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Ancient Macedon: Article Review:
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When pursuing the interest, study or research of ancient Macedonia a number of names are sure to become familiar. Whether the most well-known and thus most discussed kings of Macedon, Philip II and Alexander III (the Great), or indeed the scholars that have shaped and pioneered our understanding of them, such as Ernst Badian, R.M, Errington and A.B. Bosworth, to name a few. 
In this article, Carney takes a deep dive into the nature of the Macedonian military under both Philip and Alexander. Within her introductory section she identifies controversy in scholarship relating to the episodes of Hyphasis and Opis under Alexander.[footnoteRef:1] This controversy stems from issues surrounding how we define “mutiny” as well as how we apply it. The term “mutiny” is arguably a modern concept and one which need not be applied lightly. Scholars have identified this but approached how to solve the issue rather differently. Some scholars, including I. Worthington, N. Hammond and F. Walbank,[footnoteRef:2] are satisfied with applying the term to the events whilst others such as, L. L. Brice and R. Garlan are not.[footnoteRef:3] Then of course there are the radical ideas of W. Heckel who rejects the idea of mutiny at Hyphasis altogether.[footnoteRef:4] Carney sets her position regarding these approaches alongside those who aren’t satisfied with the use of “mutiny” to define either the events at Hyphasis or Opis. As such she was going against the traditionally held view of scholarship up to that point. However, her work has proven influential in that more current views are likely to agree.  [1:  Faure. 1982.; Holt. 1982.; Bosworth. 1988.; Errington. 1978.; Tarn, 1949.]  [2:  N. G. L. Hammond., F. W. Walbank. 1988.; I. Worthington. 2012. ]  [3:  L.L. Brice. 2012. R.Garlan. 1975.]  [4:  W. Heckel. 2007.] 

Carney clearly and concisely indicates what she intends to address within this ongoing scholarly debate, “were these two incidents mutinies” and “is it appropriate for us to apply such terminology”. In order to achieve this, she intends to critically assess the two instances widely, although not exclusively, referred to as “mutinies”.  
The work itself is split neatly into six main sections beginning with the subtitle, ‘Discipline in Hellenistic Armies’, during which Carney offers a brief context for what’s to follow. She swiftly deals with the problems relating to the application of a modern concept on an ancient example, stating that we simply cannot expect our understanding of “mutiny” to be reflected by ancient Macedonian military standards. She offers her solution to this incompatibility in suggesting that we must consider the wider context of Macedonian politics, culture and values. Carney argues that in doing so we can assert that discipline was the foundation on which the army was built. She bases this argument on examples where military misdoings are shown as relating to the assumed cowardice of disobedience, rather than the act of defiance itself, “not to revolve around disobedience but around the presumption that those who disobeyed commands did so because of cowardice” (p.22).[footnoteRef:5] This is then supported and disputed by various scholarly works within an extensive footnote. [footnoteRef:6] Whilst this holds strength in that it identifies characteristic differences in how we determine punishable military offences and how Macedonians might have, it fails to consider exactly how the motivation for defiance and the act itself are to be seen as separate. If indeed the Macedonians considered defiance as “mutiny” because of the motivation, then surely the act once prompted continues to be seen that way. If so, the perceived difference is not quite as significant as Carney might have us believe. [5:  E. Carney. 1996.]  [6:  Such works include, Garlan. 1975. ] 

She then moves on to her second section in which she gives an outline of how Philip developed and revolutionised disciplinary practices and maintenance immediately upon becoming king, with examples aplenty from ancient sources.[footnoteRef:7] A wide sampling of evidence to support Carney’s argument here compliments and embellishes the article. The in-depth analysis of such evidence is particularly helpful for a more general audience (whom may struggle with the more complex and dense nature of the article). It also offers a strong starting point for further research whether that be of an undergraduate, an enthusiast or a fellow academic scholar.  [7:  Thucydides. 5.72.1.; Xenophon. Hellenica. 6.2.34. ] 

Building upon this argument Carney then goes onto demonstrate the central importance of the King in enforcing and inspiring said discipline. Commenting on how the personality of the king could incite the army to, “follow him into truly appalling situations” (p.30).[footnoteRef:8] She concludes the crucial nature of a positive relationship between the King as commander and the individual soldiers making up the overall military. The idea that in a militaristic monarchy lead society, the King is crucial to the success of the army is well founded. It is only logical that the personality of the king and how he related to his people was vital for a harmonious Macedon. In support of this Carney refers to Griffith’s observation that Philip learned most about his people through his experience with the army.[footnoteRef:9]Philip and Alexander’s reputation as the greatest generals of Macedon and indeed of Greece comes in part from, “the qualities that were uniquely theres”.[footnoteRef:10] Philip himself understood this and implemented rewards, benefits and notable praise to enforce his absolute power via favourable treatment of those who obeyed him. Something which Alexander saw the value in continuing.[footnoteRef:11]  [8:  E. Carney. 1996. ]  [9:  Griffith. 1979. ]  [10:  M.C. Howatson. 2011.]  [11:  Plutarch. Lives, Alexander. 24.1.; Arrian. 2.10.2.] 

