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NOTES TO ILLUSTRATIONS.

HEAD OF ALEXANDER. (One of the gold medallions of Tarsus.)

Reverse of medallion : Alexander and the Lion, after the statuary
group by Lysippus, called Alexander’s Hunt, in commemoration
of a fact in Alexander's life. Alexander followed the example of
Oriental monarchs in cultivating this exercise, and Lysippus that of
Oriental artists in depicting it.

MAP SHOWING ALEXANDRIA A CENTURY BEFORE AND AFTER
CHRIST.

This map, based on the map in Brockhaus's Conwversations-
Lexicon, showing Alexandria a century before and after Christ,
which follows the plan of Mahmud Bey, shows also by the cross-
and-dash lines the present wide extension, now thickly built upon,
of the Heptastadium, which originally connected the mainland with
Pharos Island. At the east end of the island is shown the site of
the famous Pharos, or lighthouse, one of the seven wonders of the
world. The site of the ancient Pharos, after its destruction, was
occupied by a fort. The breakwater extending on the right hand
from the mainland to complete the ‘‘ Great Harbour” no longer
exists, . ’

ALEXANDER THE GREAT. (One of the gold medallions of Tarsus.)
The reverse is the same- as the medallion on frontispiece, which
see. The obverse shows Alexander as a descendant of Hercules,
wearing the lion’s scalp. The Hercules figuring on the silver coins
' of Alexander as his ancestor is of the same type as this Tarsus
Medallion and the Tyrian Hercules. In many specimens the resem-
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X1iv Notes to Tllustrations.

blance to Alexander is marked ; and the ‘‘ Alexandre d’argent,” so
to speak, of Ptolemy, on which Alexander’s head wears an elephant’s
scalp, is good evidence, in default of trustworthy literary traditions,
that Alexander’s contemporaries regarded the lion’s-scalp profile of
his own coins as the king’s profile ; in fact, the Sidon sarcophagus
confirms the ancient tradition that Macedonian kings wore the lion’s
scalp as a badge of their house and office. The lion’s-scalp profile
of the gold medallion of Tarsus would seem to confirm the portrait
theory in regard to the silver coins.

Magical virtues were ascribed to Alexander’s portrait in the days
of the Roman emperors. The presence of the medallion of Alex-
ander Severus, with the Philip and Alexander medallions, would
seem to indicate that the Roman emperor had given them, in reward
for services, to the person in whose grave they were found at
Tarsus. These invaluable medallions would appear to be older

than the reign of Severus, but the script shows them to be later than
Alexander himself.

SiLvER TETRADRACHM OF LysiMACHUS (KiNG oF THRACE, B.C.
323—281),

Obverse : Head of Alexander the Great with Horns of Ammon, as
the deified son of the god. The profile is supposed to be taken from
the statue-portrait by Lysippus, or the gem-portrait by Pyrgoteles.
Reverse : Pallas holding Victory.

ALEXANDER AT THE BATTLE OF THE GRANICUS,

This bronze statuette was found in the middle of the eighteenth
century at Herculaneum, and is now in the National Museum,
Naples. A few ornaments of the bridle and collar are of silver in-
crusted upon the dark bronze. This antique is almost certainly a
copy after the life-size principal figure of an equestrian encounter,
presumably ‘ordered of Lysippus by Alexander himself in commem-
' oration: of his own narrow escape in this battle. This group, set up
at’ Dium, Macedonia, contained fifteen portraits of Macedoman
cha@@m 1t was copied by Euthycrates of Slcytm @







Notes to [llustrations. XV

Mlanges Graux. In the encounter at the ford of the Granicus,
Alexander’s helmet was slashed by a Persian scimitar, and he was
forced to borrow a lance, his own being shattered.

HEAD OF ALEXANDER RONDANINI.

The bust represents a youth from eighteen to twenty years of age,
and may well be regarded as an authentic portrait of the Prince
Alexander as he appeared at about the period of the battle of
Chzronea (338 B.c.). It has, indeed, been argued with considerable
probability that we have in this statue a copy of the gold-ivory
statue which Leochares, after the battle of Cheeronea, was commis-
sioned to make for the Philippeion at Olympia, as part of a group in
which Philip was the central figure.

HEAD OF ALEXANDER THE GREAT.

Lysimachus, King of Thrace (323-281 B.C.), was one of the suc-
cessors of Alexander. As usual on these coins, Alexander is repre-
sented with the Ammon horns, in his character as son of Jupiter
Ammon and universal king. The coins of Lysimachus are of
widely various artistic excellence, but they offer beyond a question
the most accurate profile-portraits of Alexander, and the one here
presented, published in Imhoof-Blumer's Poreritkipfe, Taf. I,
is one of the noblest products of the Greek mints,

FACE OF ALEXANDER.

Though the face is elongated, as compared, for instance, with the
coin portraits, the characteristic features of the ‘‘ leonine " hair, the
forehead, the full eye, and particularly the lips and chin are faith-
fully preserved.

ALEXANDER THE GREAT. (From the bust in the Louvre.)

This marble, called the Hermes Bust of Alexander, was dis-
covered in 1795 on the Tiburtine estate of the Cavaliere d’Azara,
afterward Spanish ambassador to France, and by him presented to
Napoleon I. This bust, inscribed ‘* Alexander, son of Philip (King
of the Macedonians),” in Greek characters of the Augustan age, was
long the only means of identifying any other portrait of the con-
giieror, It has been mutilated by long immersion in the wet soil, .
and has been subjected to modern restoration in places,






ALEXANDER THE GREAT.

CHAPTER L.

PARENTS AND HOME.

359-356 B.C.

O single personality, excepting the carpenter’s
son of Nazareth, has done so much to make
the world of civilisation we live in what it is

as Alexander of Macedon. He levelled the terrace
upon which European history built. Whatever lay
within the range of his conquests contributed its
part to form that Mediterranean civilisation which,
under Rome’s administration, became the basis of
European life. What lay beyond was as if on
another planet. Alexander checked his eastward
march at the Sutlej, and India and China were left
in a world of their own, with their own mechanisms
for man and society, their own theories of God and
the world. Alexander’s world, to which we all be-
long, went on its own separate way until, in these
latter days, a new greed of conquest, begotten of
I



2 Alexander the Great. (359 B.C.-

commercial ambition, promises at last to level the
barriers which through the centuries have stood as
monuments to the outmost stations of the Macedon-
ian phalanx, and have divided the world of men in
twain.

