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The abiding importance of Alexander lies more in the field of moral and philosophical debate than in practical politics…. The debate over legitimacy lasted a mere generation. After that Alexander was a symbol and nothing else. For subsequent ages he typified the world conqueror, and his territorial acquisitions were a standing inspiration and challenge to successive dynasts.

A. B. BOSWORTH

It is now impossible to consider the Hellenistic period in Greece as a uniform, essentially static epoch.

SUSAN E. ALCOCK



PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

It is now seventeen years since my study Alexander to Actium: The Historical Evolution of the Hellenistic Age first saw the light of day (and well over twenty since the original text was first delivered to my publisher: I had a copy editor who specialized in minutiae). Since then the outflow of work on the Hellenistic age, already voluminous, has become a torrent. No scholar can master it all, and I have not, sensibly, attempted to do so. As those who compare the earlier work with this one will see, my essential views have not changed all that much; but I have learned a good deal from what I have read in the past two decades and am very glad of this opportunity to review, update, and where necessary modify my original arguments.

Once again, I study the three centuries of the Hellenistic age in a continuous ongoing diachronic narrative embracing the entire scene, rather than, like most writers on this subject, leading off with a condensed (and generally bewildering) political history in vacuo, followed up with a series of more or less static theme-park essays, first on the major kingdoms (Ptolemaic, Seleucid, Antigonid, Attalid) and then on a variety of topics ranging from the monarchy to economics, from Alexandrian literature to the visual arts, from urban planning to military science, from philosophy to piracy. The trouble with this approach is its kaleidoscopic disjunctiveness (which can make for severe confusion) and its inevitable tendency to subsume, under loosely generalizing labels, disparate trends or groups widely separated in both place and time.

My alternative method has, of course, its own built-in difficulties (as ancient universal historians were well aware), chief among them being the difficulty of maintaining what might be described as a polyphonic narrative with too many competing voices and the undeniable need to digress on certain specific themes as they arise in context. But I still believe that, in historiographical terms, this represents the most rational compromise, with the least amount of generic distortion and the best chance of conveying to an interested reader some sense of the complex, many-faceted, continually evolving, in ways revolutionary, in ways eerily familiar, social, political, and religious flux—the upshot of Alexander’s disruptive eastern legacy—that we call, for want of a better label than Droysen’s (see Front Matter), the Hellenistic age.

The curse of historiography in the Greco-Roman period was the increasingly prevalent taste for digests, epitomes, and abridgments that ousted fuller and more serious texts, which as a result, on the principle of Gresham’s law, fell out of demand and were lost. It is not my intention, in this concise treatment, to encourage a similar process. The Hellenistic Age is not a substitute for those larger investigations that the period demands, but rather an introduction, offering readers just enough information to enable them to pursue the subject in greater detail. This must be my excuse for a fairly lengthy excursus on the sources (especially in translation), linked to a bibliography pointing the way toward further reading. Those who want just the narrative can always skip the introduction altogether.

Since I am writing for an anglophone general audience, my recommendations are not only (with a few special exceptions) to works in English, but also to those in print and thus easily available. For the same reason, I have for the most part avoided articles in learned periodicals, runs of which tend to be held only by academic libraries. Last, though I am on principle in favor of transcribing Greek names as near as possible to their original forms, I have in this book retained the Latinized versions throughout (for example, Cassander rather than Kassandros), since these are—like it or not—far more widely recognized.

The published work of many scholars, past and present, and personal acquaintance and discussion with more than a few, have enriched my knowledge of Alexander and the Hellenistic period more than I can say. Among them I owe an especial debt to Ernst Badian, Gene Borza, Brian Bosworth, Pierre Briant, Elizabeth Carney, J. K. Davies, Peter Derow, W. S. Ferguson, my old Cambridge teacher Guy Griffith, Erich Gruen, Christian Habicht, N. G. L. Hammond, Waldemar Heckel, Amélie Kuhrt, Geoffrey Lloyd, Jon Mikalson, Claire Préaux, Graham Shipley, Andrew Stewart, Frank Walbank, and Édouard Will. As always, my work has been sustained by the rich holdings in ancient history, backed up by the highly professional Interlibrary Loan Service, of the University of Iowa. At Random House I am particularly indebted to the support, practical efficiency, and cooperative professionalism of Will Murphy, Matt Kellogg, and Dennis Ambrose. Last but very far from least, what I owe to my wife, Carin, both personally and professionally, she knows better than I do.

