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Academic review of ‘King and Court in Ancient Macedonia; Rivalry, Treason and Conspiracy’ by E. Carney.
The purpose of this review is to discuss Carney’s ‘King and Court in Ancient Macedonia’, the book is a collection of essays previously published by Carney, chosen to form a complete narrative discussing rivalry, treason and conspiracies within the Macedonian court[footnoteRef:1]. Organized into three parts, Carney has included an afterword after each chapter discussing the debates she has explored considering new academic discussions and evidence since the original publication, re-evaluating her position on key aspects of her discussions. The result being a new found insight into the modern historiography of Macedon for the academic reader.   [1:  Carney, 2015.] 

The purpose of Carney’s collection is explored in her introductory essay: to collate a select number of her articles to discuss the monarchy and social elite of ancient Macedonia that allowed their style of monarchy. Carney’s considers that the surge in discussion on Macedon is a result of the 1977 discovery of the tomb of Philip II by Andronikos at Vergina[footnoteRef:2]. Carney argues that these discoveries have enabled scholars to “engage in Macedonian history, not simply Alexander history”[footnoteRef:3], which is primarily covered in the ancient sources that have survived until the present day, widening the discussions available to place Macedon in the cultural context of the ancient world.  [2:  Carney, 2015. xi]  [3:  Carney, 2015. xi] 

Chapter one argues that the rule of Macedon belonged to the Argead clan as opposed to an individual. Carney focuses on instances where there was a crisis in the court and the women of the clan assumed positions of authority,[footnoteRef:4] debating whether these women were interfering at court, highlighting their action was supported by the Macedonians.[footnoteRef:5] This was even against male opposition,[footnoteRef:6] provided their action served the dynasty and not personal ambition.[footnoteRef:7] Carney sites a number of sources,[footnoteRef:8] revising these in the afterword to consider new evidence.[footnoteRef:9] Carney’s view on women of court is interesting, the concept that action taken by members of the ruling clan were accepted providing they were not political rivals[footnoteRef:10] to the ruling Argead provides an insight into a clan mentality that serves the dynasty. [4:  Carney, 2015. 7.]  [5:  Carney, 2015. ; Diod.19.59.4-6 and 19.59.5 specifically, Antipater goes to Phila for advice on affairs of state. ]  [6:  Arr. FGrH 156 F 9.23, 31-33; Diod.19.11.2-3.]  [7:  Carney, 2015. 17.]  [8:  Anson, 2009. The original source cited has since been revisited by the author. ]  [9:  Kottandi, 2004; King, 2010; Anson, 2009.]  [10:  Carney, 2015. 12.] 

Chapter two argues the term mutiny cannot be applied to the Macedonian armies due to their unique style of discipline. Carney argues that the relationship between the King and the army was at the center of their discipline,[footnoteRef:11] and that bravery was equal to obedience,[footnoteRef:12] supported by evidence of outspoken soldiers,[footnoteRef:13] and a punishment and reward system based on material gain and favor of the king.[footnoteRef:14] Only cowardice and treason were considered serious offences.[footnoteRef:15] Modern scholars such as Garlan connect a lack of discipline with the political system that the army came from.[footnoteRef:16] Carney argues that it was not a lack of discipline, rather a different style of discipline when compared to the armies of Rome and the modern world due to evidence of training as a form of psychological discipline[footnoteRef:17] in the sources on Philip and Alexander’s armies[footnoteRef:18]. However, it is clear that in Diodorus the actions of the soldiers can easily be perceived as mutinous, and this is not changed by their discipline style.[footnoteRef:19] [11:  Garlan, 1975, 178. Compares the relationship to the Spartan Kings; Thuc.5.9.9.]  [12:  Carney, 2015. ]  [13:  Adams, 1986. 43-52.]  [14:  Carney, 2015. 31; Plut.Alex.34.1, 39.1-6.]  [15:  Thuc.5.72.1; Pritchett, 1974. 234.]  [16:  Carney, 2015. 29; Garlan, 1975.]  [17:  Carney, 2015. 31; McNeill, 1982. 130-133.]  [18:  Diod. 16.3.1-3; Diod.17.2.3.]  [19:  Diod. 17.109] 

