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some passages in Polyaenus concerning Alexander, and

therefore with the sources from which these derive,
whether directly or through an intermediary.! It should be
noted that Alexander’s stratagems were of greater importance
to Polyacnus than any others, for the emperors Marcus
Aurelius and Lucius Verus, to whom Polyaenus dedicated his
work, were about to campaign against the Parthians in the very
parts of Asia where Alexander and his Macedonians had de-
feated the Persians; and they would be able to learn from the
prowess of Polyaenus’ ancestors and from their ability to defeat

IN THIS ARTICLE I am concerned with the historical worth of

! T use the standard English version of the title. It is uncertain whether the
Greek title was Itpotnynuata, implied in Polyaenus’ prefaces, or Itpatn-
Y14, as in some codices, summarised in the Teubner edition of I. Melber (n.1;
¢f. Krentz/Wheeler 4), whose Greek text I cite here. The following abbrevi-
ations are used: AG=N. G, L. Hammond, Alexander the Great: King,
Commander and Statesman® (Bristol 1989); Arr.=Arrian Anabasis Alexandri
(Teubner ed. by G. Roos, 1967); Atkinson=]. E. Atkinson, A Commentary on
Q. Curtius Rufus’ Historiae Alexandri Magni Books 3 and 4 (Amsterdam
1980); BoswortH C=A. B. Bosworth, A Historical Commentary on Arrian’s
History of Alexander 1-1I (Oxford 1980-95); BosworTH, Conguest=idem,
Conguest and Empire: The Reign of Alexander the Great (Cambridge 1988);
BuraseLis=K. Buraselis, “The Roman World of Polyainos. Aspects of a
Macedonian Career between Classical Past and Provincial Present,”
APXAIOTNQZIA 8 (1993-94) 121-40; Devine 1986=A. M. Devine, “The Battle

of Gaugamela: A Tactical and Source-Critical Study,” AncW 13 (1986) 87-116;
Devine 1987=A. M. Devine, “The Battle of the Hydaspes: A Tactical and
Source-Critical Study,” AncW 16 (1987) 91-113; Hamiton=]. R. Hamilton,
Plutarch, Alexander: A Commentary (Oxford 1969); Krentz and W HEELER=P.
Krentz and E. L. Wheeler, Polyaenus, Stratagems of War I-II (Chicago 1994);
PA=Plutarch, Life of Alexander (after the Loeb edition); Sources=N. G. L.
Hammond, Sources for Alexander the Great: An Analysis of Plutarch’s Life
and Arrian’s Anabasis Alexandrouw (Cambridge 1993); Tarn=W. W. Tarn,
Alexander the Great 11 (Cambridge 1948); THA=N. G. L. Hammond, Three
Historians of Alexander the Great: The So-Called Vulgate Authors, Diodorus,
Justin and Curtius (Cambridge 1983).
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24 POLYAENUS CONCERNING ALEXANDER

the Persians (4 praef., 10¢ dpetdg 1@V fpetépwv npoydvov; 1
praef., 10 xpatelv [lepodv norepodviov ddvacbar ). We may
therefore be confident that Polyaenus took special pains to un-
derstand and present Alexander’s stratagems to the emperors.?
For our part many ancient accounts of Alexander have sur-
vived, and we are therefore better able to study the methods of
Polyaenus in Strat. 4.3 than elsewhere in his work. In Part I an
attempt is made to identify Polyaenus’ sources for each strata-
gem, and in Part II my conclusions are summarised and then
compared with the conclusions of other scholars.

I. The Sources of Some Stratagems

4.3.27. Alexander defeated Darius at Arbela. Phrasaortes, a relative
of Darius, with a large Persian force was guarding the Susian
Gates; and they are indeed narrow, high mountains. The Mace-
donian attack on them was easily repelled by the barbarians, who
shot at them with slings, arrows, and rocks, so that Alexander re-
called them and at a distince of thirty stades [ca 6 km.] was making
the palisade [of his camp]. There was an oracle of Apollo that an
alien wolf [lykos] would indeed become his guide on the road
against the Persians. There came in fact to Alexander a herdsman
wearing a wild beast’s skin, admitting that he was a Lycian
[Lykios], and [saying] that there was a path round the mountains,
a path concealed by the dense canopy of the forest, and known to
him alone because he pastured his cattle. Recalling the prophecy,
Alexander trusted the herdsman. Indeed he ordered the entire army
to stay in camp and kindle many fires, attracting the eyes of the
Persians.? But he issued a secret order to Philotas and Hephaes-
tion, to the effect that whenever they should see the Macedonians
appear on the top of the mountains they should attack from be-
low, and he himself leading the Hypaspists, one brigade [phalanx]
of heavy infantry, and all the Scythian archery along the slight
pathway advanced eighty stades [cz 16 km.] and camped where he
was covered by a close-set forest. And going round during the
midnight hour he came upon the enemy asleep; and at daybreak
the trumpets were sounding the signal from the top of the moun-
tains. Hephaestion and Philotas began to lead forward their Mace-
donians from the palisade. The Persians were caught between the

2 At 5 praef. Polyaenus indicates that the emperors were reading his work.

3 The contrast between this order and the secret order that follows was part
of Alexander’s deception, for the order to “the entire army” to stay in camp, if
leaked to the enemy, would mislead him, even as the many fires were in-
tended to do. One may compare similar deceptions: Arr. 5.10.1, 11.2 fin.
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troops from above and the troops from below. Some were killed,
some flung themselves over the cliffs, and some were taken alive.*

For Alexander’s attack on the Persians at the Susian Gates,
Polyaenus could have read the accounts of Diodorus, Plutarch,
Curtius, and Arrian. If he did so, he could have derived the
oracle of Apollo about a Lycian from PA 37.1f and/or Curt.
5.4.4, but not from Diod. 17.68.5, who described the Lycian but
did not mention an oracle, nor from Arrian, who did not in-
clude either the Lycian or the oracle in his narrative. Even as
regards Plutarch and Curtius it is probable that the resemblan-
ces in the matter of the oracle between them and Polyaenus
were due to a common source.

Polyaenus chose not to follow the account of Arrian, for he
named different officers: the Persian Phrasaortes and Hephaes-
tion and Philotas in charge of the base camp, whereas Arrian
had named Ariobarzanes and Craterus (3.18.2, 4, with Philotas
accompanying Alexander for part of the circuitous route).  Plu-
tarch had nothing to offer except the oracle (PA 37.1f), and
Diodorus was much briefer than Curtius, with whom he had
some points in common (7HA 131). We turn therefore to a

* "ALéEavBpog év 'ApPridoig Aapeiov Eviknoev. Opacadptng, Aapeiov guy-
yevig, roAlny xelpa Mepoudv Exov Epdiacoe tag Zovaidag modag- ol 8¢ dpa
eioiv 8pn otevd xai bynAd. tovtog npooBdAioviag tobg Maxkeddvog ev-
x6Amg dnexpodovo ol BapPapor oeevdivag, PEAn, nétpovg dprévieg- Bote Gva-
xaAricog abtovg 'AréEavBpog and Tprdkovia otadiev yhpaka éBdAieto: fv
8¢ Adywov 'AndAhwvog, dg Gpa EEvog ADxog Nyepov adTd thHg 6803 1hg xatd
Mepodv yévourto. npdaeiar 1 1¢ 'Aleldvdpw Bovkdrog Bnpeiav éxov ooy,
Oporoy@v 811 AGKiog v, Kol bg KOKA® 1OV Opdv dTpande £in 1d cvvnpeel
g VAng droxexpoppév, avt® §& pdve yryveoxorto Sux v vopnv tdv Podv.
avapvnobeig "AAEEavdpog 10 pavreiov miotevel 1® PouvkdAp. thy piv On
nacov otpatidv Exédevoev v atpatonido pévelv xai moAAd mupd dva-
xaiewv, tpehxopévovg thv t@v [epodv Syv. Praata 8¢ xal ‘Hearotiovy nap-
Gyyepa dovg andppntov, OrdTav xatd KopLYRg 1OV dpav 1dwer tobg Maxe-
ddvag Exeavéviog, avtodg xédrtwbev npoaPdAiiev, adtdg 1ov¢ LroomIGTG
Gyov kol piov dmAtdv @dioyyo kol 10 Ixvbikdv tobikdv Goov v S tiig
d1pamod tiig Aentig dydofixovia otddra npocABav nvdicato mukaldpevog VA
Sacvtdry. péong dE vuxtdg nepreMav Enéotn toig morepiog xabebdovory-
apyopévng St Nuépag al odAmyyeg Eonpoivov and 1 KOpLRRg T@V Opdv:
‘Hepowotiev 88 xol dhdtag tovg éx 10V yapoaxog Maxeddvag npooiiyov. ot
Mépoar pécor 1dv Gvobev molepiov xai 1dv xdtoBev droAneBévreg ot pév
#xteivovto, ot 8t xatexpnpvilovro, ol 8¢ t{wypedovro.

5 The Ptolemy at Arr. 3.18.9 is probably Prolemy, son of Lagus (so Bos-
worth, C I 328, to which add that Prolemy, son of Lagus, had just been men-
tioned at 3.17.6). If that is so, he will have known the names of the Persian
commander and of the other officers in the operation.
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comparison of Curtius and Polyaenus. The following points are
in common: “Susian Gates” (C. 5.3.17), Persian slingers (5.3.19),
a withdrawal of thirty stades (5.3.23), the oracle (5.4.11), many
fires at night to deceive the enemy (5.4.14), dense foliage en
route (5.4.24f), and the arrival of Alexander at a high peak at
dawn (5.4.27). These points are sufficient to indicate that Poly-
aenus drew this part of his account from Curtius.6 Who was
Curtius’ source? The probable answer is Cleitarchus, who,
writing for a Greek audience, may well have introduced the
oracle of Apollo, which was clearly an invention post eventum.’

In other matters, however, Polyaenus differed from Curtius.
Thus Polyaenus gave different names for the officers. He
described the turning movement by Alexander as lasting a day
and a night, whereas Curtius extends it over a night, a day, and a
night (5.4.17, 19, 22, 26).® He reported that Alexander came
upon the enemy at midnight, whereas Curtius had Alexander
reach the summit at dawn unopposed and then see the enemy’s
position (5.4.26f). Polyaenus had the base camp alerted to
Alexander’s arrival on the summit by trumpet blasts, whercas
Curtius said that the shouting reached the camp (5.4.29).° We
conclude, then, that Polyaenus followed Curtius, using
Cleitarchus, for some parts only. Whom, then, did Polyaenus
follow for the other parts?

The derivation of Arrian’s account now becomes relevant. He
named Prolemy as holding the minor command during the
turning movement, and the inference is that Arrian was fol-
lowing Ptolemy, who had mentioned his own participation (see

¢ See Sources 70, where I argue that Cleitarchus was the source for the
oracle.

