

























































































160 LR EMS
[. ATTALOS ANIY ALENANDER

a,; Attalos™ insult

Three authors preserve the story of a clash tetween Attalos and Alexan-
der not iong before the latter’s accession to the Macedonian throne. Plutarch
(AL 9. 4f}, Athenaios (13.337dej and Justin (9.7.2-3) provide. in vuarying
degrees of detail, accounts of the incident, illustrating (as they all comment
in ong way or another) the difficulties King Philip brought upon his own
head by taking his seventh wife, Kleopatra. The clash seems a significant one
and has long been held as evidence of a breakdown in relations at the court
in Pella. Badian sees in it (along with several other data) signs that Philip had
decided to replace Alexander as his legitimate and intended successor, so
providing the prince and his mother with the most credible of motives for
wishing the king dead.

There are some variations between the three accounts and these shouid
be noted. Plutarch’s, the longest and most circumstantial, sets the scene, as
does Athenaios’, during the actual festivities of Philip’s wedding to Kleopatra:
while Justin is rather more vague (it happened n convivie), the difference is
hardly significant. In both Athenaics and Plutarch the action is initiated by
a drunken though telling remark by the bride’s uncle {and guardian), which
raises doubts as to Alexander’s legitimacy; schelars have been uncertain
whether to take this as an aspersion Jn the young man's paternity {which is
what Plutarch und Athenaios say) or on his provenance (which is what some
would like it to mean)®.

In the more detailed account of Plutarch this is couched in the form of
an appeal to the guests to pray now for a legitimate heir to the kingdom as
issug of the marriage, while in Athenaios it is an undisguised insult: “Now
indeed fegitimate princes and not bastards shall be born!” Plutarch hias the
prince furicusly rejoin, ‘Do you then take us for bastards?’ and hurl a skyphos
at his tormentor. Athenaios knows of no verbal reply: only that the prince

Badian’s view in substance, elaborating on one aspect. R. L. Fox, Alexander the Great (1973)
17ff, does not depart from the main arguments but prefers Olympias to Alexander as the
culprit, K. Kraft, Der “rationaie’ Alexander (1971} 23ff (on which see Badian. Gromon 47,
1975, 48ff), disagrees utteriy. T did accept the thesis (esp. JHS 91, 1971, 24 but ¢came in
my recent work, Philip IT & Muacedonian Imperialism (1976 Chapter 8 with notes). to express
comsiderable misgivings, although taking a generally less committed view than that expressed
in the present paper.

3. For example, Milns p. 28 and Fox p. 503 prefer the literal meaning: ¢f. Badian,
Phoenix 17, 1963, 244, Bosworth p. 102 and Green pp. 88€.
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Slung his Arfiv, to which Attalos responded with his porerion. Forgoing the
cascade of crockery Justin is uncharacteristically restrained: in his version
Alexander simply quarrcled with Attalos and then (he adds) with Philip. In
Plutarch, as in Justin., Philip Teapt to his feet, sword in hand, in pursuit (cddlv}
not of the treasonous Attales but of Alexander. In Plutarch the king then
tripped and fell, feeding his son with the suspiciously memorable punchline,
“This 1s the man set to cross from Europe to Asia who can’t even get from one
couch to another!” In Justin Philip was restrained by anxious friends before
any real damage was done—a detail which is not inconsistent with and might
be thought to be the necessury complement to the version of Plutarch. In
Athenaios, by contrast, the incident ended as Attalos® cup fell to the floor.
The one feature an which all three agree absolutely is that the prince and his
mother then left Macedonia, going first to Epeiros, where Olympias remained
with her roval brother Alexandros, her son going on into lilyria (See section
IV, below). The variations mayv be summarized as follows,

Plut. Alex. 9.4-5 Athen. 13.357de Justin  9.7.3-5
...at the wedding of ...during the wedding ..at a banquet
Kleopatra
...Attalos, in his .. Attalos said,
cups. bade the Mac- "Now legitimate
edonians pray fora princes and not
legitimate suUCcessor. bastards shall be

born!’ ...Alexander
...Alexander replied, quarreled first with
‘Do you then take us Attalos
for bastards ¥ ..and then with
...and threw his ...Alexander threw Philip
skvphos at Attalos. his kviiv ar Attalos,

...who threw his
poierion back.

...Philip leapt to ...Philip chased

his feet with drawn Alexander with his
sword sword

...but tripped and ..but was dissuaded
fell by friends from
.and Afexander killing him.
said...etc.
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.. Alcxander ook L Ohvmpias fled to oAfexarder and

Olympias and instal- the Molossians Qlympias tecok refuge

led her in Epetros in Epeiros

...and himself went ..and Alexander .and then Afexander
on to the Illvrians to the Tllyrians. with the king of the

Hlvrians,

Now ali this seems very Macedonian and very plausible. so that it has
heen common practice simply to combine useful and flavoursome details
from all three accounts into a composite whole. But the points of difference
may have significance. Neither Plutarch nor Trogus (Justinj names his author-
ity, but Athenaios is, he says. drawing on the biography of Philip by Satyros,
the third-century Peripatetic biographer. Earlier in the same passage this
source has listed Phifip’s wives and their offspring in an account that while
rhetorically adorned and rearranged is fundamentally accurate (see Section
11 {a) below). But we are not yet in a position to speculate on whether Satyros
himself had available any reliable sources contemperary with Philip and
Alexander. To identify the authorities used by Trogus/Justin has always proved
extremely difficult; the haste, carelessness and rtendentiousness of the epi-
tomator has done too much violence to what may have have been a not whelly
damnable piece of historiography on Trogus® part, Likewise. although we
know semething of Plutarch’s sources lor the reign of Alexander we could do
no more than guess at his source [or this story®. But our concern. in any case,
is not so much to put a name to sources as to identify their context and
interests. To this we shall return, for the mement noting merely that, although
Plutarch’s version inciudes many embellishments that Justin's does not. these
two appear nevertheless to have a common origin. What they, but not Satvros,
share is the whole matter of Philip’s implicit association with Attalos’ view-
point. From Plutarch and Justin we infer that Alexander’s legitimacy was
under threat from his own father. In Satyros, in spite of the context of the
storv, we find only the implication that Philip’s last marriage caused dissen-
ston among the members of his Family and court. In his version only Attales
is cast, against the young hero, in the villain's role.

b) Pausanius the assassin
Of the assassination of Philip we possess more or less detailed accounts

by Diodores and Trogus/Justin in addition to a brief reference by Aristotle—

4. C. F, Edson, CP 56, 1941, 198fF,
5. Hamilton, Plui. AL Coprm., Introduction pp. xlix ff.
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the last datable reference, in fact, in the Poliries. This last is to the effect that
Philip was killed because he allowed Pausanias. the assassin-to-be, to suffer
insult at the hands of Atralos and his friends (Po/. 3.8.10. 1311b2); this among
a list of instances demanstrating the author's contention that attacks on a
leader gqua person irather than qua office-bearer) arise out of fubris on that
leader’s part. To Aristotle Pausanias acted out of personal motives provoked
by Philip’s Aubris. (Or does he mean that Pausanias was provoked by Attalos’
hubris, which Philip failed to punish? At any rate, the attack here falls squarelv

within the category of personal, not political attacks).

In the accounts of Diodoros (16.91.2-93.2) and Justin (9.6-7) we find a
good deal more information but also, as we might have expected. a substantial
number of discrepancies, which the twg are here summarized to demonstrate.

Diodoros 16.91-53

Pausanias, an Orestian bodyguard
of the king, was laved by Philip
...but became jealous of another
man and drove him to suicide in
battle.

Attalos, sympathetic to the
deceased, abused Pausanias.
Pausanias complained to Philip,
wio was sympathetic but
unwilling to act because of his
kinship by marriage with

Attalos and because he had ap-
pointed him (A.) to the advance-
army, and so tried to mollify

him (P.) by gifts and advancement.
Therefore Pausanias’ anger

with Attalos extended also

to Philip.

Justin 9.6-7

Pausanias, a noble Macedonian
youth,

was abused (in his carly youth)
by Attalos.

Pausamas complained to Philip,
whe was unsympathetic and
ridiculed him, adding to his
humiliation.

Therefore, especially when
Philip appointed Attalos to
an advance-army command,
Pausanias™ anger was directed
against Philip.

Pausanias’ deed was also instigated by
Olympias, who resented her divorce
and the preferment of Kleopatra,
and by Alexander, who feared the
rivalry of his stepbrother and so,

at a banguet, quarrcied with
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Adtalos and then Phiip (rec Lia),
After the fiight of Alevarder and
Olymypias they were recalled tut
reconciled with difficulty to

Philip (see aiso Plutarch A4/ 9.6.).
Olympias urged her (Epcirote)
brother to make war on Philip, but
he was dissvaded by an offer of
marriage to  Philip’s  daughter

Kleopatra.
Pausanias posted horses for his Olympias prepared horses for the
escape, then... escape of Pausanias, who...
killed Philip, tried to escape killed Philip and was himself
hut tripped, fell and was killed;
caught and himself killed by
pursuing bedyguards. ...and then Olympias publicly crowned

the dead assassin, cremated his body
on Philip’s, had a tomb built for
him, provided for annual sacrifices
to his manes, forced Kleopatra to
suicide after first killing her
daughter in her lap, and consecrated
Pausanias’ sword in her own ‘maiden’
nane.