         

My grateful thanks to those friends and colleagues, in particular Professor Paul Cartledge, who reported errors in the first hardcover edition. Needless to say, for any still remaining, the responsibility is mine.



INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND AND SOURCES

BACKGROUND

What do we mean by the “Hellenistic age”? Answers may vary in detail,1 but there is a broad general consensus as to its genesis and political dimensions, while the phrase itself and the concept behind it are recognized as the brainchild of a nineteenth-century German historian, Johann Gustav Droysen. It begins with the shattering impact of Alexander’s conquest of the Persian Achaemenid empire (334–323) and follows the history, first, of the power struggle engendered among Alexander’s marshals by his premature death, and then of the several dynasties founded by the victors (the so-called Diadochoi, or Successors) in that struggle, most notably Ptolemy in Egypt and Seleucus in Asia. Its end is most commonly defined—a definition that I accept in this volume—by Octavian’s victory over Antony and Cleopatra at Actium in 31 BCE, which eliminated the last of these dynasties, that of the Ptolemies.2

As late as the mid–nineteenth century, in the preface to his History of Greece (1846–1856), George Grote, a liberal historian (and banker), could still write that “as a whole, the period between 300 B.C. and the absorption of Greece by the Romans is of no interest in itself, and is only so far of value as it helps us to understand the preceding centuries.”3 Though quite a few ancient writers (Polybius and Plutarch among them) saw that Alexander, knowingly or not, had transformed the Mediterranean world, while others (for example, Diodorus Siculus) attributed a similar role to Julius Caesar, there is no clear evidence that anyone at the time, or even in late antiquity, visualized the three centuries between them as a coherent and definable entity.4 For that perception, Droysen must get the credit. In his history of the Successors (Droysen, 1878) he promoted, as the key factor of the period, the adoption of the Greek language and Greek culture by non-Greeks in territories previously ruled by the Achaemenids. To express this concept, he used the term Hellenismus, based on the Greek term         [image: image], in its biblical sense of imitating or acquiring Greek language—specifically, the common Attic dialect adopted by Philip II of Macedon for official use—and culture. For Droysen, this demonstrated the working of providence to facilitate the dissemination of Christianity. The adjective “hellenistic”—not, significantly, existing in any Greek original—was first coined, in its French form hellénistique, by J. B. Bossuet in 1681, as a term for the Greek of the Septuagint, the “hellenized” version of the Old Testament.

As has long been realized, Droysen’s definition is unsatisfactory on several counts. By concentrating on aliens, it paradoxically ignores Greeks. While its theological basis encapsulates a major, if indirect, consequence of Alexander’s eastern conquests, this remains one factor only among many in the historiography of the period. Further, developments in archaeology, epigraphy, papyrology, social anthropology, and numismatics (to name only the most important disciplines) have opened up the immense complexities of the Hellenistic era in a way inconceivable to Droysen, Grote, and their contemporaries. Far from being a mere link between classical Greece and the nascent imperialism of Rome, as Grote supposed, those three centuries reveal themselves as a politically violent and variously creative epoch in their own right, and it is as such that they are studied today.

Why did Grote so despise this period? Ever since the reestablishment, from the beginning of the nineteenth century, in England in particular, of the primacy of Greek culture over that of Rome,5 it has been the Periclean age of fifth-century Athens that has received constant and largely exclusive praise as representing, in virtually every area—literature, drama, historiography, architecture, sculpture, philosophy, and above all the democratic ideal of the city-state—an unprecedented, never to be repeated summum bonum of original creative achievement. With this benchmark in place, it was inevitable that what followed—especially given Athens’ crushing military setbacks at the hands of Sparta (404) and Macedon (338)—should be widely regarded as a period of decline, a falling off from an unmatchably high standard.

