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Abstract

While Alexander the Great was engaged in his conquest of Asia in the latter half
of the third century BC, his behaviour became increésingly paranoid and violent toward
his own men. Two examples of this are especially noteworthy: in 330, he put to death
two important commanders, Philotas and bis father, Parmenion, after the former was
alleged to have taken part in a plot against Alexander’s life. In 328, Alexander murdered
a veteran soldier named Cleitus while drunk at a banquet. Two ancient Alexander-
biographers, Plutarch and Arrian, included these episodes in works which presented
Alexander as an admirable and heroic figure. My intention herein is to present a
summary of how several modern scholars of Alexander-history examine the treatment of
these episodes by Plutarch and Arrian. Where possible, I have included the opinions of

these modern commentators as to what they believe to have happened in these affairs.
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Introduction

My original interest in the area under consideration concerned the general
character of Alexander the Great and the forces that shaped his life and adventures. I
noticed a line in a book by John Maxwell O’Brien, entitled Alexander the Great: the
Invisible Enemy, which suggested that some drastic change occurred in Alexander's
character at a roughly defined point in his life. Itook this as my next path and decided to
examine how he differed after this alleged character shift, and I read about the cruelly
violent episodes which marked the second half of his story. The scenes involving the
killings of Philotas, Parmenion and Cleitus especially caught my interest and they are
popularly listed among the "stains" on his reputation. Since I was not going to be able to
ascertain anything new concerning the inner mechanisms or the change involved in the
life of Alexander himself, I decided to focus on the attitudes of the ancient historians,
which have naturally shaped the oldest extant depictions of Alexander. Were they able to
admit that he was out of order, even for a monarch living in an age where violence was
commonly used to dole out justice? Did they have to cover up certain actions or make
excuses for him? Did they condemn him outright? Do their treatments of these
particular episodes align with their general attitudes toward him? Are these historians
able to align their treatments with their personal moral systems? Are they trying to get to
the bottom of exactly what happened in what may appear to be egregious outbursts of
unnecessary and uncharacteristic episodes of cruelty? I am examining the stories and the
modern commentators’ reviews of them to find what the attitudes and verdicts of Plutarch
and Arrian are, not in order to catch the historians in error or to blame them for their

divergence from an expected path. Where suggested by modern scholarship, I have also




included opinions of what may have actually happened during these episodes, since they
still appear so mysterious to us.

In Arrian’s case, we might expect a Stoic inclination because of his years of
philosophical study with Epictetus. That he has chosen Alexander as a biographical
subject already comes as a surprise, since the king's life and attitude contravene many
Stoic recommendations. But does Arrian at least dress his history in Stoic garb? Is he
reaching for Stoic kernels in Alexander's customs in the best way that he can? He seems
not to be doing this. The commentators do not suggest why Arrian has not chosen
biographical material more closely related to the teachings of his youth. He does not
even appear to attempt to draw many comparisons between Alexander's conduct and
Stoicism as he understood it from Epictetus. Perhaps he follows it as a merely theoretical

truth, for in his praefatio he declares himself too famous to add his name to the work, and

he is further glorifying an already ¢ptAotipctartog king. This attitude is the opposite of

that taught by Epictetus regarding reputation, as recorded by Arrian himself. The fact
that apologies in a very defensive obituary are necessary proves that there is something
awry in the shining picture of Alexander or some long-earned reputation which Arrian is
anxious to hide or efface. His expectation of criticism for certain aspects of Alexander's
behaviour forces him either to accept or to deny responsibility on behalf of his subject.
There is nothing which says that Arrian must live a Stoic life or write books solely in the
spirit of Stoicism, and we must not keep him restrained to the discipline of his youth. At
the same time, there is nothing presumptuous in that expectation, for he held both teacher
and philosophy in high enough regard that he recorded both the Dissertations and the

Encheiridion of Epictetus as faithfully as he could remember the very phrases and words.
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As Arrian will turn virtue to vice in his summary of Alexander, Plutarch likewise
bends his mirror in a manner suitable to his didactic purpose. He has declared that he
will give the impression of Alexander rather than a purely historical account of the man.
He admits that both good and bad natures struggle together in the whole man (and in all
men). If we accept Plutarch’s declaration at the outset, that the impression he wants to
render is more important to him than strict historical chronology or details, then we might
expect some flexibility in his acceptance of negative aspects of Alexander’s behaviour.
Plutarch’s main presentation is one of mimetic virtue. All he needs to do is extract from
the man’s life sections he wants to explore for imitation or aversion. Despite scholérs’
opinions that Plutarch is not writing in a proper historical mode, his portraits were meant
to be gazed upon by readers of his own time. Whether or not he has missed the point that
it was a Macedonian custom to drink heavily at banquets, and therefore has not realised
that Alexander does not need to be defended for this, Plutarch’s interest is in the man
himself and should be accepted so, once he has declared those intentions. Even if he
were to distort the historical details of Alexander’s life purposely, the reader can still
choose to receive the intended lesson, as long as Plutarch succeeds in illustrating this. He
is creating a portrait, a figure, a symbol of something. Perhaps that needs little or no
historical context if a man in 330 BC has the same forces driving his life as a man two
and a half thousand years thence. The external situation is only a local costume for the
specific and actual events, and while we use that costume to designate or to understand
those specifics, the internal man is duplicated billions of times over throughout history

beneath his costume and era.
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Chapter One
Alexander’s Ethical Conduct: an overview

We can see how the historians find something either to apologize for or to blame
Alexander for in the brutal episodes that stick out. His men were constantly trusting him
with théir lives and he was obviously aware that the responsibilities of leadership would
include this. These men acted as his support and felt enough responsibility for him to take
care of his welfare and the achievement of his ambition and will. Indeed, on at least two
occasions (at the battle of the Granicus and against the Mallians) Alexander’s life was
snatched from the enemy by the selflessness and bravery of his comrades. If a man is so
important to the campaigns of conquest and to the behaviour of tens of thousands of
potentially threatening soldiers, he must be able to control at least his own actions and to
act as a model for all. He must remain stable and firm in judgment and must learn to
expect and then to sanely accept criticism during such stressful times. Alexander’s
impetuous nature allowed the Macedonians and their allies to win victories and to conquer
people to the ultimate point of dominion and wealth, but this trait is ironically the very
agent which could undermine his success. If he could not leash it, more than just his
enemies were doomed to suffer. We must take for granted that he knew this, not only
because he appears to have possessed an exceptionally keen mind for martial necessities,
but also because we read of his repentance after his crueller actions. In these respects we
cannot quietly accept brutality toward his own men, and especially his closest and longest-
serving ones.

On the other hand, although these events do stand out and cast a shadow on the

ancient legends of his magnanimity and self-restraint, how can we be surprised by them in
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the life of Alexander the Macedonian king? We are told (especially by Plutarch) that he
was impetuous and his body’s temperature was OAVOgQMOG... kAl TLEWING, “very

hot...and feverish.”' Whether he often drank a little or simply drank too much at the

Cleitus banquet, it was a habit with him which could never help to control his anger.

Added to his love for wine was his drAotipudTatog nature, and he would never have

relinquished his desire to be first in all things. When the constant possibility of hié
assassination is added to this, coupled with the actual assassination of his father, danger
from within was certainly preying on his mind from his accession to his death. Therefore,
his need to be the strongest and bravest man would be threatened by the knowledge that
his ruling position was always visible and vulnerable. Any threat or offence to his
personal goals must be taken seriously if he was not to be dislodged. We cannot blame
Alexander for possessing constant suspicion, especially in the milieu of rumours against
him (from such intimates as Philotas and Philip of Acarnania). The grumbling of his men,
which arose in part from his orientalisation, bothered him, and the tradition of heavy
drinking lowers the odds of extreme self-control in such a man.

Execution may be an effective way to deal with the problem of assassination
plots, and (at least) the rumours of torture are deterrent enough to keep the number of plots
limited. If Alexander was as impetuous as we are informed, there would be only a slight
chance of forethought preceding these executions, and a good chance of painful
afterthought. Therefore we cannot reasonably expect a physically strong and hasty man,
accustomed to drink and violence, to deal calmly, rationally and slowly when provoked,

even if merely by rumour. Suspicion toward one’s friends may at first glance be the

! Plut. A/. 4.3.
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simplest type to put to rest and to forgive, considering that these people must be the ones a
man wishes the least to hurt. Such was the fortunate case with Philip of Acarnania.® Yet
if the stories of treason were true, then the offence from one’s closest companions would
inflict the deepest scars. A king naturally expects war, and sometimes hatred, from his
enemies, a fact which allows him to enter combat with each side knowing what to expect.
He can even respect them for fighting fiercely, as Alexander does with King Porus at the
battle of the Jhelum. What becomes truly insulting (and perhaps more dangerous) is the
loss of genuine trust from a friend, who acts against understood rules of fidelity in order to
disrupt and to seize influence or power. This is a more sickening prospect in a military
force, because of its unforeseen treachery, than the thought of dying against a hated but
perhaps honourable foe, which may be a “good” death. Alexander’s suspicions should not
shock us and his swift vengeance upon dissenters is not to be explained away as plainly
cruel.
The Episodes
The executions of Philotas and Parmenion, along with the murder of Cleitus,
stand out as uncharacteristic of Alexander, if we are convinced by the legends of his
generosity, even toward his enemies, but especially in contrast to the camaraderie he is
supposed to have shared with his men. The modern critics as well as the ancient sources,
some of whom admire Alexander, make a point of illustrating these stories in a
conspicuous way. They must be blurred or forgiven or used as examples of some kind of
degeneration. They cannot be ignored if honesty and historical accuracy are valued. For
all the magnanimity claimed for Alexander by his biographers, these two episodes

certainly do not reflect his nobility in any way. Rather, they show him to be at the mercy

2 See Arr. 2.4.7-2.4.11.
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of most unfortunate and greedy influences. At best he appears paranoid, gullible and
unrestrained in his force; at worst he seems to place little value on the efforts and lives of

men who risked everything they had for his ambition over the course of years.

Although the Callisthenes affair often comes up in discussions of Alexander’s
cruelty, I have chosen not to concentrate on it for several reasons. This story is not well
enough documented. It is given only a few words in Justin, who says that Callisthenes
was one of the most outspoken of the critics of Alexander’s Orientalisation, and that this
was the reason for his death.” Diodorus’ version of this story is lost, which leaves us with
the accounts of only three of the five extant vulgate authors. Paul Cartledge illustrates
the confusion when he writes that the sources we have list five “mutually inconsistent or
incompatible methods and modes of Callisthenes’s execution.” He points out Arrian’s
remark that even the most reliable authors possess conflicting versions of happenings to
which they were witnesses.” Through Arrian, Ptolemy tells us that Callisthenes was
tortured and hanged; Aristobulus says he was chained up, dying later; and Chares writes
of his death from lice infestation after a year of bondage. Fox believes that there may be
a case for Callisthenes’ guilt and that he was taken into custody as an “instigator” rather
than as an active participant.’

Plutarch writes that Alexander believed Callisthenes to be innocent, accepting as
proof Alexander’s saying as much in a letter (which Plutarch believes to be genuine).
Yet in another letter by Alexander, Plutarch remarks that the king believed he had justly

punished Callisthenes for his involvement in the plot. Plutarch says that there is no

31272

* Cartledge (2004) 287. See Arr. 4.14.3; Plut. 4/. 55.5.
5 Cartledge (2004) 288. See Arr. 4.14.3.

¢ Fox (1973) 328.
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consensus on the death of the court historian. Hamilton believes that the letter in which
Alexander exculpates Callisthenes “is demonstrably genuine.”” Tarn believes that the
plot did involve Callisthenes, although in what respect he is unsure,® and in any case he
believes that “how far the verdict is true will probably never be known.”” Baynham
points out the range of opinions of the vulgate authors: Plutarch believed the conspiracy
to be tyrannicidal, Arrian saw it as direct personal vengeance, Curtius wrote on it as a

political movement, while Justin’s brief mentton of it sets it up as a means for Alexander
to rid himself of opponents to his zpookvvrioig policy. 10

The story is in some manner a rehash of the Philotas affair. In both episodes, an
associate who has been useful is beginning to annoy Alexander and is then implicated in
a conspiracy on the king’s life. The man is not implicated by the actual conspirators'!
and denies his own involvement. Because of Alexander’s impetuosity and the influence
which his courtiers hold over him, he executes the accused man. This is given enough
attention in the Philotas story. In any case, we seem to have less information concerning
Callisthenes and so the Philotas story better exemplifies this type of situation.

In the other episodes, we are given enough information that we can assume
Alexander had at least some idea that he was doing the wrong thing if he actually cared
about these people. When Philotas dies, we are told that the army has pronounced him

guilty, that he was tortured and that none of the real conspirators admitted his knowledge

7 Hamilton (1973) 107. See Plut. 41 55.3.

® Tarn (1948) 81.

° Tarn (1948) 82.

1% Carney (1981) 230.

! For the most part; Arrian tells us that Ptolemy and Aristobulus report accusations against Callisthenes
by the pages (4.14.1). Robinson claims that “we cannot deny the veracity of Ptolemy’s statement,”
although Hammond says, quoting Plutarch’s Alexander-letter denying Callisthenes’ guilt, that Alexander
did indeed believe the man to be innocent (1997, 157). Hanunond does omit Plutarch’s reference to
Alexander’s other letter, however.
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of the plot. Alexander has no evidence of Philotas’ involvement. Likewise, he orders the
death of Parmenion secretively and quickly so as not to alarm sympathisers, who would
need to see proof of the man’s guilt. Since Alexander had no substantial proof of this, we
must assume again that he ordered the man killed because of necessity or paranoia and
not because of a real suspicion of guilt.

At the death of Cleitus, Alexander shows quite plainly by his actions that he did
| not believe the killing to be noble or necessary. Both his sulking and possible suicide
wish exhibit the fact that anger and rage had clouded his mind, but also prove that he
knew where the right action lay. When Callisthenes is bound up in the Pages’ plot,
however, we find no instance of Alexander’s remorse, indicating that to most of our
vulgate writers he did not view his deadly actions as wrong. This is in contrast to the
aforementioned deaths, which certainly must have appeared less legitimate even to

himself. The case is one of uncertainty in its details and conclusions.
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Chapter Two

A Review of the Ancient Witnesses to Alexander

Although there are three biographers in addition to Plutarch and Arrian who may
help us understand the episodes concerning Philotas, Parmenion and Cleitus more clearly,
I have chosen not to use them, except in cases where important comparisons are made
between them. Generally, the modern commentators seem to regard Plutarch and Arrian
as the more definitive ancient sources for Alexander’s life. However, it may be helpful to
include their versions of the stories, as well as some information about these members of
the group of five Alexander-historians (known collectively as the ‘vulgate’) in order to
place Plutarch and Arrian in their proper context. Curtius is the one vulgate author to
whom the modern commentators most frequently make reference in studies of Plutarch’s
Life of Alexander and Arrian’s Anabasis.™

Quintus Curtius Rufus

Curtius is chiefly concerned with the fact that Alexander lost his moderation and
became a proud and wrathful tyrant. Had the king kept his restraint all his life instead of
discarding it, he would have abstained from leaving meals with the blood of his friends
on his hands, and other such villainies.” Curtius' own experiences under Roman despots
may have tinged his view of Alexander,'* and this could be a source of exaggeration in

the biography.”” In Book 6 we see Alexander beginning to fall prey to Persian

12 Alexander’s general, Ptolemy, is credited with being one of the traditional eyewitness sources and
records of the campaign. However, since he has survived to our time mainly through Arrian, he will be
dea]lgt with in Chapter Four and in the sections on commentary regarding Arrian.

3.12.19.
! Cartledge (2004) 281.
!> Hamilton (1969) 19.
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assimilation, which includes heavy drinking, prostitutes, sumptuous banquets and other
"foreign" sins (6.2.1-5).

Unfortunately, the first two books of Curtius’ biography (which presumably
would contain his praefatio) are lost, but Books 3 through 5 show Alexander battling
Darius and Fortuna, while the next five books portray his development from dux to rex to
tyrannus, and the struggle between regnum and libertas."® Beginning in Book 6 the king
shows signs of deterioration and is never able to fulfil his potential. After the murder of
Cleitus there is no free speech (8.4.30). Hamilton calls this sudden drop in self-control
the most striking aspect of Curtius’ rendering.'”” Hammond believes that the speeches in
the Philotas story are Curtius' inventions but that at least they give us some details on the
system of treason trials, with which Curtius would have been familiar in Rome.'®
Baynham agrees'” that although Curtius exaggerates with this rhetoric, he is generally
balanced and has some knowledge of how power corrupts.”® She says that Curtius is less
interested in a definitive history of Alexander than in the “literary, rhetorical, and moral
prospects his reign presented."”’  Carney reports that Curtius’ narrative of the Cleitus
story is uselessly incoherent, but that he has a knowledgeable background.*® Curtius'
historical accuracy has been maligned in that he is a "rhetorician rather than historian,"*

and after Baynham speaks of the criticisms levelled at Curtius, she defends his value,

citing Wilcken's comment that every Alexander-historian creates his or her own

'S Baynham (1998) 12.

'” Hamilton (1969) 19.

'8 Hammond (1980) 181.
1° Baynham (1998) 33.
2 Baynham (1998) 13.