Tt is at once evident that, for all the dramatic detail, Diodoros relates a
much simpler story than Justin. In essence he gives only the version of Ari-
stotle, adding some detail on the origins of the feud between Pausanias and
Attalos which in no way affects the substance of the story, together with the
explicatory datum that Philip failed to satisty Pausanias because he found
it inexpedient to act against Attalos. In Diodoros and even Aristotle, we may
remark, (questions of second-degree hwbris aside) the guilt appears only
secondarily attached to the king or his assassin: the real villain, again, is
Attzlos. It was through the impropriety of his behaviour that Pausanias was
stirred to righteous anger (Diod. 16.93.8). The subsidiary guilt is shared by
Philip, who was at fault in failing to punish him (Aristotle, lec. cir.), and
Pausanias {particularly in Diodoros and perhaps implicitly in Aristotle, though
the extreme abbreviation makes this unclear), for, in spite of the king’s sym-
pathy and his generous attempts to atone for his general’s delinquency, he
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nursed his grievance implacably (Diod. 16.93.8F) and feil nto the error of
seeking undving fame through regicide (Diod. 16.94.11).

Justin’s treatment begins {9.6.1-8) with an account fundamentally similar.
although certainly less detailed and, partly through his omission of Pausanias’
laull in the feud with Attalos and partly through the statement that Philip
not only scathingly rejected the young man’s complaint but himself deliber-
ately added to his humiliation, less favourable to the king® But after {like
Diodoros but more strongly) making the point that Atralos’ command in
the Macedonian advance party, which crossed to Asia Minor in spring 336,
pasticularly compounded Pausanias’™ sense ol grievance towards the king
(9.6.8.). Justin sets out on a new tack altogether (9.7.1-14). On this we shall
shortly follow him,

First, however. it may be noted that with the account of Aristotle we are,
for the first time so far, dealing with an indisputably contemporary  view. It
also ought to be an informed one. He was a close associate of the Macedonian
roval family” and may even have been among the guests present in Algai at
the time of the assassination; at any rate, few sources of any period were better
placed to know what they were talking about than Aristotle on the Macedonian
court.

Diodoros® source at this point, similar in viewpoint, as we have noticed,
ta the contemporary Aristotle, appears to be Divilos, an Athenian®. His
position, as represented in other passages drawn cn by Diodoros, tends to
be anti—rather than pro-Macedaonian: indeed it is partly on this basis that he
has been identified. Son ol the Atthidographer Phanodemos, who played a
prominent role in Athenian civic and political alfairs between about 346 and
330, he will have been born in the 330s, and wrote a universal history in 26
books covering the peried (rom 357 (where Ephoros lelt ofl) to 297, In spite,
then, of a demonstrably anti-Macedonian viewpoint and of the lact that he
long outlived the period when it might have been unsafe to reflect unfavour-
ably on Philip or Alexander {if there ever was such a time in Athens), he gives
us a version apparently uninfluenced by the extremely strong views thattilicred
through to Justin. And, almost as much so as Aristotle. he is a genuine con-
temporary. These two sources have to be taken seriously.

Returning ta Justin, we note first that his second line of attack (9.7.1-14),
which explicitly links Olvmpias and even Alexander with the murder, secms

6. See also Plut. A/ 10.4.
7. A-H. Chroust, Rev. Fofl, 34, 1972, 370(T
8. Hammond, €'¢ 31, 1937, 79 & 150f.



e f.o R Ellis
unlikely to derive from & source published in Alexander’s lifetime. But. more
important, his ulumate authority is not only violently anti-Olympias but so
hyperbolically as to lorfeit all credibility. While 1t is at least plausible that
Philip™s wife and son connived at his death (judicious scholars have believed
in), it is totally tmpossible that Olympias acted publicly in the way this version
alleges. Moreover, the conclusion is unavoidable that, whoever {whether
Trogus or an earlier source used by him) wuas responsible for arafiing the
seccond version onto the first {at 9.6.8,7.1), the second is entirely from the
one source; Olympias™ alleged glorification of the dead assassin (whichk is
impossible) is a continuation of her alleged preparations for the murder
(9.7.9-11). The story of Attalos” insult sits firmly in the sequence of data
comprising this version. The prima facie plausible, it seems, begin to lose
credit by their indissoluble association with the incredible.

Secondly, the latter version is not at all favourable to Alexander. Although
no attempt is made to implicate him in the worst excesses alleged of his mother,
he is nevertheless made her colleague in the instigation of the murderer to his
deed. Further, from this account the inference is unavoidable that the king,
his father, had rejected Alexander’s legitimacy at his successor.

In attempting to trace Justin's wrspriingliche Quelle, then, we need to find
circumstances in which unfavourable implications as to Alexander’s status
were not inexpedient and in which detestation of Olympias, a positive zeal
to blacken her name, was extremely pronounced. Such a context is obvious.
Antipatros” difficulties with the Queen Mother during his regency for Alex-
ander appear attractive, but not cnough. A viewpoint of this sort would fit
better at a time when there need be no concern over Alcxander’s Argead
legitimacy. The ideal context presents itself in the struggles of the contenders
for Antipatros’ position in the aftermath of the old regent’s death. In 318/7
Kassandros, his eldest son, won gencral Macedonian support for his claim
and prevailed vpon Philip III (or upon his wife Eurydike) to depose Polyper-
chon (whom Antipatros had nominated)and to elevate him instead. Polyper-
chon, armed with Alexander’s widow, Roxane, and his young son, retired to
Epeiros where he won the support of the ageing, but stifl fiery Olympias, who
saw 1n him her last epportunity to reccover her sen’s throne in her grandson’s
name. There followed a confrontation, during which Olympias captured
Phiiip M1 and Eurydike, when their overawed Macedonian troops defected
to her, and executed them, When her subsequent massacre of the new regent’s
supporters was interrupted by Kassandros’ approach, Olympias shut herself
and her forces in Pydna. where she was besieged and finally caprured, tried
before the military assembly of the Macedonians and killed by relatives of
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those she had slaughtered®. Her body was cven officially refused praper
buria!™®. During these months, and I think. onlv then. when Kassandros: lear
and hatred of Qdympias reached its peak. when his need to discredit her and
her son in the eves of their remaining supporters was extreme. do we {ind
circumstances exactly fitting those presupposed by Justin's second source.

The story in Justin (9.7.3-3) of the clash berween Philip and Alexander
(over Attalos’ insult] in 337, with which this article began, is, as we have
noticed, firmly located in that very context —cthat is, in a source heavily con-
taminated with later propaganda irrelevant to the ostensible circumstances.
The story itself. we may surmise, might appear ficted for official circulation in
the aftermath of Aftalos’ treason in 335 (see Section [ fe)): but what almost
certainly disqualifics at least Justin's particular version of it from that milien
is the implication it carries of Alexander's iflegitimacy as Philip's successar
and, in particular. of Philip's alignment with that imputation. It can hardly
square with the new king’s interests. The conjecture may be further strcngthen’-
ed. We have already noted that, regarding the insult of Atalos, the ve;sions
of Justin and Plutarch, at least, appear to derive from a common source. We
have now added that Justin’s appears to be associated with the anti-Clympias
propaganda befere and during Kassandros® reign. It should now be pointed
out in addition that as in Justin so (@ify otherwise) in Plutarch is there the
explicit link made between Pausanias, Olympias, and Alexander in the murder
of Philip (Plut. 4/ 104). Not only the anti-Qlympias propaganda but also
the Philip-versus-Alexander imputation appears late and tendentious. If on
that ground we also refuse to grant automatic credit to the notion in Justin
and Plutarch that Philip was prepared to repudiate Alexander’s legitimacy,
we find ourselves left with the testimony of Aristotle and Diylies, that Pausa-
nias planned the regicide out of personal motives—as well, provisionally,
as that of Satyros, whose account of the Alexander/Attalos quarrel (since Vit
does not give Philip’s sanction to the charge against his son and his wife)
may possibly be considered to derive from a different source and may, there-
fore, provide independent evidence of a feud between the son and the uncle-
by-marriage of the king.

¢! The alleged treason of Attalos

Among the sources dealing with this affair early in Alexander’s reign
thers is a good deal of telescoping and chronological confusion. The most

9. References collected convenizntly in Bzloch. Gr. Gesch.® [V 1, 103-108 nn.
10. Diod. 17.118.2, Porphyry, FGH 260 F3; ses Edson, Hesperia 13, 1949, §4£f. ssp. 9.
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But Attalos did not join them: instead he threw himself on the king's mercy.
Now naive he was if we judge by the resuit. but we can hardly assume that he
wits insane. From his vantage-point it must have looked likely that his warran-
ties would be believed and accepted. The first consequence of that inference is
that he 1s virtually proven innocent of having “actually set his hand to treason”;
had he done so his anfy salvation lay in flight and he can hardly have failed
1o know it. His crime, it seems, was not one of commission and accordingly
no source can point to any specific delinquency. Rather. first, he had erred
at most in defaying his declaration. presumably (given our chronology) for
a year or more; secondly he had failed to recognize Alexander’s own sense
of insecurity at this eritical time (on which a little more will be said below),
It must have been demonstrable, that is to say. that Attalos had not actually
turned his hand, as Diodoros says, against the king. But he had perhaps kept
that option open for too long for his own safety.