The story of the great Macedonian’s life, insepar-
able as it is from history in its widest range, stands
none the less in stubborn protest against that view
of history which makes it a thing of thermometers
and the rain-gauge, of rivers and mountains, weights
and values, materials, tools, and machines. Itisa
history warm with the life-blood of a man. It is
instinct with personality, and speaks.in terms of the
human will and the soul. History and biography
blend. Events unfold in an order that conforms to
the opening intelligence and forming will of per-
sonality, and matter is the obedient tool of spirit.
The story of the times must therefore be told, if
truly told, in terms of a personal experience. When
and where the personal Alexander was absent from
the scene, history in those days either tarried or
moved in eddies; the current was where he was.
This will be excuse enough for making this narrative
of a great historic period peculiarly the story of a
man, and not merely of a conqueror.

Plutarch says that King Philip of Macedonia,
shortly after the capture of Potideea, received three
different pieces of good news. He learned that
* Parmenion, his general, had overthrown the Illyr-
ians in a great battle, that his race-horse had won
the course at the Olympian games, and that his wife
had given birth to Alexander.”” Another story tells
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how on the very night of the birth an ominous
calamity fell upon Asia: the temple of the great
Diana of the Ephesians went up in flames. So
events tend to swarm together in history—at least,
in the telling of history. The year was undoubtedly
356 B.C., and the best combination of all the indi-
cations we have makes the month October, though
Plutarch, in deference to the horse-race, says it was
July.

Philip had been three years on the throne of
Macedon. The year before he had occupied Amphi-
polis, and so opened for his little state a breathing-
place on the Aigean; atthe same time he introduced
it to the long struggle with Athens. Athens herself,
two hundred miles off to the south, was in the midst
of a war that was to cost her the most of her island
empire in the AZgean. This or the following year
marked, too, the publication of Xenophon’s pam-
phlet On the Rcevenues, and of Isocrates’s cssay
On the Peace. Demosthencs, twenty-eight years
old, was just entering on his career as statesman and
public orator. AEschines was thirty-four. Aris.
totle, the future tutor of Alexander, was twenty-
eight. Plato, seventy-one years old, had nine years
more to live; Xenophon had one, Isocrates eighteen.
An old order for which Athens and Sparta had made
the history was just dying out, and a new order,
with new men and new motives, was coming in.

The child whose destiny it was to give this new
world its shape was born outside the pale of the
older world, and in his blood joined the blood of
two lines of ancient Northern kings. Alexander’s
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mother was Olympias, the daughter of Neoptole-
mus, King of Epirus, who traced his lineage back
through a distinguished line to Neoptolemus, the
son of the hero Achilles. So it was said, or, as
Plutarch puts it, *‘ confidently believed,”’ that Alex-
ander was descended on his father’s side from
Hercules, through Caranus, and on his mother’s
from Aacus, through Neoptolemus. Plutarch does
not even withhold from us a story of Philip’s falling
in love that constitutes a fair parallel to what we
know of his prompitude and directness of action in
‘sther fields. *‘ Philip is said to have fallen in love
with Olympias at Samothrace, where they happened
to be initiated together into a religious circle, he
being a mere stripling, and she an orphan. And
having obtained the consent of her brother Arym-
bas, he shortly married her.” Refreshing as it is
to read of a marriage for love in these old Greek
times, it must be reported that the match was never
a happy one.

They were both persons of decided individuality,
and in both the instinct of self-preservation was
strongly developed. Both were preéminently am-
bitious, aggressive, and energetic; but while Philip’s
ambition was guided by a cool, crafty sagacity, that
of his Queen manifested itself rather in impetuous
outbursts of almost barbaric emotion. In her joined
a marvellous compound of the mother, the queen,
the shrew, and the witch. The passionate ardour
of her nature found its fullest expression in the wild
ecstasies and crude superstitions of her native re-
ligious rites,
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‘“ Another account is,”” says Plutarch, ‘‘ that all the
women of this country, having always been addicted to
the Orphic and the Dionysiac mystery-rites, imitated
largely the practices of the Edonian and Thracian wo-
men about Mount Hemus, and that Olympias, in her
abnormal zeal to surround these states of trance and in-
spiration with more barbaric dread, was wont in the
sacred dances to have about her great tame serpents,
which, sometimes creeping out of the ivy and the mystic
fans, and sometimes winding themselves about the staffs
and the chaplets which the women bore, presented a
sight of horror to the men who beheld.”’

While it was from his father that Alexander in-
herited his sagacious insight into men and things,
and his brilliant capacity for timely and determined
action, it was to his mother that he undoubtedly
owed that passionate warmth of nature which be-
trayed itself not only in the furious outbursts of
temper occasionally characteristic of him, but quite
as much in a romantic fervour of attachment and
love for friends, a delicate tenderness of sympathy
for the weak, and a princely largeness and generos-
ity of soul toward all, that made him so deeply be-
loved of men and so enthusiastically followed. His
deep religious sentiment, which, wherever he was,
carried him beyond the limits of mere respect for
the proprieties of form and mere regard for political
expediencies, and held him at temple and oracle
in awe before the mysteries of the great unseen,
stamped him, too, as the son of Olympias.

In Philip there predominated the characteristics
which mark in modern times the practical politician.
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w .
He was sagacious and alert of mind. His eye fol-

lowed sharply and unceasingly every turn of events
that might yield him an advantage. The weakness,
the embarrassment, the preoccupation, of his oppon-
ent, he always made his opportunity. He was a
keen judge of character, and adapted himself readily
to those with whom he came in contact. He knew
how to gratify the weaknesses, ambitions, lusts, and
ideals of men, and chain them to his service. Few
who came in contact with him failed to be captivated
by him. He was perfectly unscrupulous as to the
methods to be employed in attaining an end.
Nothing of the sort ordinarily known as principles
ever impeded his movement. He was an opportun-
ist of the deepest dye. Flattery, promises, bene-
ficence, cruelty, deceit, and gold he used when and
where each would avail; but bribery was his most
familiar tool. He allgwed no one to reckon with
him as a constant quantity. His ultimate plans and
purposes were concealed from friends and foes alike.
In announcing his decisions and proclaiming his
views, he followed the ordinary politician’s watch-
word: “ We will not cross the bridge till we come
to it.”” As success was to him the only right, and
availability the only justice, radical changes of atti-
tude and plan in the very face of action involved no
difficulty. They rather served his purpose, and were
his wont. He remained, as he wished to remain, a
puzzle to his foes, and a mystery to his friends.
His character was full of apparent contradictions.
Perhaps, after all, it was only his extraordinary
versatility that was responsible for them. At one
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time he appears as a creature of passion enraged by
anger or lust, again he is cool, deliberate, calculat-
ing, when others are carried away with excitement
or prejudice; now he is a half-savage, again he is a
smooth, subtle, temperate Greek; now he is pitilessly
brutal, again he is generous and large-hearted ; now
he gives himself, body and soul, to some petty aim
of lust or envy, again he is the prophet and preacher
of a national ideal. In everything he was, however,
a strong individuality. His personality dominated
every enterprise in which he was concerned. He
was a natural leader of men. He could organise as
well as lead. He not only made himself absolute
master of Macedon, but he so organised its force
that it became of permanent value and could be
transmitted to his successor. His organising talent
was, however, military rather than political. He
lacked that fine sense for the civic and religious in-
stincts of other peoples which developed in his son
the capacity for founding empire as well as leading
armies. And yet without him Alexander’s achieve-
ments would have been impossible. &

Philip’s great permanent achievements arc two:
the first is the organisation of a power which Alex-
ander was able, after him, to use for the founding of
an empire; the second is the formulation and practi-
cal initiation of the idea of uniting Greece through
agreat national undertaking. These two are cnough
to set upon him the stamp of greatness. He was
certainly great—great in personal force, in practical
alertness, in organising talent, and in sagacious in-
telligence. Theopompus says well: ‘‘ Taking all
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in all, Europe has never seen such a man as the
son of Amyntas.”