! Baynham (1998) 100.
2 Carney (1981) 154.

3 Rolfe (1946) xxi.
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Alexander.®® She adds that each reveals biases, distortions, and inaccuracies, and none of
these writers are perfect.” She joins Bosworth in calling Curtius the “most enigmatic
and frustrating” of the Alexander-historians.?® His evident taste for the flamboyant
notwithstanding, there is still some historical value in Curtius’ report of the Philotas
episode.”” One reason is that Curtius has quite considerably more information than
Arrian. Badian is not ready to believe the account of the arrest, but if the speeches are
fictional, he accepts the story in general as basically accurate.
Diodorus Siculus

Diodorus is interested in how Fortune works and reverses men's fate.” He is
"piously delighted when sacrilegious men meet their just deserts." Cartledge writes of
Diodorus’ admiration for humanity's resistance to temptation, especially in the face of
grand success and luxury, but that Diodorus has "entirely swallowed"” the legitimating
myth of Hellenistic kings and "applied it hagiographically" to his subject.”® Hammond
says that Diodorus' belief was that successful statesmen were essentially magnanimous
and kindly toward their subjects. >’ Compared to Curtius, who also used Cleitarchus as a
main source, Hammond believes that Diodorus was less inclined to borrow from this
account because of his "naive admiration" for Alexander.”> Bosworth and Baynham say

that Diodorus has “a marked taste for the sensational”® Next to Curtius, however,

?* Baynham (1998) 6-7.

» Baynham (1998) 12.

*¢ Bosworth (2000) 8.

¥ Bosworth (2000) 11.

*8 Badian, in Bosworth and Baynham (2000) 64.
* Welles (1963) xi. And see Diod. 16.72.2.

% Cartledge (2004) 281.

3! Hammond (1997) 18.

*2 Hammond (1983) 162.

% Bosworth and Baynham (2000) 8.
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Diodorus’ work comes across as “essentially sober history little coloured by rhetoric.”**

After the burning of Persepolis® he offers no comments on Alexander's conduct, nor
does he offer anything when Parmenion is murdered and Alexander puts all the
sympathisers into one squad.*® The only opinion he issues on the Philotas affair comes at
the beginning of the story, when he tells us how Alexander’s behaviour here was not up
to his usual standards of kindness. Unfortunately, he lists no sources (although
Cleitarchus is traditionally ascribed to being one) and the sections including his Cleitus
and Callisthenes stories are lost.
Justin

The biography of Alexander handed down to us by Justin is the epitome of a work
by Pompeius Trogus, and Hammond says that Justin is "ruthless and careless, omitting
much and muddling names."*” Heckel notes that he left out what he did not consider to
be pleasurable reading®® 1In the Justin/Trogus version, Alexander has both Philotas and
Parmenion tortured before their killings and taunts the corpse of Cleitus, behaviour which
is followed by repentance. A reign of terror noticeably emerged at the time of Philotas'
execution and it continued until Alexander's death. Not only do we hear of these horrors,
but we are also told (in the third Appendix to the work) that the king often left a friend's
meal after shedding blood.* Hamilton states that although Justin/Trogus is just as critical
of Alexander's actions as Curtius is, he is less moralistic, and perhaps this is due to the

fact that this work is an epitome.*® Cartledge holds that the history presents Alexander as

3 Welles (1963) 17.
35
17.
36 0.
3" Hammond (1983) 86.
* Heckel (1997) 9.
¥ 93816
“* Hamilton (1973) 21.
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a "bloodstained tyrant perverted by his conquests” because Justin was opposed to
aggressive imperialism.*! Alexander originally had restraint, but he began to let it slip at
Siwa and never regained it. The episode is quite brief and there is no comment on the
innocence of any of Alexander’s victims.

The Modern Commentators

I have decided to concentrate my research on modern scholarship which deals
with the ancient treatments of these episodes, referring to critics of the ancient
Alexander-biographers, critics who wrote (chiefly) since W. W. Tarn in the middle of the
twentieth century. However, I have included several earlier commentators, such as R. B.
Steele and C. A. Robinson, whose insight may illuminate the problem further, and whose
works may be a part of the basis of the more modern views.

Tarn’s biography of Alexander was issued in book form in 1948, based on his
original version in the Cambridge Ancient History of 1926. His influence on Alexander-
scholarship in English peaked immediately after the Second World War, but was
damaged after criticism by scholars such as Ernst Badian a decade later. Tarn’s
Alexander was exposed, as Baynham puts it, as “a reflection of Tarn’s own class ethics
and Victorian idealism....driven by an almost Christian vision of the ‘Brotherhood of
Man.””*  Although she also notes his prose to be “thrilling” and “seductive,” she does
not omit the “insidious” nature of his “faulty methodology,” quoting his description of
Alexander as the emissary of Homonoia to the rest of the world, who “crystallised it in
the metaphor of a loving-cup.”* Nevertheless, both his approach and the critics it has

drawn attract further inquiry into the nature of Alexander the Great and his biographers

! Cartledge (2004) 281.
“> Baynham (1998) 64.
* Baynham (1998) 64-65.
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and their methods. Any kind of “faulty methodology” should have the natural reaction of
sharpening the wits and methods of those who make it their life’s work to investigate the
subject, and who hope to penetrate the mystery further by a comparison with the critics
with whose conclusipns they disagree.

Cartledge says that A. B. Bosworth is generally deemed the “most authoritative
scholar currently working on matters Alexandrine,” in part because of his “definitive”
commentary on Arrian.* He ranks the Alexander-biographies by Ulrich Wilcken (1967)
and J. R. Hamilton (1973) as the “most soberly reliable introductions” to Alexander in the
biographical flood. Ernst Badian has written many articles on Alexander since his initial
criticism of Tam in 1958. Philip Stadter is the author of numerous books and articles
about Plutarch’s Parallel Lives. N. G. L. Hammond has written extensively on both
Alexander himself and on the five vulgate sources from which we draw much of our
portrait.

The Modern Commentators’ Criticism of the Ancient Sources

Curtius has a reputation for being unreliable among some Alexander-historians.
Robinson calls him a “lover of rhetorical bombast” when he notes that the dragging of
Batis is found only in this source.* Hammond calls Curtius’ version of the Callisthenes
matter “clearly fictitious,” and claims that it was composed in order to please his
contemporary readers by giving them material on the theme of liberty and tyranny.*°
Borza claims that Curtius’ History of Alexander the Great is “riddled with impossible
speeches...and contains a well-defined unflattering tradition,” and that if his main source

is Cleitarchus, as is widely thought, then his own rendition deserves to be viewed with

* Cartledge (2004) 328.
> Robinson (1952) 170.
6 Hammond (1997) 156.
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suspicion.’ Baynham writes that the Roman audience of Curtius was listening more
closely to the literary style than for an accurate historical rendering,*®

Borza writes that Diodorus is “generally colourless, frequently confused on
questions of chronology and geography, and lacking in the recognition of any great theme
or motive in Alexander’s life beyond the role of Fortune” in his destiny.” Welles notes
that Diodorus is well-known for "unevenness," and in the Philip portion of his Library of
History, "indulges in vague generalities," "often [failing] to get things right.">° The work
is also referred to as “an uncritical compilation.””' Borza calls him “notorious” among
Alexander-historians for his common sloppiness, inconsistency, and for being “derivative
without intelligence.””> Cartledge calls him “far from wholly reliable.””® Hornblower
remarks that the selections of information made by Diodorus “are on the simplest view
[his] own and may therefore be unusually erratic,” adding that the author “was on the
lookout for colour so that what we have may not represent the original [of his sources]
specially fairly.”>*

Eugene Borza, in his introduction to Wilcken’s biography of Alexander, says that
“Justin may be dismissed,” and quotes Wilcken’s comment on the Epitome of Pompeius
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Trogus as a “wretched excerpt. Heckel says that Justin’s account of the Philotas

" Borza in Wilcken (1967) xxvii.

“¢ Baynham (1998) 67.

* Borza, in Wilcken (1967) xxvi.

% Welles (1963) 5.

> Howatson and Chilvers (1993) 181.
>2 Borza (1972) 240.

> Cartledge (2004) 220.

>* Hornblower (1994) 41.

** Borza, in Wilcken (1967) xxvi.
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episode is “very compressed,” and that we can learn what happened “only from other
sources.”®

Regarding Arrian, A. B. Bosworth writes that he is “universally regarded as the
most authoritative historian of Alexander.””’ Cartledge says that Arrian’s history “is
today regarded almost universally as the best surviving ancient work on Alexander.””®
He cites Arrian’s painstaking and detailed rendering as well as his technical vocabulary
and his attention to administrative affairs during the reign of Alexander. Truesdell S.
Brown claims there is almost no doubt that Arrian is the most trustworthy source for
Alexander’s life story, adding that the “so-called vulgate, underlying Diodorus Siculus,
Justin, and Curtius Rufus, is definitely inferior.”” He says that the value of Arrian lies in
his eyewitness sources, but concedes that these men are to be completely trusted in
matters of historical accuracy. Borza agrees concerning Arrian’s use of contemporary
sources, both as to their witnessing the actual events, and to their fallibility.*

While Baynham records the view that Arrian is selective in his inclusion of
material, as are all historians, she nonetheless affirms that he is not merely the
mouthpiece of his two main sources, Ptolemy and Aristobulus. She calls the Anabasis “a
sophisticated blending of [Arrian’s] own source selection, arrangement, and literary
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structures. Andrew Stewart calls Arrian’s work the “subtlest and traditionally most
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appealing.

Given these opinions from notable Alexander-historians concerning four of the

3% Heckel (1997) 210.

*” Bosworth (1980) v-vi. He does admit, however, that “the unqualified acceptance of Arrian...has been
the worst evil of Alexander scholarship.” The italics are my own.

% Cartledge (2004) 328.

*> Brown (1949) 235.

% Borza, in Wilcken (1967) xxv.

¢! Baynham (1998) 68.

%2 Stewart (1993) 20.
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five vulgate authors, as well as my own interest in Plutarch’s claim of portrait-drawing
(which was one of the original inspirations), I chose to focus my study, in the main, on

Plutarch and Arrian.
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Chapter 3
Plutarch

These texts of Plutarch and those of Arrian are quoted at length in order to

assist the reader in understanding the two episodes to which I make reference in the body

of this thesis.

Plutarch’s Philotas/Parmenion (49)

[49] O pev odv PUwtag érPouvAsvdpevos oltwg yvoet
Kat oLV 1) Avryovn, ToAAL kai 1teOg 0QYTV kal peyaiavyiav
kata toU Baoréwg ONuata kat Adyovg &vemndeiovg
neotéuevos. 6 & AAéEavdoog, kainep kagTepas vdelienws kot
100 PIA@TOV TROOTETOVOTG, EKAQTEQNOE OLWT Kal katéoxey,
elte Bagowv i) Iagueviwvog evvoia mEdg adtdv, elte dediwg v
dOEav avTV kal Ty divauy.

Ev d¢ 19 tote xoovw Makedwv Svopa Aluvos &k
XaAaiotoag {xaAerdc} imPovAsdbwv AAeEavdow, Nikduaxov
TWA TV VEWV, TEOG OV aDTOG EQWTLK@S el eV, Emi TV Kovwviav
TG MEALEwS maQekdAeL Tob d¢ ur) delapévov, Ppodoavtog d¢
tadeAde KefaAtve v meigav, EABwv éketvog mog PAdTav
¢kéAevoev  elodyety  avtobg mEdc  AAéEavdgov, g megL
avaykaiwv Exovrag EvTuxelv kal peydAwv. 6 8¢ Pddrag, & w dn
naBwv (AdnAov yag otty), ob magfysv avtols, we mds dAAOL
ueiCoot ywvopévov tob Baocréws kal todto dig émoinoev. ot d¢
ka®” Om{egloiav 1101 tob PAGTOL TEaTdHEVOL RO ETEQOV Kal
dU exelvou 1 AAe&avdoy moooaxOévies, mEdTOV uEv T TOU
Afpvov kateinov, énerta nagedAwoay 1jovxi] tov PAdTAY g
aueAnoeiey adt@v dig évtuxdviwv. kal tovto df) ododoa
TaQWELVE TOV AAEEavdov, kal Tob tepdOivtog Emi Tov Aipvov,
wg Nuodveto ovAAauBavouevos, dmokteivavtog avtdv, Ent
HaAAOV dietaQaxBn, tov éAeyxov ékmedevyéval g EmBovAng
voullwy, kal mke®s Exwv meog Tov PIAWTAY €MECTATATO TOUG
TAAQL poovviag avtdv, f§dn davepds Aéyovtacg, wg odabvuia
00 Baoidéws el Afuvov olopévov XaAatorgaiov d&vOowmov
ETUXELQNOAL TOAUNUATL TO00UTY Ka®' adtév dAAX ToUTOV piv
vrmeétnv  eivat, paAdov O Soyavov amd peiCovog &oxc
adtépevov, ¢v éketvolg 8¢ v émifovArnv {nntéov ol udAota




tavta AavBavewy ouvédepe. ToUTOG AdGYOlS kal Vrovolog
AVATETAOAVTOG T Wt ToL Pacitéws, Erayyov 1jdn puelag katx
o0 PAwtov dwfPoArds. €k tovtov d¢ cuAANndOeig Avekgiveto,
twv  Etalpwv  Edeotwrtwv  talg PBaocavolg, AAsEavdoov d¢
katakovovrog €Ewbev avAaiag magatetapévng dte d1) wal
daoty avToV inely, olktoag kal tanevag 100 PA@Tov dwvag
Kal denoeig toig mept tov ‘Hopatotlwva mgoodégovtac "obtw dn
Hodakos v @ DPAGdTa kal dvavdgog édmexeigels mEdypaot
AwovToLs;” :

AmoBavéovrog 8¢ tov PAwrov, kal Hagueviwva mépupag
evBUg elg Mndiav dveidev, dvdoa moAAd pév PAinme
OUYKQATEQYAOAUEVOY, HOVOV O 1] pudAlota twv meeoButéowy
PAwv AAEEavdoov eic Aolav éEopurjoavta duxPhvat, todv &
viwv olg €oxev émt g otoatidg dVo uev érddvia modTEQOV
amoBavovtag, T de toitw ovuvavaigedévra.

Tavta moaxBévra moArois tav didwv Pofepdv énoinos Tov
AAEEavdQOV, paAlota O AvimdToey, kol meds AltwAolg Emepnpe
koUda, miotelg Owovg kal AapPavwv.  EédoPodvro  yaQ
AAéEavdoov  AltwAol dx Ty Owaddv  a&vaortaow, v
rwBopevog otk Oviadwv €Pn madag, AN avtov Embnoewv
diknv AltwAoic.

Translation of Plutarch’s Philotas/Parmenion®

49 Now, Philotas was ignorant of the plot thus laid against him,
and in his frequent interviews with Antigone would utter many angry and
boastful speeches and many improper words against the king. :But
Alexander, although strong testimony against Philotas came to his ears,
endured in silence and restrained himself, either because he had
confidence in Parmenio's good will towards him, or because he feared the
reputation and power of father and son. @Meanwhile, however, a
Macedonian named Limnus, from Chalaestra, conspired against
Alexander's life, and invited Nicomachus, one of the young men, whose
lover he was, to take part with him in the undertaking. sNicomachus would
not accept the invitation, but told his brother Cebalinus of the attempt, and
he, going to Philotas, ordered him to conduct them into the presence of
Alexander, on the ground that there were matters of great importance
about which they must see him. “But Philotas, for whatever reason (and
the reason is not known), would not conduct them in, alleging that the

% This and all subsequent translations of Plutarch’s Life of Alexander are by Bernadotte Perrin, 1919,
from the Sintenis Teubner edition of 1839.




king was engaged on other matters of more importance. And he refused
their request twice. sThey now became suspicious of Philotas and applied
to someone else, by whom they were brought before Alexander. In the
first place they told him about the plot of Limnus, and then threw out
veiled insinuations against Philotas, on the ground that he had neglected
their petitions on two occasions. *This greatly incensed Alexander; and
when he found that Limnus had defended himself against arrest and had
therefore been killed by the man sent to fetch him, he was still more
disturbed in mind, thinking that the proof of the plot had escaped him.
And since he felt bitter towards Philotas he drew to himself those who had
long hated the man, and they now said openly that the king took things too
easily when he supposed that Limnus, a man of Chalaestra, had set his
hand to a deed of so great daring on his own account; snay, they said, he
was only an assistant, or rather an instrument sent forth by a higher power,
and enquiry into the plot should be made in those quarters where there was
most interest in having it concealed. s:After the king had once given ear to
such speeches and suspicions, the enemies of Philotas brought up
countless accusations against him. #Consequently he was arrested and put
to the question, the companions of the king standing by at the torture,
while Alexander himself listened behind a stretch of tapestry. s:Here, as
we are told, on hearing Philotas beset Hephaestion with abject cries and
supplications, he said: "So faint-hearted thou art, Philotas, and so
unmanly, couldst thou have set hand to so great an undertaking?" ssAfter
Philotas had been put to death, Alexander sent at once into Media and
dispatched Parmenio also, a man whose achievements with Philip had
been many, and who was the only one of Alexander's older friends, or the
principal one, to urge his crossing into Asia, and who, of the three sons
that were his, had seen two killed on the expedition before this, and was
now put to death along with the third.