7 So Hamilton 97, agreeing with H. W. Parke and D. E. W. Wormell, The
Delphic Oracle (Oxford 1956) I 241, and W. Heckel, “Alexander at the
Persian Gates,” Athenaeum 58 (1980) 171.

8 Bosworth, Conguest 91 (“probably over two nights”), follows Curtius. But
the distances are such that a day and a night are likely to be correct, for the
Persian position and the Macedonian base camp were only thirty stades
(some 6 km.) apart. That distance suits the geographical identification of A.
Stein, Old Routes of Western Iran (London 1940) 25. Diodorus (17.68.6), like
Arrian, mentions only one night. For my account of the whole operation see
AG 167f with Fig. 15 inset and n.105.

® As the two positions were some 6 km. apart, it is impossible that the Mace-
donians could have seen their compatriots or heard their shouts. Arrian’s
account is to be preferred with Alexander attacking during the darkness
before dawn and giving the signal to those in the base camp by trumpet-call
(3.18.7).
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s»;pm n.5). It was characteristic of Arrian to prefer the account
of a participant. The features of Polyaenus” account not found in
Curtius and Arrian are as follows. Polyaenus used ¢éAayg for a
brigade of heavy infantry and yapag for an encampment. These
words came from a source conversant with Macedonian termin-
ology.!® Then the defeat of Alexander at the Susian Gates was
minimised, and a smaller force was given to Alexander by Poly-
aenus than by Arrian (the hypaspists, one phalanx of infantry,
and all the Scythian archers in Polyaenus, as compared with
Arrian’s force, which added the Agrianians, the Royal Squadron
of Companion Cavalry, and a tetrarchy of cavalry). The proba-
bility is that Polyaenus was following Aristobulus for these
features.

To summarise, Polyaenus probably took his account in part
from Curtius (who had drawn on Cleitarchus) and in part from
Aristobulus. The merit of Polyaenus’ account is that it is clear,
relatively concise, and at several points corrective of the sensa-
tional and sometimes clearly false narrative of Curt. 5.3.17-4.33.

4.3.22. In the battle against Porus, Alexander drew up the cavalry
on his right wing so that half of it faced the enemy and the rest
was at an angle, while he placed the phalanx and the light-armed
[infantry] on the left wing and from them at an angle a force [of
cavalry]. Porus formed a line of many elephants opposite [the
Macedonians] and he himself was on the left, riding the leading
elephant. He placed the other elephants at intervals of fifty feet as
far as the right wing. The spaces between the elephants he filled up
with infantry, so that the formation resemblccfa great wall, the
elephants being like towers and the infantry like curtain walls
between the towers. This was indeed the position when Alexander
gave the order to lead the infantry against the enemy, and himself
drove the cavalry more impetuously rightwards, his aim being to
outflank those opposite. Guarding against this, Porus led [the in-
fantry] against him, but because the beasts could not keep up he
was breaking his formation at many points. With the Macedonians

12 The same usage appears in Arr. 1.14.2f; 5.20.3, 21.5. At 3.9.6 14&1¢ refers
presumably to a hypaspist brigade, and ¢&Aay§ to a pikemen brigade. These
passages in Arrian were derived from Ptolemy and/or Aristobulus (Arr. 1
praef.). Bosworth argues (HSCP 81 [1977); C [ 118) that Ptolemy wrote ta&ig
and Aristobulus @dAay€. But it is most unlikely that officers in Alexander’s
army used different terms; further, if the Macedonian term was pdAayE, then
we should expect Ptolemy as a Macedonian to have used it and Aristobulus as
a Greek to have used té&ig. I suggest that Arrian wrote td&ig as the normal
term of his day, but that he occasionally reproduced ¢é&Aayg from his source
(Prolemy and/or Aristobulus).
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charging into the gaps he was compelled to turn and fight face to
face. Meanwhile the cavalrymen with Alexander were first in their
encircling movement, and driving the Indians together from be-
hind won a most complete victory, which made Alexander king of
Indian territory.!!

It is necessary to add a note about my translation in response to
A. M. Devine (1987). We agree well enough on the translation
of the end of the first sentence, where Devine writes “and
adjacent to these he posted [another] ‘angled formation’ (ém1-
kapntog).” Where we differ is that he assumed that this “angled
formation” consisted not of cavalry but of infantry. If this were
so, Alexander’s left wing would have been exposed to attack by
Porus’ cavalry, whereas in other set battles Alexander had pro-
tected the left flank of the phalanx with cavalry as well as with
light-armed infantry. Polyaenus will have read the accounts of
the battle order in Curt. 8.14.1512 and Arr. 5.16.3, in which Alex-

1 ANEEavBpog év 1y pog TTdpov pdym 10 pév inmikov €ni tod 8e&ob xépag
'éta&sv év p.mu'mq) 0 fjpiov, 1O 88 Aowmov fv Emwaunio, v 3¢ ediayya xai
Tobg EAagpoig énl 100 Aawd képag Eonoe kol and tobTev émxdpmov 'e'xa&e
l'lmpog 8¢ nokloug elaq)avmng uvnnapma&ug abtdg piv katd 1o Aawdv Erni
00 nyonpsvon sks(pavrog nv T0u¢ o6& Xomoug ekwavrag £x 8uxotnp.atog
neviikovia moddv péypr 100 Seétou xspmg EG‘I:T]GE 1a 8¢ péoa 1dv Onpiov
avSpam nelolg avan)vqpoxxav ®ote nv 10 oxnpa telyer psyalm TAPATANCLOV,
oi piv éAégavreg torkdteg nbpyoig, ol 8 neloi pesomvpyios. EvBa 8 napay-
yeidog '"ARéEavBpog tobg melobg avtumapdayewv toig moAepiong, avtdg THY Tnrov
¢mi 86puv o9odpdtepov fihooev PovAiduevog Urepkepdoal tobg Evavtiovg. tobto
puAacoopevog Mdpoc dviinapiiye. @ 8¢ pf ¢fdvew té& Onpia Siéona xatd
noAAd thv tafiv. tdv Maxedovov 10lg Srwaondopaciy épmintéviov
ﬁvayxdgsw xatd npdoamov imatpéewv dyovileoBar. iv todite ¢Bdvovev ot
m_px tov "AAéEavBpov inneig exnepwlﬁovreg Kol KOTd vOTOU CUVEALOOVTES
t0vg 'Ivlobg tedewtdtny vikny dveidovio (ued fiv Bacidedg Tvdixig
"AAEEavBpog V).

My translation agrees with that of Krentz, except that and to0tev seems to
me to depend on émikdpniov Erake ( ¢f. and 100 Ao at 4.3.17), Porus to be
the subject of Sifona (¢f. dréoma at 4.3.17), and cuverdoavieg to mean
“driving the Indians together.” Further, at 4.3.6 (discussed below) I take t&
oxevoedpa to mean “baggage” (see “Army Transport in the Fifth and Fourth
Centuries,” GRBS 24 [1983] 31=Collected Studies [Amsterdam 1993] I 429),
and at 4.3.17 (see below) I take 10ig Swxondopaoct to mean “gaps” as at 4.3.22.

12The &nd todtwv émxdpmov on the left of the light-armed infantry in
Alexander’s battle order was commanded by Coenus, who was ordered to
move towards the enemy’s right wing (Arr. 5.16.3, where dg £ni 16 de£idv is
contrasted with éni 10 ebdvupov xépog 1ov nokepiov). When the cavalry of
the Indian left wing turned left to face Alexander’s cavalry, Coenus was to
turn to his right (Curt. 8.14.15, dextrum move) and attack that cavalry from
behind (Arr. 5.16.3, xatémv). The supposition of Devine (Fig. 1) and of Bos-
worth (C I 296 Fig. 4; confused in Conguest 128f), that Coenus drove back
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ander moved “with the bulk of the cavalry” towards Porus’ left
wing and Coenus in command of two hipparchies was sent “as
towards Porus’ right wing.” He will have assumed that his
reader would understand the “angled formation” on the Mace-
donian left wing to consist of cavalry. Some sentences later
Devine has Alexander “lead on the right-wing cavalry more
vigorously”; but this is not a correct translation of tiv Tnmov éni
Sopv ocpoSporepov filaoev.)? In the next sentence 10010 @UANG-
oopevog Mdpog is mistranslated as “at this point, Porus, standing
on guard also advanced for the mlddle form of (p\)?»accm
means “be on one’s guard against” (see LSJ s.v. C.IL1), and
“advanced” misses the force of the compound verb. Devine
continues: “Lest the elephants should overrun it, the phalanx
divided itself into many parts; and when the Macedonians
counterattacked in sections, the enemy formation was com-
pelled to keep wheeling about in order to fight face to face” (see
supra n.11 for the Greek text). This is entirjy mistaken.
Polyaenus presents the victory over Porus as a victory by
Alexander’s cavalry, which encircled the Indians and drove
them into a confined space from the rear.!* In this Polyaenus
differed fundamentally from Diodorus and Curtius, for whom
the phalanx’s victory over the elephants was the turning point.
Polyaenus agreed, however, with Arrian, who concluded his
account in a similar manner (5.17.7): A]exandcr threw his cav-
alry in a circle round their whole formation ... and thus the In-
dian cavalry were cut down in the action with few exceptions.”
Polyaenus gives a fuller account of Alexander’s original battle
order than any other surviving writer. It enables us to under-
stand the opening actions of Alexander’s forces in Arr. 5.16.2f
and the instructions given by Alexander at Curt. 8.14.15, for the

the cavalry of the Indian right wing and then pursued it behind Porus’ line to
the Indian left wing, is without foundation in the ancient evidence.
Bosworth’s supposition that dextrum move can mean “assail the right” is not
supported by Lewis and Short. They do, however include an elllptlcal
meaning (s.v. moveo LA.1): here “move yourself or “move your troops.” My
account of the battle is in AG 211ff with Fig. 20 and nn.141-44.

13 The spear being held in the right hand, the expression éni 86pv means
“toward his right.” Here it goes not with thv {rnov but with filacev.

* From that position the Macedonian horses did not face the elephants, of
which they were terrified (Arr. 5.10.2, 11.4, 15.5f; Curt. 8.14.23). Despite these
passages Bosworth (Conguest 128) supposed that “the Macedonians had
acquired experlence of elephants over the previous months and could cope
with them.”