Once these two key factors have been explained and successfully exemplified, they then serve as the basis and backdrop to the rest of the article. 
Carney now moves on to the main bulk of the article which will consider whether there are any examples of mutiny to be found. 
She begins by recapping and reinforcing her earlier position regarding the use of mutiny in scholarly debate. This is both beneficial to the audience, as a reminder of her main argument, and practical to the structuring of the article, as a way to clearly separate her handling of the two focal questions she set out in the introductory section, having now addressed if we can apply such terminology and concluding that we cannot. 
Carney chooses to separate the remaining discussion equally between a meticulous analysis of the events detailed regarding Hyphasis and Opis. 
Under the new subtitle, ‘Unpleasantness on the Hyphasis’, Carney begins by indicating the five sources she intends to summarise, compare and contrast.[footnoteRef:12] She gives a very brief summary of each ancient source’s depiction. In order to offer the reader a general and concise summery Carney limits her retelling to one paragraph for each ancient author each although Justin’s account, in this instance, gets only a sentence. Perhaps done for practical reasons to save time for both herself and her audience it may also indicate an assumed shared underlying knowledge of the extracts as a whole, reflecting the nature of the piece intended for use in scholarly debate primarily.  [12:  Justin. 12.8.10-17.; Diodorus. 17.93.2-95.2.; Plutarch. Lives, Alexander. 62.; Curtius. 9.2.1-3.19.; Arrian. 5.25.1-29.1.] 

Justin is said to show the troops begging and Alexander’s immediate yielding, Diodorus shows Alexander to be recklessly undeterred despite his men showing clear signs of discomfort and eventual refusal. Although he is ultimately forced to back down much like in the summary of Plutarch’s account where the men aggressively defend their desire to turn homeward and Alexander having not got his way sulks but eventually agrees. 
After condensing the descriptions of Justin, Diodorus and Plutarch she makes particular mention to the perhaps contradictory nature of Diodorus’ as in a later mention the situation seems rather more confrontational than initially described. It is clear by looking at the actual ancient source this analysis is accurate. Diodorus makes it seem initially like Alexander knew the discomfort of his army and primitively sought to encourage them forth, “Alexander observed that his soldiers were exhausted (…) it was necessary to raise their spirits by an effective appeal” (17.93.2.) but in a later quote says, “The Macedonians had not only mutinied when ordered to cross the Ganges River but were frequently unruly” (17.92.5).[footnoteRef:13]  [13:  Diodorus. 17.93.2-95.2.] 

Carney then repeats this process for the accounts of Curtis and Arrian. The main difference in these accounts is the mention of an individual officer, Coenus, who dares to speak out against the king. Alexander is then forced to submit and suffers a loss of face and respect as a result. Once summarised a brief analysis of what these depictions might indicate, regarding the relationship and tensions of the King and the army, is given. It is reasonable to suggest, as Carney does, that this could reflect a turning point for the relationship between king and military. An opinion shared by Worthington who refers to Hyphasis as both a mutiny and, “important turning point”.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  I. Worthington. 2012. 72.] 

The reliability of these sources is questioned and left to the readers discretion. Although Carney does state, “like most speeches preserved in ancient historical writers, these deserve little credence” (p. 33).[footnoteRef:15] [15:  E. Carney. 1996. ] 

The obvious differences in the first group of sources versus the second become obvious when compared. Carney argues that these are not substantial because its highly likely the variations are linked to genre and purpose more than anything else. A strong argument when considering the reoccurring key elements within all the sources. The motivation of both the men and Alexander remain consistent throughout genre, length and time period. The men were sick of campaign and wanted to return home whilst Alexander did not.
Carney suggest the effect of the event. The importance of these accounts is in what they indicate or allude to about the changing dynamic of the relationship between Alexander and his army. Carney concludes that, “there was now a troubled personal relation- ship between the king and his men” (p. 36).[footnoteRef:16] Emphasis previously placed on the importance of this relationship show just how detrimental this event could prove to be.  [16:  E. Carney. 1996.] 