These actions made Alexander an object of fear to many of his
friends, and particularly to Antipater, who sent secretly to the Aetolians
and entered into an alliance with them. For the Aetolians also were in
fear of Alexander, because they had destroyed the city of the Oeniadae,
and because Alexander, on learning of it, had said that it would not be the
sons of the Oeniadae, but he himself who would punish the Aetolians.
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Plutarch’s Cleitus (50-52)

[50] Ov moAA® & Uotegov cuvnvéxBn xai td mepl
KAgitov, oltw pév anAdg mubopévolg tav katd PAdtav
ayoLwTeoar AGY@ pévtol ouvtifévieg dua kal TV aitiav kai tov
KAQOV, 00K Mo yvawuns, dAAX duotuyig tvi tabf’ evplokopev
memayuéva tob Baocréwg, ooy kal pédnv mpddacty 1@
KAgitov dafpove magaoydvros. émpaxdn & oltwe. fjkdv tveg
onweav EAAnvixty and BaAdoone t@ PactAel kouilovrtec. 6 d¢
Bavuacag TV akunv kal 0 k&AAog, ékdaAst tov KAgitov,
grudeifat kal petadotvar BovAduevog. 6 d¢ BV piv ETvyxavey,
adeic d¢ Ty Buoiav éBadile, xal tolx 1OV kateomeloUévay
nQoPatwv EmnkoAovOnoev avt®. muBduevos O 6 Paocdedg
avekowolTo 1ol pdvreowy Aglotdvdow kal KAesopéver @
Adkwvr Pnodviwv 0t movnov elvat ©o onueiov, éxéAsvoev
ekBboaoBal kata tdxog Unte o0 KAeitov' kal yao avtoc fjuéoa
TQiTT) KAt ToUg Urvovg delv Sty drtomov d6Eat yaQ avTd tov
KAgltov peta twv Tlagueviwvos vidv év uéAaow ipatiowg
KkabéCeobal, teBvnkdtwy anaviwy. ob urv épBacev 6 KAsitog
éxBuvodpevog, AAA €0BLg ¢t 1O dsimvov ke, teBukdtoc ToD
Pacréws Atookovgols. mdTov 8¢ veavucoD cueayévtog, 1jdeto
riomuata Hoavixov tivds, wg ¢ paotv éviot Iiepinvog, eig tolg
OTRATYOVUG memompéva Tovs évayxog frtmuévous OO T@V
PaoPaowv ¢ aioxOvny xal yéAwt. tdv d¢ moeoPutéowv
duoxegavoviwy kat Aowogolviwy tdv 1 momiv Kkal Tov
adovta, Tov O AAedvdoov kai T@v meQl avTOVv Ndéwg
arcQowpévwy kat Aéyery keAsvdvtwy, 6 KAgitog §dn uebvwv, kat
puoet TeaxLs @V TEOS OQYTV kal avBddng, yavdictel LdAoTa,
baoxwv 00 kaAws év Pagfagols kal moAepfog VPpileoBat
Maxedbvag, moAb BeAtiovac t@v yeAwviwy, &l xai duortuyia
kéxonvrat Pricavrog 8¢ tobv AAsEavdgov tov KAgitov avtd
oLV YoQely, duotuxiav anodaivovta v deldiav, énavaotig 6
KAetrog "abmm pévror ¢ elnev ") detdia oV &k Bedv, 10N ¢
LruBodaTov &idet OV vOTOV értémovta, meQLeToinoe, Kal @
Maxedovwv  aipatt wal 1ol Toavpact tovTolg Eyévou
MAKODTOG, @oT  AUUWVL 0aUTOV  El0TOLELY, ATEIMANEVOS
OAov”.

[51] IMagofvvBeig odv 6 AAEEavdoog " taT" elmev "
KaKT) KepaAn ob mepl UGV ékdotote Aéywv kal dxotactdlwv
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Maxkedovag xagroety vouileis;" "aAA” ovde vOv" ¢m "xalgouev
AAéEavdEe, Towadta TéAN TV dvwv kopllduevor, pakagilopey
d¢ 1oL NOn tebvnodtag, molv émwdelv Mndwkaic G&Bdoig
cawvopévoug Makedovag, kat ITego@v deopévous tva 1@ BaotAsl
ooéABwuev”. towaxtta tob KAeltov maggonotalopévov, kal tav
mepl AAEEavdoov avtaviotapévov kal Aoogodviwy avtdv, oi
TRECPUTEQOL KaTéX ey €meowvTo OV BdguPov. 6 & AAéEavdoog
amootQadeic  mEog  Eevddoxov tov  Kagduavov kai  tov
KoAopawviov Agtépiov, "ob dokoboty” elnev "opiv ol ‘EAAnveg &v
1ol Makedoowv wonep év Onploig MuiBeot mepunartey;” tod d¢
KAgitou pn eikovtog, &AA” eic uéoov éav & BovAetal Aéyewy tov
AAéEavdgov xeAebovtog, 1) p) kaAelv éml delmvov &vdoag
EAevBégoug kal magonoiav éxoviag, dAAX petd BapPBdowv Civ
Kal avoganddwv, ot v Ilegoucv Lovny kal tOv didAsvkov
avTol XLtV TQEOOKLUVoOUOLY, OUKéTL ¢éowv TV  OQyTV
AAéEavdQos, uAwV magakeévav Evi Badwv Eraioey avTdv
kal 1O £yxewdov lftel @V 8¢ cwuatoduAdkwv  Evog
Agotopdvoug  pBaocavtog  UdpeAéoBal, kal TV AAAwvV
TEQLEXOVTWV Kal deopévwv, avanmdroas avefoa Makedovioti
KOAQV ToUg Unaomords tovto O 1fv ovuBoAov Bopdfov
ueyaAov kat tOv coAmtyxtnv &xéAevoe onpaiverv kal mog
énaoev wg dwxtoifovta kat pr] BovAduevov. oltog uiv odv
Uotegov  evdokiunoev, @¢ 1tob i ouvvragaxBivar To
oteatoTedov  attutatog yevopevos. tov 08 KAsitov oty
Udtépevov ol didol woAg éEéwoav tob avdoavog 6 d¢ kat’
dAdac Bboac avBic eiofjer, UAA OArydows kal Boaoéws
Evountidov té €€ Avdgoudxns iapPeia tabta megaivav:

olpot, ka8’ EAAGS’ w¢ xaxwe vouiletat.

Obtw d1) AaPawv magd tvog Tdv dogudpdowv AAEEavdoog
aixuty, arnaviovia tov KAsitov avtg kal mapdyovta o 1o
e Ovoas magaxkaAvuua  deAadvel  meodvrog O peta
otevaypol kat Pouxfiuatog, evBvg adrikev 6 Bupds avtdv, kai
yevopevog g’ Eavt, kat toug didoug idav dddvous fotdtag,
EAxboacBat pév &k tob vekpod v aixufv épBaoce, naioal &
EquTOV  OQUNOag TAQEA TOV  TRAXNAOV  émeoxéOn, TV
OWHATOPUAGKWY TaG Xeloag avtod AaBdviwv kal 1O odpa Bia
TIAQEVEYKOVTWV €lg TOV OAAapOV.
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[52] ’Emet 8¢ v e vikta xak@s kAaiwv dujveyxe, xai
Ty énoboav fuéoav 1idn 1@ Poav wkal Oonvelv Ameinkwg
avavdog Ekelto, Pageis avadéowv orevaypolg, detoavieg of
diAoL v anoocwnnov eiofAbov Bia. kal T@Ov piv GAAwv od
7Qo0ieTo  TOUG  AGYyoug, Agiotavdgouv  d¢ ol pdvrews
UoppuvorovTog avtov v T Sty fjv £ide mept Tob KAeitov kai
0 onuelov, wg On maAar kabewwaguévwv tovrwv, #dofev
Evdddvat.

Ao KaAAwoBévnv 1e tov  PpAdoodov  maetotjyayov,
AgtototéAoug oixeiov dvaa, kat tov ABdnpitnv Ava&agyov. dv
KaAAwBévng pev n10ucis émelpdto kot medws vmoduduevos @
Abyw xal megiov aAvmws AaBéoBar tob m&bovg, 6
Ava&agyog idlav tva ogevduevoc ¢§ aQxNc 6dov év prAocodla,
xai d0&av eiAndawg vmegoding kal OArywoilag @V cuviBwv,
evBUg eloeABwv aveBoénoev "obtdg éotv AAéEavdoog, eic bv 1
otkoupévrn viv amofAémer 6 ¥ Epoumtatr wAaiwv  domeg
avdamodov, avBownwv vopov kal Ppdyov dedokdg, oig avtov
TIQOCTKEL VOOV elvat Kal 6pov T@v dikalwv, émeinep doxew kai
KQaTelv veviknkev, &AAd ur dovAevewv Umo kevilg d0Eng
kexQatnuévov”. "ovk olo®™" elmev "&tL thv Alknv éxel mdedgov &
Zebg xal v Oéuy, tva mav 10 moaxBiv Vd ToD KEATODVTOG
Oeurtov 1 kat dikatov;" towvto ol Adyolg xonoduevog 6
Ava&aQyxos, o uév nabog ékovdproe 1o Baoiréws, 1o & NBog eig
TOAAX XQUVOTEQOV Kal TAQAVOUMTEQOV Emoinoev, avTov O
datpoviwg éviouooe, kat o0 KaAAwoBévoug v duiAiav, ovd’
AAAwS EmtixaQLy dux 1O abatEdV 00OV, MEOTDLEBAAE.

Aéyetal 8¢ mote mapd delmvov UTEQ WEWV Kal KQATEWS
o0 TeQIéXovTog Adywv Svtwv tov KaAAwoBévny, petéxovia
d6éng toig (B¢} Aéyovot tdkel uaAAov elvar Ppuxox kai
duoxeipeoa 1@V EAANVIK®V, évavtiovpévou 1ol Ava&doxov kai
dLAovikotvTog, elmety: "AAAX pnv avaykn ool tadt ékeivav
OpoAoyetv etvat Puxoodtegar oV yao kel udv &v Toifwvi
diexelpales, EviatBa  d¢  1oelc  émuPefAnuévog  damdac
Katdrewoal”. ov pev obv Ava&apxov kai toiTo meoomagwiuve.

Translation of Plutarch’s Cleitus

50 Not long afterwards came the affair of Cleitus, which those who
simply learn the immediate circumstances will think more savage than that
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of Philotas; #f we take into consideration, however, alike the cause and
the time, we find that it did not happen of set purpose, but through some
misfortune of the king, whose anger and intoxication furnished occasion
for the evil genius of Cleitus. It happened on this wise. <Some people came
bringing Greek fruit to the king from the sea-board. He admired its
perfection and beauty and called Cleitus, wishing to show it to him and
share it with him. +It chanced that Cleitus was sacrificing, but he gave up
the sacrifice and came; and three of the sheep on which libations had
already been poured came following after him. sWhen the king learned of
this circumstance, he imparted it to his soothsayers, Aristander and
Cleomantis the Lacedaemonian. Then, on their telling him that the omen
was bad, he ordered them to sacrifice in all haste for the safety of Cleitus. =
For he himself, two days before this, had seen a strange vision in his sleep;
he thought he saw Cleitus sitting with the sons of Parmenio in black robes,
and all were dead. sHowever, Cleitus did not finish his sacrifice, but came
at once to the supper of the king, who had sacrificed to the Dioscuri. #
After boisterous drinking was under way, verses were sung which had
been composed by a certain Pranichus, or, as some say, Pierio, to shame
and ridicule the generals who had lately been defeated by the Barbarians. 3
The older guests were annoyed at this and railed at both the poet and the
singer, but Alexander and those about him listened with delight and bade
the singer go on. Then Cleitus, who was already drunk and naturally of a
harsh temper and wilful, was more than ever vexed, and insisted that it
was not well done, when among Barbarians and enemies, to insult
Macedonians who were far better men than those who laughed at them,
even though they had met with misfortune. #And when Alexander
declared that Cleitus was pleading his own cause when he gave cowardice
the name of misfortune, Cleitus sprang to his feet and said: #"It was this
cowardice of mine, however, that saved thy life, god-born as thou art,
when thou wast already turning thy back upon the spear of Spithridates;
and it is by the blood of Macedonians, and by these wounds, that thou art
become so great as to disown Philip and make thyself son to Ammon."

51 Thoroughly incensed, then, Alexander said: "Base fellow,
dost thou think to speak thus of me at all times, and to raise faction among
Macedonians, with impunity?" #"Nay," said Cleitus, "not even now do we
enjoy impunity, since such are the rewards we get for our toils; and we
pronounce those happy who are already dead, and did not live to see us
Macedonians thrashed with Median rods, or begging Persians in order to
get audience with our king." sSo spake Cleitus in all boldness, and those
about Alexander sprang up to confront him and reviled him, while the
elder men tried to quell the tumult. «Then Alexander, turning to
Xenodochus of Cardia and Artemus of Colophon, said: "Do not the
Greeks appear to you to walk about among Macedonians like demi-gods
among wild beasts?" sCleitus, however, would not yield, but called on
Alexander to speak out freely what he wished to say, or else not to invite
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to supper men who were free and spoke their minds, but to live with
Barbarians and slaves, who would do obeisance to his white tunic and
Persian girdle. Then Alexander, no longer able to restrain his anger, threw
one of the apples that lay on the table at Cleitus and hit him, and began
looking about for his sword. :But one of his body-guards, Aristophanes,
conveyed it away before he could lay his hands on it, and the rest
surrounded him and begged him to desist, whereupon he sprang to his feet
and called out in Macedonian speech a summons to his corps of guards
(and this was a sign of great disturbance), and ordered the trumpeter to
sound, and smote him with his fist because he hesitated and was unwilling
to do so. This man, then, was afterwards held in high esteem on the
ground that it was due to him more than to anyone else that the camp was
not thrown into commotion. #But Cleitus would not give in, and with
much ado his friends pushed him out of the banquet-hall.

He tried to come in again, however, by another door, very boldly
and contemptuously reciting these iambics from the "Andromache" of
Euripides:

"Alas! in Hellas what an evil government!"

And so, at last, Alexander seized a spear from one of his guards,
met Cleitus as he was drawing aside the curtain before the door, and ran
him through. #No sooner had Cleitus fallen with a roar and a groan than
the king's anger departed from him. #And when he was come to himself
and beheld his friends standing speechless, he drew the spear from the
dead body and would have dashed it into his own throat, had not his body-
guards prevented this by seizing his hands and carrying him by force to his
chamber.

52 Here he spent the night and the following day in bitter
lamentations, and at last lay speechless, worn out with his cries and
wailing, heaving deep groans. Then his friends, alarmed at his silence,
forced their way in. 2To what the others said he would pay no attention,
but when Aristander the seer reminded him of the vision he had seen
concerning Cleitus, and of the omen, assuring him that all this had long
ago been decreed by fate, he seemed to be less obdurate. sTherefore they
brought in to him Callisthenes the philosopher, who was a relative of
Aristotle, and Anaxarchus of Abdera. Of these, Callisthenes tried by
considerate and gentle methods to alleviate the king's suffering, employing
insinuation and circumlocution so as to avoid giving pain; but
Anaxarchus, who had always taken a path of his own in philosophy, <and
had acquired a reputation for despising and slighting his associates,
shouted out as soon as he came in: :"Here is Alexander, to whom the
whole world is now looking; but he lies on the floor weeping like a slave,
in fear of the law and the censure of men, unto whom he himself should be
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a law and a measure of justice, since he has conquered the right to rule and
mastery, instead of submitting like a slave to the mastery of a vain
opinion. sKnowest thou not," said he, "that Zeus had Justice and Law
seated beside him, in order that everything that is done by the master of
the world may be lawful and just?" vBy using some such arguments as
these Anaxarchus succeeded in lightening the suffering of the king, it is
true, but rendered his disposition in many ways more vainglorious and
lawless; he also made himself wonderfully liked by the king, and brought
the intercourse of Callisthenes with him, which had always been
unpleasant because of the man's austerity, into additional disfavour.

It is said that once at supper the conversation turned upon seasons
and weather, and that Callisthenes, who held with those who maintain that
it is more cold and wintry there than in Greece, was stoutly opposed by
Anaxarchus, whereupon he said: <"You surely must admit that it is colder
here than there; for there you used to go about in winter in a cloak merely,
but here you recline at table with three rugs thrown over you." Of course
this also added to the irritation of Anaxarchus.
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Plutarch’s Life and Works

Plutarch was born around the year 46 A D in Chaeronaea. He was known as a
philoséphy teacher of an eclectic or syncretic kind,** but was most closely identified with
Platonism, which he studied in Athens with the Egyptian Platonist philosopher
Ammonius. Born into a wealthy family, he travelled widely and possessed a large
library. He was made consul and he later attained the post of procurator of Achaea,
possibly under Hadrian. He lived in Rome from 75 to 90. In approximately 95, he was
made priest of Delphi, a post he evidently held until his death, around 120. Russell calls
Delphi the “main sphere of Plutarch’s practical achievement.”® Most of his writings
were produced during or after the middle of his life.