There is a second consequence of his admission: he surely can not have
suspected that there were reasons for the king to procure his death, however
innocent he might be of recenr treason, To have staked his life (when an altec-
native was available) on the benevolence of @ man he had openly and grievous-
ly insulted, in a way that itself amounted to treasen, whom he had even driven
{or on whose behalf he had driven others) to regicide, is just not credible. This
man who pleaded innocent of treason neither was techrically guilty of it ner
had irremediably prejudiced the king against himself in advance.

The account in Athenaios/Satyros of Attalos® insult, provisionally retain-
ed as apparently uncontaminated by later libel, must also, it seems, be aban-
doned. It may be that Satyros, while expurgating its more improbable elements.
failed to recognize that the residue too was a product of Kassandrian propa-
ganda. But it seems more likely that the glemental storv in fact took its origins
from the circumstances of 3354, when Alexander had Attalos killed on what
the world could see were shaky grounds, bearing more on the king's fears
than on Attalos’ actions, and without trial. A posr facrum accusation of trea-
son was made more credible if it could be claimed=thaf Attalos two years
carlier had impugned the king’s birthright and his mother’s fidelity. (Curtius
8.8.6 indecd makes the king use the charge in exactly that context and for
exactly that purpose). It could of course contain no hint that Philip had enter-
tained any sympathy with the implications because if Philip believed it then
Atialos, perhaps, had not been 50 wrong. This, I suggest then, is the probable
Ur-source of the story of Attalos’ insult, found in that original form by Saty-
ros some decades later. Meanwhile, twenty vears after Attalos” liquidation
and for a quire different purpose, further details had become attached, and in
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that embroidered state it bypassed Satvros to reach Trogus and Plutarch,

[f. THE WIVES AND CHILDREN OF PHILIF
a; The list of Saiyros's

Philipaalways—married. for nilitary purposes. [n the twenty-two
years of his reign, as Satyros says in his fife of him., he married
Audata the Illyrian and had from her a daughter Kynna™: and he
married Phila. the sister of Derdas and Machatas. Wishing te com-
. mandeer the Thessalian nation he had children by two Thessalian
women. one the Pheraian Nikesipolis, who bore him Thessalonike,
the other the Larisajan Philinna, from whom he had Aridaios. He
also acquired the Molossian kingdom by marrying Olympias, from
whom he had Alexander and Kleoparra. When he took Thrace the
Thracian king Kothelas joined him, bringing his daughier Meda
and a substantial dowrv. By marrying her he brought her in besides
Olympias. Then, after all these, he married K)i_c_:g_gz_tgr_g. sister of
Hippostratos and niece of Attalos: and by bringing her in besides
Olympias he affected his whole life. For tmmediately, during the
wedding itself...[the story of Attalos™ insult follows] .. And Kleo-

patra bore Philip a daughter named Europe. '
' Athen. 13.357bcd

Satyros was no historian. This passage is intended not only to provide
a list of Philip’s wives and children but also to illustrate its opening bon mor.
Those words appear to come from Satyros himself (either that or Athenaios
has reworked the list to fit his own observation) and are borne out aptly, but
not guite exactly, by what follows.

The Audata-marriage, the first mentioned. is paradigmatic. It may have
been Philip’s first but there is some reasen for suspecting otherwise®®: and,
given that the list could scarcelv begin with a datum that did not exemplify
its opening generalization Audata’s primacy in the list can not be taken as an
absolute guarantee of it in fact—especially when, as we shall see, there is a

13. I have already discussed this passage, in rather less detail, in Phifip I & Mac. fmp,
21L{f.

14. Another form of the name is ‘Kynnane®: Arrian succ. Al 23, Polyainos Strar. 8.60.

15, See Griffith, CQ 20, 1970, 76 and my Philip 11 & Mac. Imp. 46ff.
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I have noted elsewhere my own and others” observations as to the likely
dates for Philip’s marrizges and the births of their products™ and repeat here,
against Satyros’ list, what seems the likely chronology.

Satvros WIVES CHILDREN

Audata Audata, 359 Kynna {b. 359-336)

Phila Phila, 3598 (or pre-359)

Nikesipolis Philinna, 358 Aridalos ¢h, 357-354)

Philinna Olympias, 357 Alexander (b. 336), Kleopatra (b. 355-332)
Olympias Nikesipolis, 332 Thessalonike (b. 351-348)

Meda Meda, 342

Kleopatra Kleopatra, 337 Europe (b. 336}

There remains one general problem with Satvros® list. 1s a distinction
intended between wives proper and other women, concubines or whatever?
I think not. I have argued that Satyros” evidence, so far as we are able to test
it, Is in all essentials reliable, which means that, failing other evidence (which
does indead fail), we have either to take him ai his word or to resort to our
own prejudices. The crux, of course, is that while of five of these liaisons he
uses one or other inflexion of the verb gamein. he says that Philip epaidopaoie-
sato, ‘begot children’, from the two Thessalians: and it seems to be this (though
I have almost nowhere found it stated explicitly;** that has led scholars to
separate wives and ‘concubines’.

But further examination repays the eftort, for there is in fact another of
whom the verb *to marry’ is not used in this author’s normal way. *When
[Philip] took Thrace the ‘Thracian® king Kothelas joined him, bringing his
daughter Meda and a substantial dowry’. We have already noticed that at
this point in his list Satyros evidently felt the need to reassure his readers that
he was now, as not earlier, working chronologically, and it is only incidentally,
in the course of establishing that fact. that he happens to mention that the
liaison with Meda was indeed a marriage: ‘by marrying her he brought her
in besides (or ‘added her to’) Olympias’. In other wards, in compiling his
list of marriages (Philip married for military purposes}, he does not fecl himsel!
obliged to repeat the same verb every time. Meda’s was a marriage, but this
is made explicit only for a reason that does not apply in the casc of the two
Thessalian women, of whose acquisition he also uses z different form of

23, Philip IT & Muc. Iinp., esp. pp. 46fF, 611, 84f, 166f, 211 with notes.
24, Green p. 515 n. 35 is the exception.
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wording. Further. | huve already suggesied that the Nikesipolis-marringe was
advanced our of its proper place in the order because of its especially neat
correspondence with the guiding theme of the passage. In that case it would
seemt improbable that Satyros expected his readers to take it as something
other than 4 marriage. If, as it seems, he needed at that poinl to reassert the
original theme, weakecned by the unavordably negative instance of Phila, he
need not, after all, have done sa with Nikesipolis. He could instead have
simply reversed the proper order of Philinna and Olvmpias, advancing the
latter to the demonstrative role played in the passage by Nikesipolis. retatning
the grouping of the twa Thessalinas and doing less violence to their correct
pllices in the relative order: that he did not argues that he saw in the
MNikesipolis-marriage a perfect instance of the generalization. If we wish to
claim that Philinna and Nikesipolis were mere concubines we certainly cannot
do so on the basis of Satyras® choice of words. He did no more than vary
his phraseology to temper the monotony of a list that was by its nature
repetitive,

The point might be strengthened by arguing on the basis ot Philip’s diplo-
matic necds. Arguably the least important marriage was that with Meda,
probably contracted exclusively to give him an ally to the north of Thrace
against which he could crush those tribes of the interior that would give him
trouble in the great Thracian campaign of 342-340. Yet she became. according
to Satyros, his wife, Can he have olfered less to the Larisaian, the bonds with
whose family were so vilal for and so productive in his relations with his
southern neighbour®? And that at a much earlier date, when firm and reliable
alliances were desperately necessary to his efforts to consolidate the Macedo-
nian {rontiers! Philip may have had concubines and mistresses, but what
Satyros gives us is a list of his wives.

b} Aridaios the son of Philinna

There is a fair possihility that Alexander the Great was not the elder of
Philip’s two sons. The best date for the marriage of Aridaios™ mother seems
to be 3582 a year before the king formed with Arybbas of Epeiros the
alliance sealed by his marriuge to the Molossian's niece and ward, Olympias.

25, See my Philip 1 & Mac, Iap. pp. 61, 211, A tradition survives in some sources (Ptol.
Megalop. ap. Athenaics 13.578a, Justin 9.8.2. 13.2.11, Plut, AL 77.5) that Philinna was a
courtesan andior dancer, but this is probably no more than a slander directed at her son
Aridaios during his relen. See also Beloch, Gr. Gesch? 111 2, 69, Gritfith €@ 20, 1970, 70f.

