestian Alexander is to be taken as in the
other two passages. Then ‘his brother’ means ‘Alexander-the-king’s brother’ in
the sense of a male cousin (as in 17.3.16; cf. L-S s.v. frater II C); but in this case
a cousin at many removes on the male side and so a gross rhetorical exaggeration,
even if in Justin’s style. If this is so, then the ‘fratres interfecti’ of 12.6.14 might
refer to this Alexander and Caranus. The choice between the two translations
may be left open. For the decision does not alter my contention that Alexander,
son of Aéropus, a resident of Lyncus and so called ‘the Lyncestian’, was con-
nected with Alexander the Great not as a member of the Bacchiad house of
Lyncus through a common grandmother, Eurydice, but as a member of the
Temenid house of Macedon through the male line.”

111

Arr. 1.16.34 €neaov 8€ Kal Tyyepoves Twy Hepodw . Apoimns 8é ék uév THS
uaxnc Qm_t N fbpv'yww &kel 8¢ anoOmaKe avros mpos avTov, WS A6yos, 6Tt
aiTios é60KkeL Hepaatc 7€V€00at 700 € 7 TOT€E Mraiouaros. Maxkedovwy 8€ Tiow
uév éralpwy Gudt Tovs €lkoat kai mévTe &v T mpd TN MPoofohy daméfavoy - kai
TOUTWY YaMKai €ikoves év Aiw éaraow, "ANetdvbpov KehevoarTos Avaurmov
nownoat, 6omep kal 'ANéEavbpov povos mpokpilels émoiet.

The underlining draws attention to the tenses. It is a. commonplace in the
narrative of Greek historians and particularly of Arrian that present tenses are
used in past narratives for vividness. The passage here cited affords an excellent
example of this usage in two contrasted periods, each of which has aorist,
present, and imperfect tenses; it is indeed typical of Arrian’s conscious style. We
may translate as follows.

7 Consideration for the throne was in relationship to the royal house on the
the male line, if we go by Hdt. 8.139, Thuc.  female side was of importance for other
2.99.3 and 100.2, and the stemma of sub- purposes (e.g. in the Suda s.v. Leonnatos).

sequent kings. This is not to deny that
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There fell of Persian leaders . . . Arsites escapes from the fighting to Phrygia and dies
at his own hand, it is said because he was thought responsible for Persia’s failure at the time.
Of the Macedonians some twenty-five Companions died in the first assault, and bronze
statues of them are set up at Dium, Alexander ordering that they be made by Lysippus, his
preferred artist, who alone used to portray Alexander.

The vivid points in the present tenses are the escape and the suicide on the
Persian side, and the setting up of the twenty-five statues of the first casualties
of the war—a thing unique, I think, both in ancient and in modern warfare.

Just as amofvnoket is vivid for améfave, so éoTaow is vivid for éoTaoav. It is, of
course, the tense and not the diction which imports the vividness, as one can see
in Thucydides 4.56.2, for example.

This idiom has been overlooked, I think, by A. B. Bosworth and P. A. Brunt
who have related the vivid tense é07aow not to the context but to Arrian’s own
time. ‘There are brazen statues of them set up at Dium’, as Brunt translates, and
he then adds a note that Arrian ‘is unaware that the statues had been removed
to Rome in 146 BC."'® Bosworth, whose opinion of Arrian’s intelligence is not
high, writes that it must be assumed either that Arrian ‘was transcribing his
source with the utmost carelessness, or that he had no idea that this monument
of Lysippus had been one of the sights of Rome for the past two and a half
centuries’.!® How culpable in a Roman consul familiar with the imperial city,
an Archon of Athens, a student of Macedonian history, if this charge is true!
But if we note the purpose of the vivid tenses, we shall not make the charge at
all. Indeed we may point out that when Arrian does want to say where statues
are in his own day, he writes as follows (of the statues of Harmodius and Aristo-
geiton) at 3.16.7-8. kai Tavtas 'Abnvaios Omiow méumet (note the vivid present)
"ANéEavdpos kal vov kewvrar "Abvmow év Kepauew e ai €ikoves.

v

Arr. 1.27.4 melfeobar T oarpamy <vm™> ‘ANetavdpov TaxfévTi kal $opovs
anogépew doa érn Makeddat.

Arr. 3.26.2 Tlrohepaios 8¢ 0 Adyov Aéver eloaxfnvar eic Makeddvas kai katn-
YopRoat uév avTov ioxupws 'ANésavbpov, arohoynoacar §€ avrov Tav.

In the first passage we see the two parts of the Macedonian state side by side,
the king as the executive authority and the Macedones as the continuing entity
‘year after year’. The two together make up the Macedonian state. In 480 BC
Alexander 1 is faow\evs Makedovwr (Hdt. 9.44.1), and the function of Philip II
in 346 BC is ‘to be king of Macedones’ (Isoc. Philippus 154 Makedovwy Te
Baow\evew); and it is that ‘kingship’ which the Greeks undertook in 337 BC not
to overthrow (Tod. GHI 177, line 11). In the same way the king and the Molossoi
made up the Molossian state, and the Molossoi undertook to preserve the
‘kingship’ (Plu. Pyrrb. 5.2).

The context of our first passage gives it added interest; for Arrian or rather
his source, whether Ptolemy or Aristobulus or both, being contemporaries of
Alexander and writing for contemporaries, were evidently citing or paraphrasing

8 p. 67 with n. 2. same misconception in G. Wirth, Historia xiii
% In CQ N.S. 22 (1972), 173; and the (1964), 231, though he finds it ‘unglaublich’.
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a treaty. In the winter of 334 to 333 BC, when Alexander first approached
Aspendus, he asked the city to make gifts to the expeditionary force (71
otparig), namely 50 talents ‘towards pay for them’ and those horses which
Aspendus used to breed for the Persian King as tribute. But when Aspendus
defected, Alexander raised the 50 talents to 100 for the expeditionary force,
and he imposed new terms, namely hostages, subordination to his satrap,20 and
the ng'ment of tribute annually to ‘Macedones’, that is to the Macedonian
state.

Both parts of the Macedonian state were mentioned in inscriptions. Thus in
the treaty between Perdiccas Il and Athens (IG 12 71), to be dated probably
¢.415 BC, the signatories are representatives of ‘Macedones’, Maked[ovo v
TMepduwkas, etc.?? In the treaty between Amyntas III and the Chalcidians c.393
BC, while the contract was between ‘Amyntas, son of Errhidaeus’ and ‘Chalci-
deis’, the payments for the transit and exporting of timber were to be made by
‘Chalcidians’ and ‘Macedones’ (Tod, GHI 111, line 17 Xahkevot . . . Makeddow).?®
In autumn 325 BC the accounts of the Delphic Amphictyony mention the
bieromnemones appointed [map’ 'ANetav][8pov] and the payment of 5 talents—
much the biggest contribution—by Maxkeddves.?* It is worthy of note that the
authority which made and received payments in these two instances was not the

king but the ‘Macedones’. The evidence of the two inscriptions is decisive in

support of Arrian’s words.?*

Authors of literary works, whose interest was usually focused on the striking
personalities of the kings, made fewer references to the ‘Macedones’. These
references came probably from contemporaries. Thus in Diodorus 16, where the
source for Macedonian affairs was very probably Ephorus, a contemporary

writing for contemporalries,26

we read that in winter 359 to 358 BC Philip

defeated the Paeonians and compelled them to ‘obey the Macedones’ (16.4.2); in
356 BC he defeated three kings and compelled them to ‘accede to the Macedones’
(16.22.3); and in 343 to 342 BC he defeated the Thracians and ordered them to
‘pay a tithe to the Macedones’ (16.71.2). The last of these is another example of
payment not to the king but to the ‘Macedones’. In 346 BC the Delphic Amphic-
tyony, whose members were tribal states expressed in the ethnic plural, admitted
‘Macedones’ in place of ‘Phoceis’; and the Amphictyonic Council gave the two
votes of the Phocians to MakeSdow (Paus. 10.8.2; 10.3.3). That this was the

20 The fact that Aspendus was not
subject in the first treaty to Alexander’s
satrap shows that it was not a native but a
Greek city.