Most famous as the author of the Parallel Lives and a series of moral essays,
Plutarch “forged and thoroughly controlled a remarkably facile and rich linguistic
instrument,” which was a “mode of expression exactly tuned to his attitudes to the
world.”*® Included in his biographies and moral essays are displays of his knowledge of
physics, zoology, botany, grammar and mathematics. Russell says that Plutarch’s main
audience were those who had an education, a good imagination and the leisure to read
such tracts.®’

Plutarch’s Moralia

There are seventy-eight extant Moralia, one group dealing with moral philosophy

and another being rhetorical. They treat such topics as the education of children, moral

virtue, the ills of flattery, quelling habitual anger, how to read poetry and the defence of

** Babbitt (1960) xiv; Barrow (1967) 58, 72; Hamilton (1969) xix.
% Russell (1973) 3.

% Russell (1973) 20.

%7 Russell (1973) 43.




36

traditional beliefs. Teaching his readers how to become better people is the broadest
subject of these essays. Nearly a third of Plutarch’s non-biographical works are
concerned directly with ethical issues.

He took a reverent view toward all of humanity in the belief that at the base of all
things was goodness. This may indeed influence his portrait of Alexander, convinced
that the man was only at times erratic in his behaviour, and was sincerely dedicated to
forming a cohesive government among nations. Studying the great figures of history will
give one a model for behaviour, and by learning and putting the knowledge to virtuous
use, one can act without becoming a victim to one’s own mistakes or to circumstances.
Brenk, referring to Hamilton’s description of the Moralia as “epideictic display pieces

%% writes that this complaint is excessive.”” Russell

devoid of any serious purpose,
claims that there is a tendency for Plutarch to become irrelevant and structurally loose in
the Moralia.™
Plutarch’s Lives and the Life of Alexander

Russell states that the central focus of Plutarch’s philosophical interest was
ethics.”' His main purpose in biography was not to advance the plot but rather to
describe and evaluate character.”” As a moral writer he was concerned with how his
works could influence his readers’ everyday virtue (Babbitt calls him a man who strove

»73

“to be a physician of the mind”™”), and he wanted to explore how men who are famous

for some exploit have successfully lived their lives, or how they have destroyed

% Brenk (1977) 156, n. 12.
% Brenk (1977) xxxi.

70 Russell (1973) 100.

! Russel (1973) 69.

2 Russell (1973) 115.

"> Babbitt (1960) xv.
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themselves in their attempts at glory. In the introduction to the Life of Alexander (1.2-3),
he says specifically for this Life’":

ovte yaQ lotoplag yoadopev, aAAx  Plovg, ovte  Talg
¢rudpaveotdtalg neafeot maviwg éveott MAwOLS AQeTS N
Kaxiog, AAAX moayua Peaxt mMOAAdKIC Kal Ofjua kal adé g
fudaoty fOovg émoinoe puaAAov 1 péxar puotdvekgot ial
nagataéels al péyotat kat nmoAwgkiat déAewv. domeg odv ol
Coyoadot Tag OUOOTNTAG ATIO TOD MQOTMMOU KAl TV TEQL TV
SPiv eld@v oig Eudatvetar to fBog avarauBavovoy, EAdxlota
TV Aomav pepav PpoovriCovres, obtwe Muiv dotéov eig ta Tig
Yuxne onueia paAAov évdveoBat, katl dd toVTwv eidomoLely TOV
gxaotov Blov, Edoavtag ETéolg T peyéOn katl Tovg aydvag.

I am not writing history but biography, and the most outstanding exploits
do not always have the property of revealing the goodness or badness of
the agent; often in fact, a casual action, the odd phrase, or a jest reveals
character better than battles involving the loss of thousands upon
thousands of lives, huge troop movements, and whole cities besieged.
And so, just as a painter reproduces his subject’s likeness by concentrating
on the face and the expression of the eyes, by means of which character is
revealed, and pays hardly any attention to the rest of the body, I must be
allowed to devote more time to those aspects which indicate a person’s
mind and to use these to portray the life of each of my subjects.

Plutarch “is not and does not want to be an original thinker,” says Wilamowitz-
Mollendorf.” Wardman says that Plutarch’s Lives are mainly concerned with virtues. ’®
He is not interested in fame, which is not a virtue to him. He is a teacher who wants us to
improve our lives with the help of our native powers of reason. These portraits are of

individuals and their grand successes and occasionally grand failures; the influence on

contemporary issues is not at the forefront of the Lives. Grant writes that Plutarch’s

7 Duff (1999, 21) believes that this information is meant for the Alexander/Caesar Lives only, and
cannot be taken as the universal Plutarchean rule. See also Wardman (1977) 260.

* Von Wilamowitz-Mollendorf (1995) 56.

7® Wardman (1974) 44.
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moral inclination in the Lives shows him to be an essayist rather than a biographer, by our
understanding of the terms.”’ Plutarch's Lives have a general form, being comprised of
the subject's nature and early influences, his career in politics and the zenith of his
fortune and finally his death and the conclusion. We find that the anecdotal information
is sometimes taken out of its chronological context in order to make a point.

Plutarch knew that presenting the life of a historical character necessitated
revealing both the good and bad in that man. All lives are made of both good and bad, and
to represent only the good was a distortion of the truth.”® His Life of Demetrius explains
that where there is a great nature which produces great virtue, there is also room and
potential for great vice. In order to propagate the desired virtue, a biographer must take all
character facets into consideration in order to select what should be imitated and what
should be avoided.” While the men in his Lives can generally be held up as moral
exempla, there are a few, such as Demetrius and Antony, who are to be studied as negative
models; the unfavourable moments in an otherwise great man’s life can also be used as
moral lessons in their own right. When Plutarch presents us with a character we are given
the chance to observe and imitate; arousal of the reader to action on the basis of these
portraits is his intention. Where we find things he would not want us to imitate, we are
warned off by a vice such as immoderation which deserves and receives punishment.®’
Nevertheless, Hamilton believes that Plutarch is "unduly charitable" regarding Alexander's

killings of his intimates.®’ Grant says that Plutarch is too willing to see virtue where it

7 Grant (1970) 316.

78 Barrow (1967) 55.
®1.7.

% Gianakaris (1970a) 68.
8 Hamilton (1969) Ixii.
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sometimes is not present.**

Grant claims that Plutarch barely provides a historical background for his
subjects, and with the local trappings stripped away, the characters are more accessible to
us. At the same time, however, he has almost removed them from the actual climate
which formed their essence. He "possessed little real understanding of the past" and
interprets his subjects in terms of his own historical milieu.*> Hamilton agrees, saying that
Plutarch did not succeed in studying Alexander against the correct historical background,
and was incapable of thinking himself back into that context, as in the case of the
Macedonian custom of heavy drinking, which was not taken into consideration.®* On the
other hand, by recording his Lives so long after his characters have passed on, Plutarch has
the opportunity of concentrating on each man as an individual with faults and virtues, and
not as the culmination of history in a specific time and place. His audience can find more
properly historical material if they want that instead or in addition.® Grant further
complains that Plutarch's method allows for no dynamic biography, since the character is
set from birth or youth and is therefore fulfilled along those lines; Plutarch begins with his
conclusions and then proceeds to prove them. Although Hamilton claims that Plutarch
“imposes his own interpretation of his hero’s character on the narrative at the expense of
the facts,” he also trusts that he is neither “credulous” nor “uncritical.”%

The value of the Life of Alexander is increased due to loss of older sources as well
as the holes in the other vulgate information; Curtius’ first two books are lost and the

tenth is lacunose, Justin’s Epitome is a very short rendition of the expedition, Diodorus is

82 Grant (1970) 316.
% Grant (1970) 323.
# Hamilton (1965) 124.
8 Grant (1970) 315.
% Hamilton (1969) xlvi.
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missing several key stories, and there appears to be a “substantial Jacuna” in Arrian’s last
book.¥” A good deal of Plutarch’s information on Alexander’s early days is found only in
the Life, although this also means that its accuracy cannot be verified elsewhere. Stadter
says that this Life’s value as a piece of written history is to be found in the stories’
variety.®®
Hamilton calls this work generally apologetic,”” but also comments that the
character drawn herein is more than one-sided. Contrary to Plutarch’s portrayal of
Alexander’s moral deterioration, Hamilton says that there was less degeneration than is
suggested; the destruction of all potential rivals at his accession should give us a clear idea
of Alexander’s cruelty from the beginning. Hamilton says that the information found in
chapters 48 through 55 is Plutarch’s greatest gift to the Alexander-tradition, since we are
indebted to him here for the lifelike images of Philotas and Cleitus, along with the dissent,
jealousy and enmity present in the king’s retinue.’® There is a “keen sense of dramatic
effect” present in the scenes involving Philip of Acarnania and the taming of Bucephalas.
However, Plutarch has not restrained himself regarding brevity, which he admired in other
writers, since he is “discursive by nature.” Hamilton states that Plutarch’s style, which
tended toward expansion, is best displayed by passages such as the Cleitus episode, in

which it is allowed to flower >

8 Hamilton (1969) Ixiv.

88 Stadter, in Waterfield (1998) 310.
% Hamilton (1969) Ixii.

? Hamilton (1969) Ixvi.

' Hamilton (1969) Ixviii.

*2 Hamilton (1969) Ixix.
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Plutarch on Character

Plutarch believes that we need passions but that podvnotc (defined by Hamilton

%) must steer these passions if one is to behave according to a

as “practical reason
healthy mean. Plutarch’s purpose is to investigate and then to suggest the proper
governing of emotions between excesses and defects in character.”® The control of anger

is true bravery, and this is a virtue that Alexander is forced to find within himself, since

his most destructive passion is Oupdg. Though a man may lose himself in the midst of

his native failings, which he should be consciously trying to moderate, it is better to do
wrong in that respect than by forethought (ngoai@]mg).” If one of Plutarch’s heroes

commits a moral error, it is commonly due to some lack of moderation or reason.”® If a
man is rational, he has the ability to act according to objectivity or known principles, and
not simply with a mindless, automatic response to some new situation.”” A man’s
character is shown by his action, which he himself initiates, whether for its own purpose
or in reaction to the actions of another.”® Since we are not just thoughtless mechanisms,
Plutarch believes, we are endowed with reasonable sensitivity to the circumstances of
humanity. He was aware of this complex working of morality and therefore knew that he
could not declare a man to be wholly good or wholly bad.” There are degrees of quality
in behaviour and general character, as well as mitigating circumstances. For example, a
man such as Coriolanus may be excused for acting against Rome, for if an action lacking

in virtue takes place in the heat of emotion, it can be more easily forgiven than if it were

> Hamilton (1969) xxi.

% Russell (1973) 85.

% Wardman (1974) 113.

* Gianakaris (1970a) 122.

°7 Gianakaris (1970a) xvii.

%8 Barrow (1967) 57-58.

% Gianakaris (1970a) xviii.
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to be performed with devious calculation.'® This sentiment should be kept in mind when
reading the Life of Alexander, and especially the Cleitus episode.

Agerr] is a conscious and rational choice,'”" and a man who is &ototdg could not
choose to be kaicdg at the same time.'® Philosophy must teach a man how to prepare his
nature for meetings with anger and other passions.!”® ®Uo(c is a man's innate character

while his £00¢ is formed by habituation.’®® The $Oog is shaped by age, as well as

education, which can also diminish or conceal it, but not change its foundation or efface it,

105

in most cases. ~ While the ¢pOo1c can degenerate, the £€80¢ can be mutated on the basis

of external influences,' while the ££ic is a permanent and irrational state of the soul.'”’
The ¢Uog can help to make predictions for later behaviour patterns, as Alexander's

Buuog will show itself in his impetuosity and murderous rage.

Plutarch’s Alexander
Since Alexander is basically portrayed by Plutarch as a heroic figure, he must
either defend Alexander's faults or acknowledge them as faults, while defending
Alexander in general. Most notable among the reported crimes of Alexander, of course,
are the killings of Philotas, Parmenion and Cleitus. Plutarch would be presenting us with
a murderer as his hero if he were to place full responsibility for these deaths on the king,

so he puts much of the blame on courtiers who seek to influence Alexander by means of

19 \Wardman (1974) 113.
190 Gill (1983) 479.

192 Gill (1983) 480.

1% Hamilton (1969) xxi.
1% Svwyain (1989b) 63.

1% Russell (1966) 144.
196 pussell (1966) 147.
197 Swain (1989b) 63.
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flattery. Their wicked presence blinds him to right action and he cannot then shoulder the
full burden of three murders.

Plutarch faces difficulty when he is presented with Alexander’s magnificent
prosperity and attachment to wine.'”® The king had to be shown as the victim of the
tensions within himself (4.1-8). Unfortunately, the dryness and heat of his nature gives

him no choice but to drink,'* which does not serve him well as far as rational judgment is

concerned. This defect in his ¢pUoig presents Alexander with the heroic challenge of

attempting to keep a firm hold on his own temper. If he can do this well, he is displaying
strength and moral restraint. And he must succeed most of the time, for we are told by
Plutarch that Alexander is a model of self-restraint. He is swayed neither by monetary
wealth nor rich food nor the pleasures of the flesh, whether male or female. We are
provided with a shadow character, his horse Bucephalas, who is as difficult to restrain and
coerce as Alexander, but as easy to persuade.’'® Plutarch has high respect for this
Macedonian youth because evidently both biographer and subject believe that the ability

111

to conquer oneself is superior to the conquest of other men."" Mossman points out that

Buuog, which is a vice in Plutarch's essay "On the Control of Anger”, is used more

112

ambiguously in the Life of Alexander.”™* Although being Buuoe1dYg may have harmful

consequences, and therefore may be a characteristic to be consciously insulated against,

there is a need to possess this trait if one is a man of action.'"®

1% Gill (1983) 480.
1% Sansone (1980) 73. See also Plut. 4. 4.3-4.

12 \ossman (1988) 85.
'3 Wardman (1955) 107.
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Tragedy as a Theme in the Life of Alexander
Of course if the reader can empathise with the biographical subject, perhaps his
actions will seem more understandable and less deserving of condemnation. Duff
suggests that the subject's dark side is shown with tragic associations; either the man or his

% Mossman writes that we feel pity and fear when we

fortune changes for the worse.
contemplate that inevitable change or doom which will envelop a character. In the case of
Alexander, we hear precautions from his seers, the display of dramatic grief, followed by
an attempt at suicide. Mossman believes that it is unusual to come across tragic allusions
in an encomiastic biography, as they normally imply “adverse moral judgement and
censure.”'” Grant suggests that Plutarch has set up his characters and their lives in terms

1% Hornblower, referring to Mossman, says that Plutarch

of a play in an enormous theatre.
turned the story of Alexander into a tragedy, or more precisely, that epic (for the positive
aspects) and tragic techniques (for the negative) were blended.'”” Barrow says that it
almost appears as though Plutarch views his own work as “dramatic writing.”''®
Flattery as a Dangerous Practice

Plutarch speaks of the insidious influence of flatterers in his moral essay, "How to
Tell a Flatterer from a Friend." Flattery enters the picture because it is allowed to make an
entrance.'"” Plutarch thinks that it is no unnatural craving to desire virtues, which means

that if people who gather around some individual are insisting that he does, in fact, possess

them, he is apt to believe these words. Furthermore, this type of desire is not

M Duff (1999) 65.

15 Mossman (1988) 84.

16 Grant (1970) 319.

"7 Hornblower (1994) 44-45.
18 Barrow (1967) 58.

12 Mor. 48F.
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 Since

unexpectedly found in individuals who are involved in grand achievements."?
friendship is the most pleasing thing which can engage a man, we cannot really blame this
man, who is, in fact, a victim for not recognizing that flatterers are unconcerned for his
well-being, but are vastly interested in the inflation of his self-image and their own
121

rewards.

Once a man becomes the plaything of flatterers, he is likely to exhibit worse
rukola, dgoxiAia and dmiotia than men who have not been tainted by flattery.'* We
see Alexander demonstrate his identification with all of these. Tellingly, Plutarch also

mentions that one must be on guard when under the harmful influence of alcohol, which

combines with flattery to destroy a man's reason. He warns that bad timing and
naxgonoia can be suicide for the unwary.'” Cleitus, therefore, has little chance of getting
away with his cutting opinions in such circumstances, and Alexander has equally slight
odds of being able to control himself. A man's anger is roused by drink, and so the

combination of frankness, alcohol and potential rage will probably be deadly.