Modern students of the Hellenistic era argue that the benchmark of Periclean achievement is meaningless in terms of cultural evolution, an apples-and-oranges comparison, and this in ways is plausible. Yet it remains true, and less often emphasized, that most writers at the time likewise mourned the end of an incomparable era; many saw no further scope for great achievement and looked to the past for help rather than to bold new innovation. Toward the end of the fifth century, Choerilus of Samos, an epic poet who had treated the Persian Wars, could write:6



Lucky the man of those times who was skilled in song-making, the Muses’ servant, when the meadow was still untrodden:

But now that it’s all shared out, when the arts have their boundaries, we’re the last left there on the road, and there’s nowhere for the poet, search as he may, to steer his fresh-yoked chariot.



Even allowing for the fact that Choerilus’ main complaint is directed at Homer, the general sense of creative exhaustion is unmistakable. An age was over, and known to be over. As we shall see, one of the main functions of the great Library at Alexandria was to recover and edit all that that age had produced. The past, in the Hellenistic age, became crucial as a stepping-stone into the future.

A related problem that has much preoccupied scholars in recent decades is the survival of the classical city-state, or polis, under the ultimate authority of various royal dynasties. The general consensus here has been resolutely meliorist: despite inevitable curbs on their liberty, the cities, we are told, flourished. Some enjoyed greater democracy than before. Being subordinate to a king—that is, enjoying merely municipal freedom to make public decisions—was no worse than being governed by Athens or Persia.7 The attitude is very much that of Plutarch to Roman rule: “Of freedom the townships have as a great a share as those in power dispense, and perhaps more would not be beneficial.”8 Yet Plutarch was very much at heart a man of the polis. For him, Greek freedom died with Demosthenes (Dem. 3), and much of his work can be seen as a nostalgic obsession with Athens’ lost and glorious past. His cautious attitude to Rome may well have been induced by his knowledge of the number of times—desperately, always in the face of overwhelming odds, and never with success—the Athenians had rebelled against foreign overlordship. This dogged pursuit of eleutheria (freedom) was both passionate and significant. The difference of outlook, and confidence, in a powerful independent naval stronghold such as Rhodes, which remained free from the dictates of royal bureaucracy, is unmistakable.

The emphasis on personal rather than public relationships that stamps the Hellenistic age applied, essentially, to a leisured minority, which depended for its existence on the unremitting toil of others. When we examine the art, the literature, the town planning and architecture, the advances in science and scholarship, the religious developments, the administrative patterns, and the political and military practices that between them offer an evolutionary profile of the three centuries between Alexander and Augustus, it is that minority—cultured, colonialist, well-off, actively or indirectly exploitative—whose actions and beliefs, by and large, shape our picture. Courtiers and mercenaries, merchants, entrepreneurs and bureaucrats, artists and artisans, scholars, poets, scientists, historians, and philosophers, whether living off private incomes or patronage: it is their world, rather than that of the near-invisible majority, for which we have the evidence, such as it is. But then the same is true of Periclean Athens. It is the articulate who change history, who record those changes for posterity.

The social strata of any society evolve historically at different speeds and in different ways. For the Hellenistic era, as for many other periods, a safe rule of thumb is “The lower, the slower.” For the fellahin of Egypt, or the peasantry of Greece and Anatolia, very little changed over these three centuries except the identity and, sometimes, the severity of their (mostly alien) oppressors, whose unswerving aim was to extract as much tax-money and labor from them as could be done without provoking mass revolution. Virtually ceaseless local warfare, together with uncontrolled brigandage, laid waste much of the countryside, disrupting both agriculture and trade. This in turn worsened the situation of both the rural and the urban poor. The latter group, always at greater risk of famine in a crisis, could at least—as the Alexandrian mob frequently proved—have some real influence on political events. The nearest the peasantry came to doing so was by joining a would-be rebel leader under arms: pretenders to the Macedonian or the Attalid throne, the priests and the machimoi (trained native troops) in Egypt. Above that level, the bureaucracy, the merchant class, the police, and the army all had good financial reasons—and indeed ingrained ideological motives—for upholding the status quo.

Thus real change, in the last resort, had to come from the top, and more often than not from the outside, whether the agent was Alexander, one of the Successors, or, finally, Rome. This must be my justification for presenting the Hellenistic age in the now unfashionable form of a narrative (though interspersed with general reflections). The current emphasis on cultural anthropology and populist demographics at the expense of narrative history has, inevitably, encouraged a curious sense of timelessness in studies of the Hellenistic world, compounded by the concomitant tendency to treat the period thematically rather than diachronically.