Carney considers Adams’ argument involving the idea that it was a right of the Macedonian military to petition the king. Arguing that whilst this could be true it would be impossible to say if this right did in fact exist. Regardless, it was not being expressed in this situation.[footnoteRef:17] She then states the victory of the men may have led to a feeling of entitlement developing rather than it having been pre-existing entitlement which triggered the event. Whilst this is a compelling counter argument it seems equally as impossible to determine. How can we ever hope to know which came first based of limited and bias source materials? [17:  Adams. 1986. 49-50.] 

Beginning the next section under the new subtitle, ‘Confrontation at Opis’, Carney makes sure to inform the reader that understanding the motivation for the men’s actions at Opis is much harder. Using the same ancient authors as her example accounts, she shows the vastly conflicting depictions of the militaries reasoning. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Arrian’s account is summarised first and shows Alexander trying to please the Macedonians by allowing them to return home. They demand a total release of all the Macedonians- not just those unable to continue. Alexander is brutal in his response quickly identifying the trouble makers turned ring leaders and executing them and allocating high status military command to Persian and Asian members of his army which in turn forces the Macedonians to relent and a reconciliation to occur.[footnoteRef:18] Carney then analyses this account and determines no obvious cause for the confrontation is given or apparent. She argues that, “the affair seems to come out of nowhere”. Arguably this is an unfounded statement as Arrian gives plenty of preamble such as, “they supposed that they were by now objects of his contempt and that he thought them wholly useless in his wars”.[footnoteRef:19] [18:  Arrian. 7.8.1-12.4.]  [19:  Arrian. 7.8.5.] 

Plutarch’s account is summarised next. It seems the men were left feeling rejected and jealous because of the new eastern additions to the military. Plutarch states that they, “were filled with dejection and fear, thinking that their king would now pay less regard to them”.[footnoteRef:20] Carney suggests this shows a misunderstanding and Macedonian fear as a pose to “mutiny”. An issue also shown in Curtius’ version. [footnoteRef:21]  Bosworth determines that shortly before the death of Alexander the infantry was made up of four Macedonians to twelve Persians.[footnoteRef:22] Anxiety about the changing nature of the army composition could therefore be a rather obvious explanation. In Justin’s account the anger of the men is made more apparent and Carney makes note of this in relation to their increased worry of becoming an Eastern military.[footnoteRef:23] [20:  Plutarch. Lives, Alexander. 71.1-5. ]  [21:  Curtius. 10.2.8-4.2.]  [22:  A.B. Bosworth. 1986. 4. ]  [23:  Justin. 12.11.5-12.10.] 

Carney then goes onto compare all the different accounts and consider the way that this event, much like the Hyphasis event, might have more lasting effects. She makes a compelling argument that the Opis situation shows a deterioration of the militaries discipline as well as Alexanders patience, “the king punished, apparently severely, his most prominent opponents” (p.41).[footnoteRef:24] Anger on both sides also indicates how tensions have risen and the relationship between king and army, which Carney previously identified as central to control of the military, is in serious danger. The men are more willing to argue with the King and therefore are slipping out of his control.  [24:  E.Carney. 1996.] 

Having now summarised, analysed and discussed these two major events Carney returns to the questions set out once more at the beginning of these three sections. In answering whether the two instances were mutinies she concludes that they were not. But that they do both show elements in varying degrees of disciplinary struggles. It is a fair conclusion and a rather persuasive one. She also demonstrates how the two events, when considered in the context of one another, show the evolution of these struggles. 
The article is well written and maintains clarity throughout. Carney is successful in answering the questions set out in her introductory section. Carney does well to structure it in such a way that one can gain a full and comprehensive understanding of the context of the ongoing scholarly debate the article is intended to join. Although the title does not indicate the extensive discussion which must be addressed in the first half of the article, it is a welcome surprise. Engaging throughout with both ancient sources and scholarship, including rather detailed footnotes and in text references too, Carney is able to support her conclusions in a convincing manner. The article fits well into her overall body of work and shares similar attitudes and ideas conveyed by her elsewhere. Whilst the two events discussed have been under frequent and continuous scholarly scrutiny, Carney not only offers a helpful synopsis of the various attitudes, arguments and issues of said scrutiny but also an individual approach. She dutifully and expertly addresses the major issues identified by herself and others regarding referring to any ancient Macedonian action as a “mutiny” in an accessible and understandable way. As such the article is able to offer a lot to those with an acute interest in ancient Macedon, whether a student or scholar. However due to the density and complexity of the ideas, language and sources utilised it may not be the easiest to follow without prior research and experience.
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