Chapter three focuses on an analysis of the Philippeum to discuss the effect Philip’s polygamy had on the dynastic image. Carney clearly argues that Philip’s marriages are associated by scholars to the centralization of Macedonian power,[footnoteRef:20] and evidence suggests the southern Greek states did not look on the practice favorably while some sources suggest that the Macedonians were celebrated for living a Hellenistic way of life.[footnoteRef:21] Carney argues that Philip chose certain women from his life to become part of this new dynastic image.[footnoteRef:22] Schultz[footnoteRef:23] focuses on the advancements made in relation to the artwork while Palagia[footnoteRef:24] argues the inclusion of Eurydice in the Philippeum to be referring to his last wife, not his mother based on an extract of Arrian.[footnoteRef:25] Alone, that is not enough for a conclusion however Fox[footnoteRef:26] made a similar statement based on other factors. Other works are inclined to agree with Carney that this is not the case due to a contradiction in Palagia’s argument.  [20:  Carney, 2015. 63.]  [21:  Hdt.5.17-21.]  [22:  Carney, 2015.]  [23:  Schultz, 2007. 221. and 2009.]  [24:  Palagia, 2010.]  [25:  Arr.Anab.3.6.5 Extract states “Philip took Eurydice to wife” question of translation?]  [26:  Lane Fox, 1973. 504.] 

Chapter four and chapter five are best reviewed together due to shared topic of the Great Tumulus and the tombs at Vergina, firstly about the identity of the dead in Tomb I and the importance of the Great Tumulus before chapter five discusses whether the tombs are royal. To summarize the chapters together, Carney explores the debates surrounding the identity of the remains in the tombs. Carney includes discussions by Kottaradi[footnoteRef:27] on the chronology and stratigraphy[footnoteRef:28] of the area as well as where scholars reach a consensus[footnoteRef:29] and where they disagree[footnoteRef:30]. Carney focuses on her unease at the tombs discovered being assumed royal in chapter five without finding specific evidence to support it[footnoteRef:31] basing her analysis on the work of Faklaris[footnoteRef:32] who determined Vergina and Aegae were not one in the same and the sources determine that the royal Argeads were buried at Aegae.[footnoteRef:33] Which based on evidence from the ancient sources, Carney determined that the tombs have to be royal[footnoteRef:34] due to the affirmative location of Argead royal burials at Vergina, although she fails to mention the connection between the oak leaf symbolism and the Argeads.[footnoteRef:35] The works of Themelis and Touratsoglou argue that size, quality of offerings and cremation does not instantly identify the tombs as royal. However, the field of archaeology has advanced and Carney argues some of their findings are outdated. Interestingly, Carney does not include discussion of the other unexcavated burial mounds which would contribute to the debate significantly, however working with the available evidence at the time of publication, and the revisions made in the afterword Carney provides an extensive analysis of the tombs. Believing that the Great Tumulus belongs to Philip II, excavation of the surrounding tombs would put the wealth of the currently explored tombs into perspective, allowing a more confident identification of the occupant of the Great Tumulus.  [27:  Kottaridi, 2011. 15.]  [28:  Carney, 2015. 107.]  [29:  Carney, 2015. ]  [30:  Lane Fox, 2011. 7.]  [31:  Carney, 2015. 125.]  [32:  Faklaris, 1994. AJA.]  [33:  Diod.19.52.5; Plut.Pyrrh.26.6.]  [34:  Hdt.1.145]  [35:  Diod.18.52] 

Chapter six marks the beginning of the second part of the book focusing on the conspiracies surrounding the Argead clan. It focuses on Alexander the Lyncestian, and Carney argues that he should be studied in his own right, not only as Alexander’s victim.[footnoteRef:36] Her chapter explores candidacy for the throne, the role of the Lyncestian family in the assassination of Philip II[footnoteRef:37] and highlights the lack of evidence surrounding his motives.[footnoteRef:38] Since the original publication of this article, Heckel[footnoteRef:39] published two overviews of Alexander’s life and Carney still supports her original view that Lyncestian Alexander might have “seemed to some a plausible claimant to the throne”.[footnoteRef:40] In relation to issues presented with the evidence, Carney notes the emphasis Heckel puts on Antipater as father-in-law and his role in keeping Alexander alive, due to elevated station. Carney disagrees and stresses the acknowledgement of Alexander III as his king early on[footnoteRef:41] as the reason his life is spared, suggesting Alexander only married the daughter of Antipater because he was already important and not to gain station.[footnoteRef:42] Ancient sources are full of references to Lyncestian Alexanders arrest[footnoteRef:43] and Carney determines that neither is more valuable than the other, however together with minor adjustments,[footnoteRef:44] can provide the “best solution”.[footnoteRef:45] [36:  Carney, 2015. 138.]  [37:  Arr.1.25.1-2; Carney, 2015. 129; Curt.7.1.6-7.]  [38:  Carney, 2015. 132.]  [39:  Heckel, 1992, 357-8 and 2006, 54-60.]  [40:  Carney, 2015. 138.]  [41:  Carney, 2015. 129; King, 2010, 386; Curt.10.7.14.]  [42:  Carney, 2015. 138.]  [43:  Arr.1.25.1-10; Just.11.7.1-2; Diod.17.32.1-2; Curt.7.1.6]  [44:  Carney, 2015. 131. ]  [45:  Carney, 2015. 131.] 