21 R, M. Errington, ‘Macedonian “Royal
Style” and its historical significance’, JHS
xciv (1974), 32 n. 75, seems to dismiss the
passage from consideration on the grounds
that it is a summary of ‘the document’; but
he gives no grounds for supposing that the
summary is incorrect.

22 Errington, op. cit., 33, makes the
comment that there is no place for ‘the
Macedonian People’ as such. What then does
Make&dves mean? Surely one cannot expect,
as at Athens, 6 §fipos 7Y Makesovwv.

23 Timber being ‘a royal monopoly’

(R. Meiggs and D. M. Lewis, GHI, p. 278),

it is all the more striking that the payments
for services in transit and export were made
by and no doubt to ‘the Macedones’.

4 ], Bousquet, ‘Le Compte de I'automne
325 a Delphes’, Mélanges G. Daux, 22 and
24. He found it ‘notable’ that we have
Makeddves between Iayacirat and [AeX]gol
as the contributors, p. 27.

25 There is evidence too that the local
units in Macedonia in the late fourth century
BC were making their own financial contri-
butions to the shrines at Delphi and Epi-
daurus (Ditt. Syll.® 269 L and IG 1V 617,
17); the amounts were no doubt fixed by
the organ of local government.

26 N. G. L. Hammond, ‘The sources of
Diodorus Siculus XVI’, CQ 21 (1937),

79 ff.
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official terminology at Delphi is shown by the inscription of autumn 325 BC,
cited above.?” In 335 BC, when Thebes was destroyed, an exception was made
for those whio were representatives at Thebes of ‘the Macedones’ (Plu. Alex.
11.12 Tous £évous Twv Makebovwy dmavras); and that this was the correct
terminology is clear from the inscription of ¢.415 BC, where those who swore
to the treaty were representatives of ‘Macedones’, cited above.

In other matters too the king and the Macedones acted as the two com-
plementary parts of the state. In war most obviously. In state ceremonial king
and Macedones under arms joined in processions, parades, festivals, and ritual
acts such as purification (Curt. 10.9.12; Livy 40.6) and sacrifice. An interest-
ing example of the last is recorded on a fragment of papyrus, cited in P. H.
Thomas, Epit. rerum gest. Alex. 44, which enjoins that the Macedones or
special representatives of them shall carry out traditional sacrifices with (or in
the interest of) the king who will succeed Alexander the Great: ovvteheiofwo-
[av] Makedoves "ApyedSlais or ar] Ta voudueva [Herd 10U or Vmép TOD]

Bao\éws.

That the ‘Macedones’ appointed persons to sign treaties, protect their interests
abroad, and carry out sacrifices, that they approved some out-payments and
accepted some in-payments, and that they accepted diplomatic offers such as
membership of the Delphic Amphictyony—that they did these and other things
through the medium of an assembly of full citizens would be obvious from
analogy alone. It may have met seldom, and it may have granted very great
powers to a Philip and an Alexander; and its meetings in Macedonia did not
interest Greek writers of the time. Even so there is some evidence of the meet-
ings in ancient authors. In 406 BC, when the Athenians sent an embassy to ask
that the remains of Euripides be brought from Macedonia to Athens, ‘the
Macedones with general agreement persisted in their refusal’ (A. Gellius, AN
15.20.10).%% After a year’s reign Amyntas 111 was expelled c. 393 BC by
‘Macedones’ (Porphyr. fr. 1, FHG 3.691 Um0 Makedovwv é£efAnbn); and we may
compare the expulsion of the Molossian king, Aeacides, in 317 BC by a public
decree of banishment (Diod. 19.36.4 kowc 8dyuart), carried by the Epirote

Alliance and also by the Molossoi.?’

The clearest information about the assembly of the Macedones comes to us
from the period when Macedonia did not have a standing army. In 359 BC the
king and almost half the Macedonian levy were killed by the Illyrians. The regent,

27 Pausanias was relating the history not
of Macedon but of the Amphictyony, so
that he or his source was drawing on
Delphic records. Authors who were focused
on Philip gave him the membership and the
votes (Speusippus’ Letter to Philip 9; Diod.
16.60.1; and Demosthenes often and only
once in the correct form ol . . . Make§dves
but with his addition kai BdpBapot at 19.
327).

% For the historicity of details about
Euripides in Macedonia see Mac. 11, 162.

2% None of the evidence cited so far,
except for the expulsion of Amyntas III, has
been taken into account in a recent article
by R. M. Errington, ‘The nature of the
Macedonian State under the Monarchy’,

Chiron viii (1978), 78-133; he makes the
mistake, shared by almost all writers on this
subject, of working backwards from the Hel-
lenistic period and preferring Latin writers
such as Curtius to contemporary Greek in-
scriptions and writers. The passages which
are quoted in the rest of this section have
been much discussed, e.g. by F. Granier,

Die makedonische Heeresversammlung; P. de
Francisci, Arcana Imperii, 11; A. Aymard,
Etudes d’bistoire ancienne, pp. 143 ff.; P.
Briant, Antigone le Borgne; and most
recently by R. Lock, ‘The Macedonian Army
Assembly in the time of Alexander’, CP
Ixxii (1977), 91 ff. The views of Griffith

and Hammond will be found in Mac. 11,

150 ff. and 383 ff.
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Philip, ‘convened the Macedones in a series of assemblies and heartened them by
the intensity of his speeches’ (16.3.1 Tovs Makeddvac év ovvexéow ékkAnoiais
UVEXWY Kal T TOD Adyov SewdtnTi mpoTpemouevos); and the following spring,
having trained the men during the winter, ‘he convened an assembly, encouraged
the soldiers for the war, and led them into Illyrian territory’ (16.4.3 ovvayaywy
ékkAnotav). The decision to seek out the enemy was reached in that assembly,
just as the decision to seek out the Persians at Marathon was reached in the
assembly at Athens in 490 BC. It is also apparent that the bulk of those attend-
ing the assembly were men-under-arms, who were then led into Illyrian
territory.>® As we mentioned above, the source from which Diodorus very
probably drew this account was a contemporary, Ephorus. When Alexander
came to the throne, he too set about winning the support of the Macedonian
people by speaking in the assembly (17.2.2); this too in Macedonia, though we
do not know from whom Diodorus was drawing his account.