30 POLYAENUS CONCERNING ALEXANDER

formations of cavalry drawn up at an angle to the line of the in-
fantry (év émxaprnie and émixGuniov £rafev) were evidently at a
forward angle in each case, with Alexander commanding “the
main cavalry force” (tfiv moAAfiv 1fig (rmov) on the right and
Coenus the cavalry on the left (Arr. 5.16.3; Curt. 8.14.15 init. ).
With this disposition of his forces Alexander was ready to make
the cavalry E)rces under his own command advance impetu-
ously and to bring forward his infantry line en retard (Arr.
5.16.3 fin.). Polyaenus does not mention the action of Coenus,
but we learn from Curt. 8.14.15 and Arr. 5.16.3 that Coenus was
to advance “as towards the right,”!5 and then on “seeing” Alex-
ander already engaged against the enemy cavalry and that cav-
alry in confusion, he was to attack “from behind.”1¢

Polyaenus turns immediately to the position of the elephants
in the battle order of Porus. Herein he differs radically from
Arrian, who has the elephants in front of the phalanx of infantry
(5.16.2), but he agrees with Diod. 17.87.4f and Curt. 8.14.13,
who fill the spaces between the elephants with armed men
(&v& péoov, inter armatos) in order to protect the flanks of each
elephant. Polyaenus’ comparison of the Indian battleline to a
walled city with towers and curtain walls was the same as in the
accounts of Diodorus and Curtius. Arrian was clearly correct,
for the purpose of placing the elephants just ahead of his own
infantry (but not out of contact with the infantry line, as in De-
vine’s plan [1987: 113]) was to break up the dreaded phalanx of
pikemen.V

!5 Devine (1987: 110) has an interesting note in which he regards @g éni as
interchangeable with éni. But there is no sense in using the two expressions in
consecutive sentences unless there was some difference in meaning.

16 [t is important to note that Coenus had to be able to see what was hap-
pening around Porus’ left wing, implicitly in Arrian and explicitly in Curtius’
viderisque me in medio ardore, ipse dextrum move et turbatis infer signa, and
that the enemy Coenus was to attack was already thrown into confusion.
These passages alone prove that the reconstructions of the battle by Devine
(1987: 113 Fig. 1) and by Bosworth (C II 296 Fig. 4) are incorrect in making
Coenus attack or just follow the cavalry on the right wing of Porus’ army. So
too they both disregard Arr. 5.16.2, where Alexander decided not to advance
against the centre of the Indian phalanx, for they show the Macedonian
phalanx attacking the entire length of the Indian phalanx in their plans.

17 Porus’ disposition was made for defense only. Bosworth’s statement (C ]
293) that “Arrian gave Porus an offensive strategy” seems to rest on a misun-
derstanding of Arr. 5.15.6, where Porus argues that the Macedonian infantry
would not make a frontal attack on his own phalanx, “for they would be
barred by the Indian infrantry engaging them frontally and would be
trampled on by the elephants turning upon them” (xata otépa te yap Gv
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When the action developed beyond his left wing, Porus led
his infantry from line into column, moving to its left. But gaps
now arose in the right flank of the column, because the ele-
phants proceeded s%owly and irregularly. Into the gaps the
Macedonian infantry charged. Porus was compelled to halt his
column and turn it back into line, facing the Macedonians. Thus
the infantry battle started not in the centre, which Alexander
had decided to avoid (Arr. 5.16.2, xatd pécov ), but in the left
part of Porus’ line.

Polyaenus must have obtained his opening description of
Alexander’s battle order from a source not used by Diodorus,
Curtius, and Arrian. Polyaenus might have deduced the de-
velopment of the battle from these three authors, but it is more
likely that he continued with the initial source. He differs from
Arrian in making the distance between the elephants fifty
paces'® and in having the Macedonian infantry charge into the
gaps that developed in the Indian infantry. Therein he is prob-
ably correct, for Arrian became so absorbed in describing the
infantry’s attacks on the elephants that he mentions the Indian
infantry only as being trampled by the retreating elephants and
finally cut down from all sides (5.17.6f). Arrian’s source was
certainly Ptolemy, a participant accompanying Alexander (Arr.
5.13.1).1° It is probable that Polyaenus based his version on Aris-
tobulus’ account, which was well charged with military detail as
we see from Arr. 5.14.3; and it was Aristobulus who reported
Darius’ order of battle at Gaugamela.

4.3.20. Alexander besieged a strong place in Indian territory. Being
terrified (the) Indians made an agreement to come out with their
weapons. On coming out they occupied another [a second] hill
and set up their guard-posts. Alexander was leading his forces
against them while the Indians were shouting out “the agreement.”
He admitted that he had made an agreement about their coming

npdg tdv dnhitdv npoosfaridviev eipyecBar kol xatanamBiceoBar Em-
otpeydviov én’ adtobg Tdv EAepdviov).

'8 Polyaenus is probably to be preferred, for when we combine Arrian’s
figure of 200 elelphants with his interval between elephants of 100 paces, we
would have a phalanx some 6 km. in length. See my arguments in AG 212.

1% See my analysis of the sources in AG 215f. Bosworth (C IT 262) gives the
overall view that much of Arrian’s account was based on Prolemy, “but it
remains uncertain how much material is added from Aristobulus.”
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out, but [he said that] nothing at all had been promised about
release.

This account is very similar to Diod. 17.84.1f. The Indians,
named there as mercenaries, are contrasted with the native
people (the Assaceni of Massaga) by Plutarch (PA 59.6; see
Sources 106). It was as mercenaries that the Indians were to
come out “with their weapons,” for they depended on their
weapons for further employment. Now, according to Dio-
orus, “they advanced for eighty stades [ca 16 km.] and en-
camped without interference, unaware of what was about to
happen.” When Alexander attacked them, “the mercenaries at
first kept shouting that the attack was contrary to the sworn
agreement ... but Alexander shouted out to them in a loud
voice, that he agreed to their leaving the city but not to eternal
friendship with the Macedonians” (17.84.2). It is apparent that
Polyaenus and Diodorus both drew on a longer account in
which both the destination—the second hill—and the distance
had been stated. I have argued elsewhere that Diodorus’ source
was an account by Cleitarchus (7HA 53, 79, 149; Sources 106).
It is therefore probable that Polyaenus too drew on that
account.

Where was the first hill? In the long and largely different
account by Arrian (4.26.1-27.4) a hill was mentioned at the start
of the action. Then Alexander intended to make his camp close
to the walls of Massaga, but when the defenders made a sortie
he withdrew a distance of some seven stades “towards a hill”
(4.26.2, npdg YNAho@dv Twva). This hill was presumably the first
hill to be mentioned in any full account. I suggest that Alex-
ander made his camp there when he realised how aggressive the
defenders of Massaga were. Later, when under the agreement
the Indian mercenaries left the city, they were sent to encamp
farther away from the city and did so according to Polyaenus
on “a second hill” (Abgov €tepov). This hill cannot be the first
hill, as Bosworth (C II 175) presumed in ignoring Polyaenus’
“second hill.” Rather, Alexander’s camp was between the city
and the mercenaries’ camp on the second hill.

20 "AXLEavBpog yopie Thg Tvdixtig éxvpd nmposexddnto- eoPndivreg 'Ivdol
cuvélevio ued’ Smiov EEeABelv. ol piv EEerAldvieg Adgov Erepov xaterdfovo
xal guiaxdg kabictavio. 'AAéEavdpog énfjye thv dvapwv tdv Ivddv
tmPoouévav tag ouvBixag. 6 88 nepl £E680ov piv dpordyer cvvieBeioBan, nepi
5t dpéocwg undiv vreoynobor.
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In case there was treachery by the Assaceni and the mer-
cenaries, Alexander was anxious not to be at close quarters with
either. If I am correct in supposing that the Macedonian camp
was on the first hill, it was seven stades from the cnty Diodorus
(17.84.1) says that the mercenaries encamped “cighty stades
from the city.” This is not the impression glven by Arrian
(4.27.3), who places the mercenarles on a hill “opposite” (Gvri-
nopog) the Macedonian camp,” and by the Metz Epitome 43, in
which the mercenaries’ camp was “at no great distance” from
the city (ab oppido haud longe).2! The differences are much
more radical in regard to the fate of the city, relations with the
queen Cleophis and the allegations of treachery in the beha-
viour of Alexander and of the mercenaries. Polyaenus’ merit is
that he gave a clear summary from a detailed account in which
Alexander behaved in a treacherous manner. Similar forms of
deception were attributed to Philip by Polyaenus at 4.2.4f. Poly-
aenus’ source was neither Ptolemy nor Aristobulus (they under-
lay Arrian’s account), but it was very probably Cleitarchus.

4.3.17. Alexander was drawing up his army at Arbela. Darius was
planting with caltrops the space of the engagement between the ar-
mies. The Macedonian indeed realised this. Leading his right wing
he gave the order to follow rightwards, in order that he should
pass round the area planted with the caltrops. As the Persian en-
deavoured to oppose Alexander by leading his own army left-
wards, he was continually disrupting his own cavalry’s forma-
tion. Charging into the gaps, Alexander—and equally Parmenio
too on the left—avoided the caltrops and compelled the enemy to

fleeZ2

Polyaenus wrote as if the caltrops covered most of the space
between the enemy lines, and the avoidance of them was the
main consideration in Alexander’s course of action. In these
respects Polyaenus exaggerated, for Darius had to leave clear of

2 Tt is possible that the number “eighty stades” is an error of Diodorus or
his copyists (so e.g. Bosworth, C II 175), but it may have been a figure added
for verisimilitude by Cleitarchus to his very sensational account, as reflected in
Diod. 17.84: THA 53.

22 *AQéEavBpog Ev "ApPriorg mapetdooeto. Aapeiog TO peTaiypiov i Gvp-
BoAfig 1piBdrorg katéonerpe. Tobto 87 cuvidav 6 Maxkedov 100 8e&10v xépag
fiyodpuevog éni ddpv maphyyeihev dxorovbeiv, Bnwg mepiéAbor 1ov témov 1oV
xoateonappévov taig tpidrorg: 6 8t Mépong dvrimapdyewv nelpdpevog £n’ ao-
rida diéona cuveyde thv Innov. toig Saondopaowy épfoarov 'AréEavdpog,
opoiwg 8¢ xai Mappeviov dnd 100 Aawod, t0g pév tpidrovg &évevoay, Tobg 8¢
nohepiong @edyewv fvaykacov.
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caltrops not only pathways for his three groups of scythed
chariots, so that they could charge across “the space of engage-
ment” (10 petaiypov tig cvpPorfic), but also the ground in
front of his own right wing for his cavalry to launch an attack.??
During the action the ground in front of Darius’ left wing was
crossed without difficulty by Alexander’s troops and by
Darius’ cavalry. The only place where caltrops could have been
was in front of the centre where Darius was, and then only in a
small area somewhere between the runways for two groups of
chariots.