26. Griffith. fve. cit., Berve, Day Alexanderreich ii No. 781,
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OF course the relatve order of the marriages does not alone prove Philinna’s
son to have been born before Alexander. But it does raise that possinility.

We know that Aridaios was simple-minded: we are told it. some such
explanation is needed to make sense of the young man’s survival chrough the
tempestuous first vears of Alexander’s reign. and it i3 alwavs understood in
the tortuous circumstances existing after the latter’s death without heir®,
We have more cause to doubrt the additional datum that the prince’s mental
deficiency was brought about by some drug fed him by Olympias, which may
be no more than a product of the propaganda manufactured against the old
queen in the last vear or so of her life. Indeed, since the information appears
in Plutarch’'s Adlexagnder (77.3), which, as we have seen, contains distinct
traces of the anti-Olympias source, that seems very likelv: like the data already
discussed, this exhibits the two characteristics that it denigrates Olympias
primarily but that it also shows no concern (as we shall see) aver the
unfavourable implications this has for Alexander’s status.

But while for that reason we need not give it sericus credence, we are
ohliged to question, as with any deliberate libel, the basis on which its credi-
hility should rest. This may admittedly be only that Macedonians in 317/6
knew well of Aridaios™ incapacity, perhaps remembered that he was not born
with it and might be persuaded to believe that Olympias, about whom far
worse was circulating, was capable of having criminally caused it. But the
most obvious motive to attach to Alexander’s mother in this matter was that
she acted out of overreaching ambition for her own son. For such a libel to
be believed, that is to imply, people ought to have found it plausible that
Aridaios had been a genuine competitor of the son of Olympias—that, in
other words, Philip’s third wife was as inherently capable of bearing the heir
as his fourth {or his twenty-fourth), and that Aridaios was older than Alex-
ander. From the former inference it should follow, in confirmation of our

canclusions on Satyros® list, that Philinna was po less Philip’s wife than -

Olympias. (Even if we were to admit distinctions we should need to proncunce
them practically meaningless if they did not affect a woman's ability to produce
the king's heir).

Now Aridaios (as Philip II1) did follow Alexander onto the throne, and
this may odfly ™ be berause—despite his handicap, the alternatives {even,
eventually, the infant Alexander IV) were even less satisfactory. Certainly
the fact of his accession does not by itself prove that Aridaios’ regal qualifica-
tions were ideal (though it allows that as a probability). But neither dees the

27. References in Berve loc. cit.
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order ol their accessions prove anvthing as to their relative ages. for, given
that during Philip’s reign a perfectiv good reserve candidutehx\-as at };and.
it may weli be that when Aridaios’ deficiency was recognized ior achieved)
Alexander was simply elevated into his place. At any rate there is no positive
reason to infer from the passing over of Aridaios by Philip that his mother’s
status was lower than that of Olvmpias, and rthere is some reason to wonder
whether her son would actually have been Philip’s successor had he been
capable. If that were not so, then the zlleged intervention by Olympius would
be. if true, less easily explicable and, if false, a pointless libel.

. ¢ Olvmpias and Kleopatra

It seems difficult to deny_that we are dealing with a straightforwardly
polygamaus situation. Even with Olympias, unfortunately, we have no goo[i
evidence of her standing in Philip's court. Her few appearances m the sources
for his reign—almost wholly in later authors® —are arguably only consequent
upeon the role she piayed as Queen Mother during Alexander’s reign, especially
during his absence in the eust, and most of all upon the more directly political
part she played in her own right after his death. Wives (as distinct from
mothers), were, we aught to expect, of no particular signilicance except insofar
as they bore the king sons or, less important. daughters. The former would
Include the heir presumptive, as well as reserves in case of his death and, no
doubt, high and occasionally trustworthy officials of state: the latter miight
serve the same function as their mothers before them. The fact (and oniv this
fact) that she had produced the natural heir would give one wife a sui)erior
status. Olympias. I suggest. was not married as the chicf of Philip’s wives,
as his "queen’: she was, after all. married for the same reason as most of the
others, and the diplomatic interests behind her marriage can-hardly be seen
as more pressing than those behind several of the others. Instead she became
Philip's *queen” either when she bore him his first son or, if Alexander was not
the flirst, when it was realized that his elder brother was incapable of succeeding
Philip on the throne.

Satyros’ list, then, so far as we can tell, both essentially accurate {except
for the matter of order) and complete (provided rthat we refuse to disinter
Karanaos), should give us, if we can date or ar least order its marriages, a
suceession of women married largely for reasons of external or internal diplo-
macy but thereafter deriving their main (if not sole) mmportance from their

28. The canly pre-Hellenistic source known to me is Adschines 3.222, referring to some
date in the late 3405 (see Demosthenes 18.136), and preserving nothing of sigaificance.
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regenerative success and whose place in any court hierarchy was deternined
sofely by the degree of such success.

This being so, we may be conlfident that Olvmpias was aiready Philip's
wife (among others, we may suppose, although it is just possible thut all of
the earlier three had died) when he married Nikesipolis, who bore him only
a daughter, and then Meda, who had even less success. There is eertainly no
evidence even to hint that Olvmpias lelt her position. or her son’s threatened
in 332 or 342 (although, since neither marriage «id, as things happened,
produce any conceivable threat, we ought not perhaps to expect much)*.
But we are asked to believe that she was driven by the marriage of 337—the
mere marriage, not even the birth of a future pretender—to regicide,

The allegation that Olympias was in some sense ‘divorced’ is casily dis-
posed of. Justin (9.53.9, 9.7.2, 11.11.5) alone makes it, and his evidence is
unacceptahle for two general reasons. First, he 1s the author most heavily
contaminated by the anti-Olympias source already identified and consistently
represents her alleged role in and after Philip’s death as her crazed response
to the frustration of her own and her son’s ambitions. Secondly he intrudes
{where no other source does) the notion of *divorce” clearly hecause be thinks
the only way open to Philip of taking a new wife is by [irst divorcing the last.
(Compare 7.4.5, on Amyntas 11I's wives, and i1.2.3; 9%.8.3 is too vague to
heip here). Thus in his account of Alexander’s visit to the oracle at Siwah he
has the king enquiring inrer afia of his own paternity and of Olvmpias’ “divorce
for adultery” {i1.t1}. But this is merely Trogus’ misapprehension at work,
as the accounts of Arrian (3.3.2), Diodoros {17.31.3) and Curtius (4.7.27fT)
make clear: the belief was that Alexander was concerned with the divinity
of his lincage, rot the legitimacy of his conception. We have_no good reason
for belicving that Qlympias was divorced, nor that as a cgﬁsequéllce she left
the court or the country (seealso Section IV).

For the first six marriages it is very casy to infer diplomatic motives

(if “internal” in the case of the Upper Macedonian Phila) and, presumably

because no such motive for the Kleopatra-marriage suggests itszlf {thus some
have represented it as an autumnal love-match on the king’s part?, it is
understandable that critical modern scholars should seek to find it in the area

29. There s @ late tradition that Nikesipolis died three weeks after the birth of Thes-
safonike (Steph. Byz. 5. Thessalonike’).

30, Plut, A1 9.4: Philip had ‘fallen in luve par’ hélikian with the girl’, How {since the king
was only forty-six vears oid and far from his dotage)should we interpret the mild censure?
Should he have been past [alling in love or just past marrving for so frivoleus a reason?
Compare also Beloch. Gr. Gesch® T 1, 605, Berve, Das dlexanderreich il No. 434,
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of court politics. But there is 2 simple vet powerful alternative. While Phiiip
had amassed o forbiading battery of wives. their endeavour rand his) had
been remarkablv unfruitful: no mere than four daughters and. much worse,
4 mere two sons. of whom only ene had much promise.