If we ask how the assembly of Macedones worked, we may turn to parts of
Diodorus which were based on a contemporary, Hieronymus of Cardia, writing
for contemporaries, On Alexander’s death the plans in his papers were brought
by Perdiccas, the protector of the kingship, before ‘the general assembly of the
Macedones’ in Babylon (18.4.3, 70 kowov Makedovwy mAndos), and ‘the
Macedones’ decided not to carry them out (18.4.6).>! Again, in 315 BC, Anti-
gonus as successor to Perdiccas’ position (19.61.3) convened a ‘general assembly
of the soldiers and those resident there’, that was all Macedones available at and
near Tyre, and denounced the acts of Cassander. When the crowd responded
favourably, he made a proposal (19.61.3 éypaye 6dyua), ‘the soldiers voted in
favour’, and Antigonus took steps to publish the decision (70 0yua) which was
referred to at 19.62.1 as 7d Sedoyuéva Tois uer’ *Avriyévov Makedoou. There is
nothing surprising in these procedures to anyone who has even a slight knowledge
of Greek history; and it is apparent that both Perdiccas and Antigonus, as
representatives of the Macedonian king, were trying to conform with constitu-
tional precedent.

As the second passage from Arrian shows, one function of the assembly of
Macedones was to try cases of treason and pass their verdict. The particular
importance of Arr. 3.26.2 is that the report is by Ptolemy, a Macedonian him-
self and a contemporary who wrote for contemporaries: the man suspected of
treason, Philotas, ‘was brought before (the) Macedones, was vigorously accused
by Alexander and defended himself . . . he and others were found guilty of a
plot and were shot down by the Macedones with javelins’. This was standard
practice in Alexander’s reign. On the same occasion Amyntas stood trial for
treason, defended himself vigorously év Maxeddat, and was acquitted (3.27.2);
Hermolaus ‘brought before the Macedones’ confessed, etc. (4.14.2); as Philotas
denied complicity in the plot, the matter was referred for verdict to ‘the
Macedones’ (Diod. 17.79.6 T0v kplow . . . T0is MakeSdow); and Alexander

30 The suggestion made by Errington, which as many of the electorate as possible
op. cit., 105, that ‘the king (presumably) came. In order to work up popular patriotic
travelled round the country and tried to fervour one needs mass meetings at a centre,
convince those whom he addressed’, is most  not gatherings round the village pump.
unconvincing. It is closer to the method of 31 [ give reasons for supposing the plans
presidential candidates in the USA than to and meeting to be historical in my forth-
the concept of the ancient ‘ekklesia’, an coming book on Alexander the Great.

‘assembly duly summoned’ (LSJ® s.v.), to



SOME PASSAGES IN ARRIAN CONCERNING ALEXANDER

465

Lyncestes was brought for trial before ‘the Macedones’ (Diod. 17.80.2 eis v
70OV Makedovwy kpiaw). For the trial of Amyntas the sources were both
Ptolemy and Aristobulus; for that of Hermolaus, Ptolemy, Aristobulus, and
others unnamed; and for the accounts in Diodorus sources other than Ptolemy
and Aristobulus. The consensus of evidence is overwhelming. In particular
Ptolemy and Aristobulus, writing for contemporaries, could not have invented
trials and procedures and imposed their inventions on their contemporaries.
For good measure we may add the evidence of another contemporary,
Hieronymus of Cardia, as seen in the accounts in Diodorus of a trial in Macedonia
in 316 BC. Having won Macedonia by force and promised Olympias her life,
Cassander encouraged the relatives of Olympias’ victims to accuse her in the
court of the ‘general assembly of Macedones’, and ‘the Macedones’ condemned
her to death in absentia (19.51.1-2). Olympias countered by saying she was
willing to stand trial ‘in the court of all Macedones’, implying that only Cas-
sander’s supporters had attended the court which had condemned her (19.51.4
&v maot Makeddor kpibnvar). Both Cassander and Olympias were adhering to old

procedures, which had probably been in use for centuries.

Arr. 5.11.3
irmapyiay kal . .. 5.12.2

32

kal Kpdrepos vmehéNewnro émt aTparomédov 1y T€ adTob €Xwv
1w KX\elrov 7€ kai Kovov tdéw . .. 5.16.3 Koivov

8¢ méumer s éni 70 Sekiov, TNV AnunTpiov Kal Ty adTov éxovta inmapxiav.

In the Hydaspes campaign Arrian describes the units which made up the
three detachments—those in camp at 5.11.3, those higher up the right bank at
5.12.1, and those who were to make the first crossing at 5.12.2. No doubt he
had his information from Ptolemy, a participant as Bodyguard (5.13.1), and we
have no reason to question his accuracy. The Companion Cavalry units in the
detachments were the Royal Squadron (agema) and four Hipparchies (one in

32 For these trials and other aspects of
them see my article ‘Philip’s Tomb in histori-
cal context’, GRBS xix (1978), 340. It
seems, from Antigonus’ behaviour near
Tyre and Olympias’ claim, to be clear that
the assembly of Macedones included not
only serving Macedones but resident
Macedones, the latter mainly ex-servicemen
or those rendering another important form
of service to the king. This is not the place
to say who was a full citizen, a ‘Macedon’
(my views are stated in Mac. 11, 647 ff.),
or to discuss the evidence for the assembly
of Macedones electing and deposing a king.

While it is not my intention to cover
the Hellenistic period, it should be noted
that we have evidence from the late fourth
century BC onwards of many «owd of
tribes and tribal states in Epirus, as generally
in north-western Greece (e.g. Ep. 528,
line 15 70 kowov TV Mohogowv and 537 7o
KowoY TWY 'Audurwy). As yet Macedonia

has yielded only late inscriptions, but they
include rowd of small tribes, e.g. Neapolitai
and Dostoneis (Mac. 1, 88, citing Spomenik
Ixxi (1931), No. 63), of cantonal tribes
(Anc. Mac. 11 (1977), 130 f. Elimiotai,
Orestai, and Lyncestai) and 70 kowov M[ake]-
80v[wv] which honoured its king Bao\éa
®{\urmov, probably ¢.220 BC (IG XI 4.
1102). It is most unlikely that these kowd
were created in late Hellenistic times in
Macedonia, whereas they were active
already in the fourth century in the
neighbouring region, Epirus. What the
Macedonian kings called themselves at
home and abroad and called the
neighbouring kings (e.g. in IG 1* 71, lines
27 and 61 7ds Baoiréas; in Tod, GHI 111
with patronymic; 177 as Makedwv; and 192
as faoiheds 'ANéEavbpos) seems to have no
bearing on their constitutional relations with
the Makeddvec.
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camp and three in the force for the first crossing). In the course of the actions
Alexander led the Royal Squadron (5.16.4); three Hipparchies were named after
their Hipparchs before the actions began—Hephaestion, Perdiccas, and Demetrius
—-at 5.12.2; one Hipparchy was named some weeks later, after the crossing of the
Hydraotes, as that of Cleitus at 5.22.6; and in the passages we have cited above
Craterus and Coenus were mentioned as each having ‘his own Hipparchy’. If
these last two were Hipparchs, then Arrian has given us four Hipparchies and

six Hipparchs. This is the problem with which scholars have wrestled.