120 A for. 49B.
21 Afor. 51B.
122 pfor. 53E.
123 A for. 68D.




Chapter 4
Arrian

Arrian’s Philotas/Parmenion (3.26.1-3.26.4)

3.26.1 EvtabBa kai v PAdta EmiBovAnv  tod
INaoueviwvog éuabev AAEEavdQog, kal Aéyel TTtoAeuaioc kat
AglotofovAog, &tL mpoonyyeAuévn <pév fv> 101 of kal mEdTEQOV
&v AtyOmw, ov pévrol motn ye édavn tiic te PprAtag tijg maAat
Evexa xal Thig €& avtob &g IMagpeviwva te tOv matéga tov
PAwTa Tufg kat g avtov PAwtav miotews. ITtoAepaiog d¢
Adyouv Aéyer  eloaxBnvar eic Maxeddovag PAdtav  kal
KATIYOQNoaL uev avtot loxvows AAEEavdgov, amoAoyrioacbat
0¢ avtov DrAwtav kal Tovg érmunvutag ol £Qyov mageABovtag
ECeAéyEar DAWTAY e kat toUg Apd’ avTov dAA0LG Te EAEYXOK
ovk adavéot kal pdAtota o1 8t avtog PA@tag membobat pév
EmPovAn) v Tiva  AAeEavdow  magaokevalopévny  ouvédn,
EEnAéyxeto 02 katacwnroas tadty neds AAéEavdov, kaltot
dlg émi mv oknviv donuéoat v AAeEdvdgov dourdv. kal
PAwtav pivkatakovtioBijval nedc t@v Makeddvwv kal doot
aAdowetéoxov avt@ T EnPovAnc émi Tagueviova &
otaAfval IToAvdauavia, &va t@v étalgwy, YoAuuata otaAfjvat
HoAvdapavea, &va v étaigwv, yoaupata ¢égovta mag’
AAeEAVDQOL TROG TOVG OTEATIYOUS ToLg v Mndig, KALavdodv
te kol LitdAxny xal Mev[v]dav obtot yao éni 1fjg otatias, 1
Haoueviwv foxe, tetaypévol foav kal mEdg tovtwv drobaveiv
Hagueviwva, toxov uév 8t o motdv £doxket elvar AAEEavdgog
PAata émifovAsvovtog pn Evupetaoyeiv Hagueviova @ madi
TOU BovAgbuatog, Tuxov d¢ Ott, el kat pry Evupetéoye, oparegog
o v meguav Tagueviov tod madds avtod dvnonuévov, év
TOOQAUT) WV AEIWOEL TAQA Te avtd AAeEAVOQw Kkai ¢g T dAAo
otdtevua, Ut} 6t o Makedovikdv, GAAX kal t@v AAAwY Eévay,
@V TOAAGKIG Kal év pégel kal maEd T PéQog KAt TEOOTALLY
v AAe&dvdoov EVV xaortt éEnpyeito.
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Translation of Arrian’s Philotas/ Parmenion'**

3.26.1 HERE also Alexander discovered the conspiracy of
Philotas, son of Parmenio. Ptolemy and Aristobulus say that it had already
been reported to him before in Egypt; but that it did not appear to him
credible, both on account of the long-existing friendship between them,
the honour which he publicly conferred upon his father Parmenio, and the
confidence he reposed in Philotas himself. Ptolemy, son of Lagus, says
that Philotas was brought before the Macedonians, that Alexander
vehemently accused him, and that he defended himself from the charges.
He says also that the divulgers of the plot came forward and convicted him
and his accomplices both by other clear proofs and especially because
Philotas himself confessed that he had heard of a certain conspiracy which
was being formed against Alexander. He was convicted of having said
nothing to the king about this plot, though he visited the royal
tent twice a day. He and all the others who had taken part with him in the
conspiracy were killed by the Macedonians with their javelins; and
Polydamas, one of the Companions, was despatched to Parmenio, carrying
letters from Alexander to the generals in Media, Cleander, Sitalces, and
Menidas, who had been placed over the army commanded by Parmenio.
By these men Parmenio was put to death, perhaps because Alexander
deemed it incredible that Philotas should conspire against him and
Parmenio not participate in his son’s plan; or perhaps, he thought that even
if he had had no share in it, he would now be a dangerous man if he
survived, after his son had been violently removed, being held in such
great respect as he was both by Alexander himself and by all the army, not
only the Macedonian, but also that of the Grecian auxiliaries as well,
whom he often used to command in accordance with Alexander’s order,
both in his own turn and out of his turn, with his sovereign’s approbation
and satisfaction.
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'?* This and the following translation of Arrian are by E. J. Chinnock, 1893, from the Leipzig Teubner
edition of 1867.




Arrian’s Cleitus (4.8.1-4.9.6)

4.8.1 "EvOa &7 kai 1o KAgitov to0 Agwmidov mabnua kai
TV AAegavdoou En’ avtg Eupdopdv, et xal dAtyov Gotegov
¢maxOn, ovk £&w Tob KaQoL admyfoopat  elvar uiv yao
Nuégav tegav tod Atovooov Maxeddot kal B0sv Aloviow Soa
£t év avtf) AAEEavdoov tov B¢ ol Aovioov piv év e tote
aueAfioar  Aéyovol, Awokovgotv d¢  Bdoal ¢E drov o)
erupoacBivia totv Atookotgow v Buoiav mégow d& ToD
TOTOL TEOIOVTOG (Kal Y& kal T v ndtwv 1dn AAeEavdow g
T0 PagPaQKwTeQoV VEVE®TEQLOTO) AAA’ €V ye 1) TdTw TOTE Vg
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Translation of Arrian’s Cleitus

4.8.1 HERE then I shall give an account of the tragic fate of
Clitus, son of Dropidas, and of Alexander’s mishap in regard to it. Though
it occurred a little while after this, it will not be out of place here. The
Macedonians kept a day sacred to Dionysus, and on that day Alexander
used to offer sacrifice to him every year. But they say that on this occasion
he was neglectful of Dionysus, and sacrificed to the Dioscouri instead; for
he had resolved to offer sacrifice to those deities for some reason or other.
When the drinking-party on this occasion had already gone on too long
(for Alexander had now made innovations even in regard to drinking, by
imitating too much the custom of foreigners), and in the midst of the
carouse a discussion had arisen about the Dioscuri, how their procreation
had been taken away from Tyndareus and ascribed to Zeus, some of those
present, in order to flatter Alexander, maintained that Polydeuces and
Castor were in no way worthy to compare with him and his exploits. Such
men have always destroyed and will never cease to ruin the interests of
those who happen to be reigning.’ In their carousal they did not even
abstain from (comparing him with) Heracles saying that envy stood in the
way of the living receiving the honours due to them from their associates.
It was well known that Clitus had long been vexed at Alexander for the
change in his style of living in excessive imitation of foreign customs, and
at those who flattered him with their speech. At that time also, being
heated with wine, he would not permit them either to insult the deity or, by
depreciating the deeds of the ancient heroes, to confer upon Alexander this
gratification which deserved no thanks. He affirmed Alexander’s deeds
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were neither in fact at all so great or marvellous as they represented in
their laudation; nor had he achieved them by himself, but for the most part
they were the deeds of the Macedonians. The delivery of this speech
annoyed Alexander; and I do not commend it, for I think, in such a
drunken bout, it would have been sufficient if, so far as he was personally
concerned, he had kept silence, and not committed the error of indulging
in the same flattery as the others. But when some even mentioned Philip’s
actions without exercising a just judgment, declaring that he had
performed nothing great or marvellous, they herein gratified Alexander;
but Clitus being then no longer able to contain himself, began to put
Philip’s achievements in the first rank, and to depreciate Alexander and
his performances. Clitus being now quite intoxicated made other
depreciatory remarks and even vehemently reviled him, because forsooth
he had saved his life, when the cavalry battle had been fought with the
Persians at the Granicus. Then indeed, arrogantly stretching out his right
hand, he said:—“This hand, 0 Alexander, preserved thee on that
occasion.” Alexander could now no longer endure the drunken insolence
of Clitus; but jumped up against him in a great rage. He was however
restrained by his boon companions. As Clitus did not desist from his
insulting remarks, Alexander shouted out a summons for his shield-
bearing guards to attend him; but when no one obeyed him, he said that he
was reduced to the same position as Darius, when he was led about under
arrest by Bessus and his adherents, and that he now possessed the mere
name of king. Then his companions were no longer able to restrain him;
for according to some he leaped up and snatched a javelin from one of his
confidential body-guards; according to others, a long pike from one of his
ordinary guards, with which he struck Clitus and killed him. Aristobulus
does not say whence the drunken quarrel originated, but asserts that the
fault was entirely on the side of Clitus, who, when Alexander had got so
enraged with him as to jump up against him with the intention of making
an end of him, was led away by Ptolemy, son of Lagus. The confidential
body-guard led him through the gateway, beyond the wall and ditch of the
citadel where the quarrel occurred. He adds that Clitus could not control
himself, but went back again, and falling in with Alexander who was
calling out for Clitus, he exclaimed :—*“Alexander, here am I, Clitus!”
Thereupon he was struck with a long pike and killed.

I THINK Clitus deserving of severe censure for his insolent
behaviour to his king, while at the same time I pity Alexander for his
mishap, because on that occasion he showed himself the slave of two
vices, anger and drunkenness, by neither of which is it seemly for a
prudent man to be enslaved. But then on the other hand I think his
subsequent behaviour worthy of praise, because directly after he had done
the deed he recognized that it was a horrible one. Some of his biographers
even say that he propped the pike against the wall with the intention of
falling upon it himself, thinking that it was not proper for him to live who
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had killed his friend when under the influence of wine. Most historians do
not mention this, but say that he went off to bed and lay there lamenting,
calling Clitus himself by name, and his sister Lanice, daughter of
Dropidas, who had been his nurse. He exclaimed that having reached
man’s estate he had forsooth bestowed on her a noble reward for her care
in rearing him, as she had lived to see her own sons die fighting on his
behalf, and he himself had slain her brother with his own hand. He did not
cease calling himself the murderer of his friends; and for three days rigidly
abstained from food and drink, and paid no attention whatever to his
personal appearance.

Some of the soothsayers revealed that the avenging wrath of
Dionysus had been the cause of his conduct, because he had omitted the
sacrifice to that deity. At last with great difficulty he was induced by his
companions to touch food and to pay proper attention to his person. He
then paid to Dionysus the sacrifice due to him, since he was not at all
unwilling that the fatality should be attributed rather to the avenging wrath
of the deity than to his own depravity. I think Alexander deserves great
praise for this, that he did not obstinately persevere in evil, or still worse
become a defender and advocate of the others, but that he confessed to
having erred since he was but a man.
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Arrian’s Life and Works
Arrian was born in Nicomedia, Bithynia, as Lucius Flavius Arrianus, about 85-90
A D. His family was Greek and a part of the social elite. He was a student of the Stoic
ex-slave Epictetus at Nicopolis for about three years, beginning around 108. Bosworth
says Arrian performed military duties (from a reference in the Cynegeticus), and that he
may have met Hadrian (a fellow Stoic and a philhellene) while studying with Epictetus.

Arrian held the priesthood of Demeter and Kore and was most likely also doxwv, and

was later a senator and then consul in 129 or 130. Immediately afier this he became the
consular governor of Cappadocia for seven years. He then retired to Athens after a
“notably successful tenure” as governor.'® He died after 146.

Apart from his Alexander-history, works which still exist include three on
philosophy: the Dissertations, or Diatribes, of Epictetus (four of eight books survive), an
Encheiridion of Epictetan Stoicism, and six fragments of Meteorologica. Apart from the
Anabasis Alexandri and the Indica (the book which follows the seven of the Anabasis),

there are five works of history which are lost to us: a pair of monographs on Dion and

Timoleon, the Bithyniaca, the Parthica and t&x petx AAéEavdgov. Miscellaneous

books include the Cynegeticus, as well as three other (fragmentary) works, the Periplus
of the Black Sea, an essay on tactics and a description of Arrian’s battle against the Alani.
The Anabasis was composed in his thirties, and with its release, Arrian became famous as
a new Xenophon. He adopted the name as a pseudonym, and appears to have imitated
Xenophon’s retirement at Scillus. Although the titles of their works are the same and

Arrian took his predecessor’s name, Bosworth notes that Xenophon’s literary influence is

125 Bosworth (1980) 4.
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“less obtrusive” in Arrian’s Anabasis than in his other works, such as the Cynegeticus.'*

Photius (who is the main source of our knowledge for Arrian’s lost material) wrote that
some of Arrian’s works were lost by his day (c. 820-891), and that they may have

127" Bosworth writes that Arrian holds views

included more philosophical tracts.
compatible with the morals of an Antonine senator, and that he is “certainly no
unthinking disciple of Epictetus.”
Arrian’s Anabasis

Stadter describes the framework of the Anabasis as a series of marches
intermingled with action.’® This structure allows Arrian to include any part of his story
to be contained within the space between treks, and the entire work is integrated by
Arrian’s announcements of each stage. Each book concerns itself with conquests along
Alexander’s path eastward, and the length of each book is governed by these narratives,
rather than by a predetermined number of pages or duration of years. In general, the first
three (of seven) books tell of Alexander’s ascendancy to power, while the fourth
comments on the forces which challenge this path, and the last three examine the
struggles of Alexander against the boundaries of heroic achievement. Bosworth feels that
Arrian’s narrative in Books 4 and 5 is generally fuller and contains more information than
Curtius’ version, although Arrian is “still at the mercy of his sources, which are
encomiastic and occasionally tainted.”'*

Bosworth writes that stock renditions of Alexander were caricatures, but each was

“designed to serve as an exemplum.” He sees the Cleitus episode as a “stock negative

126 Bosworth (1980) 7.
127 Bosworth (1980) 6.
128 Stadter (1980) 77.

122 Bosworth (1995) v.
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exemplum.”"*° The type of exemplum which Arrian was proposing over the length of the
Anabasis was meant to portray Alexander as the “defender and emulator of the ideal

»B! The Anabasis is generally a story of victories, with a verdict in

Homeric kingship.
Alexander’s favour woven into the plot.

If Arrian finds certain passages untrustworthy or unconvincing, he puts them in a

AdYoc category, meaning that he sometimes uses reported speech (notably the words
AeyoUot or Aéyetar) or speaks of a story as unconfirmed.”* An example of this is his

report of Cleitus’ death, which Bosworth calls “hardly congenial to his encomiastic
purposes,” noting that Arrian is reluctant to pass it on as unquestionably reliable

information.’* He also uses this AGyog notation to indicate some kind of consensus or

134 Arrian’s two main sources, Ptolemy and

for the introduction of variant treatments.
Aristobulus, provide the main ground on which he finds his support. Bosworth writes
that Aristobulus possessed the inclination to make apologies “to exculpate or mitigate

»135 and we can

aspects of Alexander’s behaviour which were susceptible to criticism,
expect to find the offspring of this in Arrian’s writing. He adds that Ptolemy was at least
somewhat guilty of the same inclination. Brown writes that authors such as Ptolemy and
Aristobulus “probably ignored what to them was after all merely a tempest in a teapot,”
and so certain details may be missing when Arrian came to rely on them."*® His reliance

on Ptolemy and Aristobulus as main sources came about because of their favourable

renditions of Alexander. Having decided to glorify an already great king, "his verdict

130 Bosworth (1980) 22.

13! Bosworth (1980) 13.

132 Gee 2.12.8; 3.2.1; 7.15.6.

13 Bosworth (1980) 22. See 4.7.2;4.8.8;4.9.3,7
134 Bosworth (1980) 20.

135 Bosworth (1980) 28.

136 Brown (1949) 245.
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was presupposed," and these writers would be able to support his viewpoint."*” At the
same time, Arrian was “clearly...aware of the reputation of his sources but he thought the
bias justified,”"® and Bosworth thinks that he is “no slavis}h copier of sources, as modern
scholars have tended to suppose,” but was in actual fact “a very expert and sophisticated

»13% Bosworth comments on Arrian’s accomplished literary

stylist in his own right.
prowess and his vast range of vocabulary, noting “repeated echoes” of Thucydides,'** and
he calls Arrian’s style both “artificial” as well as a “re-creation” rather than a “crude

141 Steele comments that “as a historical work the Anabasis is comparative

borrowing.
rather than critical.”'* Bosworth says that as long as Arrian receives the agreed
testimony of his two main sources “as absolute truth, there is a preponderance of what
can only be termed propaganda.”'*

Arrian acts as a filter for the Alexander-historians,'** and is called a generally
muted critic of Alexander.'* For the most part, the Anabasis is a record of triumphs,
which stands out when set against the “more chequered record of the vulgate.”*
Although he bestows fluent praise, Arrian has nothing to gain from obsequiousness, since

he writes so long after the king's death.'”’” However, the first instance of an unfavourable

remark by Arrian does not show up until the third of seven books, and it is noticeable by

%7 Bosworth (1980) 15.
38 Bosworth (1980) 29.
3% Bosworth (1980) 30.
140 Bosworth (1980) 35.
M1 Bosworth (1980) 36.
12 Steele (1919) 157.
!> Bosworth (1995) 6.
144 Bosworth (1988) 16.
' Bosworth (1980) 15.
145 Bosworth (1980) 30.
7 Bosworth (1980) 29.
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its isolation.™*® Bosworth also points out the position of Arrian's excursus on Alexander's
admirable self-restraint,'* which follows the deaths of Cleitus and Callisthenes and is
placed precisely there in order to smooth over that which directly precedes it
immediately renewing Arrian's former tone."*® The main purpose of his prose is to lessen
criticism of Alexander.

Arrian's Purpose

Arrian explains why he is suited for the task of writing Alexander’s history in 1.12.5:

dotig 8¢ wv tadta UTEQ HAVTOD YiyVEOoKW, TO UiV Svoua ovdéy
déopat dvayQddat, ovdE yaQ ovdé &yvwotov €6 dvBOQwmoug
€0y, 0UdE TatElda fiTic pot 0Tty 0VdE Yévog TO £UdV, 0VdE i dT
VAL GQXTV €V Tf) pautod ok AAA” €ietvo avaypddw, 8Tt uoi
Tl te kal yévog kal doyat oide ol Adyot giot te kal dno véou
£t éyévovro. Kai émi t@de ovk anadiw ¢pavtov t@v mowtwy v
™) ¢wviy ) EAA&DL eimeg odv wkal AAéEavdoov t@v év Toig
OmAoLc.

