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ALEXANDER THE GREAT. FROM PELLA TO 
PERSEPOLIS (336 – 330 BC) 
 

SUMMARY 
 

Ph.D. CANDIDATE GABRIELA BRATU 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 

The first six years of Alexander’s reign from his 
succession to the throne till Darius III’s funeral is without a 
doubt an outstanding, well-defined period within the 
historical background created by the Great Macedonian. 

Highlighted by a few essential moments, which in 
turn generated distinctive stages, the period has an inner 
unity and its own dynamics. Consequently, the whole 
sequence of events to follow till 323 BC could be thus 
explained. When he started his Asian expedition, Alexander 
had not even dreamed of the vast empire he was going to 
establish. 

The year 330 BC represents a crucial moment in the 
development of the subsequent events; it is the year when 
Darius III is definitively defeated, the year when 
Alexander’s position consolidated, and the year when the 
projects of the Macedonian king mark other targets, the year 
when the huge transformation will take place in 
Alexander’s mind. The aim of my thesis is to present “the 
cornered” Alexander the Great, exposed to great risks and 
forced to cope with limit situations. The manner he 
succeeded in managing these crisis situations won him his 
greatness. 
 
I The Beginning of Alexander the Great’s Reign 
 
1.1 The Nature of the Macedonian Monarchy  
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Alexander the Great’s reign has been a subject that 
intrigued countless readers, and, it is not surprising that this 
interest in the historical character of the Macedonian king 
has stimulated their imagination and created a rush of 
biographies. 1 

C. Bradford Wells pointed out that “there were more 
Alexanders”. Alexander’s crisis – Wells said – is more than 
a genuine historical one. It is, first of all, a psychological 
one … Alexander’s crisis can be compared to that of Jesus. 
The difficulty is to know what to believe”2 

As far as Alexander’s biographies are concerned, Wells 
mentions but a few: Berve’s statistical and documentary 
Alexander3, Wilcken’s reasonable Alexander4, 
Schachermeyr’s brutal  Alexander 5, Tarn’s gentlemanly 
Alexander, this latter one explaining all the negative 
evidence used as hostile propaganda manufactured by his 
enemies to mock his name.7 

Alexander is a “conqueror”, namely a plunderer, 
in R. Cohen’s vision 8, a strong visionary who wishes total, 
limitless conquest, for Radet9, or a desperate man 
confronting a series of problems which could have 
jeopardized not only his throne but also his life, for Wirth10.  

Nowadays researchers have shown an interest in 
Alexander’s approach to universalism. Did Alexander set 
out to conquer the whole world and create a universal 
empire? Did he have the proper circumstances for such a 
project? 

The existing sources reveal little evidence, but it is 
sure that Alexander, regardless of his military skills and his 
genius – both of whom no one questions – couldn’t have 
aimed so high, at least during the first years of his reign. 

Indisputably, the first days of his reign must have 
been critical for Alexander11, and the responsibilities 
withstood by the twenty-year-old king weren’t easy either.  

Taking into account the political institutions of 
Macedonia in the fourth century BC, the manner the throne 
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succession was going on, the brutality most of the 
Macedonian kings ended their reign from, the attitude of the 
neighbouring states towards the growing influence of 
Macedonia, the realities from the Greek world, the financial 
means which existed at the death of Philip II, we can draw 
on a possible answer regarding Alexander’s endeavours at 
the beginning of his reign.  