Much of the king’s energy over two decades 2nd more had gone into the
making of Macedonia a politically, militarily and ceonomically stable state:
and over the past decade he had devoted painstaking care to producing a
sertlement with the Greek states sulticiently viable to allow the Asian campaign
to proceed without the prospect of an explosive rebellion once the Macedonian
expeditionary army was out of easy reach or suffered some serhacks!, With
the settlement at Korinth in winter 338/7 the time for the campaign had al-
most arrived. It would doubtless extend over several vears, however, and
would involve many dangers, not least to the king himself. The odds that
any Macedoniun king would die in his bed were in any case rermuarkably short.
but in Philips case they were zbout to shrink even further. Witk him into
Asia would certainly go his heir. as he had done on the recent Greck campaign.
Both would be at high risk—and so, conseguently, would be the stabilitybof
the kingdom. Should Philip die. Alexander was ready and irained to fill his
shoes fand even that, as events were soon (o show, was disruptive enough of
Philip’s arrangements). But should both dic there was serious cause to fear
tor the safety of the kingdom and its roval house. For this reason. undoubtedly,
Philip arranged the marriages or Amyntas, his nephew, to Kynna, his eldest
daughter (Arrian suce. A/ 22 Polvain. Strar. 8.60). Should the worst happen
in Asia, this man would be the only immediate choice for king—or, i{ the
army were to insist upon Aridaios, his regent would at least be his nearest
male relative. Tn the longer term, however, Philip might provide himself with
more sons, including, uitimately and if necessary. a ‘second-string” heir. He
needed to marry again, that is, for the eminently pracrical reason that he was
deficient in sons when there might be little time ieft to make the deficiency
good. (The Temenidal themselves, it is worth remembering, had retained the
throne as late as 337 only because Amyntas [T had produced enough sons
to continue replacing the prematurely deceased and the ilicit.) When Phlip
married Kleopatra. that is (o suggest, he did so for reasons which pesed no
threat to Alexander—-or, what was probably centingent upon that, to
Olympias,

31 Thave argued elsewhere (Archuaia Makedonia ii and Phitip 11 & Muae. Imp., esp. 23200)
Fhal the Ppace of Philukrates was intended by Philip ta atlow what the settlement of Grecce
in 338:7 did make possible: the king's virtual withdrawal from active participation in Greek
mainiand affairs.
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There does remain, perhaps, some question as to the reasons for Philip’s
choice. Wife he needed, one young and strong enough to bear healthy sons;
but why Kleopatr&__g_iﬁg ;_Eg:ward of Attalos—himself soon to be, if not
already son-in-law of the powerful Parmenion (Curtius 6.9.18)? (Attalos too,
who was evidently without heir, decided to follow the king’s example in
providing for the future, it seems). The first answer in Why not? The king must
marry. For the first time (or perhaps the second, depending on the irretrievable
circumstances of the Phila-marriage more than two decades earlier) the
connection was not of necessity governed by international considerations.
The smoothness with which affairs had gone so shortly before at Korinth
had seen a fitting close to what Philip could well assure himself was a phase
of his reign that need not be relived. The Balkan peninsula was now substan-
tially settled. He himself had no further need of foreign wives; rather, for
the future, he had his own daughters to offer to kings whose alliances he found
expedient—as to his Epeirote cousin a year later. For Philip, therefore, it
did not matter whar nationality he sought in his next (and not necessarily last)
wife, but at present there was at any rate no compulsion to prefer a non-
Macedonian. His wife-to-be must be of marriageable age but unmarried;
she ought to be of a status befitting the honour; she might appropriately
be the daughter {or ward) of a trusted, loyal and successful friend. The range
of choice can not have been large, and we are not obliged to find anything
sinister in the selection of Kleopatra. Neither, I suspect, was Olympias.

Although our sources seem less than confident, it is most likely that Kleo-
patra was the niece of Attalos®?; evidently her own father was dead and her
uncle was her guardian. Her brother Hippostratos, beyond his mere name,
is quite unknown to us®, but, whatever his age, he presumably did not survive
Alexander’s purge of his family (see below). Of the provenance of Attalos
we are likewise ignorant, but it has been inferred by dangerously circular
reasoning that he was Lower Macedonian®. In him, in fact, has been seen the
spearhead of a lowland noble group intent on cutting Alexander out of the
succession®. In the eyes of this group, it is argued, Alexander’s ‘Upper

32. She is called variously the niece, the sister and even the aunt of Attalos (references
in Berve, Das Alexanderreich ii p. 213 n. 4).

33. His existence is attested for certain only in Satyros ap. Athenaios 13.557d (Section
II (a), above) and he presumably died in 335/4 (Justin 11.5.1, Section I (c), above). There is
no particular reason for identifying him with the Hippostratos who fell in Illyria in 345:
Did. in Dem. 12.64ff.

34, Bosworth, CQ 21, 1971, esp. 102: “the reference [by Attalos] to legitimate heirs must
mean that Cleopatra came from Lower Macedon’. Cf. Fox p. 503.

35. Bosworth, loc. cit. inn. 34,
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Macedonian® blood (in much later authors we certainly find some vague
Greek traditions that appear to make a connection between some of the Upper
Macedonians and the Molossians across the Pindos Range®, but this trans-
mutation is at best highly conjectural) ought to have disqualified him from
the throne.

Attalos married, somewhere near the end of Philip’s reign, a daughter
of Parmenion. The latter's own provenance is at best conjectural, but if we
can say anything at all it is that he was himself more than likely Upper
Macedonian, possibly even of the royalty that had ruled the princedom of
Pelagonia before its incorporation by Philip into the Macedonian kingdom®.
Philip’s assassin_w +Macedonian (from Orestis), as were at least two
of the tHre€ named bodyguards said _to have killed the killer®®. Whether or
not a lowland/upland conspiracy behind Philip’s death is theoretically
plausible, it is certainly not supported by the evidence. And, even if by some
international transposition we agreed to regard Olympias as an honorary
Upper Macedonian, it is doubtful, given the polygamous nature of Philip’s
marriages, whether it would follow that Alexander, as Philip’s son, was
regarded as less than Macedonian. Further, it requires a certain effort of the
imagination to picture a deputation of lowland nobles complaining of the
dilute blood of the heir to a king as much Illyrian as his son was Molossian.
The scenario might as least provide a moderately testing excerise in self-
expression for a class of foreign service cadets. Whatever we are to make of
Attalo’s alleged jibe at the ‘legitimacy’ of Alexander (if indeed we should

36. Strabo (7.7.8,c¢. 326,9.5.11,¢.434,and ¢f. FGH | F107) believed in a kinship of blood,
which, as Bosworth p. 98 shows, is unacceptable; but, on the sole basis (I discount Thuc.
2.80.6, which is worthless) of the appearance of an Orestian and a Parauaian among the
synarchontes named in a fourth-century document of the Molossian koinon, Bosworth
proceeds to construct a theory that Upper Macedonians and Epeirotes were somehow
regarded indiscriminately, at least by Lower Macedonians, as one and the same (pp. 98ff).

37. Professor Edson has suggested (in a paper unpublished, so far as I know) that /G
II/II1 1, 190 (on which see Wilhelm, Beitr. z. griech. Inschriftenkunde 275f) may name Par-
menion as king of the Pelagonians (11.4-5); and that, while that can be little more than.an
educated guess, the literary evidence in any case favours an Upper Macedonian identification
for the family. In 335 a Philotas commanded the Upper Macedonian cavalry (Arrian 1.2.5),
which ought to mean that he was himself from that area (Curtius 5.2.6). Of his identity \{le
cannot be absolutely certain, but only months later Philotas, the son of Parmenion, was In
command of the entire Companion Cavalry (Arrian 1.14.1, Diod. 17.17.4).

38. Pausanias: Diod. 16.93.3. For the bodyguards, Leonnatos (Orestis? Lyrq(.OS?),
Attalos (possibly Tymphaia) and Perdikkas (Orestis), see Berve, Das Alexanderreich ii Nos
466, 181 (? see p. 232 n. 2) and 627.
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make amvthing of i, 1 i3 difticudt to see that ite could have had the Crown
Prince’s ethnic qualifications in mind.

Attalos. 13 we have noticed. must have met his death no earlier than mid-
135 and possibly several months later. But whut of his niece? Three authors
refer to her death. Justin h.lw her forced into suicide by Ol\,mpms who first
Lilled the baby LCurope in Ter mother s iap (9.7 12 Pausanias (8.8.7) has the
voung widow. tdgether here with her son, dragged by the same agent over a
burning oven. Justin’s allusion is a part of his list of Olympias” excesses in and
after the death of her husband—-a list we have recognized us a figment of later
prepaganda. Pausanias appears to be aware of the same scurce, or one very
similarly disposed. It is presumably no coincidence that an author reflecting
the same distorted image of Olympias as Justin does is also the only other to
refer specifically to a son. Plutarch, already seen to kave come under the same
influence. refers enigmaticaily, but definitely enough to Olympias’ “savage
treatment” of Kleopatra, adding that it had been carried out in Alexander’s
absence (Plut. AL 10.4)

As 2 chronological indicator this datum is. I suspect, worthless, designed
not in any way to fix the time but merely 10 absolve Alexander from the
biame. Indead the whole passage sets out to show that while some degree of
guilt had devolved upon him (though much more upon Olympias) in Philip’s
assassination this was, if not rebuitable, at least to be qualified in the light
of his punishment of the participants in that deed and his disapproval of the
perpetrator of the other: it had happened in his absence and without his
sanction. (While unable to resist using this source, our author ¢annot avoid
showing his discomfort with it.} However, this has been used by many scholars
{0 date the incident, either to a few weeks after the regicide (with the new king
absent in Greece) or to__335 (when he was in the far north or, again, in
Greece)*°,

The only other indicater appears in Justin's account of the final prepara-
tions or the Asian campaign. at which time he dates the liquidation of Attales’
family and {as we have seen) apparently the general himsell (11.5.1). Those
killed were “all his stepmother’s refatives that Philip had ddvamed to high
dignity or appeinted to any-command’. Here, it seems, is the likely time for
the death of Kleopatra, She and her daughter were murdered after (rather
than before] the assassination of her uncle for “treason’. At the time when he
decided 1o affirm his lovalty, the fact that his niece still lived in Pella was
another factor leading him to put his faith in confession rather than flight.