Polyaenus was not alone in attaching great importance to
caltrops. They figured prominently in Curtius’ account, as
follows. A deserter informed Alexander that “Darius had
spread iron caltrops planted in the ground over which he
believed his enemy would send forth his cavalry” (4.13.36; tr.
Rolfe). Alexander summoned a meeting of commanders and
warned them of the area with the caltrops. When he advanced,
he did so in oblique formation, “in order both to pass round the
place of the snares (insidiarum locum) and to engage Darius,
who was guarding his [left] wing” (4.15.1; ¢f. 4.14.8).

That caltrops could have been planted in advance was en-
visaged in Arrian’s account (3.9.4). At a conference of comman-
ders, which Alexander convened on first seecing the enemy,
Parmenio advised him to undertake a full reconnaissance, in
case there were impediments or “spikes hidden in the ground”
(oxdhoneg xatarennyoteg). As this passage was based on an ac-
count by Ptolemy, who in my opinion consulted the Journal of
Alexander (see Sources 228f), the thought that there might be
such spikes is to be regarded as historical. It was worth re-
cording in Ptolemy’s history presumably because such caltrops
had been planted. Where then could they have been? When we
consider a Persian battle order, preserved in Arrian, we see that
Darius in the centre with his Royal Cavalry Squadron, 1,000
strong, was heavily protected against any frontal attack, for
ahead of him were four groups o%cavalry in line. Then in front
of one of them—the Indian cavalry?*—some elephants were

B T refer to my plan of the battle in AG 142 Fig. 14 and to that of Devine
(1986: 114 Fig. 2), which is generally in agreement with mine. They are based
on the captured order of battle of the Persian army (Arr. 3.11.3), which
Aristobulus cites.

24 The Indian cavalry’s horses were trained to act together with elephants,

and it was in the company of the Indian cavalry that the elephants were
mentioned in Arr. 3.8.6. In the course of the battle the Indian cavalry were
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Fosted, let us say on the left of the line (Arr. 3.8.6, 11.6); then in
ront of the central group were fifty scythed chariots with a
prepared runway; but there were no troops in front of the right
of the line. It is here that a nest of caltrops would have pro-
tected Darius. If they were there, we can see what Darius had
in mind. His expectation was that Alexander would deliver a
frontal attack on the centre in the hope of capturing or killin
him. If Alexander should do so, his forces would be disrupteg
by the charge of the chariots; and if they advanced again, they
would hit the spike-field on their left and be up against the
elephants on their right. Darius’ policy in this centra% area was
entirely defensive, for his fine cavalry had only one route for an
advance, namely along the runway after the chariots had
charged. On the wings he expected that his much more
numerous cavalry woul§ be able to take the offensive, outflank,
and defeat the Macedonian army.

Scholars have generally rejected the planting of caltrops as
“surely a fiction” and as “a legend.”?> How then did they first
enter the tradition? For his description of the battle Curtius in
my opinion used several sources but principally Cleitarchus, an
unreliable writer.2¢ Arrian followed the accounts of Ptolemy
and/or Aristobulus, who knew Cleitarchus’ work and at times
corrected it. I have inferred from Arrian’s account that Ptol-
emy mentioned the fear of caltrops because they had in fact
been planted. Polyaenus did not follow the account of Curtius,
for Curtius (4.15.1) placed Darius on the Persian left wing and
had Alexander move to his right in order to engage Darius,
whereas according to Polyaenus Darius moved his own troops
to their left. It 1s more likely that Polyaenus drew on the
account of Ptolemy and/or Aristobulus either via Arrian or
directly, and that he found there the mention of caltrops. This
suggestion is supported by Polyaenus’ attribution of the victory
to Alexander’s exploitation of gaps in the enemy formation,
precisely as Arrian did (3.14.1f, xata 10 Siéyov ).

close to Darius (Arr. 3.13.1). Devine (1987: 114) placed the elephants in front
of Darius’ Persian cavalry, but it is doubtful whether their horses had been
trained to act close to elephants.

25 So Devine (1986) 89; Atkinson 437, who reports (428) the views of some
other scholars.

26 T have discussed Curtius’ sources in AG 138f and THA 100, 122f, and 128;
see also Atkinson 447f (“Cleitarchus may have been the common source {of
Diodorus and Curtius]”); Devine (1986) 91f.
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It is probable then that Darius planted caltrops, that Alexander
knew where they were, and that he did in fact avoid them.
Polyaenus was providing not an account of the battle but an
example of a use of caltrops; and he therefore seized on the
stratagem of Alexander’s incidental avoidance of the spike-field.
Polyaenus made the same point and used the same terms in his
account of the battle against Porus (4.3.22).

4.3.6. Alexander was engaged in his last battle against Darius at
Arbela. No small force of Persians, going round [the Macedo-
nians], were plundering the baggage of the Macedonians. Parmenio
advised Alexander to go to the help of the baggage-bearers. Alex-
ander said: “No need at all to break the formation of our phalanx.
Our need is to fight our enemies themselves. If defeated, we have
no longer any use for our baggage; and if victorious, we shall have
both our own baggage and that of our enemies.?”

In making the Persians “go round” the Macedonian wing Poly-
aenus agrees with Diod. 17.59.5 (nepiinnedoar), PA 32.5 (nept-
népyavtog), and Curt. 4.15.5 (circumuvehi). On the other hand,
he differs from Arrian, who had the Persian cavalry pass
through a gap in the Macedonian phalanx (3.14.5, kot 10
diéxov). We infer then that Polyaenus shared a common source
with the first three writers, who in my opinion were following
the version of Cleitarchus.?? As Polyaenus differs from Arrian,
he also therefore did not here use Ptolemy and/or Arlstobulus,
Arrian’s sources. As for Parmenio’s advice to Alexander, we
find similar versions in PA 32.5ff and Curt. 4.15.5-9, for which I
have argued that Cleitarchus was the main source.??

Polyaenus’ choice was unwise, for the account of the attack
on the baggage-camp,’ which Arrian derived from Ptolemy

’Alaé(xvﬁpog tv "ApPniorg Thy votdmv paxnv Aapeie tapetdooero. p.ompa
Mepodv obx dAiym nepeABovieg t& cksnoq)opa tdv Moxeddvaov Bmpnagov o
Noppeviov "'Are&dvipe goveBoiieve 101g oxevopdporg Bonbeiv. & 8¢ ‘ obdEV’,
g, ‘ mopadrdev xpn ThHg @drayyog, GAAG tolg moAepiolg adroig udxcceal'
frm0Bévieg uev yap odxétt v oxevoedpav xpilopev, vikjoavieg 8t kol té&
fiuétepa kol & 1OV morepiov EEopev.’

2 See THA 20ff, 27 (Diodorus), 122f (Curtius); Soxrces 38—42 (Plutarch).
2 See supra n.28 and AG 138ff for a general view of the sources for the
battle of Gaugamela; sources of Curtius: Atkinson 446ff; Devine (1986) 91.

3% This part of the battle has been the subject of much controversy, not to
say confusion. I gave my version in AG 143, 146f in 1980—the same year as
the versions of Atkinson (438f) and Bosworth (C I 308). Devine’s view (1986:
99, 105 with nn.71ff, 105, 124f) is on much the same lines as mine, but see
GRBS 24 (supra n.11) 31 on skewophora and “Arrian’s Use of Callisthenes?”
in CIBull 68 (1992) 89f.
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and/or Aristobulus, is factual and not sensational: “some of the
Indians and of the Persian cavalry” (3.11.5) broke through a gap
in the infantry, reached the baggage-camp and were then de-
feated by a detachment from the rear rank of the double
phalanx. These cavalrymen came from the Persian centre, as I
noted above (ad 4.3.17). The Persians whom Arrian next
mentioned were from the Persian right wing; they outflanked
and attacked Parmenio’s troops (3.14.6 fin.). There they were
joined by the defeated members of the first group, so that
Parmemo s men were attacked from both sides (dpgBorav)
and Parmenio sent for help. Alexander, now victorious in the
enemy centre, brought his Companion Cavalry from there
towards the Persian right wing, clashed with the retreating
“Parthyaeans, some of the Indians, and the largest and strongest
force of Persians” (3.15. 1), who were in formation, having
broken off their action against Parmenio’s Thessalians (3.15.3).3
Polyaenus, or rather his source, conflated the two Persian
attacks and made Parmenio ask for help to be sent to the
baggage-camp.

4.3.11. The Thracians having prepared many heavy-laden wagons to
let loose on the Macedonians, Alexander ordered them to avoid as
many [wagons] as possible, and should they be caught to go
down on the ground and hold their shields overhead, so that it
would happen that the rushing wagons would leap over them. As
this was done in the actual event, the Thracians’ preparation of the
wagons proved useless.3?

The only other extant account of this campaign 1s in Arr. 1.1.4f
and I have argued that Arrian derived it Efom Ptolemy and/or
Aristobulus. Thus Polyaenus could have obtained his version
either from Ptolemy and/or Aristobulus or from Arrian. There
are striking verbal echoes?® between Arrian and Polyaenus, so
much so that we should conclude that Polyaenus made direct

31 For this interpretation see AG 147, where ¥11 is taken not with didxewv
but with édretpdneto in Arr. 3.15.1; for the confusion see Bosworth, C I 309ff.

2 AMEEavBpog Bpaxdv napeoxevacpivey kataydpovs apddog moAidg
tnogiéval tolg Maxedoot naphyyeihev av10ig éxkAivey uév doag ddvavro, el
3¢ xatodapPdvowvio, xabiéviag abtobg npdg thy yiv vaeptifévar 1d¢ do-
nidag, Snw¢ cvpufaivor gepopévorg taig apdlaig brepnndav. 1odtd tor xai év
avt]) th meipy yevdpevov HAeyEe Toig Opadiv daypnotov v tdv apaldv
ROPAGKEVTV.

3 These include ropeoxevacuévov, iragiéval, katodhappavoivto, npdg thv
yiiv, ecpopévarg taig apaong, and brneprndav. My account of the action is in
AG 46.
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use of Arrian. The only difference is that Polyaenus said that the
wagons were “heavy laden” (xatoyépovg). He probably in-
vented this detail in order to make the stratagem more im-
pressive, for Arrian merely said that the Thracians collected
wagons initially to form a defensive laager.