If we begin with the observation that the description of the units is correct
and gives us only four Hipparchies, and if we realize that an officer in command
of a detachment took command also of a unit, the problem is at once resolved.
Thus Alexander set the example: he commanded the force for the crossing and
for the main battle, and he also commanded the Royal Squadron in the main
actions (5.12.2 £0v 17 G’ abTov immw; 5.16.4 ToUS éraipovs Exwy TOUS (mméas,
cf. 5.22.6-7). Craterus likewise commanded the detachment in camp also ‘his
own Hipparchy’, i.e. that posted to his detachment (whatever name its regular
Hipparch had); and again Coenus, sent off with a detachment of two Hipparchies
at 5.16.3, took command also of one of those two Hipparchies as ‘his own
Hipparchy’. We find the same phrases at 5.21.5 when Hephaestion had command
of ‘a part of the army’ and also had ‘his own Hipparchy’; and at 5.22.6 and at
6.6.4 when Perdiccas was given a detachment of troops and also had ‘his own
Hipparchy’, mjv 7€ avTod éxwv immapxiav. The solution, then, of the problem is
that the Companion Cavalry units in the Hydaspes campaign were the Royal
Squadron commanded in action by Alexander, the Hipparchy of Cleitus com-
manded in action by Craterus, the Hipparchy of Perdiccas commanded in action
by Coenus,* the Hipparchy of Hephaestion commanded in action by Hephaes-
tion, and the Hipparchy of Demetrius commanded in action by Demetrius. In
all, the Royal Squadron and four Hipparchies. It was to these four Hipparchies
that ‘a fifth Hipparchy was added’ two years later according to Arrian 7.6.3.

If our view is correct, there is no need to suppose that there were six (or
more) Hipparchies in 326 BC, four Hipparchies some time later, and then five
Hipparchies in 324 BC; that Arrian or Ptolemy failed to include two Hipparchies
when he gave the forces of the three detachments in the Hydaspes campaign;
and that Craterus and Coenus each had two units named after him, one of
cavalry and one of infantry. By 326 BC Craterus had had an infantry brigade
named after him for ten years according to Berve; so too had Coenus, and his
named brigade operated in the Hydaspes action but not under his command in
the final battle (5.12.3 and 5.16.3). Berve and others had supposed that one
Hipparchy was named regularly after Craterus and another regularly after
Coenus. Their supposition raises practical difficulties. For since taxis was used
for both infantry and cavalry alike, the expression ‘Craterus’ unit’ would be
ambiguous; and that is just the sort of ambiguity no competent commander

33 gee, for instance, Berve, I, 109 f. ‘six Hipparchies (out of eight) at the Hy-
For the Hydaspes campaign Tarn, p. 407 daspes’. In citing these numbers, as far as I
gave five Hipparchies; P. A. Brunt five in his  have understood them, I have not included
article in JHS Ixxxiii (1963), 29, and in his the agema in the count.

Loeb edition of Arrian, vol. I, p. Ixxiii, ‘at 34 [ have chosen this Hipparchy for
least six Hipparchs’ and ‘it seems’ seven Coenus, because Perdiccas was acting as a
Hipparchies; and G. T. Griffith in the same Bodyguard with Alexander at the time
JHS either seven Hipparchies (71 n. 3) or  (5.13.1).
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would countenance. In order to strengthen his view, Berve argued that Cleitus
had both a cavalry unit and an infantry unit named after him (5.12.2 and 5.22.
6). But there were probably two men of that common name: an old man in
324 BC who was to be repatriated with Craterus (Justin 12.12.8), and a man
who served with exceptional distinction as an admiral and was killed in 318 BC.
The former, I suggest, was the infantry commander, to whom Berve allotted a
brigade in 327 and 326 BC, and the latter was the Hipparch in 326 BC, the
dandy of Athenaeus 12. 539C, and the admiral.>

In his campaigns west of the Indus Alexander had had at least seven and
perhaps even eight Hipparchies of Companion Cavalry, as we can infer from
Arr. 4.22.7, 4.23.1, and 4.24.1, and there is no doubt that he had increased
his cavalry to that high number during the years of fighting in Sogdiana and
Bactria, where he had faced very large forces of excellent cavalry in open
country. If our conclusion is correct, Alexander reorganized his cavalry when
he reached the Indus and was about to engage a different kind of enemy, skilled
in the use of elephants. The proportion of Macedonian cavalrymen in the eight
Hipparchies must have been small, and he doubled that proportion by reducing
the eight Hipparchies of Companion Cavalry to four Hipparchies, which together
with the Royal Squadron (agema) became his special assault force of cavalry in
the actions against Porus’ son (5.15.3) and against Porus’ left wing in the main
battle (5.17.1-2). Those non-Macedonian cavalrymen who were not retained in
the newly organized four Hipparchies of Companion Cavalry were used in part
probably for policing and garrison duties on the long line of communications
and were reorganized in part to form the special units of cavalry from Sogdiana
and Bactria, which together with the squadrons of Scythians and Dahae were
used to good effect at the Hydaspes river. The reorganization of the cavalry
forces was justified by victory.

VI

Arr. 6.20.4 ebmopwTépav Te katéuabev TNy émi Tdde Tov 'lwdov éxBolny kal
avTos TPoOooPLofElS TG aiyal@ Kal TV imméwy Twas dua ol éxwy Tapd
falaoaav fieL oTabuUOUS TPELS.

The opening sentence has been mistranslated by E. I. Robson in the 1933
Loeb edition as ‘the passage by this branch of the Indus was an easier one’, as
if Arrian had written T1jp8e Trv ékBoAnv. And it has been misinterpreted by
Tarn and others, who have supposed the references to be to ‘the eastern arm’ of
the Indus river and therefore made Nearchus start from there.3® The distance
between the two arms was then 1,800 stades (6.20.2) = some 333 kilometres.
To make Nearchus row along the coast of the delta was to add that number of
kilometres to his voyage; in addition it was surely unnecessary for Alexander to

3% Beloch, GG? 3.2.330 suggested that think all writers since 1927 except Lambrick
there were two men with the name Cleitus. (see n. 38) have followed Tarn; thus J. R.

3¢ Tarn, p. 414 ‘Alexander began to build Hamilton has no hesitation in making
a harbour on the lake as a starting-point for Nearchus start from the eastern branch of
Nearchus’, and ‘Nearchus dropped down the  the Indus (Plutarch, Alexander: A Com-
eastern arm of the Indus to its mouth.’ I mentary, p. 183).
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have had wells dug (6.20.4) along that stretch of the delta into which various
streams of the Indus must have descended (Arrian used the plural ékfolal at
6.19.5).

If we translate the Greek correctly, there is no ambiguity. ‘The Indus outlet
on this side’ (1w éni Tade Tob 'Iwbovd ékPorv) is the western outlet, that nearest
to the writer’s viewpoint. We have an exact parallel in Arr. 3.25.8 where, Alex-
ander being in Zarangaea, Barsaentes fled to the Indians ‘this side of the Indus
river’, & "Tvdovs Tous émi Tdde Tov 'Ivbov moTaov épvye. And we have examples
of the antithetic expression émékewa at Arr. 1.3.5 émékewa 100 ToTpov and
4.3.6 Twv €mékewa Tov MOTaUOL Bapfdpwr, i.e. on ‘that side’, the far side, of
the Danube and the Tanais (Syr-darya). So too at 5.2.1 and 6.19.3.