Macedonia’s enormous growth in power after 359 
BC turns its throne into a big prize, and brings more 
enemies for Macedonia who were willing to stop the kings’ 
Phillip II and Alexander the Great expansion 12. 
Alexander’s challenging mission was to sustain this state of 
affairs for Macedonia and even enhance it. However, in 
Plutarch’s words, Alexander inherited a reign which 
brought along stubborn feuds and grim enemies from all 
over the place 13” 
Royal succession in Macedon was hereditary, male, 
patrilineal and generally respected the principle of 
primogeniture.  However, there are some exceptions . 
Amyntas III (393-370 BC had six sons when he died. Three 
of whom he had with Gygaia (Archelaus, Arrhidaios and 
Menelaos, all born before 393 BC.) and three with Eurydice 
(Alexander, Perdiccas and Philip, out of whom only one 
was of full legal age in 370 BC) 
The one who would take over the reign in the summer of 
370 BC was Alexander (Alexander II, 370 – 368 BC) 
although he wasn’t the eldest. 
If the first born was a minor at the time of the king’s death, 
the throne remained vacant until he was of age and his 
closest agnate, usually his uncle was named tutor or regent 
to the throne 16. 
There are cases when choosing a minor for the reign is 
possible, with the price of a dangerous and unsure regency, 
instead of the eldest son of the late king, available at the 
court. For instance, in the summer of 368 BC at the death of 
Alexander II (370 – 368 BC) the favourite is Perdiccas 
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(Perdiccas III 365 – 360) instead of Archelaus, the son of 
Amyntas III with Gygaia. !7 

There was also an elective element: when the king died, his 
designated heir, generally but not always the eldest son, had 
first to be accepted by the council (Synedrion) and then 
presented to the general Assembly to be acclaimed king and 
obtain the oath of fidelity.18 
As can be seen, the succession was far from being 
automatic, more so considering that many Macedonian 
kings died violently, without having made dispositions for 
the succession, or having assured themselves that these 
would be respected. 19 

No fewer are the examples of the Macedonian kings who 
lost their lives in such conditions, throwing Macedonia in 
long- lasting periods of chaos and political instability 20.  
Another important factor in the frequent succession crises in 
Macedonia was polygamy, which led to endless fights for 
the throne between possible pretenders. Throughout 
Macedonia’s history from ancient times till the time of 
Alexander the Great, such practices as assassinations, 
adulteries, distant heirs, usurpers were frequent at the Pella 
court. 
Trying to illustrate human society in ancient Macedonia, 
Waldemar Heckel22, presents the picture of some dogs 
eating each other. “Friends become agents of this or that 
homicide, as in the case of Kleandros who killed Parmenion 
from another friend’s orders, Polydamas. Sons get rid of 
their fathers, nephews of their uncles, and brothers don’t 
cooperate as well as expected.” 
Amyntas III, who reigned intermittently between 390 – 369 
BC succeeded in stopping only temporarily internal 
disturbances 23, but after his death, Macedonia became 
within a few years a theatre for throne fights between 
pretenders24 Archelaus I (419/ 413 – 399 BC) strengthens 
his authority assassinating his relatives who were disputing 
the throne 25. Philip II, Alexander the Great’s father, 
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strengthened his kingdom causing the death of five 
members of the royal house26, and Alexander II (370 – 368 
BC) is killed from the orders of his mother Eurydice27. 

Succession crises were frequent, especially up to the 
4th century BC, when the magnate families of Upper 
Macedonia still cultivated the ambition of overthrowing the 
Argaead dynasty to ascend to the throne. 

Consequently, the political institutions of 
Macedonia were informal and rudimentary 29, and the 
succession to the throne under the form of passing the 
power from father to son was the general principle which 
reminded the old customs. These could have shown the 
leadership ways in most of the cases, but the unwritten 
customs are not and cannot be coded articles of the laws 
which enforce solutions for all situations, even the most 
unusual and complicated ones 30. 

In addition, any reign change needs time, for the one 
in power has a difficult job, in order to put order both 
within the country and outside it, and remove the political 
instability generated by the throne rivalries. However, there 
are no other explanations for the practice of assassinations 
at the Court except instability and the need of the person 
who orders these assassinations to strengthen his authority. 
Intrigues, dynastic conspiracies and assassinations represent 
important factors in periods of political instability. 
Nothing could be farther from the truth in 336 BC when 
Philip II is killed. Demaratus Corinthian, Philip’guest, being 
asked by the Macedonian king about the Greek situation, 
“It ill becomes you, “ replied Demaratus, “ to be so 
solicitous about Greece, when you have involved your own 
house in so many dissensions and calamities. “ 
Philip’s trying to improve his seven marriages had led to 
dreadful misunderstandings between him and his son 
Alexander, who could see his throne threatened. “ But 
Philip’s familial squabbles which brought about feud 
between him and Alexander were blamed on his son, and 
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what is worse because of Philip’s love affairs and marriages 
together with the gynoecia his reign was suffering as 
well”³² 
 