19, See. for cxample, Green pp. 141t 1336), Berve ii No. 424 (“wohl 2357
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By that time, Alexander had won considerable success in dealing with the
Greek probiems consequent open Philip's death. Macedonian coniidence in
him must have been on the rise and he veuld now afford to take seme steps
that might have been dangerously unpopular and open (o misinterpretution
a year before. His major challenge still lay bhetore him: o demonstrate to
enemy and friend alike that he could command the coming crusade with the
same distinction as might have been expected tn his father. So he did, in the
event, but in prospect he had to reckon with the possibility of early setbacks
and, in that case, another cruption of the discontent of late 336 in Macedonia.
Against that cvent there were only two defences: most importantly, 1o win
and continue winning once the wur began; but as insurance he might cannily
remove the potental foci of oppesitien at home, For this reason he did not
accept Attalos” assurances. though that hapless man thought he would, and
for this reason he wiped out the remnants of the family: Kleopatra, Curope.
presumably Hippostratos and perhaps others. It was probably at this same
time too that the king's cousin Amyntas was killed. It was no time, with the
heir of Philip preparing for his supreme test, to leave the kinsmen of Philip
{by milk or by marriage) able to capitalise on his failure.

[fI. PHILIP AND ALCXANDER
a} Alexander, Parmenion and Antipatros

The assumption that the Kleopatra-marriage nosed a threat to Olympias,
I have argued. 1s at the very least dubious. Her position depended on tha:
of her son; and his position, on greunds of birth, possibly of age and certain-
Iy of health and training, was for the time being, if not for the rest of his fife,
unassailable. Tf, T suppose, Kleopatra had produced a son and that before her
husband’s death or acceptably soon after then one might argue that Alex-
ander’s suceession had come under threat. But Kleopatra produced no son.
might never do so and. even if she did, would need to see thar infant protected
for a long time in 2 harsh environment before she could give hin any reason-
able chance of succeeding Philip—who by that time would have hived well
over sixty vears., But for it to have—even at that distant time—any chance
whatsoever, Alexander would nced to be repudiated or kilied; and while
either of these cvents might conceivably have eatered Philip’s mind {though
I do not see why) they could hardly have been contemplated seriously in
anything short of the distant future—a future the king's present age and
plans made him less than likely to see. After the efforts he had made to prepare
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tor his coming campaign, the suggestion that he should decide a'most on the
cve of his departure, to hazard on such a dim and distant possipility all his
hitrd-won achicvements by disrupting the stability of his court s very diflicult
o credit.

If we ¢can agree to abundon the assumption that the Kleopatra-marriage
by its very nature threatened Alexander then a number of related and contin-
gent assumptions become (at least) open to question, The marriage of Attalos
to Parmenion’s daughter has been taken to imply an alignment directed against
the Crown Prince!®, But the suggestion would not seriously be made unless
Alexander’s own position were thought to have been in some sort of doubt:
and I have suggested, as a perfectly reasenable motive for Attalos, that he
too, apparently withour sons, ought to have taken thought lor the future,
It might be held that the marriage suggests the cmergence ol a faction pressing
its own advantage at the expense of Philip's other (than Parmenion) most
highly placed officer, Antipatros?!. But in the absence of evidence tiis is a
very long shot. There s ne reason to suspect that the future of either
Parmenion or Antipatros was any less promising than his past. Both were of
the highest standing, were clearly respected and trusted by the king and were
given by him the weightiest responsibilities. Interestingly, they tended to
operate in complementary rather than competitive areas, Antipafrosin the
gubernatorial and diplomatic, Parmenion in the military. Each could look
to the coming campaign to serve his intercsis weli—as, in spiie of Philip’s
death, so it did, at least at the beginning.

Regarding the proposed involvement of Antipatros in the murder of
Philip: since what he obtained after Philip's death, the regency o’ Macedonia
in Alexander’s ubsence. was exactly what, on the basis of all previous indica-

40. Badian. Phoenix 17, 1963, 245,

41. fhid., 247, Badian alse suggests that Antipatros resented Philip’s "divine aspirations’
(since he later resented Alexander's: Suda. S. “Antipatros’, Badian. JHS 81, 1961, 16iF)
as implied in the alleged display of a statue of the king with the Twelve Olympians at the
fatal wedding (Diod. (6. 92,5 951, with Clem. Al. Prorr. 10,961, Lucian, Diafl. Morr. 13.2).
I have elsewhere discussed the question of Philip's divinity” (Philip IT & Muac. Tmp. 306 n.
38), folicwing the argument of R. Crum, Philip IT of Mac. &% the Cine-Srare, diss. Columbia
1966, 240ff, that Dicdoros’ evidence is the invention of Hellenistic rhetorical history, There
may have been cults of Philip, but that is rather Jifferent from Philip's regarding himself
as @ god. or requiring others to do so. Green pp. 311 has revived the old argument from the
statues in the Olvmpic Philippeion (Paus. 5 20.91), but, as was puinted out forty vears agoe
by Memigliano (Filippo il Macedony 1751, that buillding was crected vears after Philip’s
death, probably late in Alexander’s reign, and as a treasury, not a4 sancluary,
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tions. ne could have expected to get in Philip™s??, the only concelvable notive
accessiple to us is that he leared his position was being undermined. But the
marriage of Attalos. the only possible evidence lor such 2 contention. need
have ro such rationalization: unless we clready have reason for suspecting
friction here there is ne reason for reading simnister implications into it

The relationship between Alexander and Parmenion. whatever its nature
in 336, certainly soured during the next tew g'éafé Before the murder of the
latter in 330. But to explain the events ot 330 we do not need to go back to
those of 336, Thev may easily be elucidated in terms of the insecurities of the
voung king suruggling to assert his own authority against the stature of a man
who had been commanding Philip’s armies—as indeed /iy was still Philip’s
army—before Alexander’s birth. Such a reconstruction is no more—and
perhaps even less—dilTicult to credit than to agree (as we know was trug)
that Antipatros and Alexander came eventually to mistrust euch other even
though they had begun the reign in cspecially close interdependence. Similarly,
as [ have argued. the treason (or rather the convemplarion of treason) indulged
in by Attalos may quite naturally arise out of the circumstances lollowing,
not preceding. the accession of Alexander®. 1 do not mean. of course, 1o
suggest that the court of Philip was tree of tensions and faction: it would be
surprising if it were. Rather, | believe that these particular later events guite
naturally find their centext in laler circumstances.

b The Lynkestians

Immediately after the deaths of Philip and Pausanias, il seems, two
members of the Lynkestian nobility {and possibly royalty) were seized and
executed as accessories in the regicide™. A third brother, Alexandros, whe
was the son-in-law of Antipatros, was {so it was later said) suspected of complic-
ity but cscaped punishment. He was the first, or among the first, to salute
Alexander as the new king, donned his armour and escorted him into the old

42 Sec Berve. Das Afexanderreick 11 No. 94 for Antipatros” early carcer. including his
regeney during Philip's absence on the Thracian campaign beginning [n 342, When the young
Alexander Jater became regent, Antipatros (although evidently absent at times on emergency
commands: Theopompos. fFGH 115 F 217, F. Schachermever, .4fex.® 93 n. 74) contitued
as his adviser, as Isokrates™ fourth letter implies.

43. [ do not dispute Badian's interpretation of the growing tension between Alexander
and Parmenion that resuited in the latter’s murder in 330 (F4PA 91, 1960, 324ff, AUMEA

7, 1962, 801 — Badian, Srudies in . & R. {{isr. 192fF), but merely argue that the cnmities
manifested in the relationship between the youthfu! king and many of the great Macedonian
nebles were the product of Alexander’s reign, and not Philip’s.

44, Arrian 1.25.1, Justin 11.2.1, Diod. 17.2.1, Plut. AL 10.4; perhaps also P.Cxy. 1798 —
FGH 148 (on which see Bosworth, €Q 21, 1971, 93(F but also Green p. 524 n, 65).
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palace at ;gg‘i:? These events have been held to suggest that Alexander
sought scapegoats to distract attention from his own involvement, or from
those who had been involved on his behalf. As Badian most succinctly put it,
¢ .the two brothers who were supposed to have procured Philip’s assassin-
ation were taken entirely by surprise by the course of events... while the third
brother was obviously well prepared for what happened... and [he] was Anti-
patros’ son-in-law'%.

Even if such an implication were admitted, we could not go on automati-
cally to infer from it that Alexander was himself guilty. As the apparent
beneficiary he was no doubt aware of the conclusions, just or not, that some
of his subjects might draw unless he were to distract their attention. But
further points may be made. To say that two of the brothers were taken by
surprise (which is critical to the implicit argument) is to go beyond the evidence.
All we know is that they were taken more or less straight away, which is hardly
by itself proof of their innocence. (We might assume, on the contrary, that they
were captured while contriving that the sequel to a murder they had engineered
went according to plan.) To say that Alexandros was well prepared again
represents a step beyond the evidence; all we know is that he did what any
quickwitted, opportunistic and ambitious (or even loyal) officer ought in the
circumstances.