So much for the parents of Alexander. How
truly he was their son the story of his life will tell.
The improvement which he made upon their record,
particularly in point of greater self-restraint, of
higher and more ideal interests, and of nobler ideas
of life and duty, this is to be traced, at least to
some degree, to his excellent training and education.

Alexander was born at Pella, the city which his
father, in place of ancient Agz, had made the cap-
ital of Macedonia. Hard by a vast swamp lake, and
on the banks of the sluggish Ludias, it stood near
the centre of the plain which formed the nucleus of
the little kingdom. The sea, the modern Gulf of
Saloniki, was twenty miles away. Twenty miles to
the east or west or north brought one to the foot-
hills of the highlands that raised their amphitheatre
about the plain. One great river, the Axius, modern
Vardar, came down through the northern hills and
traversed the plain. The Ludias was a lesser stream
a little to the west. From the west, draining the
mountain-locked plain of Elimea, came the Haliac-
mon. Philip’s ancestors from their old citadel at
Ag=, near the modern Vodena, had long ruled the
plain, and various tribes in the highlands behind
had recognised a more or less stable allegiance to
their power. Such were the Elimiota of the Haliac-
mon valley, the Lyncestz of the Erigon valley, and
the Pazonians on the upper courses of the Axius.
The congeries of tribes which made up this loosely
jointed Macedonian state covered a territory, ex-
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cluding Pe=onia, about the size and shape of Con-
necticut and Rhode Island. The sea-coast in
Philip’s early days was occupied by a fringe of
Greek settlements, and the early history of Mace-
donia is that of an inland state. Not until it
acquired a sea-coast did it figure as an international
quantity.

The people themselves were a plain, hardy, peas-
ant population, preserving the older conditions of
life and the older institutions of the kingship and the
tribal organisation—much, indeed, as they appear
in the society of Homer’s times. Only among the
Spartans, the Molossians, and the Macedonians,
says Aristotle, had the form of the ancient kingship
survived, and only among the Macedonians the full
exercise of its prerogatives. The consolidation of
the classes into a strong opposition, which in the
other states had first, in the form of an aristocratic
opposition, throttled the kingship, and later, in'the
form of a democratic opposition, throttled the aris-
tocracy, was in Macedonia prevented by the pre-
dominance of peasant life and the persistence of
tribal unity. The state consisted of tribes and
clans, not divided into orders and classes. The
kingship belonged always in one and the same
family, but definite rules for the succession within
the family seem not to have been fully established.
Seniority alone was not enough to determine a se-
lection among the princes. In the turmoils that
almost certainly followed the death of a king, force,
daring, and leadership often asserted, by a species
of natural right, their superior claim,
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The larger landed proprietors owed to the king a
military allegiance as vassals and companions-at-
arms, and constituted a body known as the Zefazrol
(companions), not unlike the comitatus of the early
Germans. The army consisted entirely of the free
landholding peasantry. Mercenaries were unknown.
It was this force that the stern discipline and careful
organisation of Philip raised into the most terrible
war-machine that ancient Greece had ever yet
known, in firmness and energy the equal of the
Spartan, in size, organisation, and suppleness im-
measurably its superior. That the Macedonians
were Greek by race there can be no longer any
doubt. They were the northernmost fragments of
the race left stranded behind the barriers of Olym-
pus. They had not shared the historical experience
of their kinsmen to the south, and had not been
kneaded with the mass. If isolation from the
Zgean had withheld them from progress in the arts
of civilisation, still they had kept the freshness and
purity of the Northern blood better than those who
had mixed with the primitive populations of Greece
and were sinking the old fair-haired, blue-eyed type of
the Northmen in the dark-haired type of the South.
It is the experience of history that force and will
must be continually replenished from the North,
and the Macedonians were only waiting for their
turn.

Their language, mere patois as it was, and never
used, so far as we know, in written form, has left
evidences of its Greek character in stray words that
have crept into the glossaries, and from soldiers’
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lips into the common speech.® There exist, besides
proper names, a large number of glosses in the
lexicon of Hesychius and a considerable number of
words that became incorporated into the common
Greek of the Macedonian period. Thus, Berenice
is known to be the Macedonian form corresponding
to an Attic Pherenice, as Bilippos was the Mace-
donian name of Philip. Correspondingly the Attic
word oplrus (eyebrows) had its counterpart abruzes
in Macedonian. It is evident that the dialect was
regarded as so base a patois that even when Mace-
don rose to world-power no attempt was made to
elevate it into use as a literary language. The
higher classes, presumably, all learned Attic Greek,
much as the children in the Tyrol to-day are taught
Hoclhdeutscl, which is to them a half-foreign tongue.
Plutarch reports that Attic Greek was the medium
of intercourse at Philip’s court. It is a significant
fact that while as late as 214 B.C., a Macedonian
king, Philip V., is known to have issued a proclama-
tion to a Thessalian community in bilingual form,
7. e., in Thessalian Greek and common Greek, there
is no likelihood that any such use of the Macedonian
dialect was ever attempted. Macedonian was, how-
ever, the common spoken language of the Mace-
donian soldiery. Thus Plutarch + reports a scene
in the camp before Eumenes’s tent: ‘“ And when
they saw him, they saluted him in the Macedonian
dialect, and took up their shields, and, striking them
with their pikes, gave a great shout.”” That Alex-
*See A. Fick, Kukn's Zeitschrift, xxii., 193 f.
t Plutarch, Eumenes, ch. xiv.
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ander himself usually spoke Attic Greek may be in-
ferred from the statement of Plutarch * that when
he did speak in Macedonian it was interpreted by
his attendants as indicating unusual excitement or
perturbation.