Sometimes, especially when summing up the cumulative impact of a major historical event such as Alexander’s conquest of the East, this is inevitable (see chapter 3). Yet to view those three kaleidoscopic centuries as a monolithic cultural block—even in a laudable effort to retrieve “the illiterate, the rural, the poor, the inhabitants of regions beyond the scope of our textual accounts”9—must inevitably obscure both historical change as such and the powerful individuals whose actions brought that change about. The fashion today is to downplay those dynastic upheavals and characters that figure so prominently in my account, in favor of the abstractions of underlying trends and theoretical economics or the voiceless life of the common people as revealed by landscape archaeology. But power dictates still, the abuses of untrammeled power are as ugly today as they were in the lifetimes of Alexander or Ptolemy VIII, and now and again we need to remind ourselves of that basic (if unpalatable) fact.
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These three mouvementé centuries cover some of the most crucial and transformational history of the ancient world, played out on an unprecedentedly large stage (see map, Back Matter). The changes are lasting and fundamental. Chief among them has to be the final demise—always with the occasional odd exception, like Rhodes—of the so-called polis mentality, the city-state as the normative political institution in international affairs. The parochial weaknesses of the system, glaringly apparent during the first half of the fourth century (Buckler, 2003, passim), led directly, in mainland Greece, to the diplomatic, political, and, finally, military supremacy of Philip II of Macedon. The cumbersome democratic process met efficient autocracy and failed. Too many cooks (of necessarily low quality) not only spoiled the broth, but tended to disagree on the recipe.

In Athens or Alexandria, Pella or Pergamon, when every allowance has been made for local or cultural variations, the same characteristic profile emerges. The traditional collective claims of the polis, progressively loosened from the late fifth century onward, are now restricted to local civic and municipal activities shorn of genuine power. Pericles’ despised private individualist (idiôtês) has become the norm. That powerful binding force, the citizen militia, has now been largely replaced by hired mercenaries, while rising incomes allow many other activities, previously the responsibility of citizens, to be performed by slaves. In both cases, the idea that you can buy your way out of anything unpleasant—that perennial mantra of the nouveaux riches—must have been hard to escape. The propaganda of Panhellenism, an ingrained contempt for eastern barbaroi, and the carving up of the Persian empire by Alexander and the Successors, between them created an ideal atmosphere for confident de haut en bas colonialism, on a basis of justified exploitation, in the “spear-won” conquered territories.

Yet the shift to huge kingdoms and central royal authority was no innovation, but in essence a reversion to something very old, long familar in pharaonic Egypt and the Fertile Crescent, and by no means unlike that Achaemenid empire that Alexander had just dismembered so ruthlessly. As in the Alexandrian Library, so among the new dynasties of the Successors, the vision of the future could not shake off an enduring obsession with the past. If one thing united the multifarious members of this huge new diaspora, it was a search for roots, for justification and identity in the form of ancestral myth. That the process was (as we can see) in essence one of self-invention deterred no one and in all likelihood never occurred to them. But the great advances it engendered in every branch of culture are with us still, and constitute a major reason for studying the period.

SOURCES

Our sources10 for the career and lifetime of Alexander and the three Hellenistic centuries that followed (in themselves two sharply distinguished categories) are various, often fragmentary, hard to assemble, and in part inaccessible to nonspecialists, most often through being untranslated from Greek or Latin and available only, even then, in foreign-language collections seldom to be found except in major university research libraries. Since the aim of this section is primarily to point the interested general reader to texts in English translation, I have omitted much that is normally consulted only by scholars fluent in Latin and Greek and used to reading commentaries in German, French, or Italian. This applies especially to articles in periodicals. On a very few occasions, when the exact meaning of a citation is crucial (for instance, Plutarch discussing the proper limitations on freedom, Front Matter, Back Matter), I give the original Latin or Greek text in an endnote.