I do not suggest that we can confine ourselves to what is explicit in our
sources, but merely stress the obvious, that one's interpretation of the implicit
must depend heavily on prior assumptions. It seems equally plausible, prima
facie, that Heromenes and Arrhabaios were involved and that Alexandros,
taking better precautions (and in any case better insured through his marriage
connection with Antipatros) quickly acted to protect himself. Alternatively,
he was innocent but acted loyally and intelligently. After all, if it is plausible
(as Badian implies) that he was involved but his brothers not, then in principle
it should be equally allowable that his brothers were and he not, which is
on the face of it what the evidence says. One might even imagine a third general
possibility: that the three were innocent but that two exhibited, as Upper
Macedonians, more elation than was prudent at such a time. But so far as
their execution is concerned on the assumption that Alexander himself was
innocent of the assassination, it is likely enough that he feared that those
apparently guilty would want him dead next after Philip; to have removed
promptly those he saw as ringleaders is understandable.

45, Arrian 1.25.2, cuartius 7.1.6f, Justin 11.2.1f, Ps-Kallisth. 1.26. The last-named says
that Antipatros presented Alexander to the army for acclamation as King.
46. Badian, Phoenix, 17, 1963, 248.
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However, speculations aside, there is at least a consistent element in the
evidence to suggest the complicity of these brothers. There is first the reference
by Plutarch (de fort. Al. 1.3, 327¢c) to highly inflamed feelings among the
Macedonians: ‘all Macedonia was festering and looking towards Amyntas
and the sons of Aeropos™’. This is found in a list of Alexander’s immediate
difficulties on mounting the throne. It is admittedly the author’s purpose here,
by stressing the magnitude of the odds against him, to demonstrate the extent
of Alexander’s own qualities (rather than his good fortune) in overcoming
them. Exaggeration is likely enough. I have argued elsewhere that other
evidence supports the contention that Amyntas (the son of Perdikkas IIT)
was later involved in a plot against the king, as the latter was in later years
to claim?. But there remains the possibility that Plutarch actually knew no
more than that two (and later the third) of the sons of Aeropos were executed
and that Amyntas fell for the same alleged reason a year or so later; the
rest may be mere inference. We need to look further.

We have noticed that one of the three brothers escaped (if that is the
word) the king’s hand in mid-336 and that there are reasons, other than the
possibility of innocence, capable of explaining his survival. Perhaps, as Curtius
(7.1.6) neatly expresses it, ‘he was exempted from punishment rather than
guilt’. But he was not the only member of the family so to escape. One of his
dead brothers had left two sons. Amyntas, son of Arrhabaios, had perhaps
been one of Philip’s envoys to Thebes before Chaironeia*® and was ore of
the four known commanders serving with the advance-army in Asia Minor
at the time of Philip’s death. Whatever his association, if any, with the deed,
he was absent and so at least not an accomplice in the fact. After the launching
of the main campaign in 334 he is found in a prominent role before and in
the battle on the Granikos®®. Several months later he commanded the left
wing of the phalanx (Parmenion’s usual position) in the awkward uphill
assault on Sagalassos®!. Thereafter he is never again mentioned. In the mean-

47, See also Plut. A/ 11.1f.

48. JHS 91, 1971, 15ff. R. M. Errington, JHS 94, 1974, esp. 25ff, has now challenged
my interpretation, arguing that the pieces of evidence I adduced collectively can be explained
independently and on other grounds. He may be correct, but I see no way of proving it either
way. My view has the advantage of explaining Plutarch’s reference (de fort. Al. 1.3, 327C)
to the central role played by Alexander’s cousin Amyntas (and seealso Curtius 6.9.17, 10.24)
as well as by the three Lynkestians; whereas Errington’s leaves such notices isolated.

49. Plut. Dem. 18.1f.

50. Arrian 1.12.7, 14.1, 14.6, 15.1, 16.1.

51. Arrian 1.28.4.
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time his brother Neoptolemos had falien at Halikarnasses. but. oddly enough,
we do not anew on what side he was fishung, He is singled out v name both
n Arrian (120010 who calls him a defector to Darcios, and in Dicdoros
(17.23.5). who nominates him as the most prominent casualty on the Macedo-
nian side: and | can suggest no wav, unfortunately. on grounds cither of
evidence or of logic, of deciding which version to prefer®.

But in the winter following Neoptolemos™ death and very shortly befure
Arryntas® last appearance. their uncle was arrested on suspicion ol treason.
After escaping the fate of his own brothers, Alexandros had held significant
commands under Alexander, ffrs[ as military governor of Thrace Artian

z!)m’., Dicd. ]7.32.lf]. He was now :e1zed— dcwrdmg Lo Arnan (I.25.lf)
on the word of a Persian envoy captured by Parmenion and examined and
despatched to Alexander. The capuve is alleged to have carried a letter from
Dareios to the Lynkestian promising that if he should kill Alexander he would
be rewarded with one thousand gold talents and the throne of Macedon.
The offer. it was further alleged, was not unsolicited, for when Anyntas,
son of Anticchos, had defected in late 335 he had taken a letter from Alex-
andros to the Persian king.

So far as I can sce, it s again impossible to make much of this informa-
tion, and the other sources of it do not help (Curt. 7.1.5ff, 8.8.6, Diod. 17,
321, 802, Just. 11.7.1F). The difficulty is that, especially iff we assume a strong
desire on Al cxander 5 part to remove the Lynkestian, we must ackinoewledge
that at least part of the charge was not remotely open to investigation. It has
to be said that it is (and probably was) plausible; but, if there was genuine
evidence. it does not survive. That allowed. however, there nevertheless
seems no strong reason for dismissing the story cut of hand. There is to be
taken into account, first, the view of Arrian, problematical though it be,
that this man’s nephew Neoptolemos had sought and found refuge among
the Persians. More importantly, there is the charge Alexander levelled against
Dareios in 333, that those who had murdered Philip acted under his instrue-
tions, a feat of which he had openly boasted (Arrian 2.14.5). Now almost
certainly Alexander’s letter was composed for its effect not on Dareios but
on the Macedonian troops®. Even so, this allegation was presumably included
on the assumption that the Macedonians knew of or suspected aconnection

52, C. B. Welles, in the Loeb Diodorus Vol. viit pp. 188 n. 1, prefers Diodoros” version,
as [ do. "in view of the continued trust reposed by Alexander inhis brother’, but thisis far
from decisive.

53, Griffith, PCPS 1968, 33fT.
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between the Persian crown and the murder of Philip. Thers is in shor a
tenuous but persistent Persian theme running through ihe alleged activities
of the sons rand grandsons) ol Aeropos. But it is no more than that and.
beyond observing thar there 13 nothing implausibie in supposing that Dareios,
seizing the Persian throne at a mest difficult time, sought 1o disrupt Lhe
Macedomian campaign plans by arranging the assassination of Philip. [ should
not wists Lo give this hypothesis any very serious credence. Al that we may
say with any safety is that in the heat of the critical moment two Lynkestians
either were believed to be involved with Pausanias or were seen to be credible
scapegoats for the expiation of private or public guilt.

¢} Alexander and Philip

From the time—whether at birth or later—that the voung Alexander was
recogiiized as the heir apparent, he was (we have no warrant for doubting)
groomed for the role he would, barring accidents, one day play. By 342 he
was regarded internationally as the next king™, In 340 at the 4ZC of sixteen,
he occupied the Tegency esercised for the past twa \cars of Pluhp 5 lﬂmal
great Thracian L.:mecllf’n bx Antlp.ﬂtros’D During a briel foray into the rugged
mountains north of Macedonia he founded o miiitary colony, Alexandropolis,
ir his own nanie®. There is no reason to regard this as an impertinence on his
part®: it is just as likely that Philip, his son consulting him on the matter,
himself proposed ir: that would certainly be consistent with his apparent zeal
in promoting Alexander’s status and cxperience.

At Chairongia the prince commanded, probably, the Companion Cav-
alry® and, although {as it happened) it was apparently Philip's infantry on the
right that won the day, there was every reason to suppose, when dispositions
for battle were made on the plain before Chaironeia. that the Macedonian
horse would play its usual critical role. After the battle, out of respect for
Athenian pride, the king [orbore himsell’ frem setting foot on Attic soil. But
details of the settlement had to be transmitted to the Athenians, and that by
envoys whose standing was too unassailable to give offence to the sensitive.
Alexander was one of them (and Antipatros another). When Lthe Athenians in
an excess of reliel” cast about for suitable responses, they decided inter alia

54. So Isck, £p. 3 implies.

55, Plut. AL 9.1, lsok. Ep. 4,

56, Plat. 41 9.1,

57. 50 Green pp. 66 seems 1o imply.
58. Hammond, Klie 13, 1938, 210,
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to confer their own citizenship on Philip and Alexander®®. Philip in all this
gave no sign whatsoever that he for his part saw in Alexander anything but
his destined successor or indeed that he was aware of disgruntlement oa the
part of others. To the contrary: he not only groomed his son for the
responsibilities of kingship but positively thrust them upon him at the earliest
conceivable age, almost, it seems, going out of his way to make him known,
accepted and respected as a leader in his own right. He gave, it seems, the
same careful attention to the matter of his own succession as he did to all
other matters of state. Thus, too, he decided to marry his nephew Amyntas
to his eldest daughter Kynna (Section 1I (c}, above). He would not—so far
as lay within his power—allow his own death, and perhaps that of his natural
heir, to destroy the stability and strength he had created in the kingdom.