Chapter seven explores the death of Cleitus, and Carney argues that the murder of Cleitus by Alexander has been neglected in scholarship due to its apparent lack of premeditation, especially given the “elimination of Parmenio and Philotas in 333BC”.[footnoteRef:46] As with the previous chapter, Carney highlights the evidence to be vague. Cleitus, where he is mentioned, is deemed a model member of the Macedonian elite serving in its army.[footnoteRef:47] There are four surviving accounts of the banquet at which Cleitus died,[footnoteRef:48] with a number of articles analyzing these sources since the articles original publication.[footnoteRef:49] [46:  Carney, 2015. 141.]  [47:  Arr.3.11.8; Diod.17.57.1; Curt.4.13.26.]  [48:  Plut.Alex.50-52.4; Arr.4.8.1-9.9; Curt.8.1.19-2.13.]  [49:  Bosworth, 1995, 51-68 on Arrian; Baynham, 1998, 85-90 on Curtius. ] 

Chapter eight discusses regicide. Carney states “primogeniture is not iron-clad”[footnoteRef:50] as a method for succession and argues that the conspiracies share common features.[footnoteRef:51] She discusses the conspiracies surrounding Archelaus,[footnoteRef:52] Alexander III,[footnoteRef:53] and Philip II,[footnoteRef:54] noting that the conspiracies often include homosexual themes in relation to motive. In these cases she argues that the aim is to remove the king from power not to take the throne themselves, a case of revenge for personal insult comparing the Macedonian cases to the Peisistratids in Athens[footnoteRef:55] and while there are similarities between the incidents, Carney states that it cannot explain the frequency of regicide in Macedon.[footnoteRef:56] Since the publication of Carney’s article in 1983, research into sexuality in the ancient world has increased dramatically. Skinner[footnoteRef:57] and Ogden’s[footnoteRef:58] work on sexuality has shown an effect on the political sphere of the ancient world and sexuality in the Argead court is a key discussion point in cases of conspiracy. [50:  Carney, 2015. 155.]  [51:  Carney, 2015. 160.]  [52:  Diod.14.37.6; Arist.Pol.1311b.]  [53:  Diod.17.79.1; Arr.4.10.1-14.4; ]  [54:  Carney, 2015. 157.]  [55:  Carney, 2015. 161.]  [56:  Carney, 2015. 160.]  [57:  Skinner, 2005.]  [58:  Odgen, 2011.] 

Chapter nine discusses the politics of polygamy with specific reference to Olympias, Alexander and the murder of Philip. Carney argues that something was missing in the discussions about the motivations of Pausanias[footnoteRef:59] specifically with reluctance to discuss male rape instead focusing on the time the event took place rather than the event itself. Carney discusses the assertions of Plutarch in some detail that the rape of Pausanias[footnoteRef:60]. Since the publication of this article the concept of male rape has been explored further in context of the ancient world and Storr[footnoteRef:61] has referred to it as “a common weapon of war” supplemented with the work of Cohen[footnoteRef:62] in the context of the ancient world it can be deemed a humiliation with the intent to assault the honor of the victim. Further, consensus has been reached around polygamy and the Argead kings, making the practice by Philip less alien while highlighting the fact he “practiced polygamy on an unprecedented scale”[footnoteRef:63] with Ogden’s[footnoteRef:64] work being key in these developments.  [59:  Carney, 2015. 189.]  [60:  Plut.Alex.10.4.]  [61:  Storr, 2011.]  [62:  Cohen, 2010, 170 n.23.]  [63:  Carney, 2015. 62.]  [64:  Odgen, 1999.] 

Chapter ten marks the third section of the book focusing on aspects of life at court with chapter ten centering on the education of the elite. Due to an apparent lack of evidence Carney and other scholars argue that education of the elite was based upon the education of the King due to “the cultural literacy”[footnoteRef:65] of those at court. Carney references Plutarch often on the education of Alexander[footnoteRef:66], as well as highlighting not all of Alexander’s education was academic[footnoteRef:67]. Carney argues the instruction Alexander received from Aristotle[footnoteRef:68] was influential for the rest of his life including his reign as king where “many intellectuals and artists were present”[footnoteRef:69]. Since the articles original publication, the work of Psoma[footnoteRef:70] explored different aspects of Macedonian education as well as the education of young women, something Carney’s work omitted, potentially due to the lack of evidence or interest in the subject at the time however, Carney’s work explores the influence of Homer and specifically Achilles on Alexander, highlighting the importance of Alexander’s mother’s claims of decadency from Achilles[footnoteRef:71]. [65:  Carney, 2015. 191. ]  [66:  Plut.Alex.5.4.]  [67:  Plut.Alex.6.1-5; ]  [68:  Plut.Alex.7.2-3; Strab.13.608.]  [69:  Carney, 2015. 194.]  [70:  Psoma, 2006. ]  [71:  Carney, 2015. 205.] 