Armed with a correct translation of Arr. 6.20.4, we can see what Alexander
was doing. He found at Pattala that the Indus divided into two large rivers
(6.18.2). First he went down the ‘right-hand’ river, i.e. to the western outlet
or ékPoln. There he met rough water, caused by wind and tide setting against
the current of the river, and he found a wide part of the river and a side-channel
off it, where he sought shelter. Farther downstream he came to an island and
soon emerged into the sea. It seems that he had no difficulty in clearing the
mouth of the river, as conditions were at that time (6.19.4). Once out at sea,
he made sacrifices. One was for the success of the naval expedition of Nearchus,
on which he had already decided.

Next he returned to Pattala. From there he sailed down the other arm of
the Indus to the other mouth, the eastern one (6.20.2; cf. Ind. 20.10). His aim
was to learn which mouth gave easier access to the sea (67 edmopwrépa N
ékBolr) Tov '[vdob € Tov movTov yiyverar 6.20.2). This was important because
Nearchus’ ships moved under oar, and it is extremely difficult, if wind and tide
are adverse, to row out on the flow of a great river, because the waves become
very steep and dangerous. Moreover, the monsoon winds were beginning; they
blew onshore (6.21.1) and created continuous surf. As he went down the eastern
arm, Alexander came to a great lake (6.20.3), something which did not exist on
the western arm; he left his main force at the lake and went on himself to the
outlet. He then rowed out to sea (6.20.4). ‘Thus he learnt that the mouth of
the Indus on this side was the easier’, i.e. the western outlet. The expedition of
Nearchus, then, was to sail from the western arm of the Indus.

In what follows Arrian has written so concisely that the meaning is not
always clear (indeed it is this conciseness which has led in part to the mis-
understanding of Ty émi 7dS€ . . . ékfolnp). So let us see next how Nearchus
fared.3” On his way down the Indus he passed some side-canals but no lake,
which shows he was not on the eastern arm, and he found it impossible to clear
the mouth under the adverse conditions of the weather; for there was a bar
(épua) or silt-bank, over which the sea was breaking. Nearchus made a channel
through the bank and rowed the ships through it at the turn of high tide (Ind.

37 In Ind. 19.9 Nearchus ‘set out from 2-5). The other ‘naval base’, built beside
the outlets of the Indus’, i.e. from the delta,  the lake on the eastern arm, was almost at
and more exactly at 21.2 ‘from the naval the outlet (6.20.3), and certainly not 30
base’. This base was evidently the one built kilometres inland. So the evidence points
at Pattala (6.18.2 and 6.20.1). From this again to the western arm being used by
base Nearchus travelled some 160 stades, Nearchus.

i.e. 30 kilometres, to the outlet (Ind. 21.
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21.6). Once at sea, he encountered no river until he reached the Arabis; this
again shows that he had not come from the eastern arm of the Indus.*®

Let us return now to 6.20.4. Having learnt which outlet was the better,
Alexander put into shore. He landed with some cavalry and conducted a three
days’ reconnaissance along the coast to see what the land for the coastal voyage
was like (6moia Tis éoTw 1 év T¢) TapdmAw) and to arrange for the digging of
wells, so that ‘those who were sailing’ might draw water. In other words, he was
preparing for the first part of Nearchus’ voyage to the west of the western arm.
Later he sent another force to continue this good work. He himself returned to
Pattala, presumably rowing up the western arm. Then he sailed down again ‘to
the lake’, i.e. the lake on the eastern arm of the Indus, where he had a harbour
and a dockyard made and left a garrison. This was, of course, to be his eastern
frontier. Next, he collected four months’ supply for the army (9 orpari@g)—which
he was to lead overland—and he made ‘the other preparations’ for the coastal
voyage, i.e. in addition to the well-digging operations. As the army was to start
from Pattala (6.21.3), he collected the supplies for the army at Pattala. After
marching with the entire army to the river Arabis, he took part of his force
along the coast and dug wells, ‘so that there should be water in plenty for those
who were making the coastal voyage’ (6.21.3). It is an excellent example of
Alexander’s planning.

VII

Arr. 7.8.1 &mbuwoeL 8€ évovow G0a avTous T€ {NAWTOTEPOUS TTOUOEL TOIS
otkot kai Tovs dANoUS Makedovas éEopunaoel & 10 EGéNew TV avTwY KWwdvvwy
TE KAl MOVWY ULETEXEW.

Curt. 10.2.9 priusquam excerneret quos erat retenturus . .. 10.2.12 ut

cognitum est alios remitti domos, alios retineri.

Justin 12.11  sed retenti veteranorum discessum aegre ferentes missionem et
ipsi flagitabant.

In these passages the scene is being set for the mutiny at Opis. Alexander had
two problems, as the wording of the passages shows: how best to discharge the
over-age and maimed Macedonians (Arr. 7.8.1 T0US Um0 YNPwe 1 TPWOEWS TOD
0WUAToS axPelous € Ta mohéuia dvras), and how best to retain Macedonians in
Asia. Alexander may have thought the latter problem the more difficult; for it

3% If he had, the detailed account in
Ind. 21.7-13 would have mentioned the
outlet of the western arm of the Indus.

variant figures given by Aristobulus and
Onesicritus, 1,000 and 2,000, show that the
delta coast had not been traversed by

When we tot up the stades given by Nearchus
for his journey from the outlet of the Indus
to the Arabis mouth (Ind. 21.7-22.8), they
come to not more than 1,300 stades (allow-
ing 300 stades for a day’s sail for which the
distance was not recorded). If he had started
from the eastern mouth, he would not even
have reached the western mouth after cover-
ing 1,300 stades, since he put the mouths
1,800 stades apart (6.20.2; Str. 701). The

Nearchus. Some of these points were noted
by H. T. Lambrick, Sind: a General Intro-
duction (Hyderabad, 1975), pp. 114 f., who
supposed that Alexander intended Nearchus
to sail from the eastern arm, that Nearchus
was compelled by changing conditions to

sail from the western arm, and that he did
not tell Alexander what he had done; I thank
Professor R. M. Ogilvie for informing me of
the book when this article was accepted.
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was obvious that all Macedonians weré eager to return to Macedonia after so long
a period of service abroad.

According to Arrian, Alexander announced at an assembly of the Macedonians
that ‘he is discharging from the army and sending to their homes those who are
incapacitated for active service by age or injury, and that he will freely give to
those staying as many benefits as will make them an object of greater envy to
those at home and will arouse in the other Macedonians the desire to share in
the same dangers and labours’. The benefits were evidently to be so great that
those who stayed were more to be envied than those who were repatriated,
and that those others who were to come out as a new draft would actually be
eager to share in the service of those who were staying in Asia. The reaction to
Alexander’s announcement was a mutiny, led by those who were being dis-
charged but shared by those he proposed should stay; for ‘they ordered Alex-
ander to discharge them all from the army’ (7.8.3). When the mutiny ended,
Alexander retained some Macedonians in Asia, and one of the benefits he gave
them was double pay for serving with the Asians in the new type of army
(7.23.3-4).