That the Macedonians were a rude, half-civilised
people is sufficiently attested. Alexander in a
speech attributed to him by Arriant says to his
army:

“ My father, Philip, found you a roving people, without
fixed habitations and without resources, most of you clad
in the skins of animals, pasturing a few sheep among the
mountains, and to defend these, waging a luckless war-
fare with the Illyrians, the Triballans, and the Thracians
on your borders. But he gave you the soldier’s cloak to
replace the skins and led you down from the mountains
into the plain, making you a worthy match in war against
the barbarians on your frontier, so that you no longer
trusted to the security of your strongholds so much as to
your own personal valour for safety. He made you to
dwell in cities and provided you with wholesome laws
and institutions. Over those same barbarians, who be-
fore had plundered you and carried off as booty both
yourselves and your substance, he made you instead of
slaves and underlings to be masters and lords.”

The warlike character also of the people is attested
by Aristotle’s } remark that ** it was once the usage
among the Macedonians that a man who had not

* Plutarch, 4 lexander, ch. li.
} Arrian, Exped. Alex., vil., 9.
t Aristotle, Politics, vii., 2, 6 (13248).
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yet slain a foe should wear a cord about his body.”’
They were passionately fond of the chase and given
to the most barbarous excesses in strong drink, in
which latter particular at least Philip, and, as some
think, Alexander, too, proved themselves true sons
of Macedonia.

But none of these characteristics affords the least
warrant for excluding them from the list of Greek
tribes. Like the inhabitants of Epirus, who were
also often classed as ‘‘ barbarians,”” they represented
the outer rim of the Greek race, while the Illyrians
to the west of them were of another race, probably
the same as the modern Albanians, and their lan-
guage, as we know from an incident related by Poly-
bius,* was totally unintelligible to the Macedonians.

Rude people as the Macedonians were, we have
no reason to think that the Greeks generally classed
them as ‘‘ barbarians.”” When Demosthenes seeks
to arouse political antipathy against Philip by call-
ing him and his people barbarians, we shall interpret
his words as we do ante-election editorials, and not
as a sober contribution to ethnology. Bitterest is
his expression in a passage of the Third PlLilippic:
‘* Philip—a man who not only is no Greek, and no
way akin to the Greeks, but is not even a barbarian
from a respectable country—no, a pestilent fellow
of Macedon, a country from which we never get
even a decent slave.”” If this tirade contains any
basis of fact, it is that the Macedonians were rarely
found in slavery, a testimony, on the one hand, to
their own manliness, and, on the other, to their

* Polybius, xxviii., 8, 9.
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general recognition as Greeks. There is no evidence
that Demosthenes’s detestation of the Macedonians
was commonly shared by his Athenian countrymen,
though the two peoples surely had very little in
common. In institutions, customs, and culture,
they represented the extreme contrast afforded
within the limits of the Greek race.

Whatever may have been the current opinions in
Greece concerning the Macedonian people, there
can be no doubt that their royal family had been
for generations regarded with great respect. They
claimed to be descended from the ancient royal
family of Argos, a branch of which, tradition said,
had in the early days of Grecian history taken refuge
in the north. Though it is impossible for us to test
the reliability of this tradition, or to determine
whether the name borne by the family, the Argeadz,
is to be regarded as evidence to the truth of the
tradition, or merely as the deceptive cause of its
origin, certain it is that it was generally accepted
among the Greeks, and had received the most de-
cisive official verification from the highest Greek
tribunal. When Alexander, a Macedonian king of
the earlier part of the fifth century (498454 B.C.),
presented himself as a competitor at the Olympian
games, Herodotus says that the other *‘ competitors
undertook to exclude him, saying that barbarians
had no right to enter the competition, but only
Greeks. But when Alexander proved that he was
an Argive, he was formally adjudged a Greek, and

on participating in the race, he came off with the
first prize.”’
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It was this same king who, during the invasion of
Xerxes, showed himself so firm a friend of the Greek
cause as to win the title ** Philhellene.”” The mem-
ory of his action on this occasion became an heir-
loom in his family. The espousal of Hellenic
interests as against the power of Persia remained
the policy and the ideal of his successors. It was
left to his namesake, a century and a quarter after
him, to realise the ideal in its fullest sense. How-
ever the other Greek states might vacillate in alter-
nately opposing Persia or paying court to her,
according to the momentary advantage, the Mace-
donian kings always remained firm in their hereditary
aversion to the effeminate empire and civilisation of
the East; and in this we may find one of the strong-
est grounds of their popularity with the Greeks at
large, as it surely also gave a certain moral basis for
the claims of their ambition to lead the united force
of Hellenism against the East.

Another family tradition that took its rise with
Alexander the Philhellene, or perhaps even with his
father, Amyntas (540-499), associated itself with the
cultivation and patronage of the higher elements of
Greek civilisation. It was a natural tribute which
the lesser pays the greater, but it was none the less
a credit to have discerned the greater. Alexander’s
eagerness to participate in the Olympian games was
part of a general desire to be recognised by the
Greeks. He showed himself highly sensitive to
their opinions about him. He sought the acquaint-
ance and society of their eminent men, and brought
it about that Pindar, then the first literary name of
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Greece, should celebrate his Olympian victories in
verse.

The efforts to introduce Greek culture into Mace-
donjan society, which began with Alexander the
Philhellene, were continued under his successors.
History gives us no connected account—only stray
hints, but they are broad enough to follow. Greek
settlers were welcomed. Men eminent in letters
and in art were induced to visit the country and re-
side at court. Thus Alexander’s immediate succes-
sor, Perdiccas II. (454—413 B.C.), entertained at his
court Melanippides, the dithyrambic poet of Melos,
who was regarded as one of the foremost lyric com-
posers of his day; and tradition, which was ever
busy with the half-mythical career of Hippocrates,
did not fail to report that the great physician had
once been called to practise his art at the palace of
the same king.

In the reign of the next king, Archelaus (413-399),
the Philhellenist tendency, which had become almost
a craze of imitation, reached its climax, and by de-
veloping a nationalist party drew after it a reaction.
Archelaus sought to make his court a Weimar.
Though Sophocles and Socrates declined his invita-
tions, Euripides spent the last years of his life in
Macedonia, dying there in 406. The tragedian
Agathon, the epic poet Cheerilus, the musician and
poet Timotheus, and the artist Zeuxis all resided
there for longer or shorter periods, finding under the
hospitable roof of the king a welcome refuge from
the turmoils that the long course of the Pelopon-
nesian war was bringing to the Greek states. Great
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progress was made in all the arts and practices of
peaceful civilised life. Thucydides says of Arche-
laus: ““ He built the fortresses now existing in the
country, and built direct roads, and, among other
things, regulated the military system with provision
of horses, equipment, and the like, doing more
than all the eight kings before him put together.’

Though the progress of the country toward civil-
isation was seriously retarded by the ten years of
anarchy that followed this reign, and the various
wars that intervened to disturb the succeeding
reigns of Amyntas (389-369 B.C.), Alexander II.
(369-368), Ptolemzus (368-365), and Perdiccas III.
(365-359), the trend of events was ever toward
bringing the country into closer, though often
hostile, contact with central Greece.