Chapter eleven discusses the basilioi paides, or pages of the Macedonian court. Carney argues that this article was an update to her work from 1981 to focus more on the role of the pages than the conspiracy concerning Alexander. Carney originally considered the political defiance of Hermolaus as the king shooting first on a hunt is recorded as a Persian custom[footnoteRef:72] as well as the extract from Arrian suggesting Hermolaus was acting to protect the king[footnoteRef:73]. Carney argues that the importance of the Royal Youths has never been doubted[footnoteRef:74], with the sources detailing the roles they performed[footnoteRef:75] to include protecting the king as he slept[footnoteRef:76] to hunting alongside him[footnoteRef:77] and the ancient and modern scholarship on the subject is complimentary to her views[footnoteRef:78] especially the work of Müller on the conspiracy[footnoteRef:79]. [72:  Carney, 2015. 222.]  [73:  Arr.4.13.2.]  [74:  Carney, 2015. 207.]  [75:  Curt.5.1.42, 8.6.2-6.]  [76:  Arr.4.13.1.]  [77:  Hammond, 1990. 262-63.]  [78:  Borza, 1992 and 1999. ]  [79:  Müller, 2010] 

Chapter twelve focuses on Symposia and the Macedonian elite. Carney argues there is a significant difference between the Macedonian and Greek drinking habits that is not “simply a construct of our prejudiced Greek sources”[footnoteRef:80] as well as these drinking habits being central to the court system[footnoteRef:81]. Carney identifies the main issue with discussing Macedonian drinking habits to be the uncertainty around the chronology that would enable the reader to determine how these habits changed over time[footnoteRef:82]. Carney argues the uncertainty around the time is a particular issue around the fourth century due to the fact “this was a society in rapid change”[footnoteRef:83]. Symposia specifically is referenced in the ancient sources as being held by the Kings personally[footnoteRef:84], as well as its use in epic[footnoteRef:85] to show how a leader would build support[footnoteRef:86], Carney highlights the warning of excess in ancient sources in regards to drinking[footnoteRef:87]. Modern scholars have expanded this area of debate since publication to determine the extent women were involved in symposia[footnoteRef:88] and Carney engaged in this debate in the afterword to show the idea of Macedonian women being involved is more appealing without “Attic customs”[footnoteRef:89] influencing her understanding. [80:  Carney, 2015. 263.]  [81:  Carney, 2015.280.]  [82:  Carney, 2015. 225.]  [83:  Carney, 2015. 226.]  [84:  Diod.17.16.4; Plut.Alex.70.2.]  [85:  Hom.Od.3.390.]  [86:  Carney, 2015. 231.]  [87:  Hdt.6.84; ]  [88:  Burton, 1998]  [89:  Carney, 2015. 264.] 

Chapter thirteen focuses on hunting and the elite in Macedon, Carney argues that the interaction of the King with the elite on these excursions provide an insight into the monarchy and the relations at court. The image of what Carney refers to as the Rider[footnoteRef:90] appears throughout Macedonian art, specifically on their coinage[footnoteRef:91], which Carney highlights has not linked hunting with the monarchy directly in a number of modern sources. Price in his earlier work suggested the opposite of this[footnoteRef:92]. Carney also discusses the Hermolaus conspiracy mentioned in a previous chapter that involved the attempted assassination of Alexander for a misunderstanding during a hunt[footnoteRef:93]. Carney concludes with the assessment that, like the symposia, hunting was a central part of the court system that stressed cooperation and bonding[footnoteRef:94] supplemented by the work of Coppola in 2010 that the hunting practices of Alexander was “an amalgam of his own interests and of Macedonian and Persian court practices”[footnoteRef:95]. [90:  Carney, 2015. 267.]  [91:  Erikson, 2013.]  [92:  Price, 1974. 5.]  [93:  Koulakiotis, 2005.]  [94:  Carney, 2015. 281.]  [95:  Carney, 2015. 281; Coppola, 2010.] 

To conclude, the book ‘King and Court in Ancient Macedonia; Rivalry, Treason and Conspiracy’ by E. Carney discusses a number of themes in Ancient Macedonia which both provides an in depth study of specific aspects for more advanced scholars as well as an excellent overview for those first introduced to Macedon for study. The author’s selection of articles is both cohesive and relevant and the afterword at the end of each chapter allows the author to reflect on and engage with new scholarship on the subject in question enabling the reader to follow the development of debates following new evidence as well as a renewal of interest in specific areas of study. 
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