1.2. Alexander the Great’s Enforcement on the Throne 
of Macedonia 
 

Philip’s death comes at an unfavorable moment for 
Alexander, considering the fact that all throne pretenders 
were subjects to a surge of terror. 

Although the real reasons for the elimination of all 
unmanageable people are not sufficiently known, these 
actions highlight Alexander’s insecurity and anxiety 
regarding his frail authority. 
The old general Attalos, who was the uncle of his father’s 
seventh wife Cleopatra, could not escape from his anger. 
Attalos would not acknowledge Alexander as an heir, 
considering him a bastard and unworthy of coming to the 
throne33. The descendents of the royal house of Temenidae 
are also killed because, as sons of Aeropos, were according 
to tradition, members of the royal family of the Lyncestians, 
some of whom were the kings Aeropos III, Archelaus and 
Periccas II. 34 

The three brothers, Arrhabeus, Heromenes and 
Alexander Lyncestes, seem to have been executed under the 
conviction of plotting against the king’s life and reign, and 
at least one of them, if not all three of them, was murdered 
because he thought that he could claim the throne for 
himself35.  

The support given to the king by Alexander, 
Aeropus’ son, in a difficult moment – a moment when the 
king was surrounded by countless enemies – delayed his 
execution36. If it hadn’t been for these reasons, Alexander’s 
high status could not be explained – he was part of the 
king’s suite and was in charge of the Thessalian cavalry. He 
would fall from grace after 330 BC, a moment when the 
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position of the Macedonian king strengthened, and the risk 
of his elimination was minimum. Darius and Agis III were 
dead, and the greatest battles had been won37.  

Being a minor at the death of his father Perdiccas 
III, Amyntas would stay at the Court, as a member of the 
royal house, during the reign of his uncle Philip II, 
obtaining high functions in the state and marrying 
Alexander’s stepsister, Cynane. Once a major in 336 BC, at 
the time of Philip II’s death, Amyntas is murdered by 
Alexander, being accused of the same thing, namely plot 
against the king38. 
The discovery of an inscription at Levadia, north of Boeotia 
where Amyntas is mentioned as the king of the 
Macedonians (I.G. VII 3055) determined some researchers 
to plead for dating the inscription after Philip’s death, 
around 336 – 335 BC, and to consider this title as a claim of 
the throne by Amyntas39. 

The dating of the inscription is not an easy matter 
because it cannot be clearly stated if the visit to the Oracle 
of Trophonius took place during the stated period, or if we 
consider other sources, between 355 – 346 BC 40, between 
359 – 357 BC 41, or it is some simple artwork of the people 
of Levadia, or of their secretaries, wishing to have a famous 
name on top of their visitors’ list.42 

One thing is for sure, whether or not he fancied 
taking over, Amyntas, Perdiccas’ son, could have done it, 
considering his origins, which ultimately made him a real 
threat for the young king.  
Furthermore, the same fate would await Alexander’s 
brother, Caranos who could have disputed the throne. 43 

It is unlikely that Alexander was supported by all 
Macedonians. The death of Philip in July 336 BC, meant for 
some of them a chance to change the politics promoted by 
him44, and the fact that Alexander was likely to carry on his 
father’s politics 45, wasn’t exactly what they expected.  
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1.3.Philip II’s Legacy 
 

Philip ensured loyalty to the crown through a series of 
rewards and generous donations to the nobility. As a result, 
the nobility, obtaining a certain status at the Court and 
being rewarded, was diminished and diverse. These rewards 
implied financial interests and military obligations46. 
However, at the time of his coming to the throne, Alexander 
had only sixty talents at his disposal47. Was this the means 
the young king set his mind on conquering the world with? 