Into this atmosphere of foresighted planning, when the aspirations of the
previous years approached their climax, Philip intruded—so we are asked to
believe —an entirely new and totally unforeshadowed disruption. To have
abandoned his heir at this point would be incomprehensible. Since he had
produced no substitute, nor could he for a number of years, it would have
been precipitous and unnecessary. But it would also have been dangerous.
Alexander’s responsibilities and his achievements over at least the past three
years had inevitably attached significant Macedonians-—young and perhaps
older—to his person, men who admired him, who sought and gained his
favour, or who simply saw (in the universal way) the means, in their associ-
ation with him, of their own advancement. Philip must have realized and
accepted this. He will not have been naive enough to think that he could so
conspicuously prepare his son for succession without, in effect, presenting
him with a personal power base. There was nothing ominous in that, for Alex-
ander and Philip were each dependent on the other: the one to guarantee the
continuation of the other’s name and work, the other to prepare for the one’s
assumption of power.

What could possibly have happened to disrupt these apparently secure
arrangements? On the premise that Philip was too sensible to have initiated
any change, it has been deduced that the king learnt or came to suspect that
Olympias and Alexander were plotting treason against him and so acted to
cut them off from powers?. This, so far as I can see, rests on two prior assump-

59. On the care and generosity of Philip’s dealings with Athens (especially remarkable
by contrast with his treatment of Thebes) in the aftermath of Chaironeia see Polyb. 5.10.1ff,
Justin 9.4.6, Diod. 16.87.3, Plut. Phok. 16.4, Demades On the XII Years 10, Demosthenes
Ep. 3.11f, Ellis, Philip 11 & Mac. Imp. 199 ff.

60. Green pp. 90f.
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tions. First, it becomes plausible only after one has already suspected that
Olympias was behind the murder that did occur. Philip may have been
sufficiently paranoid to find plots where there should be none, but it is easier
to believe that he discerned one where there likely enough was one; and if it
came about later, then Philip may reasonably have caught wind of it earlier but
acted too indecisively to save his own life. Secondly, it rests (and this is true
to some extent of all theories implicating Alexander and, by extension, Olym-
pias) on a most questionable assumption. This is that Alexander (and therefore
Olympias), who might be said to have gained most from Philip’s death, szood
to gain most from it. In fact, that Alexander gained at all and that he stood
td gain most are convincing only if we agree that he stood to lose if Philip
lived on. That, as I have argued, is at least debatable. All that Alexander did
gain from his father’s premature death, I suggest, was the hastening of what
would in any case come to him. In fact, if we are serious about applying the
cui bono? there is one overwhelmingly obvious beneficiary of Philip’s murder:
King Dareios, who had just occupied the troubled Persian throne and desper-
ately needed time for consolidation before meeting a challenge on his western
frontier.

Some scholars, recognizing the difficulty, have emphasized this; it has
been said that Alexander’s overwhelming ambition, his impatience to grasp
the reins of power, his zeal to conquer Asiz itself were motives that credibly
drove him to accede in patricide, before and after—if not in—the fact. Now
it must be said that we know little about Alexander’s real personality at any
time (too many layers of interest and rhetoric have obscured it), and even
less of it in the years before the tensions, uncertainties and loneliness of power
wrought their worst on him. In theory such a motive cannot be ruled out.
But this much has to be said: that no removal of Philip could conceivably
be effected without an almost overwhelming risk of serious internal and im-
perial disorder. Olympias (along with Alexander, to say nothing of Antipatros
and others), that is, even assuming that she had a motive for Philip’s murder,
still had to weigh the advantage of Alexander’s earlier accession against the
danger that in the disturbances that must follow her son would lose everything.
People have done irrational things, but the historian should begin from the
assumption that he is dealing with the sane, at least until he finds reason to
doubt it. The evidence of the next few months is that the new king succeeded
in surviving, maintaining his kingdom and its empire intact and establishing
himself as master in his own right only by sheer brilliance, audacity and ruth-
lessness, and against daunting odds. The risks were something he, or his
adherents, if they considered regicide, ought to have foreseen.
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In the same side of the balance has also to be set the increasing likelihood,
as the start of the Asian campaign approached, that any fears Alexander may
have entertained would be resolved by the course of events. There would
have been for him no urgency. Kleopatra had not even produced a son. If
she did, then it might be sensible to consider action. But only if the son were
born, were healthy and were able to survive the first critical months and
years—and if Philip were then still alive—might it become imperative.

But that is too hypothetical. The point is that at no time in the past, what-
ever difficulties had lain ahead, had Philip given the slightest sign that he was
under pressure on Alexander’s account or that he himself had any qualms.
Can we believe then that he suddenly became vulnerable to a viewpoint on
the part of others that, had it existed at all, must have existed for years; and
this when he stood at the very acme of his success and power? I think not.

1vV. LOOSE ENDS

Conscience has been defined as a small voice warning that someone may
be watching. I must confess, on the understanding that anyone watching cannot
have failed to notice for himself, that I have so far neglected two matters given
some prominence in previous discussions. I have suggested nothing in explana-
tion of the departure of Olympias and Alexander from Macedonia in 337
(as reported by all three of the authors who retail the story of Attalos’ slur
on Alexander’s legitimacy: Section I(a), above); nor have I attempted any
rationalization of the so-called Pixodaros affair. The reason, in part, is that
I see no easy way of doing so. But before completing my apology I shall sum-
marize briefly what I have so far argued and clarify my own interpretation of
the problem under examination.

I have opposed the view that Philip’s assassination at the hands of Pausa-
nias was in fact instigated by a coalition of interested persons, primarily
Alexander (along with Olympias), Antipatros and the Lynkestian Alexandros.
It is not possible, I have maintained, simply to combine all the surviving
sources into a composite picture. There are clear indications that at least
two later and tendentious elements (arising out of the circumstances of 335/4
and 317/6, respectively) have contaminated an informed contemporary version
recorded in its elemental form by Aristotle and in more highly coloured
manner by Diodoros and Justin. A number of assumptions critical to the
now standard reconstruction are, in some cases, I have argued, unnecessary
and, in others, at odds with the evidence. The marriage of Philip with Kleo-
patra is explicable on grounds quite unrelated to either Alexander or Olympias
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and, in view of the polygamous nature of Philip’s marriages, posing no threat
to their positions nor giving them any retrievable reason for supposing, even
mistakenly, that it did. Philip could not, in the past, have given clearer proofs
that he intended Alexander for his successor, nor did he credibly either aban-
don his carefully laid plans at so critical a point or become unprecedentedly
vulnerable to outside pressure to that end at the very peak of his authority
and prestige. There is no reason to suppose that the present or future of Anti-
patros should have given him cause for concern or resentment; the reference
in Diodoros to the ‘thirteenth god’ is a Hellenistic fiction®l. When Attalos
toyed too long with the blandishments of treason, he did so, credibly, as the
result of the worrying circumstances created by Philip’s death and the
accession to the throne of a youth still wet behind the ears; his death arose
out of Alexander’s insecurity as king—and not out of some feud antedating
his father’s assassination. Finally, the cui bono? commonly applied in Alex-
ander’s disfavour is a poor guide; cui malo? points equally to him.

The references in Aristotle and Diodoros (Diyllos), as well as in Justin’s
first version, point to a personal motive behind Pausanias’ deed. Now it is
true that such catastrophic events will always attract speculation and rumour,
and equally so that propagandists with rhetorical, political or personal axes
to grind will represent them in terms appropriate to their own designs. But
it seems not unlikely in this particular case that the multiplicity of prime
movers—Alexander, Olympias, the Upper Macedonians, the Persian king—
proposed by different people at different times finds at least a part of its
explanation in the very fact that no one could really lay hold of any motive
but the personal. Aristotle confined himself, I suggest, to what appeared to
him to provide both the true and the substantially adequate explanation. In
embroidering upon this both Diodoros and Justin (in his first account) go
beyond Aristotle in implicating Attalos, an accretion made plausible (and
perhaps even occasioned) by that noble’s fate a year or so later. Is there any-
thing inherently implausible about the story of Pausanias? Badian®? calls
attention to two weaknesses. Pausanias’ grievance, he cautions, ought to
have been directed against Attalos, not Philip. But, since Aristotle, ‘who must
have known the men and the incident’, was able to accept that, ‘the important
question is...how, and for what purposes, was the ancient grievance reactiva-
ted at that precise moment?” As I have already made clear, I do not believe
that there was any ‘precise moment’ with which Pausanias’ act coincided;

61. See note 41.
62. Phoenix 17, 1963, 247,