Curtius and Justin differ from Arrian in some respects, but they all agree on
the sequence of the announcements and on the two groups, those to be dis-
charged and those to be retained in Asia. Curtius begins with the discharge:
‘senioribus militum in patriam remissis’.>®> He then passes on to Alexander’s
order that 13,000 infantry and 2,000 cavalry be selected for retention in Asia;
describes Alexander’s payment of the soldiers’ debts; and then mentions as the
immediate antecedent to the mutiny the realization that ‘some were being
sent home and some were being retained’.*® The text of Curtius breaks off
after the arrest of the leading mutineers; otherwise we would probably have
his mention of the conditions of service for those who were retained. Justin is
much shorter. ‘Dimissis veteranis, exercitum iunioribus supplet. Sed retenti
veteranorum discessum aegre ferentes et ipsi flagitabant.’ “The veterans having
been discharged, he fills their place in the army with younger men.*! Those
who were retained, being annoyed at the discharge of the veterans, demanded
their own discharge too.” Thus both Curtius and Justin agree with Arrian on
the importance of those who were to stay in Asia, the ‘retenti’ or MEVOVTES.

One reason for emphasizing this aspect of the mutiny is that the transmitted
text of all manuscripts, as cited above, has been so emended by Kriiger and Roos
that the word pévovow is ejected. For Kriiger put in its place @movow not on any
palaeographical grounds but to obtain the sense he wanted. Roos simply bracketed
the word and wrote ‘delevi’. Thereby they removed the problem of those to be
retained in Asia. Their lead has been followed by those who have described the
mutiny at Opis, from Tarn to Lane Fox.*? Yet such arbitrary handling of the
text is unwarranted. If we regard the text as corrupt, we should be guided by
the words in the texts of Curtius and Justin, which no one has condemned as
corrupt. What seems to have happened to the text of Arrian is the loss of the

3% R. D. Milns in Entretiens Hardt xxii but they were not relevant to the mutiny.
(1975), 112, has reversed the order of events; 41 A reference probably not to a new
but there is no ambiguity about an ablative draft from Macedonia but to the young
absolute in Latin. Persians, called by Arrian ‘the Epigoni’, in

4% Yet others were to accompany Alex- this context (7.8.2).

ander on his intended campaign in Arabia; 42 Tarn, p. 420 and Lane Fox, p. 424.
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definite article before uévovow.*® If we read T0iS Uévovow, whether as a present
participle or as a future participle, there is no problem and we shall have a fuller
understanding of what Alexander aimed to do at Opis.*

VIl

(a) Arrian F 1, 7 (FGrHist 156) Ta 6¢ émékewa 1S Opaikns we ént "TA\vpwovs
kai TpPaiovs kal "Aypiavas kal adri Maxedovia kai 1) "Hrewpos ws émi Ta dpn
Ta Kepavva amikovoa kat oi “EAAnves ovumavres.

(b) Dexippus F 8, 3 (FGrHist 100)

"Avrimarpos 8é ént maow Makebdou kai

“EAAnac kat "T\Xvpois kai TpBalois kal "Aypiaot kal doa s "Hreipov ékért
"ANeEavdpov 0Tparnyos alTokpdTwp érérakTo. Ty 8é kndepoviay kal §on mpoo-
Taola ™S Pacihelas KpdTepos émeTpdmn 6 87 mpdTioTov TUNAS TENOS TAPA

Makeddot.

(c) Plutarch, Alex, 68.4 kal mpos "Avrimarpov "Olvumas kal K\eomdrpa
oragwaoaoal Siehovto v apxny, "Olvumas uév Hrewpov Kheondrpa 8¢ Make-

Soviav mapaiaPoioa.

Passages (a) and (b) are both summaries of what Arrian had written in his
book on events after Alexander’s death in 323 BC, and they should be used
to supplement one another. They refer to the short period during which Anti-
pater and Craterus together held power in Europe, a period mentioned also by
Curt. 10.7.9 and Justin 13.2.13~14. Passage (a) is part of the distribution of
territories which was made at Babylon by the Successors, and the word énékewa
is seen from their viewpoint, i.e. areas ‘beyond Thrace’ are on its far or western
side (cf. areas ‘beyond Pindus’ in A. Supp. 257): Illyrians farthest west, Triballi
centred in the region of Ni¥ (Str. 318), and Agrianes south of Sofia. Macedonia
and Epirus are given from the same viewpoint, so that we should think of the
area beyond Macedonia as ‘Epirus extending up to the Ceraunian mountains’,
i.e. that part of Epirus subject to Antipater: namely, the ancient districts of
Parauaea and Chaonia, the latter extending up to the Ceraunian mountains
which form the coast of northern Epirus from north of Buthrotus to Cape Glossa.

43 At least we should expect the article
in Classical Greek. At times Arrian uses the
participle almost as in Latin which lacks the
article; thus at 1.27.4 the text 7¢ ocarpamn
TG "AXefdvbpov TaxBévt (without the
addition of Und) may well be what Arrian
wrote under the influence of Latin.

44 Of the other accounts Diodorus 17.
109.1 has Curtius’ sequence of events: dis-
charge 7@v moAirwv, i.e. the Macedonian
citizens; payment of debts; the mutiny rwv
amoletmopévwy Maked bvwv amelfodvrwy,
‘those being left behind’; and he differs
from Justin in that he puts the replacing
of the veterans with Persians after the end
of the mutiny (17.110.1). Plutarch, Alex.
71, seems to give his own conflation of what
he had read; for it includes the fears of the

Macedonians being aroused by the smart-
ness of the Epigoni, and the discharge of
‘the. weak and maimed’ causing the demand
that all should be dismissed. The order of
events in Arrian is likely to be correct in
that it is derived from Ptolemy and/or
Aristobulus: payment of debts (7.5.1-3);
arrival of Epigoni (7.6.1); annoyance of the
Macedonians at favours accorded to the
Persians (not part of the logos at 7.6.2, as
Badian suggested in JHS lxxxv (1965),

160, because not in the accusative and
infinitive); and after a considerable interval
the announcement to the army (7.8.1). Arr.
7.8.2 is not a doublet of 7.6.1, as has been
suggested, but it is Arrian’s way of showing
the background of discontent and the points
which came to the fore in the mutiny.
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Dexippus makes it clear that only part of Epirus was involved; and he adds
the important point that that part of Epirus had been under Antipater’s
authority when Alexander was still alive. By implication Epirus south of
Chaonia had then been independent. In my book Epirus, completed in 1964
and published in 1967, I accepted passages (a) and (b) as correct and concluded
that ‘Antipater’s authority then ran in Chaonia at least’ (p. 558). In addition I
dated the formation of the Epirote Alliance, oi ouupayol Twv 'Amelpwrav, to
‘between 331 BC and 326/5 BC’ (Ep. 537 and 559). In this I ran counter to
some carlier views: that the Chaonians from the beginning belonged to the
Epirote Alliance; that after the death of Alexander, the Molossian king, in
331 BC Epirus was incorporated entirely in the Macedonian empire; and that
Olympias took control of Epirus very soon after the death of her brother,
Alexander, in 331 BC.*®

The veracity of Arrian has been remarkably vindicated by the publication
in 1966 of a list of Argive Theorodoci (they welcomed sacred envoys), which
gave the name of a state and then that of a host. It includes ‘Apeiros Kleopatra’
and after it ‘Phoinika’. This means that there was an independent Epirotic state,
viz. the Epirote Alliance, and that the Chaones, whose administrative centre was
indisputably at Phoenice, did not belong to it. Further, the inscription was dated
circa 330 BC by P. Charneux in BCH xc (1966), 156 ££.% So far, so good. But
the rest of the inscription raises some problems. I give the relevant part as
published by Charneux on the right and my proposed restoration on the left.