In a research concerning Alexander’s financial 
problems, at the beginning of his reign (336 – 334 BC), 
François Rebuffat48 shows that Alexander did not seem, at 
least at the beginning of his reign, a romantic hero, who 
urged by an unnamed “pathos” to engage in something 
beyond his means without reasoning. 
 
II The Connections with the Greek World 
 
2.1 The Challenges within the Greek World after the 
Death of Philip II 
 

The news of Philip’s death caused great anxiety in 
Greece. In Athens, the voice of Demosthenes urged the 
Greeks to disobedience towards the Macedonian king, who 
was even ridiculed because of his tender age at the time of 
his taking over the reign 49. The Thebans voted for the 
expulsion of the Macedonian garrison while there was a 
state of revolt in Peloponnesus, Argos, Elis and in the 
Arcadian League. There were disturbances in Western 
Greece, as well. The Aetoliens voted for sending back the 
exiled to Acarnania. In Ambracia, the Macedonian garrison 
was expelled 50. 
 
2.2 Demosthenes and The Anti-Macedonian Party 
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The leader of the Anti-Macedonian Party which held 
the majority in Athens, Demosthenes, opposed Macedonia 
vehemently as much as possible, although he was cautious 
not to involve Athens in an open war51. 

He “opposed mightily the growing supremacy of the 
Macedonians”52, both during the time of Philip II and after 
his death. 

Demosthenes mocked the peace between fortresses 
promised by Philip and tried to make the Athenians aware 
of the perils posed by Macedonia.  

Unable to enroll troops capable of sustaining an 
open fight with Philip, Demosthenes urged the Athenians to 
“an unexpected, plundering war as soon as possible”53 

The right circumstances were created in 336 BC at 
the time of Philip’s assassination. The killer of the 
Macedonian king, Pausanias, was going to be praised in 
Athens, Alexander to be mocked and Attalos, who was 
Alexander’s deadly enemy, was promised the support of the 
Athenians if he dared the newly settled king of Pella.  
 
2.3 Alexander “hegemon” of a League of Allied States  
 

The League of Corinth had probably been 
established after the defeat of the allied Greek forces at 
Chaeronea, in August 338 BC, the defeat that represented a 
huge disaster for Athens – 1000 deaths and approximately 
2000 prisoners taken by Philip54.  

The majority of the peninsular Greek states, except 
Sparta which stated that it did not want to be ruled, but 
rule55, joined the League of Corinth.  

The purpose of the League of Corinth was to create 
an alliance56 which hinted at reconciling all current 
hostilities between the Greek fortresses in order to start an 
offensive against “the barbarians” in Asia, “to revenge the 
ancient injustices carried out by Xerxes “57 and it was 
officially announced by Philip in 337 BC.  
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The Pan-hellenic Crusade was to be fiction for 
everybody 58 but the interests of Macedonia demanded that 
the League of Corinth existed for the Greek situation to be 
under its control. The League of Corinth was nothing but a 
temporary solution to the political problems in Greece. 59 

The relationships between Alexander and the Greeks 
weren’t cordial, of course, but they did not stand for a 
comfortable ally for the Macedonian king. 60 The Greek 
situation represented quite a delicate problem for 
Alexander, which he never solved, not even at the end of 
the Asian expedition. The Macedonian king found himself 
in the position of adapting his attitude towards the Greeks 
according to the existing circumstances, this being the only 
solution to avoid a failure in all directions. 
 
2.4 Outcomes of the Hegemonic Tendencies in the Greek 
World  
 

Both Philip’s assassination in 336 BC and the 
political crisis that followed in Macedonia gave Thebe the 
opportunity to return on the stage of history. The fact that 
Thebans dared to attack the Macedonian garrison in  
Cadmeia , put Alexander in a difficult position as long as 
this riot could also taint not only the Athenians whose 
attitude had been suspicious for Alexander for a long time, 
but also the Spartans, his old opponents, or other peoples in 
Peloponnesus. 61  

Aetolia, Boeotia, Athens, Elis, Argos and Arcadia 
concurred with Thebe and helped her even though they 
were members of the League of Corinth whose leader was 
Alexander himself 62. 