4.3.12. Alexander took Thebes by concealing a sufficient part of his
force and putting Antipater in command of it. He in person led
the visible force against the strong part of the [Theban] positions
(€nl tobg €xupovg 1@V 10mwv). The Thebans came out against him,
and they fought not ignobly against that visible force. At the cri-
sis of the battle Antipater raised up his hidden force, went round
in a circle to where the wall was rotten and unguarded, and at that
point he occupied the city and raised the signal. Alexander saw it.
He shouted out: “Thebes is already mine.” The Thebans were

fighting stoutly, but when they turned and saw the city captured,
they fled.*

There are three accounts elsewhere of the capture of Thebes:
Diod. 17.12; PA 11.9f; Arr. 1.8.12-17. The first two have points
in common, which are best explained if they drew on a com-
mon source, namely Cleitarchus.?® Arrian’s version is com-
pletely different: his source was Ptolemy with touches of Aris-
tobulus (Sources 205f). Where does Polyaenus’ version stand?
It is incompatible with Arrian’s account, which attributes the
break into the city to Alexander. It resembles that of Diodorus
in that it is a Macedonian officer who first led a detachment into
the city (17.12.3); but while Polyaenus provides a concealed
force under Antipater, Diodorus has Perdiccas lead a force
through an unguarded postern gate. Nor does Polyacnus chime
in with Plutarch, in whose short account the Macedonian
garrison of the Cadmea made a sortie and overcame the
Thebans from behind (PA 11.10).

Arrian’s version, based on Ptolemy and/or Aristobulus, is to
be regarded as true to the facts. Diodorus and Plutarch have

3 'AM&avSpog hafe Gnﬁag g 5uvap£(og ucaqu ommcpowag xal 1u§ag
in' abtiic 'Aviinatpov- v 82 wvspav amog fyev &xi ToVg exnpong 1dv tén-
ov. eT]BCLlOl 8¢ tnefnibov xai npog mv opmpsvnv Buvup.w ovx ayevvmg avti-
n(xpataooovw "Avtinotpog £v 1@ kapd Thg péyng Ty xsxpnppevnv SUvapw
Avaotoog, KOKA® nsptekﬁ(z)v n oaepov xal dgvlaktov Nv 10 Teiyog, TovT
K(ITEMBETO 1nv oMV Kol cnpuov npt:v Akséav&pog 10dv avsBonoav (og ion
tag 8MPag i sxm GnBouot 3¢ eDpdoTOE HOXOUEVOL, Q¢ EIDOV EMOTPUPEVTEC
tadoxviav Ty oA, Egevyov.

35 For the points in common see THA 195 n.17; for Cleitarchus as the
source, THA 13, 26ff; Sources 25ff.
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points in common that seem due to a common source, namely

Cleitarchus. Polyaenus followed a source that represented the

Thebans as “fighting stoutly.” He had that in common with Clei-
tarchus, but he must have obtained his report of the hidden

force from a source other than Cleitarchus—a source for which

one cannot offer a name. In any case, Polyaenus unwisely chose

an account that did not rest on historical fact.

4.3.16. While crossing the Granicus Alexander outflanked the wing
of the Persians, as they were about to attack from a commanding
position, by himself leading them, the Macedonians, upstream to
the right [literally, “towards the spear”]. The phalanx charged and
routed them.%

Polyaenus did not derive this passage from the author followed
by Diodorus (17.19.3; almost certainly Cleitarchus: THA 16f,
23f, 26) in making Alexander cross the river unopposed. On the
other hand, Arrian agreed with Polyaenus in describing a move
in the riverbed by Alexander, “continually extending his forma-
tion at an angle where the stream was pulling,” i.e., against the
current (1.14.7).37 A further point ofa reement is the part

layed by the phalanx in the centre of Alexander’s formation,
for Arrian also had the Macedonians of the centre break
through first and then the Persian wings collapse (1.16.1). More-
over, Polyaenus’ statement that Alexander outflanked the Per-
sians enables one to understand in Arrian’s account how his
“light-armed infantry” inflicted heavy casualties on the Persian
cavalry (1.16.1), for these infantry were the Archers and the Ag-
rianians stationed on Alexander’s right wing (1.14.1), and they
now overlapped the Persians’ left wing and attacked the flank of
that wing.

36 "AAéEavdpog Tpavikov SwPaivev Mépoag £ bnepdeliov imdvrag (av-
tobg) avtdg Eni 88pu tobg Maxeddvag dvayaydv brepexépoacev- 1 8t daiayg
RPOSREGOVGA TOVG ToAspiovg Etpéyarto.

I have translated Korais’ emendation, &ri8dpv as printed by Melber, in-
stead of the reading of the archetype, éni 98wp, which I prefer. The sense is the
same, as “waterwards” and “spearwards” both lead one upstream, which is
the meaning also of the compound dvayayav (cf. &ve t0d Totopod at 4.3.9 ).
The text was misinterpreted by E. Badian (Ancient Macedonia 11 [Thes-
saloniki 1977} 288 n.51), for he makes Alexander move his men downstream,
which would have led to confusion in the centre and not to an outflanking of
the enemy.

%7 See my “The Battle of the Granicus River,” JHS 100 (1980) 75 (=Collected
Studies 111 95).



40 POLYAENUS CONCERNING ALEXANDER

Arrian’s sources were Ptolemy and Aristobulus, as he pro-
claimed in his Preface, and in this case we know that he fol-
lowed Ptolemy, because Plutarch cited Aristobulus when re-
porting the number of Alexander’s losses, which were given
differently by Arrian (PA 16.15; Arr. 1.16.4).8 We conc%ude,
then, that Polyaenus derived his account at 4.3.16 from a long
account by Ptolemy, whether directly or indirectly. It is of
crucial importance for understanding the battle.?*

4.3.29. Alexander invaded the land of the Sogdians. It is all rough
and hard to traverse. In the centre of it a rock rises up which is
accessible only to birds that fly. Around the rock a thick forest of
close-packed trees made the unscalable cliffs even more unscalable.
The rock was occupied by Ariomazes with a large, powerful force
of Sogdians, and he had springs of water inside the rock and an
abundant supply of foodstuffs. After riding round the rock and
noting its natural features Alexander issued his orders. Three hun-
dred young men were to be selected who had experience and skill
in rock-climbing, and they were to make their way unarmed up
through the thick forest and to pull one another up with fine
ropes. Once they gained the summit, they were to take off the
white waistbands which they were wearing, tie them to very long
poles and raise them up above the foliage, so that the intensive
waving of the bright waistbands all together would be visible to
the enemy above and to the Macedonians below. Well, the rock-
climbers with great exertions reached the top, and as the sun rose
they waved their waistbands. The Macedonians below raised a
mighty, resounding shout. Ariomazes, astounded that all the
army was on the way up and that he was already caught from
above, surrendered himself and the rock to Alexander in the belief
that Alexander’s power and fortune were more than human.*°

3% Hamilton 38: “it is clear ... that Plutarch uses Aristobulus.”

3% My account of the battle (s#pra n.37: 73-88) differs from the accounts of,
for instance, K. Lehmann, “Die Schlacht am Granikos,” Klio 11 (1911) 230~
44; R. Lane Fox, Alexander the Great (London 1973) 122; Badian (supra n.37);
and Bosworth, Conguest 40ff.
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tépoug eipyaleto. v nétpav "Apopdlng petd morific yxeipde xal xaprtepig
Zoydraviov xatedafeto rmyag Vdarog fyrev £vdov xal moapackevhv cirtimv
agbovov. "AAEEavdpog mepunnacdpevog kail xatapabhov tog edoeig thg nét-
pag éxéhevoe Tprakosiong Aoyddag veaviag, olg v doxnoig kol Téxvn kpnuvo-
Bateiv, doénhovg xatdmiv Thg nétpag S rukviig YAng dvéprelv kol Aentoig
xGAorg Gvipav arAfdrovg éreldav 8& tdv xopuedv xporhoworv, Ldvag
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Polyaenus did not follow Arrian’s account, for there is no men-
tion in Arrian of the thick forest, the approach through the
forest, the foliage on top of the rock, and the springs of water
on the rock. Polyaenus does not mention the snow, which in
Arrian’s account provides a supply of water and makes the
ascent so difficult that, when some thirty men fell to their
death, the bodies were lost in the snow, nor the exchange of
jibes about “flying men.” On the other hand, Polyaenus and
Curtius have some points in common: copious springs of water
inside a cavern on the rock (Curt. 7.11.3); the king rode round
the rock (a distance of some 30 km; 7.11.2); his orders were
reported at some length (expanded into a speech at 7.11.7-12);
300 young men were to be selected (7.11.7); on gaining the sum-
mit they were to signal with white garments (7.11.11, evadite in
cacumen; quod cum ceperitis, candidis velis signum mibi
dabitis); these garments were raised aloft on their spears
(7.11.19); and when that did happen, there was shouting by the
entire army (7.11.25, totius exercitus clamor). Whereas Arrian
limited the operation to a single night (Arr. 4.19.1, tfic vuxtdc ),
Polyaenus and Curtius made it cover at least a day and a night
(Polyaenus having the men proceed through the dense forest to
the back of the rock; Curt. 7.11.14, 16 [diem], 21 [postero die]).
It is evident that Polyaenus dlsregarded Arrian’s account, no
doubt based on Ptolemy and/or Aristobulus (Arr. 1 praef.). He
chose to follow Curtius, or alternatively to go back to Curtius’
source or rather sources, for I have argued elsewhere*! that
Curtius followed Aristobulus for the actual ascent of the rock
and Cleitarchus for the background and the finale, the scourg-
ing and crucifying of the Sogglan leaders (7.11.28). There are in-
teresting parallels between what we have ascribed to the influ-
ence of Cleitarchus and the account of the operation at the Su-
sian rocks in Polyaenus 4.3.27 and in Curt. 5.3.17-4.33, which
derived from Cleitarchus (supra ad 4.3.27). In each case Cleitar-

PAnv dvateivewy, tote dBpdag xol Aapnphg tag Ldvog imi mheictov TvoG-
copévag kal 1olg dvo PapPdporg xai toig xdtw Maxeddow dpaobar. ot piv 84
xpnpvo[}drm Y noM@ néve xatd xopvenv [yevduevor] dvicyovtog fAiov u‘xg
Cdvag avéocrioav: ot & Maxeﬁévsc_, p.éya xali l,ap.npov xétwbev ﬁkdka&av o
ot Aptopagng ExmAayeis, mg naong tnc_, crtpanag avaPavodong xat bg Hn
xatd Kopn(png eakwxwg, aL1ov 1 xal 'tT]V netpav nopidokev 'Arelavdpe
Beiotépav abtod tiv duvapiv kol Ty ToxNv RYodpevos.

41 THA 144f. Bosworth (C II 125) has criticised me for believing in these
two sources and called it “contamination,” but his own theories involve what
he calls “two complicated contaminations” (126).
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chus has expanded an operation to cover at least a day and a
night instead of Arrian’s single night; he has had the troops take
provision for two or three days; he has added a thick forest and
dense foliage; he has invented conversations and a speech by
Alexander; and he has exaggerated the exhaustion of the troops
(e.g. Curt. 5.4.18; 7.11.17). For his part Polyaenus exaggerated
the boldness of the stratagem by stating that the climbers went
“unarmed” (&onAovg), whereas Curtius had them armati “with
swords and spears only” (7.11.14) and Arrian implied that they
were lightly armed and not, as the defenders supposed, “exactly
fully-armed” (4.19.4, dxpiBic @niiopévoug).