The reader should also note that the term “fragment,” though useful shorthand, can be misleading. Genuine fragments abound: they may be written on scraps of papyrus or a loose page of a medieval manuscript or be quoted verbatim by some ancient author or commentator (scholiast): Athenaeus (fl. c. 200 CE) is an especially rich source for such material. But all too often what we have are not direct transcriptions, but summaries and digests of material from lost works (for example, those prepared by Photius, the ninth-century CE patriarch of Constantinople). Such “fragments” give us, at best, the gist of what a lost author wrote and can never be guaranteed not to have omitted material in the original text or not to have reinterpreted or otherwise distorted what they transmit. Justin’s Epitome of Trogus Pompeius (see following) is one such complete summary; substantial portions of Polybius and Diodorus survive only as summarized extracts.


[image: image]


The sources for Alexander are for the most part literary. Papyrus finds have been negligible, fragmentary, and controversial. There are comparatively few inscriptions that deal directly with his reign, and these have been well edited by Heisserer (1980). A wider fourth-century selection (translations included) is available in Rhodes and Osborne (2003). The numismatic evidence, on the other hand, is both rich and plentiful: Alexander tended to replace local currency with his own issues, both gold and silver, of which, as he progressed, he acquired an ample supply, aiming (Bosworth, 1988a, 244) “to produce an empire-wide coinage declaring his universal monarchy.” Self-promoting propaganda was a prominent feature of his career. Here the key work, amply illustrated, is Price (1991). Earlier surveys that remain useful are Price (1974), Bellinger (1963), and Oikonomides (1981). Still by far the best—and best-illustrated—general introduction to Greek coinage overall is Kraay (1966).

With the literary sources, we have to deal with a different kind of problem. Though numerous writers at the time, including senior officers who had served under him, dealt in detail with Alexander’s career, of their works there survive only random excerpts, citations, and allusions preserved, like flies in amber, by later historians. They include Alexander’s fleet commander Nearchus of Crete, used extensively by both Arrian (see following) and the Augustan geographer Strabo; the campaign’s official historian Callisthenes, Aristotle’s nephew by marriage, who wrote up the Deeds of Alexander (a running narrative of the Persian expedition as it advanced) in fairly hyperbolic terms but nevertheless by 330 had fallen out of favor and was subsequently executed; Onesicritus of Astypalaea, Cynic by training and Alexander’s chief helmsman, the source for fascinating snippets on Indian gurus; and Chares of Mytilene, court chamberlain, who provides valuable detail on, among other things, the famous mass marriages at Susa. Slightly later come two semiautobiographical accounts of the campaign, both consistently eulogistic of Alexander and both, because of their alleged factual accuracy, main sources for Arrian: the first by the self-promoting Ptolemy, veteran commander and founder of the Lagid dynasty in Egypt; the second by Aristobulus, a relatively junior officer, who composed his memoirs in old age after the Battle of Ipsus (301). All these, it goes without saying, while ostensibly offering objective accounts, had a variety of drums to beat, axes to grind, and scores to settle.

Last, but by far the most influential—I omit many minor titles and authors that are little more than names to us—we have Cleitarchus of Alexandria, probably just too young to serve in Asia but whose vivid, romanticized, and by no means overflattering account of Alexander’s reign was in circulation by about 310. Cleitarchus’ work formed the main source for a critical, often bitterly hostile approach to Alexander’s achievements, morally based, especially popular with Stoic intellectuals, and in direct and deliberate opposition to the eulogistic tradition praising Alexander’s glorious achievements and supposed quest for universal concord. Both traditions, as we shall see, are variously reflected in the accounts that survive intact and still constitute the fundamental historiography of Alexander studies today. The surviving fragments of all these lost texts, and of others that I have not mentioned, have been translated in Robinson (1953). Selections are now available, again translated, in two recent collections: Worthington (2003) and Heckel and Yardley (2004). Items from Alexander’s lifetime are also included in two works dealing mainly with the Hellenistic era: Harding (1985), 98–122; and Austin (2006), 18–61.

Callisthenes and Cleitarchus provided the earliest material for an extraordinary farrago of legend, fairy tales, and fabulous storytelling, the so-called Alexander Romance, falsely attributed to Callisthenes, which in the course of time ousted all more serious accounts, was translated into over thirty languages, and became the sole version of Alexander’s life and achievements generally known in the Middle Ages. Stoneman (1991) provides a suitably deadpan translation of this fascinating work, together with an excellent introduction on its history. The worst result of the Romance was to discourage medieval scribes from preserving the more sober early factual accounts, so that by the time of the Renaissance every one of them, even Cleitarchus, had been lost.