Alexander’s situation was deteriorating and the 
alliance of Chaeronea had almost reconsolidated, 
jeopardizing the whole structure of the League of Corinth.  

Later on Sparta would see a similar fate in 335 BC. 
This fortress, which sustained that Greek’s hegemony was 
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traditionally hers, was much too weakened at the time of 
Philip’s death to pretend any territory.63 

If the action of the Spartan king, Agis III, in 
collaboration with the Persians had been successful in 332 
BC, it would have had disastrous consequences for 
Alexander and the Macedonian state. The moment was not 
chosen randomly because at the time Macedonia was 
suffering because of Alexander‘s repeated demands for 
enlisting since he was preparing a new confrontation with 
Darius III.   

When the Spartan king Agis III started the war in 
Peloponnesus and besieged Megalopolis in the year 331/0 
BC, Antipatros, Alexander’s regent in Macedonia, hardly 
managed to mobilize an army. His forces rose up to 40 000 
soldiers, but the vast majority were mercenaries of the 
Greek allied states, few of them being Macedonians 64. 
Although this action was defeated, it would give the 
Macedonian king a hard time before having to send 
Antiparos money to supply with paid mercenaries his forces 
in Macedonia 65.  
 
2.5 Alexander, the Greeks and the Planning of the Asian 
Expedition 
 

How much Alexander relied on the loyalty of the 
Greek can be inferred from the participation or better said 
absence of the allied troops from the great battles held by 
Alexander in Asia. These are especially mentioned as 
offensive or maneuver troops.66  

Although there was poor collaboration between 
Alexander and the League of Corinth, the Macedonian king 
is miming good relations between him and the Greek. It was 
the only option so as the Greek world, ready to explode 
anytime, would not prevent him from putting his plans into 
practice. In other words, the Greek peace was necessary for 
his Asian expedition. 
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III The Crossing of the Hellespont and the Defeat of 
Dareios III 
 
3.1 The Objectives of the Conquests  
 

The war started in 334 BC against the Persians 
meant solving Alexander’s numerous problems: he would 
have solved both the economic situation of Greece and 
Macedonia, he would have acquired territories where the 
surplus of population from Hellada could have been settled 
down. In addition, the war against the Persians could have 
helped Alexander to strengthen his position which was in a 
crisis after the death of Philip II67 , he would have focused 
everybody’s attention towards the war and thus distracting 
their attention from the events in Macedonia and bringing 
peace to the country. 

The Macedonian king also understood that to solve 
Macedonia’s security problems for good the Persian Empire 
as an independent force had to be destroyed 68 or, as an 
alternative, to either restrict the access of the Persians to 
Europe or to push them as far away as possible from the 
Macedonian borders. 
 
3.2 Alexander’s Situation at the Beginning of the Asian 
Expedition   
 

If Alexander‘s situation had been difficult by the 
time of the Hellespont crossing, it became critical after 
attacking the Persian Empire. As he was advancing into the 
heart of the Empire, Alexander had to deal, on the one hand, 
with the burden of the war and the concerns and 
apprehensions related to the situation in Europe, on the 
other. 

What is worse, catering was difficult because of the 
huge distance, soldiers were getting fewer and fewer 
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everyday because they either died or settled in the 
conquered territories, the battles were fought on unknown 
ground, and the financial resources could only last him 30 
days. The constant need for troops to continue the 
expedition forced Alexander to take even greater risks, 
leaving Antipatros, the regent in charge of governing 
Macedonia in his absence, without enough troops necessary 
for the defending of the state in case of some  
“malfunctions” in Europe. 
 