9 [Apyo]s - Aadwos
10 [Auppalkiwa - Plopfadas
11 [Ame]os - Kheomarpa
12 [Pow]ika - ZaTvpwos Ivhadas “1Kapxaé

13 [Kaoowmla-[...... Jbas Awxpwv TevBpavros
[Keuajoa 14 [Amo]A[AJwria - Aw]. .]0eos
[Qpwos ] 15[....... v[. .Jvos

16 [KopkJupa - Nay. . . .. ]

The names of the states were usually given in the best geographical order for
a sequence of visits. Thus here Amphilochian Argos, Ambracia, ‘Apeiros’ with its
centre at Dodona or Passaron, and Phoenice are in such a sequence. But Cassope

is completely off course, since it lies about 100 kilometres south of Phoenice,
and Apollonia is about 100 kilometres north of Phoenice. We need a place
between Phoenice and Apollonia, and in a list of Delphic Theorodoci, dated
¢.220 to 189 BC, we find between Phoenice and Dyrrachium two places,

45 For instance, Berve, 2.287; G. N.
Cross, Epirus (Cambridge, 1932), p. 43;
P. R. Franke, Alt-Epirus u.d. Konigtum d.
Molosser (Kallmiinz, 1955), p. 46.

*¢ The inscription is discussed in the
same volume on pp. 710 ff.; REG Ixxxii
(1969), 550 £.; Ixxxiv, 355; Bull. Epigr.
1967. 261; and printed with restorations
in SEG xxiii, 189. P. Cabanes, L 'Epire de
la mort de Pyrrbos a la conquéte romaine
(Paris, 1976), pp. 117 f. and 173 f. discusses
it with his own suggestions. It should be

noted that Charneux in BCH xc, 710 re-
affirmed that he read in line 13 only -pa
(not as in Cabanes’s version -vpa); hence
my preference for [keua)pa. In line 16 he
and others propose ['Ev]kvpavaia(i], but
this is geographically a non sequitur, since
no one would think of travelling from
Apollonia to Cyrenaica and then back to
the ‘Peloponnese and Cephallenia’. See my
forthcoming article on the lists of Theo-
rodoci in Epirus in Epeirotica Chronica,
New Series.
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‘Kemara’ and ‘Abantia’ (a variant of Amantia). My preference is for Kemara.*’

The same list has ‘Orikos’ in a group with Apollonia; so I suggest restoring
Orikos in line 15. From there by sea to Corcyra, and after three lacunose
entries (? for Ithaca and the Oeniadae area) to the Peloponnese and Cephallenia.
This makes a coherent series of visits.

The political interest of this list is heightened by a comparison with the list
of Epidaurian Theorodoci, inscribed for our area ¢.360 to 355 BC.*® It begins
with Pandosia, an Elean colony then independent; but subjugated by Philip 11
to the Molossian state ¢.342 BC. Then, Cassope, centre or region of the Cassopi;
similarly made subject ¢. 342 BC. Then Thesprotoi, an independent tribal state.
Then offshore Corcyra. Next, back on the mainland, Chaonia, an independent
state of the Chaones. Next Artichia, the area of the Atintanes perhaps. Next
Molossoi, the tribal state; and then Ambracia and Argos. On the other hand,
circa 330 BC Pandosia, Cassope, Thesprotoi, and Molossoi are merged into an
independent state ‘Apeiros’, which at this time began to issue its coinage
‘Apeirotan’. Chaonia has split into two states, Phoenice standing for the Chaones
and Kemara probably for the Kares. Artichia has disappearsd, the Atintanes
perhaps having been absorbed into the Epirote Alliance. Arrian, then, is correct
in drawing the limit of independence (under Antipater’s general oversight) at
the Ceraunian range’s southern end. To the south Ambracia too was independent,
and it too was under Macedonian surveillance. Another comparison arises over
the name ‘Apeiros’. In the Epidaurian list general geographical names were given:
‘Makedonia’, ‘Akarnania’, ‘Apeiros’, ‘Korkura’, ‘Chaonia’, etc. In this case
Epirus stood for the south-western part only of what we should call Epirus.
Circa 330 BC, when these names were political, ‘Apeiros’ stood for a state which
covered all southern Epirus with the exception of Ambracia.

As long as the brother of Olympias was king of Molossia, it suited Philip and
Alexander to strengthen the Molossian state and to encourage the Molossian king
to campaign in Italy, as he did from 334 to 331 BC. During those years ‘The
Molossians and their Allies’ were a military coalition, led by the Molossian king,
and it is probable that the Chaones were among the Allies. After 331 BC the
Epirote Alliance came into existence, one imagines not without Macedonian
influence behind the scenes: in consequence the Molossian state lost its primacy,
northern Epirus came under the protectorate of Macedonia, and the Chaonia
of 360 to 355 BC was now divided into two independent states, centred on
Phoenice and Kemara. Antipater, and ultimately Alexander, were perhaps
clipping the wings of the Molossian state and weakening the position of the
Chaones.*

The new inscription also has a bearing on passage (c) in which ‘Olympias
took Epirus and Cleopatra took Macedonia.” On the basis of that passage and
of other evidence to which we shall come Berve and others held that Olympias
in 331 or early 330 BC ousted Cleopatra from her position as widowed queen and
herself controlled Epirus from then on, even ‘seizing the throne of Epirus’ or
considering herself ‘as queen of Molossia’.*® The inscription now shows that
Cleopatra stood ¢.330 BC for the Epirote Alliance, as ‘Tharyps’ (i.e. Arybbas the

47 See the preceding note. pp.42f.foradifferent view.

4% IG IV? 95;see Ep. 517 f. and 532 f.; 5% Berve, 2.287; G. N. Cross, p. 43;
Franke, pp. 16 f.; Cabanes, op. cit., pp. 116 f. Tarn, p. 354; Franke, p. 41. Cabanes, p. 173

4% As suggested in Ep. 559; see Franke, puts her move to Epirus in 325 BC.
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king) had stood for the Molossian state in the list of 360 to 355 BC. She was in
the religious field acting as head-of-state; and in relation to the infant king,
Neoptolemus II, she was no doubt guardian. This is apparent also from Athens
sending envoys to condole with Cleopatra after the king’s death in 331 BC
(Aeschin. 3.242). It seems too that she was in charge of corn-supplies, just as the
Macedonian king was in control of timber. In 330 BC corn was shipped ‘from
Epirus from Cleopatra’ to Corinth (Lyc. ¢. Leocr. 26), and in the period of
drought, 330 to 326 BC Cyrene sent 50,000 medimni ‘to Cleopatra’ (SEG
1X.2), i.e. after 330 BC. For some years, then, Cleopatra had considerable
powers and a leading position, not least in the religious field, as guardian of

the king; or to use the terms of passage (b) as ‘being entrusted with the care
and all that makes for the protection of the kingship’, in short the prostasia. We
are encouraged to use that term, because prostates was the title of the leading
official in most of the tribal states in Epirus.*!