Most, nevertheless, survived long enough to be used in our five extant accounts of Alexander: that is, until about the end of the second century CE. Even the earliest of the latter, that by the Sicilian Greek universal historian Diodorus Siculus, is a product of the late Roman Republic, c. 40 BCE, and thus postdates the events it describes by three full centuries. This is rather as though our earliest source for the age of Voltaire was volume IX of Will and Ariel Durant’s Story of Civilization, since Diodorus, though systematically underrated by modern scholars, remains a secondary and second-class historian valuable primarily for his much-maligned chronological system and for information (for instance, on Philip II of Macedon and Alexander’s Successors) nowhere else available. His account of Alexander—though marred by a textual lacuna covering some of the most crucial events in the conqueror’s career—fills the whole of one exceptionally long book (XVII) of the Bibliotheke. There is a general consensus that one of Diodorus’ chief sources was Cleitarchus. His text is thus relegated to the so-called vulgate tradition, as opposed to the “court tradition” of official eulogists, primarily Arrian’s authorities Ptolemy and Aristobulus. The only English translation currently available is that of Welles (1963), which has some sensible, though sometimes dated, notes; readers with French are recommended also to consult Goukowsky (1999).

The Roman Quintus Curtius Rufus probably wrote his History of Alexander in the middle or late years of the first century CE, under Claudius or Vespasian: see Baynham (1998) for a judicious discussion. Long underrated because of his rhetorical excesses and supposed reshaping of his material to suit Roman politics, Curtius is now recognized as providing a great deal of useful factual material, not only from Cleitarchus and the vulgate tradition, but also from Ptolemy and Trogus (see following). Rolfe (1946) offers a parallel-text translation. More up-to-date, with useful introduction and notes, is Yardley-Heckel (1984). Curtius is especially valuable for the material lost in Diodorus (see earlier).

Justin (more fully Marcus Junianus Justinus) is known only as the (? late-second-century CE) abbreviator, excerptor, and adapter of the Philippic Histories of Trogus Pompeius, a Romanized Gaul of the Augustan age. Alexander is covered in books IX.8 and XI–XII. Like so many ancient students of history, Justin was first and foremost concerned “to point a moral or adorn a tale,” and this, too often for our taste, dictated his selections from Trogus. English readers are exceptionally lucky to have Yardley and Heckel (1997), a separate translation of the chapters concerning Alexander, with a full running commentary on the text, ample bibliographic references throughout, and a critical introduction on the background and historiography. The complete text of Justin, annotated, is also now available in English (Yardley and Develin, 1994) and covers—however inadequately—more than a few gaps in the Hellenistic period (see following).

Plutarch of Chaeronea (c. 45–c. 120 CE), essayist, moral biographer, amateur Platonist, and Delphic priest, lived peaceably under Roman rule but (like other Greek writers of the period, known as the Second Sophistic) was soaked in the history, oratory, and elegant Attic Greek of classical Athens. The prime aim of Second Sophistic writers was skill in rhetorical display piece, or epideictic, speeches, in which historical action (praxis) served only to illustrate or explain individual character (ethos). This is particularly true of Plutarch’s two substantial (and probably early) essays on “Alexander’s luck (tyche) or innate skill (aretê)” and only partially less so of his biography, paired with that of Julius Caesar. Rhetoric in fact colored all ancient historiography to a greater or lesser degree, and we need always to take it into account when assessing our sources: see Oliver in Bugh (2006), 113–135. The essays (Mor. 326D–345B) can be most conveniently read in English in Babbitt (1936), 382–487. For the Life of Alexander, see either Perrin (1919), 224–439, or Scott-Kilvert (1973), 252–334, and Hamilton (1969).