This at least — whoever I am — I know in my favour; I need not write my
name — it is not unknown among men — nor my country nor my family nor
any office I may have held among my own folk; this I do set on paper, that
this history is, and was from my boyhood, my country, family and offices.
That is why I do not shrink from setting myself alongside of the masters of
Greek sg)eech, since my subject was first among the masters of Greek
warfare. >

Guido Schepens notes that at this point in history, the rewriting of Alexander’s
life and campaigns “may [have been] regarded as the embodiment of literary archaism.”!*?

Schepens says that in Arrian’s explanation of his own competence he “binds his own fate,

his reputation as a writer, to the fate of Alexander himself, which is related in his

318.12.

1% 4.19.5-20.31. See also Arr. 7.29.2 for Alexander’s remarkable restraint to physical (but presumably
not alcoholic) intemperance.

'*% Bosworth (1995) 8.

3! Bosworth (1980) 15.

"> This translation is by E. Hiff Robson, 1929, from the Leipzig Teubner edition of 1867.

153 Schepens, trans. P. Van Dessel (1971) 257.
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7% The fame of Alexander is reliant on Arrian’s product, and Arrian’s own

work
reputation is reliant on Alexander’s importance. This is not at all simply a question of
self-importance on Arrian’s part, since the whole game is dependent on how well he
composes his work.'*’ Interestingly, Schepens is one of the few writers on Arrian’s
Anabasis who supports the idea that the historian is still influenced by the philosophy he
learned from Epictetus. He comments that his becoming a biographer of Alexander “bears
the mark of his Stoic outlook on life, wherein divine providence has arranged all in
accordance with a definite plan.”**

The Peroration

At the end of the Anabasis (7.28.1-30.3) lies Arrian’s peroration on Alexander the

Great, in which he summarises his attitudes to his subject. Bosworth says that this is an
example of evprnuia, which he defines in this case as "the mitigation of a known fault.”

Bosworth states that this device is legitimate in an "overtly encomiastic" work, but is
hardly appropriate in a historical tract which pleads genuine accuracy.’”’ He mentions
that although it may be remarkable rhetoric, Epictetus would not have found the lengthy
apology worthy of inclusion, as he would have thought all epideictic speech-making to be
useless.”®® Bosworth calls parts of this section “strangely defensive,” noting that the
apologetic portion is much longer than the list of virtues which begins the description.'>
Bosworth says that Arrian’s depiction of Alexander as sparing in the use of

money for his own devices is the most egregious paradox. We are told that Alexander is

3% Schepens (1971) 262.

195 Schepens (1971) 263.

1% Schepens (1971) 267. See Arr. 7.30.3.
7 Bosworth (1988) 46.

18 Bosworth (1988) 155.

'*® Bosworth (1988) 135.
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great for his drAotiuia, but Epictetus (as reported by Arrian) lectured that such a trait is

' While Arrian blamed Cleitus for a major share of the

not to be deemed honourable.
responsibility of his own death (because of his frankness of speech), we can find the
sentiments of Arrian at variance with this in his letter to Lucius Gellius which serves as

161

the introduction to the Dissertations.” Aurrian calls attention to Alexander’s reputation

12 and yet we are reminded by Brunt that

as the most reliable man when it came to pacts,
he has slaughtered a company of Indians who decided to rejoin their countrymen after he
had let them live when they asked for (and received) a truce with him.'®?

Faults can be represented as virtues by Arrian if he chooses to concentrate on

them as such. In a time of war, when Alexander is compelled to demonstrate massive
ambition, he must be praised for being gpihoty@ratog, but when this characteristic brings

about harm to himself or his colleagues, it becomes a vice."®* Bosworth concludes that
Arrian’s attitude in this section shows “a certain inconsistency of purpose.” The ideal
situation for Arrian would doubtless have been one in which Alexander had
accomplished his magnificent ends according to Stoic doctrine, using self-discipline and
restraint, but since he did not do this, the achievements must be recorded for their
greatness nonetheless. There is no way for a historian who has both chosen his subject as

a favourite and affirmed that he will be honest to escape inconsistency in the end.'®’

160 Arr. 7.28.2; Epict. Diss. 2.9.15, 19.32; 3.22.29.

' Epict. Diss. Letter to Lucius Gellius, 2-8. In defence of Arrian, however, he is simultaneously
upholding his master’s exhortations that a man should know his place in society and respectfully remain
thefgz. See Epict. Ench. 37. The drunken 6po1g of Cleitus was shameful and undignified behaviour.

7.28.3.

163298 n. 5.

1% Bosworth writes that “the emphasis and indeed the whole hierarchy of values changes with the
context of discussion.” (1988) 153.

1% Bosworth (1988) 152-153. Bosworth does mention that the inconsistencies of Curtius are just as
blatant and much more common.
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In his 1977 article, “From Epictetus to Arrian,” Brunt discusses the divergence
Arrian makes from his master’s teachings, as far as the Anabasis is concerned. Brunt
says that it is only natural to assume that Arrian would continue to be deeply dyed with
his master’s words, yet he begins to doubt whether this is so in the Anabasis. His desire
to “fill the gap of literary brilliance” is an obvious diversion from his Stoic education.'®®
Brunt begins by noting Epictetus’ opposition to the quest for fame, as well as his “general
tendency to depreciate the worth of riches and honours.”’®” Yet Arrian appears to be
quite proud of his literary reputation.'® His letter to Gellius states that Epictetus would
not worry about the public reception his works would receive. To Epictetus, “status and
ambition were vanities.”'® However, Gray believes that Arrian’s closing advice that one
should criticize one’s own faults before judging Alexander too harshly is supported by
the “suppression of his own considerable achievements” to which he makes reference in
the praefatio.'”

There is no way that Arrian can deny that Alexander has acted in an un-Stoic
manner throughout the course of his campaigns when he has the opportunity to
demonstrate self-control. For example, according to Brunt, it would make more sense to
a disciple of Epictetus for Alexander to have welcomed the death of Hephaistion.”! In
his peroration, Arrian writes that whatever Alexander’s faults may have been, he is
superior by reason of his achievements. Brunt flatly calls this “not Stoic,” and says that it

would be “wrong and foolish” for a Stoic to set worldly achievements higher on a scale

1% Brunt (1977) 31.

17 Brunt (1977) 27.

1% See Arrian’s praefatio 1.12.4-5.

1% Brunt (1977) 30.

7% Gray (1990) 184.

'"! For Epictetus’ view of handling the death of loved ones, see Ench. 3, 7, 11, 14, 15.
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of importance than moral uprightness.”> When we read Arrian’s description of
Alexander’s fidelity in his contracts with others, Brunt reminds us that we must place it
against the massacre of Indians which he includes in his biography.'” Brunt reckons that
Arrian means “unparalleled infamy” when he writes of the fame Alexander possessed,
which supposedly excuses other moral failings.”* Arrian presumably never mentions the
reason for Alexander’s war travels because this would have led him to only one
conclusion, namely the king’s overweening ambition for power and glory. This idea
“could not be other than reprehensible to Stoics.” Arrian, however, has come so far from
his philosophical training that he has now placed desire for fame above other things.

Seneca, another Stoic, writes in his Naturales Quaestiones that it is a foolish
enterprise to record and commemorate the latrocinia of kings instead of mending our
own deficits (2 praef. 5-7). In the face of accusations against the aggrandisement of
brutal kings, Brunt feels that Alexander is “narrowly conceived and treated” by Arrian.!”
He says that at the least, it is true that Arrian adopts some kind of moral tone, but that at
the most, Arrian was just “vaguely conscious” that Alexander possessed some
characteristics which foreshadowed his breakdown (7.8.3). Of course, Alexander was not
responsible for all of these characteristics; his fondness for drinking was due to the
camaraderie which existed between his friends and himself (7.29.4).17

Regarding the Cleitus episode, Brunt agrees that perhaps the victim of

Alexander’s rage was no model of Stoic behaviour,'”’ but then there is nothing Stoic in
g g

"2 Brunt (1977) 44.

'” As he does in his notes on the Anabasis, 298.

"% Brunt (177) 45.

7> Brunt (1977) 36.

"¢ Brunt (1977) 37.

'"" Epictetus opinion on frank speech can be found in the Disserfations (1.2.12-24), although when it
shows up in his Anabasis concerning the Cleitus affair, Arrian holds a different view.
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Arrian’s celebration of the king’s virtues either. The traits celebrated on Arrian’s list are
simply those which are to be expected of any decent person. There is nothing about
remorse in the (extant) works of Epictetus which Arrian has bequeathed to us. This
repentance which he finds so admirable is no proof that Alexander will continue his life

' We see that Seneca is more charitable to Cleitus

without such impetuous violence.
than Arrian is."” He thinks that even Alexander’s passionate remorse was excessive
behaviour, and that the unrestrained consumption of alcohol provides no excuse for such
acts.'®

Although Arrian seems to have chosen the opposite of a Stoic model, he makes it
known (if only seldom) that the outer costume of fame and glory cannot make up for
internal unhappiness. He further notes that the king was dominated by ambition.'®!
Brunt allows that Arrian has taken the Stoic mindset here, “only to forget it later when he
came to give his final appreciation of the hero.”’®* On one hand, we may expect Arrian
to write with a Stoic bent, yet on the other, we cannot expect him to deviate too greatly
from the sources he has chosen as his main reservoir of information. Brunt says that both
Ptolemy and Aristobulus “rejected, concealed or exculpated much that other writers
recorded, to [Arrian’s] discredit.”’®® Any Stoic writer ﬁas to comment on his version as
he believes it, but always with the help of his sources. Therefore, if Arrian is taking the

words of his main sources to be accurate historical records, we cannot blame him if he

likewise sets them down as facts.'®* He cannot attribute sins to Alexander if he has not

'8 Brunt (1977) 38.

17 See Seneca’s de Ira 3.17.
180 Sen. ep. 112.29; 83.19.
8 A 4.7.5.07.2.2.

'82 Brunt (1977) 41.

183 Brunt (1977) 41.

'8 Brunt (1977) 41.
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seen them in the font of information he trusts. As Brunt concludes, it is “surely
impossible to reconcile” Arrian’s selection and his “manifest admiration for Alexander
with the supposition that his mind, when he wrote the Anabasis, was still saturated with
Stoic doctrines, even though here and there their beliefs peep out.”

Although this historian is known as the "mouthpiece of Epictetus,"'® Brown
believes that the reader unacquainted with his philosophical education would have no
way of knowing he was a Stoic from the Anabasis, nor could such a reader expect that he
is our main source of knowledge about his teacher.”®® In Brunt’s introduction to the
Anabasis, he writes that the Stoic influence on him must remain doubtful, as there is none
evident in the work.'® Tarn says that Arrian wrote as a "historian and a man,” not as a
Stoic, noting that his work would have made an "orthodox Stoic" bristle. '®®

Arrian's Alexander

There is no way to deny that Arrian must have dealt with genuine tension when

he wrote about his subject, since fame (dismissed by Stoics) was Alexander's greatest

°  Arrian admits or

desire, and was one of the traits which made him outstanding.'®
suggests that he is not ready to make harsh criticisms.””® Bosworth believes that these
admissions are a suggestion that Arrian knows more than he tells on occasion.”®  Arrian

has moulded a character as "fictitious" as the man illustrated in Plutarch's "On the

Fortune or Virtue of Alexander."'*® Philip Stadter writes that in the Anabasis, Alexander

135 Bosworth (1988) 25.
1% Brown (1973) 131.
'87 Brunt (1976) x.

188 Tarn (1939) 52.

189 Stadter (1980) 24.

190 4 14.4; 9.2.

1 Bosworth (1988) 16.
192 Bosworth (1988) 155.
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193 TInstead of

is a subjectively drawn figure and is "very much Arrian's creation.
allowing the full burden of murder to rest with Alexander, Arrian puts it across that the
victims are the main agents of responsibility for their own downfall. Cleitus and
Callisthenes are two examples.””* The bold words of these characters are not the only
means to chaos, as Arrian cannot forget the negative influence of flattery, which arose on
both occasions. The appearance and effects of detrimental sycophants arouse conflict
between Arrian’s Stoic training and the reported magnificence of Alexander: if evil and
harm can be traced to flattery, Arrian should be ashamed that Alexander allowed himself
to be the victim of deceit based on self-image. The king’s reputation for bloodshed

”1%5 guch as

would not be admirable, especially for a “willing victim of self-deception
Alexander.

The fatal flaw of ambition is inserted into Alexander’s life story so that despite
the rest of the portrait which Arrian paints, he is forced to concede that Alexander can
never be truly happy. If Arrian writes with sympathy rather than with condemnation, we
can see that he admires rather than criticizes Alexander, and perhaps we will adopt this
attitude in the face of the remarkable episodes of violence with which we are presented.
This is a device with the same purpose as Plutarch’s idea that Alexander was acting in a
heroic manner by not giving in to the natural desire for quenching his body’s fire with
alcohol.  Therefore, Alexander deserves some understanding and even pity, in some
cases, and the suggestion is made by both of these writers not to judge harshly such an

outstanding specimen of human history.

For Arrian, remorse is sufficient as compensation for rash violence, and he does

1% Stadter (1980) 89.
194 Bosworth (1995) 8.
193 Bosworth (1995) 145,
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6

not seriously expect real improvement in Alexander’s character.””® Alexander is

esteemed to be great when viewed in the light of his enormous conquests, a view which

compels Arrian to transmute and to raise the characteristic of ¢ptAotiuia into something

admirable. Military might and affairs are likewise now augmented as objects of praise.

7" Alexander was

The context influences the system of values bestowed by the historian.
sometimes able to understand and act on a sober judgement, although he was at other
times corrupted by the need to sustain his reputation above all else. Arrian informs us
that the end to which he directed his actions had a single purpose, and was insatiable in
acquiring things, whether the gains he made were monetary, geographical, or those
involving fame. '

In Arrian's attempt to portray Alexander as a magnificent leader, he sets up other
characters in the drama as contrasts. For example, Parmenion is shown offering advice to
the king five times, and Alexander usually does not take heed.'® By this means, the
portrayal of Parmenion is made inferior to Alexander's. The king has both an intellect and
plans which are superior to those of his most respected subordinates. Parmenion comes
across as a voice of dissent which Alexander must quell during the casting of important
decisions. The night attack at the Granicus is the general's suggestion, but a loftier moral
code causes Alexander to reject this trickery and win a "fairer" victory which is not only

more honourable but also proves his army's strength. Both his martial courage and his

personal ethics are alleged to exist on a higher plane than those of even his best men.2%

1% Bosworth (1995) 147.
7 Bosworth (1995) 153.
%87 19.6.

1% Bosworth (1980) 115.
2 Bosworth (1980) 296.




66

Ptolemy
The Ptolemy who was Alexander’s general is the first in the line of Ptolemaic
rulers of Egypt, a position which he assumed after the king died. The son of Lagos and
Arsinoe, he lived from approximately 367 until 283 B C, studying under Aristotle,
alongside Alexander, at Mieza. He is sometimes suggested to be a half-brother to
Alexander (as a son of Philip), and was one of the young heir’s friends who shared his
exile in Illyria in 336, returning to Macedonia two years later. As a close friend and

adviser to the king, Ptolemy became a cwpatopvAaf after Cleitus’ murder in 328 and

was Alexander’s second-in-command by 323.*°" He is not famous as a historian, but his
literary interests found fruition in his probable founding of the Alexandrian Library.?*
Stadter writes that the main sections which Arrian took from Ptolemy include military
affairs, records of the supernatural, things Ptolemy recounts but says he did not
personally witness and the “omission of the fantastical > The history of Alexander
written by Ptolemy is known to us almost wholly from Arrian.*** Rubinsohn reminds us
that Arrian’s and Plutarch’s bias in their treatments of some episodes of the Alexander-
histories are influenced by royal propaganda. We cannot forget that Ptolemy, although
he was an eyewitness to most of the events he recorded, profited by the extermination of
Philotas and Parmenion, which makes his evidence for these episodes ripe for at least

slight skepticism.**®

2! Bosworth (1980) 296.
202 Stadter (1980) 67.