The idea that Olympias controlled Epirus from 331 BC onwards was formed
on the following grounds. Livy 8.24.17 ends his sensational account of the
mutilation of the corpse of Alexander the Molossian by bringing the sorry
remains home ‘ad Cleopatram uxorem sororemque Olympiadem’.5? If this is a
true and not an imaginary picture, it means only that Olympias attended the
obsequies as a mourner; after all, Alexander the Great paid his tribute by
ordering three days of mourning by the army in Asia. It is a false inference that
Olympias held then an official position in Epirus. In 330 BC, or soon after when
Hyperides was defending a client, Euxenippus, he envisages Olympias as operating
in Macedonia (Eux. 32, fin.), but he refers to an incident in Epirus which arose
when Athens embellished the shrine of Dione at Dodona. Olympias complained
in a letter which is cited by Hyperides as containing these words. ‘The land in
which the shrine stands, Molossia, is my land; so it was not right for you to
disturb anything there’ (36). She was explaining her status in the matter, as a
Molossian by birth and no doubt as a religious woman; it does not follow that
she was acting as the Molossian queen or regent.*® Although Hyperides gives
few details, he treats the complaint (probably one of several) as coming officially
to Athens from Olympias and Alexander (32 kai mp0s TOUS TiKoVTAS TAP’ AVTWY
Swatohoyetofat).

There are strong indications that Olympias held some official position in
Macedonia. In 333 BC she made a dedication to Hygieia at Athens for the
recovery of Alexander from his illness in Cilicia. In 331 BC she made dedications
of great value at Delphi from the spoils won at the battle of Issus and at
Damascus, and they were officially recorded at Delphi (Syll 1® 252 N5 ff.). In
331 to 330 BC complaints were conveyed by envoys from Olympias and Alex-
ander to Athens (Eux. 32).5* In 330 to 326 BC, the years of drought which
affected Thessaly, Epirus, Illyria, and no doubt Macedonia, Cyrene sent corn
on two occasions, totalling 72,000 medimni, to ‘Olympias’ (SEG IX 2); thus she
represented Macedonia, just as Cleopatra represented the Epirote Alliance in this

51 See Ep. 818 f.; the Molossian state 15 and Diod. 17.83.9).
and the Macedonian state had much in 53 Berve, 2.287 makes her ‘Herrin von
common, as noted in Ep. 539. Epeiros’.

52 The corpse of Alexander, like the 54 Hyperides had mentioned Olympias
corpse of Bessus, was cut up and used for and Alexander at the end of 31 and he
target-practice—a flight of fancy perhaps resumed them as ¢keivot and map’ adTwY

by Cleitarchus in both cases (Livy 8.24.14- in 32.
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matter. Early in 324 BC a demand for the arrest of Harpalus was sent to Athens
by ‘Antipater and Olympias’ (Diod. 17.108.7). If, then, Olympias held an
official position, we can readily understand why Alexander sent large amounts
of spoil to her (e.g. FGrHist 151 F 1 and Plut. Alex. 25.6); why Alexander and
Olympias were constantly in correspondence; why she warned him of plots; and
why she sent him a specialist in the state-sacrifices which were traditional in
Macedonia (Athen. 14.659 F).

Who acted in Macedonia for the absent king? We know from passage (a) and
other evidence that Antipater was ‘General in Europe’ with a defined sphere, and
received from Alexander military instructions and large sums of money for
military purposes. But who carried out the non-military functions of the mon-
archy and in particular those sacrificial duties which Alexander in Asia per-
formed daily? No doubt a member of the royal house, just as in Asia Arrhidaeus
was the king’s ‘associate in sacrifices and ceremonies’ (Curt. 10.7.2); and there
was no member of the royal house who had a stronger claim than Olympias. I
suggest, then, that Olympias acted in certain matters for the king.%* The position
which she held, no doubt at the wish of Alexander, was presumably that men-
tioned in passage (b), the prostasia, ‘which was indeed the most prestigious post
among the Macedones’. When in 319 BC Polyperchon invited Olympias to ‘take
over the guardianship of Alexander’s son and live in Macedonia holding the kingly
leadership’ (Diod. 18.49.4 Tiw émuéewav . . . TIw facihwkny éxovoav mpooTaaiav),
he was probably offering to her the position which she had held in the years
334 to 324 BC.

It was in the year 324 BC that the friction between Antipater and Olympias
reached a critical point. We may assume that Alexander took the decision that
Olympias was to withdraw from Macedonia to Epirus (Diod. 18.49.4 and Paus.
1.11.3), and that Cleopatra, the sister of Alexander, should take over the
prostasia in Macedonia. This at least makes sense of passage (c), which gives a
slanted version: ‘Olympias and Cleopatra formed a faction against Antipater and
divided the rule, Olympias taking over Epirus and Cleopatra taking over
Macedonia.’®® As holder of the prostasia in Epirus, Olympias was able later to
bring about the replacement of Neoptolemus II by Aeacides; and as holder of
the prostasia in Macedonia Cleopatra offered in a letter from Pella to marry
Leonnatus, a connection of the royal house, if he would come to Macedonia
and take control of the country (Plut. Eum. 3.5).

In 324 BC Alexander had a double change in mind: Cleopatra to replace
Olympias, and Craterus to replace Antipater. He showed his usual generosity
and tact. He let it be known that he intended Olympias to be rewarded with
divine honours at the time of her death®” (Curt. 9.6.26 and 10.5.30), and he
entrusted to the seventy-year-old Antipater the honour of bringing out to
Asia a large body of Macedonians. After his death the Successors made their
own arrangements: Antipater was to retain his position as ‘General in Europe’

5 Hamilton in commenting on this
passage said ‘Plutarch seems to mean that
this event took place in 324’; but he him-
self put it back to ‘not later than 331°.

%6 This included the handling of the
‘royal money’, presumably in Macedonia

itself, according to Justin 13.4.5, ‘regiae
pecuniae custodia’.

57 See my article in GRBS xix (1978),
333, for worship paid after death to Amyn-
tas, father of Philip, and to Philip at Aegeae.
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or gTPATNYOS AVTOKPATWP as passage (a) has it, and Craterus was to replace
Cleopatra in the prostasia,*® which now became a pawn in the gamble for
power. But that is another story.

Clare College, Cambridge N. G. L. HAMMOND
% The complementary summaries of of Arrhidaeus (he was under the charge of
Arrian and Dexippus are Kpdrepov 8¢ Perdiccas) but of the kingship of Arrhidaeus,

mpooTdTny ThHs 'Appidaiov Bacihelas, and a post explained more fully as the prostasia

passage (b) above. They do not say, as Tarn,  in passage (b).
P. 461 supposed, tht Craterus was guardian
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