It was an occurrence of no slight significance for
the history of the land which he was afterward to
rule when Philip, the son of Amyntas, was held
three years (368-365) a hostage at Thebes—at a
time, too, when Thebes, at the height of its politi-
cal importance, was the leading military power of
the day, and the home of Epaminondas, the greatest
leader and military strategist that Greece had yet
produced. The tendency of Macedonian politics
for a century and a half before Philip had followed,
as we have seen, the twofold inclination of the
kings, first, to raise Macedonia to the rank of a
Greek state and secure it participation in Hellenic
affairs and Hellenic culture, and, second, to antago-
nise orientalism as expressed in the power of Persia.
With Philip the course of events brought it about
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that these two inclinations naturally blended into
one. After a peculiar combination of occurrences
in the year 352 had given him a foothold in Thessaly
and made him a party to the controversies of central
Greece, he saw his way to a larger ambition, which
combined all the ambitions of his predecessors, and
more than fulfilled them. He and his people should
become Greek in leading Greece, and in leading it
against z%e East.



CHAPTER 1L
BOYHOOD AND ELEMENTARY EDUCATION.

356-340 B.C.

HILIP ascended the throne in 359 B.C. Three
years later Alexander was born prince and
heir. We have seen the soil and the root

from which he sprang. All his life is true to its
source. In fresh, wild vigour he is a son of Mace-
don, in impulsive idealism the son of Olympias, in
sagacity and organising talent the son of Philip.
But he was born to a throne, and, in his father’s
foresight, to a greater throne than that of little
landlocked Macedonia, with its shepherds and peas-
ants and country squires. Philip doubtless prided
himself on being a *‘ self-made ”” man; but his boy
was to have an education that no Greek could
despise.

While it would be evidently amiss in estimating
the influence of Alexander’s education upon his
character to compare inherited traits as subtrahend
against the finished product as a minuend, the data
which we fortunately possess concerning his early

19
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training, and our knowledge of the ideas and system
of his later teacher Aristotle, afford, when combined
with the clear picture history has left us of our
hero’s personality, an opportunity unparalleled in
all the story of olden time of seeing what education
can do for a man. Let the plain story of his boy-
hood yield its own lesson.

As was usual in all well-to-do Greek families,
Alexander was first committed to the care of a
nurse. Her name was Lanice, probably the familiar
form of Hellanice. The first six years of his life
were spent under her care, and a feeling of attach-
ment developed toward her that lasted throughout
his life. “‘ He loved her as a mother,”” says an
ancient writer. One of her children, Proteas, whom
she nursed and brought up in company with the
young prince, remained in after life one of his most
intimate associates. All her sons afterward gave
their lives in battle for him, and her one brother,
Clitus, who was also a faithful friend, and at
Granicus rescued him from death, was killed by his
hand in a pitiful quarrel at a drinking-bout, a deed
which brought him instant regret and fearful re-
morse. As he lay in his tears on the bed of repent-
ance, the graphic account of Arrian tells how

“he kept calling the name of Clitus, and the name of
Lanice, Clitus’s sister, who nursed and reared him—
Lanice, the daughter of Dropides. ‘ Fair return I have
made in manhood’s years for thy nurture and care—
thou who hast seen thy sons die fighting in my behalf ;
and now [ have slain thy brother with mine own hand !’ "
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During these first six years we have no reason to
suppose that our young hero’s education differed
essentially from that of other Greeks. The methods
of the nursery are usually those of plain tradition,
and are the last strongholds to be reached by the
innovations of any newfangled systems of education.
He grew up in the retirement of the women’s
quarters, in the company of other children, and
with the customary solace of top and hoop, puppet
and riding-horse, cradle-songs and nurse’s tales. Of
men he saw little, least of all during those militant
years of his father, Philip. He was, through and
through, a mother’s boy. To her he had the
strongest attachment, and from her he inherited
the predominating traits of his spiritual character.

With the beginning of his seventh year a Greek
boy of the better class was usually intrusted to the
care of a special male servant, called the paidagogos,
or pedagogue. He was usually a slave, not neces-
sarily one of much education, but a trustworthy,
respectable, and generally elderly person, capable
of teaching boys their ‘‘ manners’ and keeping
them out of mischief. He accompanied the boy
wherever he went, attended him to school, carrying
his cither, or little harp, his books, tablets, etc., and
remained there in waiting until the schoolmaster,
the didaskalos, was through with him. In Alexan-
der’s case more than this was done. The general
oversight of his education was intrusted to a man of
distinction and royal birth, one Leonidas, a relative
of Alexander’s mother, who, though he did not
spurn the title “ pedagogue ’’ in so good a cause,
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was properly known as ‘‘ educator’’ or *‘ professor.”’
He was, in reality, what we should call the prince’s
tutor. The position of pedagogue proper was held
by an Acharnanian named Lysimachus, a man whose
witless mediocrity has been rescued from total ob-
livion by one happy ‘‘ classical allusion.”” “‘ Be-
cause,”’ says Plutarch, ‘‘ he named himself Pheenix,
and Alexander Achilles, and Philip Peleus, he was
esteemed and held the second rank [z ¢., among the
educators of Alexander].”’

Leonidas was essentially a harsh, stern disciplin-
“arian.  Alexander received under his tutelage an
excellent physical education, and was trained to
endure hardships and privations, and to abhor
luxury. A passage in Plutarch’s life of Alexander
is in point here:

“ He was extremely temperate in eating and drinking,
as is particularly well illustrated by what he said to Ada
—the one whom he dignified with the title ‘ mother,” and
established as Queen of Caria. She, as a friendly atten-
tion, used, it seems, to send him daily not only all sorts
of meats and cakes, but went so far, finally, as to send
him the cleverest cooks and bakers she could find.
These, however, Alexander said he had no use for. Bet-
ter cooks he had already—those which his pedagogue
Leonidas had given him ; namely, as breakfast-cook one
named All-night-tramp, and as a dinner-cook one Light-
weight-breakfast. ‘Why, sir,” said he, ¢that man Leon-
idas would go and unlock my chests where I kept my
blankets and clothes, and look in them to see that my
mother had not given me anything that I did not really
need, or that conduced to luxury and indulgence.”
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Another reference to Leonidas (Plutarch, chap.
xxv.) harmonises reasonably with the foregoing.
It again represents the tutor as a rigid inspector of
details, and gives to his sternness a complementary
shade of the petty economical. This is the story:

“ As he [Alexander] was sending off to Olympias and
Cleopatra and his friends great quantities of the booty
he had taken [from the sack of Gaza], he sent along with
it, for his pedagogue Leonidas, five hundred talents of
frankincense and a hundred talents of myrrh, in memory
of a boyish dream of his youth. For it so happened once
at a sacrifice that, as Alexander seized both hands full of
the incense and threw it upon the fire, Leonidas called
to him, and said : ‘ Sometime, if you get to be master of
the land of spices, you can throw incense on lavishly
like this, but for the present be economical in the use of
what you have.” So now Alexander took the occasion
to write him: ‘ We send you frankincense and myrrh
in abundance, so that you may make an end of econo-
mising with the gods.””