23 Stadter (1980) 68.

204 Bosworth (1980) 22.
295 Rubinsohn (1973) 411.
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Aristobulus

Aristobulus came along on the Asian expedition with Alexander’s company in a
non-military capacity, since he is not mentioned in connection with fighting during the
expedition. Stadter suggests that he may have held one of many occupations: architect,
secretary, botanist, historian, technical officer, engineer or geographer.?’® Apologising
for Alexander’s behaviour was one of the traits Arrian found in Aristobulus and handed
down to us*”’; he shows Cleitus as the blameworthy figure in his own death (4.8.9) and
he denies the execution of Callisthenes (4.14.3). Referring to his version of the
Callisthenes story, Bosworth notes that Aristobulus was never ready to miss “an

opportunity to whitewash.”%

2% Stadter (1980) 69.
27 Bosworth (1980) 28.
% Bosworth (1995) 100.
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Chapter Five
Commentary on the Philotas/Parmenion Episode

Plutarch’s Version

Ernst Badian

Badian remarks that Plutarch shies away from accusing Alexander directly by
showing the killing of Dimnus during his arrest, followed by the king’s distress that the
solution to the chaos had therefore been eliminated. Plutarch does not believe that
Philotas had been aware of any plot against Alexander until his trial. Badian contends
that Plutarch was certainly aware of the version he was following, namely that Philotas
was innocent and that Alexander knew this.®® Badian adds that there is an accent on
Philotas' enemies poisoning the mind of the king; this is absolution of his total guilt. He
is quite ready to believe that there is a possibility and even probability that Alexander
would have sacrificed a pawn like Dimnus in order to remove Parmenion’s family. '’ To
the question of why Philotas and his father were targeted in the first place, Badian argues
that Alexander was intent on destroying this family. Parmenion’s reputation at
Gaugamela was a threat to the king, and one method of removing him was to station him

at Ecbatana, where he was assassinated.?!!
Badian informs us that “no aspect of the career of Alexander should be more
important and constructive to the historian than the series of executions and assassinations

by which he partly crushed and partly anticipated the opposition of Macedonian nobles to

2% Badian in Bosworth and Baynham (2000) 67, n. 27.
219 Badian in Bosworth and Baynham (2000) 68.
2! Badian (1960) 329.
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his person and policy.”*? Regarding Tarn’s argument that Philotas’ silence proved his
guilt, Badian says that “on a matter of this sort, [the silence] would not be worth much,”
noting that “this does not prove much by itself.”*"> Perhaps, says Badian, Philotas did in
fact receive a fair trial by the military, although he is too wary to assume that the
“perspicacity of simple soldiers” would be great enough to discern his guilt in order to
punish Philotas with death even if he deserved it.*** Neither Badian nor Tarn believes in
the active functioning of the law (at that time) which stated that the relatives of a man
accused of treason were compelled to be executed along with him.*"> In Badian’s view,
Parmenion could never have had aspirations to Alexander’s throne in any case, and
accordingly, there was no danger to Alexander’s position which required such immediate
and brutal punishment. Since the conspiracy of Philotas was fabricated, the murder of his
father could not have been “an emergency, knee-jerk reaction,” and he adds that “it must

be regarded as an integral part of the same scheme.”**°

J. R. Hamilton
Hamilton believes in the possibility of Philotas' enemies playing upon a
serendipitous plot against Alexander in order to get at Philotas and to convict him of
action against the king.?'” He does not believe that the plot included Philotas, as is “well
demonstrated” by Badian (1960).2'® If there was an actual plot against Alexander,

Philotas” enemies could have told the king that Dimnus was too insignificant a player to

212 Badian (1960) 324.

213 Badian (1960) 331.

4 Badian (1960) 332.

215 Badian (1960) 332, 1. 25.
26 Badian (1960) 333.

27 Hamilton (1969) 135-136.
28 Hamilton (1969) 134.
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be its instigator, and that Philotas’ inaction proved his involvement.?** Hamilton calls the
condemnation of Philotas by the army “mere fiction.”**® Notably, neither Philotas as a
witness nor Ptolemy as a historical source (for Arrian) ever names Parmenion as a

confederate in this plot.

A. B. Bosworth

Bosworth says that the death of Dimnus during his arrest in the Life of Alexander
is not plausible if we believe the plot was against Philotas. Why, Bosworth asks, would
Dimnus not be rewarded if Alexander had planned a false plot against himself in order to
capture Philotas? He wonders why Dimnus would die if Alexander had paid the false
conspirators to have this entire charade enacted. If this were the case, it was an
“uncharacteristically incompetent” setup by Alexander. And if Philotas were in fact
guilty, why would he sit there and do nothing when Cebalinus was trying to get the plot
exposed?””! Philotas would have wanted the whole affair to remain secret, and therefore
would have attempted to silence Cebalinus.”*? His conclusion is that there was a real plot
hatched by Dimnus, and that Philotas was innocent of complicity and was telling the
truth. He also believes that both Alexander and Craterus capitalised on this fortunate
opportunity. Bosworth says there is “no doubt” that Alexander commanded that Philotas

die, and without a condemnation to death by the Macedonian army.”*

?'° Hamilton (1969) 135.

*2% Hamilton (1969) 137. Cf. Diod. 17.80.1; C. 6.11.39.
221 Bosworth (1980) 360.

22 Bosworth (1980) 361. Cf C. 6.10.20.

2 Bosworth (1980) 362.
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Z. Rubinschn

Rubinsohn suggests that if Alexander had planned the destruction of Parmenion’s
family from the beginning, the king “would have made an incredible blunder” by leaving
the older man with so much money and so many loyal soldiers.”** He believes that after
Philotas had been tortured, Alexander found himself in a position from which he was
compelled to continue his punishing actions and he then found it impossible to save
Philotas from death, which suggests that Alexander was quite aware of Philotas’ possible

innocence.’?

224 pubinsohn (1973) 418.
%2 Rubinsohn (1973) 419,
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Arrian’s Version

A. B. Bosworth

Bosworth calls Arrian’s version of the Philotas affair “grossly imbalanced” and
says that there is little substance but a “dogmatic statement” of Philotas’ responsibility in
the conspiracy.”*® The execution of Philotas does not stir any military controversy, which
implies that the death sentence was deserved and easily accepted. Both Ptolemy and

Aristobulus say that there was actually a conspiracy by Philotas.”’

P A Brunt

Brunt argues that Arrian is “too credulous” of a plot by Philotas. While Arrian
does not believe that Alexander had any proof of Parmenion’s complicity in a supposed
conspiracy, this does not preclude his own opinion that Parmenion may have been a part
of it. He feels that in any case it was too dangerous to spare Parmenion’s life after the
trial of Philotas. Brunt states that in this situation, Alexander had no care for justice.’*®
Brunt declares that conviction by the army proves no guilt on the part of Philotas.** He
goes on to say that perhaps Arrian actually believed in Parmenion’s innocence, but also
feels that by not providing us with the background involving Dimnus, Arrian stands out
from three other main sources, who speak of him as a real conspirator when they do

mention him.?*¢

226 Bosworth (2000) 11.

27 Bosworth (1980) 359.

228 Brunt (1977) 41.

229 Brunt (1976) 519.

30 6.7.8; Diod. 17.79.1; Plut. AL 49.2




C.A. Robinson

Robinson says that Arrian’s version of this episode is the “soundest and most
trustworthy of all” renderings, and is the most accurate picture of Alexander we have

regarding the Philotas/Parmenion story.”!

He compares Arrian with the other three
vulgate authors (Justin’s version being lost), who “used every kind of material, good and
bad.” This opinion assumes that both Ptolemy and Aristobulus are mainly both good, or
at least that they form a readily solid account when balanced against each other.
Robinson calls this a “conspiracy of Philotas” twice,?** but Philotas is not alleged by him
to be a part of it; his enemies are responsible for his demise.

Robinson says that the killing of Parmenion is “the blackest crime, it is

23 while he also believes that it was a “legal

universally agreed, in Alexander’s life,
necessity.”*>* He posits that Philotas had real reasons for complaint, since the devotion of
his family to the king had been paid back with Parmenion’s relocation in Ecbatana.?>
Philotas’ brother, Nicanor, had died of illness, while another brother had been slain in
battle. Robinson believes that the history of Arrian is where “we find the full enormity of
Alexander’s crime,” but he says that it is a crime only if Ptolemy’s story is being used.
Curtius claims that the Macedonian law of punishment toward the relatives of a man
accused of treason was in effect until Alexander caught news of the tumult it was

6

causing.”® Since Arrian does not mention it, perhaps he was unaware of it; we can

assume that if he were to find such a means of exculpating Alexander, he would certainly

1 Robinson (1947) 13.

22 Robinson (1947) 142, 143,
3 Robinson (1945) 422.

34 Robinson (1952) 169.

35 Robinson (1945) 422.

26 . 6.11.20.
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have used it. Ptolemy, however, would have known of it, and so Robinson says that we
are therefore forced to assume that it is Arrian who is speaking here rather than
Ptolemy.237 In this case, Arrian’s “terrible alternatives™ are erased, and the execution of
Parmenion, along with that of Philotas, appears to be judicially performed. Robinson
wants to clear Alexander of an unjust charge of murder, although he says it is difficult to
believe that the king could not have swayed the army, had he wished to save these two
lives. They had risked their lives for his victories before, while less important men were
acquitted of complicity in the plot. Robinson believes that Alexander was probably trying

to break Macedonian opposition to his new ways with these executions.

R. Lane Fox
Fox believes that Philotas’ torture before confessing was “probably wrongly”
reported by Curtius. He thinks that Ptolemy added no proof of guilt for other historians to

% When Ptolemy reports that there were rumours of plots in Egypt,” he

draw from him.
suggests to us that Philotas is a plotter and has been one for years. This will obviously
sully his name for us in the future. Fox says that Alexander’s coercion of Philotas to
defend himself in Macedonian rather than in Greek is a detail which is “too unusual

240 suggesting its basis in reality. He thinks that

perhaps to be only a history’s fiction,
Philotas® guilt is “very plausible” but that there is not much evidence to prove it. If he had
been involved, the other conspirators could not have known it, because he was informed

and was expected to tell Alexander about it, meaning he would have been the last person

7 Robinson (1945) 423.
28 Fox (1973) 284.
29 Fox (1973) 287.
249 Fox (1973) 288.
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to find out. Had he known beforehand and been approached in order to have it exposed,
he would have gotten rid of those who were trying to air it, an action which would have
served as a good opportunity to streamline his plans, with the few who were aware of it
out of the way. But he did not do this. Fox says that this fact “strongly suggests he had no
part in the conspiracy.”**!

Perhaps Philotas’ inaction simply meant that he did not especially care about the
suggestion or possibility of an assassination plot, which by itself could have been a
criminal act. Fox views this episode in the Alexander story as more of a mystery than a
scandal. He says that “nobody believed Philotas was innocent” and that it is ridiculous to
turn him into a witness to the ruthlessness of Alexander simply because we are presented
with very little historical explanation. If Alexander had wanted to murder innocent men,
he had other, subtler ways of doing so, such as exposing them in battle or letting them lose
their way on the journey through mountains. Fox argues that a public prosecution in
which other defendants found acquittal was a clumsy method of doing away with a
guiltless person.** Of course this does not mean that Alexander could not or would not
have killed an innocent man in this manner, but considering the strategic mind which he is
purported to have possessed, one can assume he would have found a smoother route to the
extermination of his enemies than by way of the trial. He adds that Parmenion’s death

was an inevitable result of Philotas’ execution, and that the king’s arrangement of this

event is not surprising, seen in the light of “self-defence.”** Fox says that Alexander’s

21 Box (1973) 289.

22 Fox (1973) 289.

** For examples of Alexander’s opposition to Parmenion’s counsel, see Arr. 1.13.3-7 (the battle of the
Granicus), 3.10 (the night attack at Gaugamela), 3.18.11 (the burning of Persepolis). Heckel agrees that
such stories about Parmenion are almost certainly propaganda and dmoAoyia, and were most likely
recorded after his death. See Heckel (1977) 11-12.
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victory on the Granicus (against Parmenion’s advice) and the burning of Persepolis (again

opposed by Parmenion) were “probably re-written against a murdered general. ”**

Waldemar Heckel

in his article “The Conspiracy Against Philotas,” Heckel refers to Badian’s article
from 1960, calling him one of the most sound examiners of the story, although perhaps
overly suspicious. While Badian feels that the fictional plot of Dimnus gave Alexander
the opportunity of disposing of Philotas and his kinsmen, Heckel disagrees and does not
find this satisfactory. He believes that the younger generals of Alexander, like
Hephaistion, were important in effecting Philotas’ descent, and that the latter mishandled
the situation.** If we believe, with Badian, that Alexander invented the whole scheme in
order to do away with Philotas, we still cannot assume that he would know with certainty
that Philotas would keep the information secret, and not expose it as soon as he heard it,
thereby winning royal favour.®*® Heckel feels that Curtius is our best source for this
episode, although the reputation of Cleitarchus (one of his main sources, and a figure
present on Alexander’s expedition), as well as his own, do not help its credibility.*’

Curtius’ story still possesses the “important ring of verisimilitude.”?*

2% also noting that Arrian

Heckel calls the death of Parmenion “outright murder,
admits the same and says that Alexander was afraid after Philotas was dead.”® He feels

that Parmenion’s relocation in Ecbatana was not a problem, as he was about seventy years

24 Fox (1973) 290.
25 Heckel (1977) 10.
26 Heckel (1977) 16.
2" Heckel (1977) 17.
28 Heckel (1977) 19.
% Heckel (1977) 20.
20 Arr. 3.26.4.
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old at this point, according to Curtius (6.11.32).*' Heckel claifns that Badian misleads
readers of Plutarch and induces them to believe that the plot had long been in gestation
and was a part of the Dimnus-plot. Heckel’s idea is that Craterus and Antigone alone, and
not Alexander, formed a plot against Philotas, and that it is possible that the plot just came
up at that point, without a long development, contrary to what Badian would like us to
believe.”> Heckel says that when Plutarch speaks of a conspiracy against Philotas (49.1)
he is referring to this one formed by Craterus and Antigone (and seized on by rival
principals of the army), not the Dimnus-plot intended b5; Alexander against the whole of
Philotas’ family. Heckel does not believe that there was any malicious intention in
Alexander toward Philotas, nor a reason to eliminate him, although the younger soldiers

253

present were jealous of the veteran.”” Evidently his enemies simply seized this chance

2% and if anyone possessed the ability to influence Alexander’s mind to

and exploited it,
believe that Philotas was expendable at this point, it was Hephaistion. Alexander’s closest
companion is noted by Heckel to have led a minimal role in Macedonian combat success
before the death of Philotas. Before this episode, there seems to be nothing related to his
military acumen which would admit the promotion that followed.

Also implicated in the context of Hephaistion’s convenient good fortune after the
fate of Philotas is information found around the “suspicious nature” of Arrian’s narrative

(3.26.2ff)). Ptolemy is also given a higher command. Heckel feels that the processing of

Philotas has been “abbreviated to the point of uselessness.” He says that the tradition

given to us under the Arrian/Ptolemy heading has long been seen as an official AToAoYin

! Heckel (1977) 13.
2 Heckel (1977) 14.
53 Heckel (1977) 16.
24 Heckel (1977) 17.
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for Alexander himself, but that it should be recognized as a shield for Ptolemy in many
instances, as well as for his associates.”> It appears, when viewing the whole story with
the court factions kept in mind, that Alexander need not be the key figure in this story.
That role may be assigned to the conflicts within the society around him. The personal
rivalries certainly had some influence on Alexander’s decisions and on the fate of victims
like Philotas.*® Heckel views this episode most notably as a struggle for power, and
acknowledges that Alexander allowed himself to be led in a certain direction.””” He
interprets Arrian’s remark in 3.26.4 about Alexander’s belief that Philotas could have been
a part of a plot with the guidance of Parmenion as “feeble,” and says that this could not
have had the power of persuasion. While even Ptolemy/Arrian did not try to avoid calling
Parmenion’s death a murder, Heckel agrees that this act of Alexander was simply one of

“fearful desperation.”**®

J. R. Hamilton

Hamilton points out that Arrian’s version of this story is “by no means complete,”
and states that it is evident from Ptolemy’s silence on the matter that Philotas faced no
charge.” He cites Tarn’s demonstration that the mos of executing a traitor’s relatives

had been suspended temporarily at this time in history.>®°

5 Heckel (1977) 19.

% Heckel (1977) 20.

7 Heckel (1977) 20.

8 Heckel (1977) 21.

> Hamilton (1969) 137.
%% Tarn (1950) 270 ff.
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N. G. L. Hammond
Hammond believes that where Arrian’s version diverges from the others in the matter of
Philotas’ execution, “his version is to be preferred.”**! “Supreme folly” is what he would
call the actions of Alexander were the king to talk the accusers and six thousand
Macedonian soldiers into executing innocent men, lending credence to Philotas’ guilt, or
at least the idea that Alexander was convinced of that guilt.*? This is compounded by
the fact that Philotas was executed before Parmenion, which would be an especially
dangerous move, considering how the father had so many loyal men under his command,
as well as money and a situation on the communication lines. He continues by saying
that if Parmenion had survived unharmed, but with a motive for vengeance and with the
army’s loyalty, he “could [have] split Macedonia in two and throw[n] the kingdom of

263

Asia into the melting pot,””” providing further need for his extermination. Hammond

says that Arrian’s narrative is not so much concerned with the amount of detail or plot,

but rather with Alexander’s attitude.?**

! Hammond (1980) 184.
262 Hammond (1980) 185.
3 Hammond (1980) 186.
54 Hammond (1980) 185.
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Chapter Six
Commentary on the Cleitus Episode

Plutarch’s Version

“How to Tell a Flatterer from a Friend”
In his moral essay, “How to Tell a Flatterer from a Friend,” Plutarch speaks of
this affair. He notes that Cleitus had a desire to blame Alexander for his Eastern ways in
a public setting, and that the fiasco which resulted had more to do with this mistake than

265

the effect of wine on the party.™> Bosworth also notes that there was more publicity in

this insult than drunkenness.*®® Plutarch states that there is a danger in being too frank: it

can injure the object’s ego, and this pain needs to be soothed afterwards. 2’

“On the Control of Anger”

Another of Plutarch’s Moralia, “On the Control of Anger,” advises retreat when
one notices the onset of angry feelings, in order that one may compose oneself before
unleashing an inappropriate emotion.**® He says that when a man sits at a symposium
and speaks only a little, his silence may irritate the fellow-banqueters, but nevertheless
silence remains the most dignified behaviour if anger is imminent.*® He states that the

man who is most ready to anger is he whose conceit is met with some maligning

comment. Plutarch argues that in this situation the soul fights to defend itself because of

5 Mor. T1C.

2 Bosworth (1995) 57.
27 Mor. T4E.

28 Aor. 455C.

2 Mor. 456E.
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its weakness. He defends Alexander by proposing that this behaviour was not his

usual custom; he was harsher than normal at that banquet.”? He suggests getting rid of

one’s angry nature. Although the biographers may attempt to extricate Alexander from a
murder charge, claiming that at least the king’s remorse shows a genuine possibility of
moral improvement, Bosworth reminds us that evil people also have this capacity.>”* In
fact, one could argue that the most badly behaved or evil individuals, because of their
evil, have the greatest capacity for improvement since they have more of it to effect.
Plutarch calls this remorseful quality the act of a god, a defence which Bosworth in turn

"B He says that most would disagree with Plutarch’s

labels “rhetorical sophistry.
summation of remorse; Seneca offers the suggestion that those who cannot handle their
wine and who fear the petulance and temerity of their own drunkenness should order their

companions to take them from the banquet.”’* But when was Alexander one to take

precaution against his own impetuosity?