3.3 Changes Occurred in Alexander’s Position after the 
Victories of Granicus, Issus, Gaugamela 
 
The Battle of Granicus put an end to Alexander’s financial 
concerns (we have as proof the regal gifts he would make 
starting from this date) 69 but his restfulness is yet to come. 
One single victory against Darius III – who was still at 
large, did not mean winning the war, while one single 
victory of the Persian king against Alexander would have 
meant a total disaster for the latter. This victory is 
especially important because it allowed the Macedonian 
king to continue the expedition. By continuing the 
expedition, he would expose himself to even greater risks. 
Darius had withdrawn east, challenging Alexander to 
advance into the heart of the empire. Unfortunately, 
Alexander could not risk chasing Darius, and together with 
the army he had to keep to the shores of the Mediterranean 
as much as possible. However, he would have to face the 
risk of being swept into the sea in the event of an attack 
from the Persian king.  

The victory of Issus was more important than the 
one of Granicus because it opened Alexander’s way 
towards Phoenicia ,whom if he conquered he would deprive 
the Persians of the support of their fleet. 70 However, the 
victory of Issus saved Alexander from a possible disaster 
and had a tremendous importance for the prestige the 
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winner gained considering the fact that his army was 
considerable smaller than that of the Persian king and he 
also succeeded in capturing his wife and children and 
witnessed Darius’s humiliating flee .71 
 The great king did not perceive the battle of Issus as 
a catastrophe. On the contrary, he only lost some territories 
temporarily to resume later the offensive more vigorously 
72.  
 After Issus, Alexander had obtained an ethno-
territorial conglomerate, with few means of organizing it 
conveniently while Darius was still ruling over Bactria, 
Sogdiana, Parthia, Persia, Media, India, Scythia, namely an 
ethnically homogenous territory and an everlasting resource 
reservoir which ensured his rapid recovery 73.   
 After Gaugamela the odds were in Alexander’s 
favour, but the victory was not final. 74 Defeated at 
Gaugamela, Darius did not give up the hope of turning the 
situation to his advantage, preparing a new army at 
Ecbatana, in Media 75. What did Alexander get from the 
Guagamela victory? Alexander was aware that ”two kings 
could not have reigned at the same time” 76. The solution 
was Darius’ death, otherwise the fights would have gone on 
and the luck could not have been on Alexander’s side every 
time.  
Alexander is chasing Darius. What was the use of the 
gained victories without catching him? Bessus, Darius’ 
satrap in Bactria murdered him and declared himself Great 
King and promised the enrolled people to take over the war. 
By doing this, the problem was the same but with different 
characters.  
 
3.4 Alexander’s Prospects after the Defeat of Dareios III 
 
Granicus, Issus, Gaugamela were the three victories that 
confirmed the superiority of the Macedonian falanges in the 
confrontation with the enormous Persian Armies and which 
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confirmed Alexander the Great’s military genius. Granicus 
ensured his supremacy in Ionia and Asia Minor. Issus 
helped him rule Syria, Phoenicia and Egypt. Gaugamela 
opened the gates of Babylon and Central Asia. Even so 
Alexander is still an ordinary conqueror. 77  
Alexander was doomed to carry on with the burden of war 
to consolidate his conquests, being aware that the 
conquered peoples were restrained only by weapon power 
and that if he left he would have to give all these up. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 

The first years of his Asian campaigns show the fact 
that, at first, Alexander did not intend to conquer the entire 
Persian Empire and then the entire known world, as can be 
inferred from his last plans, passed on by the ancient 
literary tradition.78 
 Only later at Hecatompylos (330 BC) before Darius’ 
lifeless body did he undergo the great change. There could 
have sprouted the idea of creating a universal monarchy by 
putting together the Orient and the Occident. 79 
 The way Alexander managed and solved crisis 
situations proved him a hero. At a tender age, with few 
resources and surrounded by enemies, Alexander the leader 
of a small state the size of Macedonia, created an empire he 
had not even thought about at the time of taking over the 
reign. 
 There is no doubt that the first six years of reign 
were critical for Alexander, and the manner he overcame 
those moments can only attract more attention to the one 
who has fascinated an enormous number of readers since 
Antiquity. 
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