We may do the old tutor an injustice in attribut-
ing to him, on the basis of this incident alone, any-
thing like smallness or meanness in character. The
' tendency of Alexander was naturally toward lavish-
ness and recklessness. Leonidas sought, doubtless,
to check this, and was remembered most distinctly
by his former pupil in his favourite réle of brakeman.
And yet Leonidas cannot escape wholly the charge,
which later opinion laid at his doors, of having car-
ried his severity and martinetism too far, and of
being thus in some measure responsible for certain
faults, particularly of harshness, imperiousness, and
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arbitrariness, which showed themselves later in the
bearing and temper of his pupil. Philip early recog-
nised that a character of such strength as Alexander’s
was not to be controlled and trained in the school
of arbitrary authority. He needed guidance, and
not authority. He must be convinced and led, not
driven. Thus Plutarch says:

“ Philip recognised that while his was a nature hard to
move when once he had set himself to resist, he could
yet be led by reason to do what was right. So he always

"himself tried to influence him by argument rather than
by command, and as he was unwilling to intrust the di-
rection and training of his son to the teachers of music
and the culture-studies, considering this to be a task of
extraordinary importance and difficulty, or, as Sophocles
has it, “a job at once for many a bit and many a helm,’
he sent for Aristotle, the most famous and learned of the
philosophers, to come to him.”

It does not by any means necessarily follow from
what Plutarch says, that Leonidas was dispossessed
of his position as supervisor of the prince’s educa-
tion by the coming of Aristotle. He probably re-
mained in at least nominal control, but it is certainly
to be inferred from all that we hear about the later
course of training that the all-important personal
factor in it was Aristotle. The pedagogue proper,
i. e., Lysimachus, undoubtedly continued to act in
the function of personal attendant, and we hear of
him as still in the company of Alexander during the
campaign in Syria, and when the latter was over
twenty-three years old. The story which Plutarch
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tells about him in the VZzz illustrates not only his
amiable eccentricity of temper, but also, at the same
time, the tenderness, generosity, and unselfish loy-
alty to friendship which were such marked features
in Alexander’s character.

“ During the progress of the siege of Tyre, on a foray-
expedition which he made against the Arabs dwelling by
Antilibanon, he came into great danger through his
pedagogue Lysimachus. Lysimachus, namely, had in-
sisted on following him everywhere, claiming that he was
no less fit and no older than Homer's Pheenix. When
now, on entering the mountain regions, they were obliged
to leave their horses and go afoot, Lysimachus became
exhausted and was unable to advance. The rest of the
company was far in advance, but Alexander could not

bring himself to leave his old friend there alone, with |

the night coming down and the enemy close at hand.
So he stayed by him, and kept cheering him on and try-
ing to help him forward, until, without its being noticed,
he, with a few attendants, became separated {rom the
army, and found himself obliged to bivouac there in the
darkness and the bitter cold, and that, too, in a grimly
disagreeable and dangerous position. After a while he
descried at some distance from him various scattered
camp-fires of the enemy. Relying upon his fleetness of
foot, and with his usual fondness for encouraging his
people by personal participation in toil and peril, he
made a dash against the company at the nearest watch-
fire. Two barbarians who who were sitting there by the
fire he despatched with his knife, and then, seizing a fire-
brand, made off with it to his own people. Then they
built a great fire, so that some of the enemy were fright-
ened and fled. Others who essayed to attack them they
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repulsed. Thus they spent the night in safety. This is
the story as Chares tells it.”

To return now to the boy Alexander. We have
good reason to justify the opinion of his father,
Philip, that the training of such a fellow demanded
the best codperative steering endeavours of *‘ many
a bit and many a helm.”” He was not at all what
is ordinarily called the ‘‘ bad boy "’—rather the con-
trary. But he was restless, energetic, fearless, head-
strong, and self-willed, though his self-will was that
of an intelligent, inventive independence, rather
than pure stubbornness. The famous story of the
taming of Bucephalus contains a full body of doc-
trine on this subject, and, as its accord with later
developments in the character of Alexander is too
unmistakable to admit of any doubt as to its au-
thenticity, we give it in full as Plutarch tells it.
From the context in which the narrative appears,
we infer with reasonable certainty that Alexander
at the time was about twelve years old.

“Philonicus of Thessaly had offered to sell Philip his
horse Bucephalus for thirteen talents. So they all went
down into the plain to try the animal. He proved,
; however, to be balky and utterly useless. He would let
~ no one mount him, and none of the attendants of Philip
could make him hear to him, but he violently resisted
them all. Philip, in his disgust, ordered the horse led
away as being utterly wild and untrained. Whereat,
Alexander, who was present, said : ‘ That is too good a
horse for those men to spoil that way, simply because
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they have n’t the skill or the grit to handle him right.’
At first Philip paid no attention to him, but as he kept
insisting on being heard, and seemed greatly disturbed
about the matter, his father said to him : ‘What do you
mean by criticising your elders, as if you were wiser than
they, or knew so much more about handling a horse than
they do?’ ‘Well, this horse, anyway, I would handle
better than anyone else, if they would give me a chance.’
‘In case you don’t succeed,” rejoined his father, ‘ what
penalty are you willing to pay for your freshness?’ “ I’ll
pay, by Jove, the price of the horse !’ Laughter greeted
this answer, but after some bantering with his father
about the money arrangements, he went straight to the
horse, took him by the bridle, and turned him around
toward the sun. This he did on the theory that the
horse’s fright was due to seeing his own shadow dance
up and down on the ground before him, He then ran
along by his side a while, patting and coaxing him,
until, after a while, seeing he was full of fire and spirit,
and impatient to go, he quietly threw off his coat, and
swinging himself up, sat securely astride the horse.
Then he guided him about for a while with the reins,
without striking him or jerking at the bit. When now
he saw that the horse was getting over his nervousness
and was eager to gallop ahead, he let him go, driving
him on with a sterner voice and with kicks of his foot.
In the group of onlookers about Philip there prevailed,:
from the first, the silence of intensely anxious concern.
But when the boy turned the horse and came galloping
up to them with pride and joy in his face, they all burst
out into a cheer. His father, they say, shed tears for
very joy, and, as he dismounted, kissed him on the head,
and said: ‘My son, seek thee a kingdom suited to thy
powers ; Macedonia is too strait for thee.””’
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Bucephalus became from this time the property
and the inseparable companion of Alexander. He
accompanied him on his campaigns, ‘‘ sharing many
toils and dangers with him,”” and was generally the
horse ridden by him in battle. No one else was
ever allowed to mount him, as Arrian says, ‘‘ be-
cause he deemed all other riders unworthy.”” He
is reported to have been a magnificent black charger
of extraordinary size, and to have been marked
with a white spot on the forehead.