Truesdell S. Brown

Brown says that Plutarch’s story is convincing in a psychological way,?” while

276

Arrian’s is the best source for this episode.” However accurately Plutarch’s account may

‘»277)

come across (and Brown says it “rings true””"’), “details may be suspected,” such as

Cleitus’ “gift for literary repartee.”®’”® He says that Cleitus forgot his place and spoke up

7% Mor. 457B. Cf. Epict Diss. 80.
1 Aor. 458B.

272 Bosworth (1995) 62.

273 Bosworth (1995) 63.

7 Seneca, de Ira, 3.13.5.

77> Brown (1949) 238.

76 Brown (1949) 235.

77 Brown (1949) 238.

7% Brown (1949) 238, n. 68.
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at the wrong time. This attitude leans toward the view that verbal frankness was a
restricted freedom and that Cleitus should bear at least some of the blame for the horror

that unfolded at the banquet.

J. R. Hamilton
Hamilton says that the version by Plutarch is “preferred by most scholars,”
especially because of its objectivity and abundance of details.*”® He feels that there is

“no reason” to disbelieve Plutarch’s narration of Cleitus quoting the Andromache **°

A. B. Bosworth
Bosworth writes that Plutarch’s version of the Cleitus story is “the clear
favourite” among modern commentators, but that “there is no solid ground for the
preference.””®! He adds that “modern literature. . has not greatly illuminated this sombre

episode.”**

Elizabeth Carney on the Cleitus Episode
Plutarch and Curtius come across as somewhat more reliable than Arrian in the
rendition of this episode. Their references to court politics as an important ingredient in
the death of Cleitus appear more realistic when juxtaposed with Arrian’s Ptolemy-

borrowed, apologetic version.”® Carney calls Arrian’s version of this story “long and not

*7® Hamilton (1969) 139.
250 Hamilton (1969) 144.
! Bosworth (1995) 51.
82 Bosworth (1995) 52.
83 Carney (1981) 154.
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very perceptive.”***

She states that Cleitus’ appointment to Bactria around 328 may have been a sign
that he and the king were falling out, but that it did not necessarily indicate any disfavour
Alexander may have had with Cleitus. It merely suggests that Alexander could do just as

> She asks why the mocking songs at the banquet which

well with Cleitus gone.”®
annoyed Cleitus were being sung in the first place. If this were admissible in front of the
king, it must have been known at the time that the king and his intimates were not
sympathetic to those who had lost their lives in 329.2% She adds that Cleitus’ brother-in-
law Andronicus may have died in that battle, which would have added a personal enmity
to the political annoyances he was already experiencing with Alexander.?®’

The standards of warfare which readers of Homer’s Iliad would have recognized
as heroic were still very much current attitudes in Alexander’s day, Carney argues.
Therefore Alexander’s violation at the banquet against a guest, and one who had saved
his life, was “no negligible crime.” Yet the murder and the violence displayed in the
dramatic scene of Alexander’s remorseful episode were also “Homeric” in nature s
This scene of murder makes it clear how expendable the closest and most trustworthy
men at the king’s command actually were. Interestingly, Carney draws our attention to
the irony connected by Cleitus’ grievance and Alexander’s brutal response: by attempting
to break free of Macedonian boundaries and customs in his court, and therefore drawing

the ire of veterans who then made some rebuttal against the change, Alexander’s murder

of Cleitus exactly echoes the violent Macedonian reaction of the drunken Philip in 340

%4 Carney (1981) 154.
85 Carney (1981) 151.
6 Carney (1981) 156.
%7 Carney (1981) 157.
8 Carney (1981) 158.




(which proved unsuccessful, to Alexander’s good fortune).”®

% Carney (1981) 160.

84
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Arrian’s Version

A B. Bosworth

Bosworth notes that Arrian’s rebuke of Alexander’s behaviour du)ring the Cleitus
affair is “curiously muted.””® He also finds it curious that Arrian regards heavy drinking
at such a banquet as something not akin to Macedonian life, and states that this idea came
from Arrian himself®' The parallels are “ominously reminiscent” between this episode
and that of Parmenion; there is a relocation of a trusted commander, followed by his
unexpected murder. Bosworth feels that Cleitus’ re-assignment to Bactria gives him a
strong reason to be in a foul mood at this banquet, and that Arrian has either missed this
or chosen not to regard it. >

Bosworth notes three different setups for Alexander’s provocation: in Plutarch
(50.11), Cleitus is accused of cowardice and then speaks of his military achievements in
defence; in Curtius (8.1.32), it looks as though Alexander will calm down if Cleitus stops
berating him, but this does not happen; notably in Arrian (4.8.6), Cleitus begins the
boasting on his own,»providing Alexander (and his biographer) with more reason for
some type of reaction against Cleitus.”> Bosworth reasonably points out that whereas

Plutarch and Curtius describe how Alexander had a moment of calmness before being re-

ignited by his detractor, Arrian does not include this, but probably would have used such

%0 Bosworth (1995) 8.

1 Bosworth (1995) 54. Stadter notes the strangeness of this comment as well (1980, 106).

*2 Bosworth (1995) 56.

% Bosworth (1995) 58. Alexander can no longer bear the nagotvic or the BBig of Cleitus, taking
exception to such happenings at a banquet as completely outrageous. Arrian pities Alexander for being the
victim of passion and drunkenness, while blaming Cleitus for the same traits, albeit ones not resulting in
murder (4.10.1).
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2% Most of the sources include this scene,

a description if he had found it in his sources.
and Bosworth believes it to be historically accurate.”® It is important to remark that the
version Arrian takes from Aristobulus shows Cleitus being led further away (by the
always well-behaved Ptolemy) with a slightly more elaborate description than in
Plutarch, where Cleitus simply leaves the symposium.**® Bosworth calls Arrian’s pity for
Alexander “totally misplaced,” although he does remember Epictetus’ exhortations (Diss.
1.18.3, 4.6.2) to pity malefactors rather than maligning them, since they are sowing the
seeds for their own moral collapse. Immediately preceding his account of the murder of
Cleitus, Arrian does mention the incapacity for an intemperate man to achieve true
happiness.”’

Arrian makes the unfinished sacrifice to Dionysus more important to this episode
in comparison to a writer like Curtius (7.2.6), whom we might expect to have expanded
its effect on the scene, given his wide reputation for rhetorical exaggeration. Bosworth
believes that there were indeed attempts to justify Alexander’s crime by his inner circle
after the king showed remorse, perhaps similar to the sacrifice theme.”® In the end,
Bosworth draws a comparison between two burdens of responsibility: the first is where
Arrian requires that Ptolemy tell the truth in all matters, since he is a king, and therefore

must be a paragon of virtue and honesty. The second is a burden of similar virtue which

Arrian should consequently lay on Alexander and his behaviour as a king.**® Bosworth

4 Bosworth (1995) 59.

%5 Bosworth (1995) 60.

*% Bosworth (1995) 61. Plut. AL 51.4; Arr. 4.8.9.

7 Bosworth (1995) 63. Arr. 4.7.5.

% Bosworth (1995) 64. C.7.2.6; Arr. 4.8.1-3; 4.9.5-6. Although he does encase the action with the two
references to divine wrath, Arrian still shows Alexander taking the responsibility for Cleitus’ death himself.
However, Bosworth feels that bringing up Dionysus immediately after Alexander’s self-reproach ruins the
impact of this assumption of personal responsibility.

* Bosworth (1995) 62.
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feels that in this episode, which has a “super-abundant” wealth of source-material, the

arrangement and choice of Arrian’s information is “at its most elusive.”>%

R. M. Errington

Errington believes that there is only a vague description of restraint by

Alexander’s cvpmivolr in Arrian’s version of the Cleitus episode. He feels that

Aristobulus is trying to absolve Alexander of some guilt by reporting that he was
provoked. Errington thinks that Arrian’s story is drawn from Aristobulus rather than from
Ptolemy and that perhaps Ptolemy omitted the restraint description, which would give
Arrian less excuse for Alexander’s murderous behaviour. Ptolemy could not name
himself as a fellow-drinker (although Curtius says he was part of the company that day),
and therefore, Errington argues, he could not name the other men either. He states that it

is easy to see that Ptolemy was not proud of his inclusion in such a situation. If he
covered his involvement with the words “t@v cupumvévtwv,” Arrian simply absorbed

what he was presented with. Errington writes that Ptolemy’s normal method of disguising

unfavourable episodes such as this was to “suppress the inconvenient or unpalatable.”*"!

R. Lane Fox
While Ptolemy’s pages of history “seem to have suppressed it,” Aristobulus “was
reduced once more to special pleading.” Fox agrees that Alexander’s temper was the first
to be lost in his argument with Cleitus, and “set on murder,” he grabbed his sword. He

believes that the story of Cleitus’ exit and re-entry is an excuse which assists in

3% Bosworth (1995) 8.
%! Brrington (1969) 238.
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exculpating Alexander. He would prefer to believe that “more plausibly,” Cleitus had
never left. Fox calls the justification of this murder, blamed on the neglected Dionysian

sacrifice, a “lame defence.”>%?

Truesdell S. Brown

Brown’s view is that while Arrian may be the best source for this story,>®®
Ptolemy is not critical enough of the proceedings and is “not above altering facts.”**
Inevitably this finds its way into an apologetic work like Arrian’s Anabasis. In the work
by Curtius, Cleitus’ frustration at current events is “more than justified,” and the role of
Alexander is filled by the “conventional tyrant of later tradition.”” Brown notes that
there is no mention of divine retribution in either Curtius or Justin. He calls the reasons
for Cleitus’ outburst and Alexander’s inhuman rage, as given by Arrian, “most
unsatisfactory,” and says that the rendition of this episode by Arrian is “wooden and

unconvincing.”%

W.W. Tamn
In his biography of Alexander, Tarn says that “Cleitus could not be restrained.”
This is something of a reversal for the general picture of the banquet and its murder, but

beyond this he does not comment on the events after describing them.*"”

32 Fox (1973) 309.
3% Brown (1949) 235.
% Brown (1949) 236.
3% Brown (1949) 237.
% Brown (1949) 237.
97 Tarn (1948) 73.
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N. G. L. Hammond
Hammond says that Alexander demanded his bodyguards’ attention because he feared for
his life. In addition to the wine and the lost tempers, the fear of a conspiracy seemed to
become more tangible when these orders were not followed immediately.® This story,
coming from Aristobulus through Arrian, was composed before Ptolemy wrote his
memoirs. Had there been any disparity between his two main sources, Hammond argues,
Arrian would have made mention of it. He believes that this narrative is “as close to the
truth as we are likely to get”” He says we should not doubt the facts of Arrian’s
story.>'® Tt is notable to Hammond that Arrian does not allow the luxury of free speech to
Cleitus. This liberty is not viewed by Arrian with reproach when the gymnosophists

. . . 3
exercise it,”"" nor when Coenus exercises it 3'2

*% Hammond (1980) 197.

3% Hammond (1981) 198.

1% Hammond (1981) 184.

I See Arr. 7.1.6-2.1.

*12 17.18.1. Alexander is more irritated this time, however, and dismisses the assembly for the day.
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Conclusion

The modern commentators on the Philotas and Cleitus episodes agree on the basic
truth of the versions of Plutarch and Arrian. They take into account the fact that Arrian
has mostly deviated from his Stoic education, but they admit that the encomiastic nature
. of his two main sources has bound him to a story of praise. Since he has declared his
personal admiration for Alexander, he probably would not see the limitation inherited
from Ptolemy and Aristobulus as a problem. However, the commentators also note that
Arrian’s repositioning of blame on the victims is an ingredient in his stories which may
lead us to believe that he is distorting his picture. His apologies strike many
commentators as egregious, and this is a further clue not only that he may have more to
tell us (which remains untold), but also that he himself is not convinced by his own
knowledge of Alexander’s life; some of the virtues on his list may, in fact, be less
virtuous than he relates, and he is probably very aware of this.

Plutarch approaches the problem of Alexander from a different angle. While he
wishes us to view the man as a hero, he is still willing to shed light on Alexander’s faults,
in order that we may take heed and divert ourselves from such destructive tendencies.
The commentators still recognise that Plutarch is uncomfortable with presenting his hero
as a vicious murderer, and understandably so, but mainly they agree that his Alexander is
actually a complex character, and that the episodes discussed herein give valuable
colouring to our understanding of the tensions and intercourse among Alexander’s closest
allies. Perhaps as one of a long series of great men, Alexander does not occupy the
blinding status of an idol to Plutarch, as he might if his were the only favourable Life that

had been written.
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As I wrote this thesis, the idea slowly came to me that distortion of history may
not be a biographical sin after all, depending on the individual case; perhaps this
judgement lies in the perception of the reader. The biographer decides to take a certain
approach and some allowances can be made if the biography assumes the identity of an
artwork, which need never comply with simply one system of execution. Instead of
being a list of facts and dates, there may be a character which shows itself in the author
and in the work. These are two unexpected personalities which emerged to me, separate
from the character of the biographical subject, and they now seem as valid to me as any
other characters associated with the narrative.

Several other issues have also begun to develop some interest for me. First, there
arose the matter of trying to defend a type of action one believes to be cruel or wrong. It
seems at first glance that an action like the killing of Cleitus, for example, would be an
immediate object of repulsion even in an admirer. Why does this not happen? The
admiring biographer does recognise the need for defence; if he does not find it repulsive
at least he knows that his readers probably will. Otherwise he would not bother trying to
apologise. There are men, however, whose magnificence in legend will have the weight
to drown this type of criticism. I suppose it would be possible to take a view of the lives
of certain historical figures such as Alexander, Caesar and Napoleon which sincerely
presents them as ‘greats’ and avoids condemning them for the trails of blood they left
behind. Characteristics such as military cunning, ambition, bravery, achievement and
penetrating minds can override the results of their destructiveness if these men are not
almost solely thought of as butchers. Positive influences on civilisation redeem them and

they breed admirers with legitimate reasons for celebrating them.
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The second issue that had some eventual significance for me was the context of
the killings. Since the biographers isolate them and apologise for them, shifting the
blame or telling us that Alexandér was not usually this cruel, and since I am studying
them specifically without reference to Alexander’s life, I believe that they stand out more
than they should. If we accept his legendary connection with the Iliad, his desire for
alcohol, his quick temper and generally impetuous nature, his obvious martial skill, his
pride, the possibility of plots and the discomfort this would produce in him, and the
history with his father, there should not be much shock that he would eventually express
himself violently when he felt threatened. When put against the isolation by the
biographers and myself, the long course of Alexander’s circumstances changes the point
of view for these episodes, making them more forgivable and unsurprising. His life was
indeed not of a type with which the general reader is going to identify, and if it was
atypical, we cannot fairly expect him to act typically.

Perhaps these violent episodes were very much defining points in his life and his
administration, especially where his securest colleagues were concerned, but as all events
have inspirations and all outcomes are unavoidable, these episodes are also just events in
the stream of his life, events which have clearly recognisable seeds. When I first started
reading about possible defences for this behaviour, I could not imagine how that could be
taken seriously and what the defences might be. This is because I was recording
information in isolation and not studying the reasons for his behaviour in general.

I believe that Plutarch and Arrian are both correct in their judgements of a man.
Plutarch tells us that he does not want to be condemned by his reader if he omits an

especially famous event, and instead concentrates on a telling moment in Alexander’s
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life.’" Since a man is the collection of all of his experiences, perhaps we can find the
key to his identity in almost any of his actions, all of which are bound to be an expression
of his influences. Arrian wants us to reserve hasty critical judgement of Alexander,
telling us that we must take all of his actions together before we damn him. *'* This has
more merit than I first realised; it took Alexander a lifetime of experiences to put him into
a position whereby he committed the acts we now see as horrendous. We need not accept
them as a part of something to be celebrated in his identity, but we must readily accept
them in the whole picture of him, if we believe that a man is the crystallisation of the sum

of his experiences.

33 plut. 41, 1.1,
314 Arr. 7.30.1.
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