In his account of the two very strong rocks that Alexander
captured, Strabo reports the one was “in Sogdiane the rock of
the Oxus,” but some say “the rock of Ariamazes (517C=
11.11.4). Polyaenus agrees with Strabo, for he places his rock in
Sogdiane and has it defended by Ariomazes—thus in agreement
with Curt. 7.11.1—whereas Arrian (4.17.4) called it just “the in-
Sogdiane rock” and did not name a defender.*?

4.3.30. The Cathaei, a division of the Indians, made a desperate op-

position to Alexander. He killed them from the youth upwards

and razed their strongest city, Sangala. India was pervaded by the

bad report that Alexander was waging war in a murderous, bar-

barian manner. As he wished to change his reputation, when he cap-
tured another city in Indian territory, he took hostages and made

a treaty; and then on coming to a third city, which was very large

and well-populated, he placed the hostages—old men, women, and

children—in front of the phalanx. The inhabitants, recognizing

those of their own race and seeing the evidence of Alexander’s clem-
ency, opened their gates and admitted him as suppliants (peta
iketnpidv). The report spreading at once persuaded the Indians to

accept Alexander willingly 3

42 o also Strabo’s other rock, “the in-Bactriane rock of Sisimithres,” was
also called “the rock of Sisimithres” (PA 58.3), “the in-Pareitacae stronghold,
another rock, named after Chorienes” (Arr. 4.21.1), but just “a rock” in the list
of contents of Diodorus 17 KE’ and at Curt. 8.2.20. See Hamilton 129, who is
clearer than Bosworth, CII 124{f.

3 *ARéEavdpog Kabaiovg, poipav 'vdav ¢€ dnovolog dvrictacav 7fndov
fxtewve xal néAv avtdv Zdyyala v xoaptepotdiny katéoxayev. difike
1obg 'Iviotg eNpn movipd G 'AReEdvBpov govikdg kal PapPapixde moldep-
oVvtog. 6 8¢ petaBaAiew v 36&av PovAdpevog BNy moAw (Bud) Tig Tvduciig
thdv, opfpovg AaPav, oneicdpevog £ni Tpitny moA NABev edpeyin xal modv-
avBpamnov, 1aEog mpd 1fig edhayyog Tobg duRpove, YEpoviag, naidag, Yovaikag.
ot 8¢ 1o dpoedrovg yvepicavteg kol & Epya tig "Akedvdpov orhavBpwniag
opdvreg dvoiyoval te Thg mOAag Kol petd ikempidv adtov £8éEavo. adtika
M @fiun Sadpapodon Encigey Tvdobg Exdvrag "ARéEavEpov déxeobar.
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Diodorus mentions briefly (17.91.4) the costly siege of “the
largest and strongest city” of the Cathaei and Alexander’s
burning of it. Curtius describes the city as “great by the stand-
ards of the region,” the escape of only a few men, and the de-
struction of the city (9.1.18, excidium urbis). Arrian gives a long
description of the siege of Sangala (5.22.4-24.5), the capture of
70,000 persons, and the razing of the city, of which the territory
was given to Indians who came over to Alexander voluntarily
(5.24.8). The ultimate source of all these accounts was the de-
scription by Ptolemy (holding a command during the siege)
and/or Aristobulus.* The opposition was, as Arrian makes clear
and as Polyaenus says, “desperate” (¢§ dmovoiag dviiotacav),
and the casualties were very high for the Cathaei*s and higher
than usual for the Macedonians (Arr. 5.24.5).46 It is probable that
Polyaenus exaggerated the “murderous” element in saying that
Alexander killed the inhabitants “from youth upwards,” for
Arrian’s full account (5.24.5) has Alexander take over 70,000
prisoners.

The taking and parading of hostages*” are described also at
Curt. 9.1.23 (obsides ducebantur ante agmen). The surrender of
Indians as “suppliants” also occurs at Diod. 17.91.4 (ueb’
ikeTnpw@v). Arrian reports only incidentally that, at the time of
the razing of Sangala, Indians of the region were coming over
voluntarily (5.24.7).48 The further effect of Alexander’s po%icy of
clemency (tfig 'AAe&&vdpov ghavOporniag, as Polyaenus puts
it) was described not by Arrian but by Diodorus (17.91.7, 93.1)
and by Curtius (9.1.30, 36). Polyaenus may have drawn his final

* Tt is generally agreed that they were Arrian’s sources, with Ptolemy pre-
dominating: Sources 256f; Bosworth, C II 327, citing the views of earlier
authors.

45 As at Thebes and at Tyre, when there was opposition and fighting within
the city, the casualties were respectively 6,000 (Diod. 17.14.1) and 8,000 (Arr.
2.24.4), as compared with 17,000 at Sangala (Arr. 5.24.5), where the Cathaeans
and their neighbours had congregated (5.22.4f).

* Bosworth (C II 334: “the military population [of Sangala] was clearly
massacred en bloc”) disregarded the statement that over 70,000 were captured
(Arr. 5.24.5). Presumably he took Polyaenus as his authority, although he did
not mention him.

47 The taking of hostages indicates that a treaty had been concluded, for the
hostages were intended as a guarantee that the treaty would be kept.

8 Arrian abbreviates a great deal, and this is a good example. See Bosworth,
C 11 336f.
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remark from reading either Diodorus or Curtius or their
source, Cleitarchus.

4.3.31. Alexander observed that the land of the Cossaei was rough
with high, inaccessible mountains and that there was a multitude
of notable warriors in the mountains; there was therefore no expec-
tation of taking it. Someone came reporting “Hephaestion has died
in Babylon.” He [ie., Alexander] proclaimed universal mourning
and was hurrying away to the burial of Hephaestion. The scouts
of the Cossaeans, as they saw men departing, scattered themselves.
Alexander, sending cavalrymen by night, captured the unguarded
approach-route to the mountains, and [himself] turning back
from his march and appearing (in support of) the cavalrymen, to-
gether with them subjugated the land of the Cossaei. This action,
they say, was a consolation to Alexander for his grief over
Hephaestion.>®

A similar description of the land and its warriors at Arr. 7.15.1f
explains more fllilly than Polyaenus that a regular force could
not capture the territory, because the Cossaei left their villages
and took to the high mountains, from which they later returned
and resumed their practice of brigandage.’! Arrian had earlier
mentioned (7.14.9) that mourning was ordered throughout the
whole barbarian country, and he placed “a considerable time”
of mourning (7.15.1, xpovog ovyvog) before Alexander’s expe-
dition towards the Cossaci. Diodorus too has an interval of time
between the death of Hephaestion (17.110.8) and the invasion of
Cossaeca (17.111.4). He describes the country and the warriors
in similar terms. Strabo (524C=11.13.6) cites Nearchus’ report
that the Cossaei were a tribe of brigands, exacted tribute from
Persia, and were checked from their audacious way of life by
Alexander in a winter campaign. Such remarks recur at Arr.
Ind. 40.6f, who gives Nearchus as his source (Ind. 20.1; 40.5, 9).

* Alexander’s policy of harshness followed by clemency succeeded also in
southern Pakistan; see AG 230.

% ’Ale&av&pog v Kogocalwv ydpov idpa tpaxmav e kol 6pn bynAd xai
anpdoito Kol nkneog £v 101G optow avdpdv doxipwv: ol toivuv EAgiv s?aug fixé
TG aweklmv ‘Hoaratiov &v BaBukww taﬂvnxcv o 8t xowdv névBog ¢ énay-
yeldag £nt mv H(pmcuwmf -coupnv nnaweto ot oxonoi t1dv Kogoaiwv, ava-
Qenyvvvwg bg £ldov [autoug] oavtol Sieondpnoav. 'AréEavdpog viktmp in-
néog mépwag Ty &g 1& 8pn mépodov dgdraxtov kateddPeto kal 1fig 6dot-
noplag dmoxAivag, émeaveig tolg itnebor obv adroig thv Koooaiov yopav
¢xerpdoato. 10010 tH Fpyov tiig £ni 'Heawstievi Adnng mapnydpnua eaciv
"AreEdvdpo yevécBan.

5l These tactics were employed by resistance groups in the Balkans in
World War II.
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Plutarch places Alexander’s order for mourning some time
before the campaign against the Cossaei (PA 72.3f). It is clear
that Polyaenus drew on the same source or sources as these
writers, namely Ptolemy, who took part in the campaign (Arr.
7.15.3), and Nearchus. Polyaenus dramatises the stratagem on
his own initiative by moving the proclamation of mourning
down to the start of the campaign.

The preliminary capture of the ‘approach-route’, which Poly-
aenus describes, occurs in the plural in Diodorus (17.111.5,
npoxotaiafouevog tog napddovg ). Polyaenus’ final comment,
that the campaign was said to be a consolation to Alexander in
his mourning, 1s echoed in Plutarch’s remark that “this was
called a death-offering to Hephaestlon (PA 72.4). The napn-
yoépnpa in Polyaenus and the évayiopde in Plutarch imply in
each case a turn to a new source that they shared in common. If
s, Polyaenus stopped short of Plutarch’s statement that Alexan-
der “slaughtered all Cossacans from the youth upwards,” even
though Polyaenus (4.3.30) had used that phrase of the Cathaei.
In the present case Polyaenus was wise, for the statements by
Diodorus, that Alexander took very many prisoners and by lib-
erating them obtained the submission of the Cossaeans, and by
Arrian (Ind.), that Alexander founded cities so that the Cos-
saeans should adopt a settled life, are to be accepted as histori-
cal,5? as their sources were respectively Ptolemy or Diyllus and
Nearchus.?

4.3.24. When Alexander was administering justice in the presence of
Macedonians or Greeks, he thought fit to keep the court modest
and democratic, but when he did so in the presence of the bar-
barians he thought fit to have it brilliant and fit for high com-
mand, thereby astounding the barbarians even with the form of
the courtroom. At any rate, when he was administering justice in
the presence of Bactrians, Hyrcanians, and Indians, he had his mar-
quee set up as follows. The marquee was of a size for 100 couches;
it was supported by fifty gold columns; the upper part was
covered by extensive canopies overhead, which were interwoven
with gold and decorated with embroideries. On the inner side
round the marquee there stood first of all 500 Persian Apple-
bearers, in full dress uniforms of purple and quince-yellow cloth.