Some thought his name ‘‘ ox-head ”’ to have been
given him on account of this resemblance of his
head to that of an ox. Others said it was because
he was branded with the mark of an ox-head. This
reminds us of the name Koppatias applied to the
famous Corinthian horses, which are said to have
been branded with the letter £gppa (), probably in
allusion to the Zoppa as initial of the word Korinthos
(Qorinthos) which always stood upon the Corinthian
coins under the device of the horse Pegasus.

Alexander’s affection for the animal is illustrated
by two stories, one told by Arrian (v., 19, 6), the
other by Plutarch (Vite, ch. Ixi.) as well as by Ar-
rian. Arrian’s story is this:

“This horse once disappeared from Alexander’s hands
in the country of the Uxians (a tribe of robbers east of
Mesopotamia), whereupon he sent out a proclamation
throughout the country, to the effect that if they did
not bring him back his horse, all the Uxians would be
put to death. In response to this proclamation the
horse was brought back immediately, This shows how
great was Alexander’s interest in the horse, and also in-
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cidentally how great was the barbarians’ dread of
Alexander.”

Plutarch’s story is as follows:

“Shortly after the battle with Poros [the battle of the
Hydaspes] Bucephalus died, as the vulgate report has it,
while being treated for wounds he had received, but as
Onesiscratus, however, says, worn out with old age. For
he says he was thirty years old when he died. Alexan-
der was overwhelmed with grief at his loss. It was for
him as if he had lost an old companion and friend. So
he founded a city on the Hydaspes, and named it in his
honor Bucephala.”

From boyhood on, nothing is more characteristic
of Alexander than his restless passion for reshaping
and subduing. We shall very greatly misunderstand °
him if we attribute this to an empty desire for fame
and glory. It was not the desire for fame, but the
desire to act. It arose from the promptings of an
active, ready will, that shrank from no responsi-
bility, and never shunned the pains of decision.
He bore no marks of indolence of will. Action was
almost a mania with him. A naive remark of his '
boyhood shows how the child was father to the man.

“Whenever news was brought of Philip’s victories, the
capture of a city or the winning of some great battle, he
never seemed greatly rejoiced to hear it; on the con-
trary, he used to say to his play-fellows : ‘ Father will
get everything in advance, boys; he won’t leave any
great task for me to share with you.” . . . He delib-
erately preferred as his inheritance, not treasures, not
luxury and pleasures, but toils, wars, and ambitions.”
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By nature he was fervently passionate and im-
pulsive. Hisattachments to his friends were strong.
He loved warmly and loyally. He was often swept
by storms of anger, though hatred was foreign to
him. It was only a magnificent force of will that
enabled him to hold rein upon his passions. The
struggle for self-control began in his boyhood.
‘“ Even in boyhood,”” the ancient biographer says,
. ““he showed a tendency to moderation and self-
control, in that, though naturally violent and easily
swayed by passion, he was not readily inflamed in
the enjoyment of bodily pleasures, and handled
them mildly.”” Self-subduing was only a mani-
festation of the supreme passion for bringing his
environment under the control of his personality ; he
merely treated self as part of his environment.
Appetites fared with him much as Bucephalus did.

This greed of achieving early showed, however,
its bent toward things political.

“He had not,” Plutarch says, “like his father, Philip,
an undiscriminating fondness for all kinds of fame.
* Thus Philip, for instance, used to plume himself on his
cleverness 1n oratory, as much as if he had been a pro-
fessional rhetorician, and his chariot-race victories he
commemorated on his coins. Alexander, however, when
his companions were trying to find out whether he would
be willing to compete in the foot-race at Olympia, for he
was swift of foot, said: ‘Yes, certainly, if I can have
kings as antagonists.””

We should do Alexander great injustice if we
interpreted this remark as monarchical snobbish-
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ness. Alexander, our author implies, was no lover
of fame in itself and for its own sake. The winning
of a foot-race, for instance, would have little value
for him, except he could win it from a prince, 7. ¢.,
except as the victory could take on a political
colour and assume a political meaning. Not that
he felt it unbecoming to his station or beneath his
dignity to contend with common men, but that a
mere athletic victory would be to him only a sham
victory, a meaningless achievement. This interpret-
ation of our passage is supported not only by the
context, but by all that we know else of the boy’s
character.

It is in harmony with this earnestness of purpose,
and the tendency of his ambition to concentrate
itself upon a single aim, that we find him, while yet
a stripling, profoundly interested, with a naively
boyish seriousness, in everything which concerned
the imperial dreams and plans of his house. Once
when, in his father’s absence, a body of special am-
bassadors from the Persian Shah came to the capital,
he is said to have attracted much remark by the
skill with which he entertained them, and by the
sober craft with which he exploited the opportunity
of their presence. He showed them such distin- .
guished attention and kindness that he directly
placed himself upon a confidential footing with
them. The questions he asked them were, to their
surprise, not about trifling topics such as a boy
would be expected to be interested in, but

““about the length of the roads, and the meEhods of in-
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land travel ; about the Shah, and what sort of a man he
was in a military way ; how strong the Persian army was,
and what constituted the strength of their empire. With
such queries, as well as such demeanour, he so aroused
their admiration that they came to think that, after all,
the cleverness of Philip, about which they had heard so
much, counted but little in comparison with the energy
and the nobility of purpose they discovered in his son.”

The life of Alexander affords an unusually satis-
factory opportunity of measuring the influence of
education upon character. Ancient history scarcely
offers another such. Alexander’s natural endow-
ments of character, as we have already seen from
the story of his boyhood, and shall further see in
the unfolding of his later life, include certain traits
so pronounced and well defined that there can be
no mistake concerning them. The character of the
natural man Alexander is well in evidence. On the

“other hand, we are afforded an unusually accurate
means of gauging the method and spirit of his edu-
cation through the circumstance that, from his thir-
teenth year on, Aristotle was his tutor,and Aristotle’s
ideas about how to teach and why to teach and what
to teach are better known than those of any one of
the ancients who ever practised pedagogy.

Alexander, especially in some of the tendencies
of his later career, unquestionably offended seriously
against the doctrine of his master, and many of his
ideas, particularly regarding politics, were at vari-
ance therewith. A superficial judgment might,
therefore, pronounce that all evidence of Aristotle’s
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influence was lacking in Alexander’s career. Such
a judgment fails, on the one hand, to take into
sufficient account the abnormal conditions consti-
tuted by Alexander’s sudden and enormous success,
and on the other to take in complete review the in-
cidents of his life in the light of his natural instincts
and of his power and opportunity. Wherever we
see in him a high, imperious, fitful temper and a
restless, energetic, selfish will curbing themselves to
the rein of reason, reflection, and large humane con-
siderations, there the influence of the teacher is to
be discerned.