The sources Plutarch refers to most often (over thirty times) are various alleged letters by or to Alexander. The authenticity of these has been questioned (and cannot be proved), but the bulk of them—some, clearly, from a collection—may well be genuine.11 Apart from these, he names twenty-four authorities, including Callisthenes, Aristobulus, Onesicritus, and Cleitarchus, who seem to have been his chief sources. Ptolemy is conspicuous by his absence. Plutarch alone preserves almost all our evidence concerning Alexander’s youth (assessing the impact of education, paideia, was one basic ingredient when judging a man’s ethos) and is essential for such events (lost in Diodorus) as the murder of Cleitus and the Pages’ conspiracy. But this biography takes little interest in military matters and badly underestimates (even for Alexander’s ethos) the conqueror’s sheer drive and ruthlessness from the very beginning of his career.

Finally, Arrian, whose Anabasis of Alexander, closely modeled on Xenophon and composed in a pastiche of Thucydidean Attic, is the longest, most detailed, and in many ways the best account of Alexander’s eleven-year campaign to have survived. Lucius Flavius Arrianus (to give him his full Romanized nomenclature) was born about 85 CE, a wealthy Bithynian Greek who studied under Epictetus, was admitted to senatorial rank by Hadrian, held the consulship in 129, served as legate of Cappadocia (131–137), as military commander repelled a barbarian incursion by the Alans, and finally retired to Athens, where he was elected archon in 145/6 and died c. 162, early in the reign of Marcus Aurelius.

Arrian’s career is of importance when considering his attitude to Alexander, which is largely laudatory: he was, by both nature and training, on the side of officialdom. (So, for various reasons, were his chosen sources, Ptolemy and Aristobulus.) Like Plutarch, he was more interested in ethos than praxis and in fact had little originality or critical skill as a historian. It was, of course, his adulatory verdict on Alexander at least as much as his undeniable wealth of authentic detail that caused historians such as Tarn to greatly overestimate his overall value as a source. This attitude is now in process of revision (as is the overdismissive treatment of Diodorus and Curtius). Interested readers should consult Brunt (1976, 1983), which offers not only an up-to-date translation of the Anabasis, but also a detailed and excellent introduction, together with running notes and some highly stimulating appendices. Shorter, cheaper, and still good value despite more recent scholarship is de Sélincourt (1971), with a characteristically acute introduction by J. R. Hamilton.12 Bosworth (1980, 1995) offers a first-class commentary, but requires a detailed knowledge of Greek.
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The problems presented by the evidence for the three centuries following Alexander’s death are of a strikingly different nature. Where Alexander’s campaigns have no fewer than five continuous narrative sources—late and derivative though they may be—the Hellenistic period as a whole has one only, the “sketchy and confusing”13 abridgment of Trogus by Justin (see earlier), which nevertheless offers glimpses of many events otherwise unknown. On the other hand, from 229 to 145/4 we have what for Alexander is missing: a first-class contemporary witness, Polybius, an Achaean politician deported after Pydna (167) to Rome, where he became an intimate of Scipio Aemilianus and set himself to explain Rome’s astonishing rise to world power in a mere fifty-three years.

This bonus is less than might at first appear, since in fact from Polybius’ history only the first five books out of forty survive intact. Even so, his value for historians is enormous: he was preserved because, like Thucydides, whom in many ways he resembles, he was highly and rightly esteemed by ancient critics. Two English versions are now available: the six-volume Loeb edition (Paton, 1922–1927) and Shuckburgh (1889, repr. 1960). Shuckburgh (1980) and Scott-Kilvert (1979) offer selections only. An excellent critical introduction, distilled from his great commentary (Walbank, 1957–1979), is to be found in Walbank’s Sather Lectures (Walbank, 1972).

The major historians of the third century BCE are all lost, surviving only in scattered fragments, excerpts, and citations: unlike the Alexander historians, they have not been systematically translated. For a succinct survey, see Sacks in OCD3 (1996), 715–716. Hieronymus of Cardia, Duris of Samos, Timaeus of Tauromenium (the modern Taormina), Phylarchus of Athens or Naucratis, Aratus of Sicyon’s Memoirs, and the local Attic historian Philochorus: it is these who are generally agreed to have shaped and characterized the tradition of the early Hellenistic period; and of them, the most important—despite the paucity of his surviving fragments—is undoubtedly Hieronymus. His history of the Successors, from 323 to the death of Pyrrhus in 272, was based on firsthand material and personal experience. Its quality can be gauged from Plutarch’s Lives of Demetrius, Eumenes, and Pyrrhus and above all from books 18–20 of Diodorus, covering the period down to the Battle of Ipsus in 301, which use it extensively. The best study of Hieronymus is still Hornblower (1981).