52 See my account in AG 242 with n.167. Alexander and Peucestas recruited
Cossaei: Arr. 7.23.1.

53 For these writers see Sources 140, 298; THA 74 (Diyllus). 1 suggested
(Sources 298) that the idea of a death-offering may have been taken over from
an account by Cleitarchus.
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After the Apple-bearers there were archers up to the same number;
they differed in their uniforms, some being clad in flame-coloured
garments, others in dark blue, and others in deep-dyed scarlet. In
front of them stood Macedonians, silver-shielded, 500 of the tall-
est men. At the centre of the marquee the golden throne was
placed, on which he presided and conducted his business; the
Bodyguards stood by the king on either side as he was givng
judgment. The marquee was encircled by the Guard of elephants,
fully equipped, and by 1,000 Macedonians, wearing Macedonian
uniforms. Next to them 500 Susians in purple dress, and after
them, encircling the entire parade, 10,000 Persians, the most hand-
some and the tallest of their race, adorned with every Persian
finery, all carrying their short swords. Such was Alexander’s court
of justice when he was judging in the presence of the barbarians.>

Anecdotes about Philip as the final judge in Macedonia show
that proceedings there were almost inf%)rmal, and appellants
were completely outspoken in addressing the king. As Poly-
aenus indicates, this continued to be so in Asia when Alexander
judged the cases of Macedonians and Greeks, for he kept one
ear ready to hear the words of the defendant (PA 42.2ff). We

54 "AAEEavdpog v uiv toig Maxeddow A v 1oig “EAAnot Sixdlev pétplov
xal dnpotikdv Exewv 10 Swkactipov Edoxipaley, év 8¢ 1oig PapPéporg Aaunpdy
kol otpatnykdv, éknhnocwv tobg BapPdpovug kai 1@ 10d dikastpiov oyfipartt.
¢év yobv Béxrporg kol ‘Ypxaviog kai 'Ivdoilg Sikdfev eixe thv oxnviyv @de me-
nompévny. | oxnviy 10 péyefog v xAwvdv Exatdv- ypooeot xioveg bretifevio
oUt]) neveixovta - nepreivovieg ovpavicxkor didypuoor, mowilpacv Exnenovn-
pévor, 10v Gve tonov toxéralov. Mépoar pév npdrol meviakdaior pnioedpol
nepi thy oxnviyy Evidg {otavto mopoupaig kail pniivaig éebiciv Enoxnpuévor.
petd 8¢ tobg pnhoedpovg tobdtar tov foov apBudv Exovieg taig £aBfict dinA-
Aattov: ol piv yip avtdv eAdywva, ol 8¢ xvdvea, ol 8¢ boyvoPaen neprefé-
BAnvto. tovtwv npoiotavio Maxeddveg dpyvpdomdeg neviakdolol 1dv peyio-
Tov Gvdpdv. katd 8& 16 péoov Thg oxmviig & xpuoode Fxerto Opdvog, £¢° ob Tpo-
xabApevog dxpnpdnilev: ol copatopbioxeg pestikecay Exatépelev tod Pa-
ohéng Sikalovtog. v xUxAw thg oxnviig TO 1@V fAepdviov dynpa dieoxev-
acpivov Epeotikel kol Makeddveg xidot otohdg Maxedovixdag #xovieg. éni
T00T01g TEVTIOKkdT101 ZoVG10t TOPYUPOCYTIHOVEG, KAl HETO ToUTOVG Ev KOKAQ mav-
tov [Tépoar pdpior (MTepadv) ot xdAAiotor xal péyiotol, kexaAiomiopévor
navil kdopo Iepokd, ndvieg drivékag Exovieg. 1016vde fiv "AdeldvBpov 10
Swaotipov év 101 BapBdpots.

See Griffith in G. T. Griffith and N. G. L. Hammond, A History of Mace-
donia 11 (Oxford 1979) 393f. W. L. Adams (in Ancient Macedonia 1V [Thes-
saloniki 1986] 48ff) discusses freedom of speech in Macedonia without men-
tioning this passage in Polyaenus. [t seems that Alexander presided as Hege-
mon in some cases tried in the court of the Greek League, before he left for
Asia. The trials of Cleander, Sitalces, and Heracon were instigated by accusa-
tores ... e provincia (Curt. 10.1.2), who were exercising the right of appeal that
Alexander as King of Asia had granted to all his subjects.
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know little of trials when barbarians were defendants or appe
lants; the best example is probably the trial of Heracon, first
acquitted and later “convicted by men of Susa” (Arr. 6.27.5).

A marquee was probably customary at Macedonian festivals.
In 335 B.C. a marquee for 100 couches was set up for Alexander
at Aegeae, not for administering justice but for entertaining
guests at a state banquet “with splendid equipment” (Diod.
17.16.4). On the other hand, the gold columns, the canopies dec-
orated with gold, the embroideries, and golden throne were
Asiatic features in the Persian manner.®® Alexander marked this
combination of Macedonian and Persian royal customs by
parading élite forces of both Macedonia and Persia.

The Bodyguards, standing by the king, were Macedonians of
high rank, usually seven in number. The 500 “Macedones”
constituted the Royal Infantry “Guard of the Macedonians”
(Arr. 1.8.4), drawn from the tallest men, as already in Philip’s
time (Theopompus, FGrHist 115¥348). The 1 ,000 Macedonians
wearing Macedonian uniforms constituted the Royal Hypaspist
Guard (Arr. 1.8.4).5 The Persian units, parallel to these, were
the 500 Apple-bearers,%” and two groups of 500 each, namely
the Archers and the Susians. The number of Apple-bearers was
reduced from the 1,000 of the Persian King’s Guard, in order to
equal the size of the Macedonian Infantry Guard. The Susians
were also armed with bows, as Phylarchus (Ath. 539E) placed
after the Apple-bearers a force of 1 ,000 archers. These Susians
wore purple uniforms because, accordmg to Phylarchus,
Alexander had granted them that colour of uniform.* The 1,000
archers were equal in number to the Royal Hypaspist Guard.
On the other hand, there was no Macedonian equivalent to the
Guard of E]ephants and the 10,000 Persians, for they indicate

55 Plutarch (PA 37.7) tells the story of Alexander sitting for the first time “on
the throne of Darius under the golden canopy”; and the marriages of Alex-
ander and his Companions to Asiatic women were celebrated “in the golden-
canopied marquee” (Plut. Mor. 329p), appropriately because they were con-
ducted in the Persian manner (Arr. 7.4.6).

5% These two guards are defined in my “The Various Guards of Philip II
and Alexander II1,” Historia 40 (1991) 403ff (=Collected Studies 11 186ff).

57 When the Apple-bearers formed the Guard of the Persian king, they had
numbered 1,000 (Hdt. 7.41.1f; Heracleides of Cumae, FGrHist 689r1=Ath.
5148). On the funerary car of Alexander a tablet showed as attendant on the
king a Guard “of Macedonians” and a Guard of “Apple-bearers” (Diod.
18.27.1).

5% Phylarchus, FGrHist 81F4. So too Eumenes granted the wearing of the
purple: Plut. Eum. 8.7.
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that the reception was for the Asiatics. We may note that a
Guard of Macedonians, a Guard of Apple-bearers, and a group
of Elephants were portrayed on the tablets that accompanied
the funerary car of Alexander (Diod. 18.27.1).

Polyaenus’ account presents striking similarities (even in

recise phrases) to the account of Phy%archus, writing in the
fatter third century B.C.,%° but differences indicate that Polyaenus
did not draw entirely from Phylarchus. The likelihood is that
both were familiar with an account written near the time of
Alexander, i.e, in the latter fourth century B.C., presumably by
the court historian Chares.°

The most prestigious place in the marquee, after the Body-
guards, was accorded to the Maxeddveg apyvpaonidec by
Polyaenus and to dpyvpdonideg Maxeddveg by Phylarchus.
Polyaenus alone dates this form of ceremonial to within the
time when Indians were present, z.e., in 326-325 B.C. It is then
understandable that such features of the marquee as the golden
columns were inspired by those of the palaces of the Indian
kings where they administered justice (Curt. 8.9.23-27).

An explanation of the term &pyvpdonidec appears just before
the invasion of India:é! because the equipment of Indian soldiers
was sald to be enriched with gold and ivory (Curt. 8.5.4),
Alexander adorned his cavalry with gold and silver, and “he
added silver plates to the shields” (Curt. 8.4.3) and “called his
army (exercitum) ‘Argyraspides’ after the silver shields” (Just.
12.7.5). As I have argued elsewhere (THA 104, 1471, 151), the
common source of Curtius and Justin in these passages was
very probably Cleitarchus. Although Cleitarchus may well

5% Phylarchus, FGrHist 81r4. For instance in both accounts bnepteivovieg
ovpavicxot Srdypucot nowkidacy Exnenovnuévor, mopedpoig kal pnAivaig £obi-
ow éEnoxnuévorand év kOKA® TG GKNVAG TO TOV EAEQGvInV dynpa dreokev-
QOpévov EQECTAKEL.

0 Chares mentioned the marquee for 100 couches in his account of the mass
wedding (Ath. 538c). Aelian (VH 9.3) gave a similar version, but it is not
relevant here, as Aelian wrote after Polyaenus.

¢ Tt is generally agreed that mention of Argyraspides in the battle order of
the Macedonians at Gaugamela in 331 B.C. at Diod. 17.57.1 and Curt. 4.13.26
are anachronistic: sce my view cited above (n.56: 416). Tarn (I 149-53)
maintained that all references to Argyraspides as existing in the reign of
Alexander were anachronistic, but he failed to mention the Argyraspides of
Phylarchus, Polyaenus, and Aelian. His view has been supported by D.
Kienast, Philip Il. von Makedonien und das Reich der Achaimeniden
(Munich 1973) 287; R. A. Lock, “The Origins of the Argyraspids,” Historia 26
(1977) 377.
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have exaggerated, it is to be noted that Curtius and Justin were
not restricting the addition of gold and silver ornamentation,
and in Justin’s case the name “Argyraspides,” to any individual
unit or units.$? We may, however, be confident that Alexander
would have issued such shields first of all to his Infantry
Guards. That may explain why Chares, if he was the ultimate
source of the statement in Polyaenus, described one of the
Infantry Guards in the court o Alexander as argyraspldes
within the years 326-325 B.c., and why Alexander created “
Persian unit of Argyraspides” at Opis in 324 B.C. (Arr. 7.11.3).

I1. Conclusions and Comparisons

As argued above, the writers whose accounts Polyaenus used
for his own versions were in all probability the following:

Cleitarchus: 4.3.27 in part (Susian Gates)
4.3.20 (mercenaries at Massaga)
4.3.6 (camp at Gaugamela)
4.3.30 final remark only (Sangala)

Ptolemy: 4.3.16 (Granicus)
4.3.31 in part (Cossaei)
Aristobulus: 4.3.27 in part (Susian Gates)

4.3.22 (Hydaspes)

Ptolemy and/or
Aristobulus:  4.3.17 (caltrops at Gaugamela)
4.3.30 the main source (Sangala)

Nearchus: 4.3.31 in part (Cossaei)

Phylarchus: 4.3.34 the main source (court of justice)
Curtius: 4.3.29 (Sogdian rock)

Arrian: 4.3.11 (Thracian wagons)

X (unidentified) 4.3.27 in part (Susian Gates)
4.3.12 (Thebes).

Of these the original writers were Cleltarchus, Ptolemy, Aris-
tobulus, and Nearchus; the secondary writers Phylarchus, who
had probably used Chares an original writer; Curtius, who had

62 Bosworth’s “this new term was reserved for the hypaspists” (Conguest
270) is his own ipse dixst. Tarn (II 151) had given some reasons for advancing
a similar view.
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probably relied on Cleitarchus and Aristobulus; and Arrian,
who had used Ptolemy and/or Aristobulus. In each case Poly-
aenus presumably chose a writer, because he found in his work
the most striking version of a stratagem (most clearly the choice
of Curtius for 4.3.29, the Sogdian rock).

The secondary writers may be called intermediate or Zwis-
chenquellen. The clearest example of Polyaenus using such a
writer is at 8.35-42, where Polyaenus took his versions of the
acts of eight courageous women from Plutarch’s Mulierum
virutes 16-27 (Mor. 253F-63c). Polyaenus abbreviated accur-
ately and wrote in his own style. He even kept the same order,
although it was haphazard. Plutarch had given his reason for
doing so: “Cases ofindividual bravery I will put down as they
come to me, not in any order, because I think that the record of
the present subject does not at all require a chronological ar-
rangement” (tr. F. C. Babbitt).> Polyaenus evidently thought
likewise, not only in this context but also in recording the strata-
gems of Alexander at 4.3, for the emperors were interested in
the subject of each stratagem and not in its date. But when we
try to assess the historical worth of each item, the Zwischen-
quelle does not usually help; Plutarch, for instance, rarely
named his source.®

For Alexander’s stratagems Polyaenus added ‘improving’
touches to make a stratagem more striking still: 4.3.11, “heavy-
laden” wagons,“ 4.3.29, “unarmed” warriors, 4.3.17, caltrops
covering “the space between the armies,” 4.3.30, the inhabitants
of Sangala “slain from the youth upwards,” and 4.3.31, the
proclamation of mourning at the start of the campaign against
the Cossaei. We owe to Polyaneus some points not in the
surviving accounts of other authors: the use of slings at the
Susian Gates (4.3.27), the ‘outflanking’ at the Granicus (4.3.16),
the ‘second’ hill at Massaga (4.3.20),%> the position of Porus on

& P. A. Stadter, Plutarch’s Historical Method: An Analysis of the Mulierum
Virtutes (Cambridge (Mass.] 1965) 16, commented on this repeated order.

¢* On the other hand, the unknown author of the Mulierum Virtutes
named as sources Herodotus, Ctesias, Timaeus, Hellanicus, Aeschines Soc-
raticus, Xenophilus, and Menecles, no doubt truthfully. See A. Westermann,
Paradoxographoi, Scriptores rerum mirabilium Graeci (Braunschweig 1839)
2131

65 A. Abramenko, “Alexander vor Mazagae und Aornus,” Klio 76 (1994)
203 n.71, argues that Polyaenus was referring to Indian mercenaries leaving
not Massaga but Aornus. He did not notice the ‘second hill’, which on my
interpretation places the episode at Massaga.
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the leftmost elephant® and the space of fifty feet between the
elephants (4.3.22), and the Indians among those to whom Alex-
ander administered justice (4.3.24). Another contribution by
Polyaenus was his own clear, factual, and uniform style, which
overlaid and concealed the style of his sources.

On my interpretation of only some passages on Alexander, it
is apparent that in 4.3 Polyaenus had read the works of original
and secondary writers before he made his own choice, and that
he consulted quite a wide range of such writers. This interpreta-
tion indicates that Polyaenus was justified—at least in the pas-
sages here considered—in claiming that he had engaged in much
original and laborious enquiry (2 praef.: d¢’ Somng iotopiag kal
b0 néve 1ade cvAheEdpuevoc).s’

My conclusions may be compared with those of nineteenth-
century scholars, whose views were epitomised by J. Melber
(*Uber die Quellen und den Wert der Strategemensammlung
Polyins, NJbb Suppl. 14 [Leipzig 1885] 417-688). His con-
clusions for Alexander’s stratagems, with which alone we are
dealing, may be summarised as follows. Polyaenus did not
arrange the thirty-two stratagems of 4.3 in their chronological
sequence, i.e., from 336-323 B.c. Melber did observe such a
sequence, however, within three separable parts of 4.3, which
he called “Groups™: namely, items 1-10, 11-22, 23-31. In fact his
observation was less than accurate, for in his Group 1 items 1-2,
5 are undatable; in Group 2 items 7-10 are not in chronological
sequence, and items 13-14 are undatable; and in Group 3 items
24-25 are out of chronological sequence, and item 28 1s undat-
able. The next step in Mel%er’s argument was that each Group,
its content being (he thought) in chronological order, must have
been drawn from a separate source (on the assumption that the
source had arranged its material in chronological order). He

roceeded next to identify those separate sources as follows:
for Group 1 an Anekdotenversammlung, an Apophthegmen-
sammlung, and for item 9 an excerpt from a Sammlung; for

¢ This is probably correct, as in Devine (1987) 108, for from this position
Porus would have been able to order and to direct the left part of his phalanx
to turn left and move to the left and he would have been in the thick of the
fighting. Had he been in the centre, he could not have seen the course of the
action beyond his left wing, and he would have been on the periphery of the
fighting, K)r the centre was at least 1.5 km. from the left wing.

¢7 Buraselis (121) has shown that the Prefaces addressed to the two
emperors are to be treated as “basic evidence.” I am grateful to him for
sending me an offprint.
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Group 2 the history of Cleitarchus, whether directly or
indirectly (p.615); and for Group 3 a Sammelwerk (p.616).
Melber’s derivation of his Groups 1 and 3 fPom already
existing ‘Collections’, which Polyaenus would merely have
copied, is not compatnble with the emphasis that Polyaenus
placed on his own research and his own labours. Nor when we
consult the available ‘collections’ do we find any significant use
of them by Polyaenus for the stratagems of Alexander. Thus
the thirty-four items in Plutarch’s Apophthegmata of Alexan-
der (Mor. 179D-81F) and the thirty-two items of Polyaenus 4.3
share only one in common, namely the order that the Mace-
donians should shave their beards, so as not to afford a hand-
hold for their enemies (Plut. no. 10, Mor. 180B; Polyaen. 4.3.
2)—an order ascribed to Alexander also at Plut. Thes. 5.4.¢ The
gap between Frontinus’ collection of stratagems and that of
Polyaenus was some eighty years, and it wou %d have been easy
for Polyaenus to have simply copied items from Frontinus. The
relation between them is very different. Only one item, namely
Alexander’s refusal to drink water from a helmet when it was
not available for his men, is shared (Front. 1.7.7; Polyaen.
4.3.25), but Polyaenus might have taken it from elsewhere, as
Arrian remarks (6.26.1) that “some others” told the story (e.g.
Curt. 7.5.10; PA 42.7). In three instances it seems that Poly-
aenus corrects Frontinus without naming him.7% At 1.11.14
Frontinus ascribes to Alexander the trick o% transferring onto a
liver the words “victory for the king” and then showing the
liver to his men. Polyaenus gives a fuller account of the trick
but ascribes it to Attalus (4.20). No doubt Polyaenus is right, for
Alexander respected the omens of sacrifice that his seer Aris-
tander interpreted (e.g. Arr. 4.4.3). Frontinus (3.7.4) attributes a
stratagem during a siege of Babylon to Alexander, which Poly-
aenus attributes to Cyrus—correctly, for Alexander never
besieged Babylon, whereas Cyrus did and used that stratagem

8 Wheeler (Krentz and Wheeler viii) make the point that “the practical aim
of the military type of stratagem collection ... sets stratagem collections apart”
from other collections.

69 Also in Synesius 16, p.79 C. E. Rohde, RHM 38 (1883) 303f, held the view
that Polyaenus used Plutarch directly and that the ultimate source was
Ptolemy.

70 One reason for the silence of Polyaenus may have been the relationship
between Frontinus and Marcus Aurelius, as Wheeler (Krentz and Wheeler
xiii) remarks, for “Marcus Aurelius’ great-great-grandfather had married Fron-
tinus’ sister.”
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(Hdt. 1.191.3; Xen. Cyr. 7.6.16). At 1.4.9-9a Frontinus gives two
accounts of a stratagem in crossing a river, namely the Hydas-
pes (1.4.9) and the Indus (1.4.9a); of these the first is very brief,
and the second, naming the Indus instead of the Hydaspes, is
inaccurate (cf. Arr. 5.12.4-14.6). Polyaenus (4.3.9) puts matters
right in a full account derived from Arr. 5.10.3 or Arrian’s
sources. So much for Polyaenus’ use of such ‘collections’ as
have survived for his stratagems of Alexander.

Modern scholarship lays less stress on ‘collections’. Thus,
writing generally of Polyaenus’ work, Wheeler (Krentz and
Wheeler xv) writes: “No doubt he did consult other stratagem
collections ... it is improbable that he could have hoped to gain
the well-read Marcus Aurelius’ attention merely by reworkin
another exempla collection.” Whereas some writers had haf
doubts, Wheeler states firmly that “as a pleader in Roman
courts Polyaenus had to know Latin” (xiii), and in consequence
could have read the works, for instance, of Frontinus and Cur-
tius. That is clearly correct. There is also more readiness to
believe that Polyaenus did sometimes consult the works of
earlier authors. Thus in a dissertion of 1970, R. J. Phillips 7! main-
tained that Polyaenus consulted Theopompus, Hieronymus,
Phylarchus, Duris (“possibly”), and Plutarch. In 1987 D. M.
Lewis’? argued that Polyaenus (4.3.32) used Ctesias, possibly
through Cleitarchus, for the list of foods for the Persian kings.
In 1994 Wheeler (Krentz and Wheeler xv) went further. He
named seventeen authors of whom “traces have been found .
with much debate over their dircct or indirect use.” I have tried
to show here that for some passages concerning Alexander
Polyaenus consulted six identifiable authors.”

CLARE COLLEGE, CAMBRIDGE
June, 1996

"V The Sources and Methods of Polyaenus (diss.Harvard University 1970),
summarized in HSCP 76 (1972) 2971.

72 “The King’s Dinner (Polyaenus IV 3.32),” in H. Sancisi-Weedenburg and
A. Kuhrt, edd., Achaemenid flistory I1: The Greek Sources (Leiden 1987) 81:
“On the whole the case is strongest for Cresias.”

73 This paper has been extended and improved as a result of suggestions by
the Editor’s reader to whom [ am very grateful.