Duris (c. 340–c. 260), tyrant of Samos as well as historian, wrote a lengthy and somewhat hostile history of Macedonian affairs from 370 to Corupedium (281), which incurred Hieronymus’ criticism. Timaeus (c. 350–260) wrote a Sicilian History that became the dominant account of western Greece for the ancient world, though Polybius, predictably, savaged his military ignorance and lack of autopsy. Timaeus also was responsible for a chronological system reckoning by the quadrennial Olympian Games (Brown, 1958). Phylarchus followed the convenient Hellenistic convention of starting his own work where a predecessor—in this case Hieronymus—had left off, in 272: his Histories ended in 220/219, with the death of Cleomenes III, the revolutionary Agiad king of Sparta, thus linking up chronologically with Polybius. Polybius attacked him for sensationalism, but the animus of his criticism was clearly due to Phylarchus’ pro-Spartan, anti-Achaean bias (Africa, 1961). By the same token, Polybius placed too much confidence in the Memoirs of Aratus, the architect of the Achaean confederacy. The loss of the last eleven books of Philochorus’ Atthis, covering Athenian history from 320 to 260, is especially tantalizing.

For the later period, the greatest historical loss is that of the great polymath Posidonius of Apamea (c. 135–c. 51), who wrote a fifty-two-book History taking up where Polybius left off, at the fall of Carthage and Corinth in 146, and carried the story on to some point in the 80s. A Stoic moralist, Posidonius favored the Roman nobilitas while at the same time giving sympathetic treatment to the first-century BCE slave revolts (material on which Diodorus drew). His cosmic universalism was already pointing toward the identification of Roman imperium with the world order. Edelstein and Kidd (1989) and Clarke (1999), appendices A and B, update the historical fragments; Kidd (1999) provides a translation of them, to which Kidd (1988) adds a full and detailed commentary.

After Aristotle, whose works are largely preserved and available in good English translations (for instance, Barnes, 1984), and, to a far lesser extent, his successor Theophrastus, mainly of interest to nonspecialists for his Characters (Ussher, 1960; Rusten and Cunningham, 2002; Diggle, 2004), the philosophical tradition, though of immense richness and variety, has fared no better than that of the historians. Original fragments are very sparse; otherwise we are forced to rely on late citations and summaries, often hostile and generally out of context. However, the English reader now has a full and well-annotated sourcebook of this material available in translation (Long and Sedley, 1987, vol. 1, with the original texts, plus contexts and technical commentary, in vol. 2).

Several of the surviving texts, most notably that of Polybius (covering 229–146/5, mostly in excerpts), have already been discussed earlier. Justin’s selective abridgment of Trogus Pompeius, as we have seen, is the sole surviving narrative to span all three centuries. For the period of the Successors, from Alexander’s death to the Battle of Ipsus (323–301), we have books 18–20 of Diodorus Siculus (Geer, 1947, 1954; Bizière, 1975; Goukowsky, 1978), which use much crucial material from Hieronymus of Cardia. The remaining books of Diodorus (21–40), down to 60/59 BCE, are represented only by fragments and excerpts, translated by Walton (1957) and Walton and Geer (1967). Appian of Alexandria (fl. second century CE; White, 1912–1913) wrote on Rome’s Syrian, Mithradatic, and civil wars: much of his material sheds light on the history of the later Hellenistic kingdoms. The late Republican litterateur Cornelius Nepos (Rolfe, 1929) wrote a series of biographies, of which three—his Eumenes, Phocion, and Timoleon—are relevant to the period, though markedly inferior to those of Plutarch.

As Walbank says,14 Plutarch’s importance as a source is hard to overvalue. He likes the odd men out: Aratus, Cleomenes III, Timoleon, the Roman Sertorius; idiosyncratic individualists such as Demetrius the Besieger and Eumenes.15 He also deals unforgettably with Roman warlords in Greece: Flamininus, Aemilius Paullus, Sulla, Pompey. For a classic translation of the Lives, Dryden et al. (2001) now offers cheap and handy access
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