Alexander was between twelve and thirteen years
of age when Aristotle, then a man of forty or one-
and-forty, took him in hand. Aristotle’s birth-
place, Stagira, was in Thrace, very near Macedonian
soil, and his father, Nicomachus, had been the
court physician of Amyntas, Alexander’s grand-
father. He was certainly, therefore, well enough
known to Philip. There is a letter reported to us
by Aulus Gellius (Voct. Attic., ix.) which purports
to be Philip’s announcement to Aristotle of the
birth of his son:

“Philip to Aristotle, greeting. Be it known that to
me a son is born. I am thankful therefore to the gods,
but not so much at the birth of the child as that he is
born in thy time. For I hope that, trained and educated
by thee, he will prove himself worthy of us and of the
succession to the throne.”

It is altogether improbable that Aristotle in the
year 356, when but twenty-eight years old, and nine
3
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years before the death of his master, Plato, had at-
tained a repute such as to justify an address like
this. The letter rather belongs to the rhetorico-
sophistic compositions of a later date, but testifies
to the classical importance which the union of the
two great names, Aristotle and Alexander, had as-
sumed in the mind of antiquity. It was indeed a
most significant fate that brought the two in this
relation together. In the words of Zell: ** The one
had the power and the call to master and rule the
world. The other had discovered and subjugated a
new world for the human mind and for science.””

In recognition of Aristotle’s services and as a
species of higher remuneration therefor, Philip, to
quote Plutarch’s word’s, ‘‘ caused the city of the
Stagirites, where Aristotle had been born, and
which he [Philip] had laid waste (348-347 B.C.) to
be rebuilt, and he recalled to their homes the citi-
zens of the same who were living in banishment and
slavery.”

As a seat for Aristotle’s school the city of Mieza,
in the Macedonian province of Emathia, southwest
of the capital city Pella, near the boundaries of
Thessaly, was selected, and there in the Grove of
the Nymphs, hard by the town, the place where he
taught, with its great chair of stone on which the
master sat, and the shady paths in which he was
wont, as in later years in the peripatos of the Lyceum
at Athens, to walk with his pupils, was shown as a
““ chief attraction’’ to visitors even in the days of
Plutarch, five centuries later.

Aristotle remained here in all about eight years,
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i e., from 34443 to 335 B.C. Shortly after Alexan-
der ascended the throne (336 B.C.) Aristotle removed
to Athens, and there, more or less aided by the
favouring current of Macedonianism, established
his famous school in the Lyceum in the eastern
suburbs of Athens. Of his eight years in Macedonia
not more than four could have been given to the
immediate personal instruction of the prince. From
his seventeenth year on, Alexander became too
much absorbed in military and political interests to
admit of further exclusive attention to study, but
no particular date, prior to 336, marked an abrupt
cessation of his relations to his tutor, whom he con-
tinued to respect and heed, and whose instruction
he doubtless from time to time still enjoyed. Tol
his father, he said, he owed his life, to Aristotle the
knowledge of how to live worthily.

In Aristotle’s school at Mieza, Alexander was by
no means the sole pupil. Such an arrangement
would have been inconsistent with one of the funda-
mental principles of the master’s pedagogic system,
for he held that education, and particularly moral
education was largely to be attained through per-
sonal association, and that the cultivation of noble
friendships among the young was a most potent
means of forming in them cleanliness and healthi-
ness of character. A considerable group of young
men, composed in part, if not entirely, of noble-
men’s sons and princes, made up the school. We
have no means of judging of the number further
than that the language of those writers who allude
to it certainly contains the implication that the
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number was not small. Among other allusions of
the kind an anecdote preserved in Pseudo-Callis-
thenes shows that Alexander was taught in company
with others, and rather unconsciously illustrates the
advantage of class instruction over private coaching
in the incidental sharpening of wits by rivalry. The
story runs as follows:

“ As Aristotle had with him once in his school a lot
of boys, sé¥eral of whom were sons of kings, he said to
one of them : ‘When, some day, you become king in
your father’s stead, what favor do you think you will
show me, yourteacher?’ The boy replied,‘ You shall dine
at my table, and I will make everyone show you honour
and respect.” Then turning to another the teacher asked
the same question, and this one answered, ‘I will make
you my chief treasurer, and will consult you as adviser
in all that is brought me for decision.” Then he turned
to Alexander with the question, ‘And now, my son,
what do yox propose to do with me, your old teacher,
when you come to sit upon the throne of your father,
Philip?’ And Alexander answered, ‘What right have
you to ask me such questions about that which the
future has yet to bring? As I have no assurance of
the morrow, I can only say that, when the day and hour
is come, then I will give you answer.” ‘Well said,’ ex-
claimed the master; ‘well said, Alexander, world-mon-
arch ! for thou wilt one day be the greatest king of all.’”

Alexander’s personal relations to his teacher in
after life are unfortunately rendered somewhat ob-
scure by the contradictory and to some extent evid-
ently unauthentic statements of our authorities.
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When the invasion of Asia was begun, Aristotle
evidently preferred the quiet of philosophic teach-
ing at Athens to the turmoil of the camp, and
declined his pupil’s solicitations that he should ac-
company him. For a time at least they remained
in constant communication with each other, and a
series of letters of doubtful authenticity constituting
a supposed correspondence between them during
the earlier years of the campaigns in Asia were
known and much read in antiquity. Two of Aris-
totle’s existing tractates, viz., that O Colonisation,
and that On the Monarciiy were written as advice
to Alexander during his campaigns in Asia, and
were evidently influential in directing the policy of
the conqueror. We have it on good authority,
too, that he in various ways and at different times
gave aid to Aristotle in the prosecution of his scien-
tific work, having at one time given him no less
a sum than eight hundred talents for the purchase
of books and for defraying the expenses of his in-
vestigations connected with the preparation of his
work on zodlogy. At another time he placed at his
disposal the services of a thousand men throughout
Asia and Greece with instructions to follow out the
directions of Aristotle in collecting and reporting
details concerning the life-conditions and habits of
fishes, birds, beasts, and insects.

These outlays, gigantic as they seem, were in
rcality not disproportionate to the difficulty of the
work, and the vastness of Aristotle’s undertaking,
especially when we consider the absence of prior
investigations, the vast stretches of country in-
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volved, and the difficulties of communication.
Aristotle’s work stands to-day as a monument and
a voucher to the money and means afforded through
the thankfulness of the pupil. In course of time,
it appears that the two became in some way and to
some extent estranged from each other. In the
long separation, under radically different conditions,
they naturally grew apart. The later tendencies of
Alexander’s life, especially his inclination to oriental
manners, and his supposed assumption of divine
honours, could not fail to be distasteful to his
master, and on Alexander’s part it became notice-
able, as Plutarch puts it, that *“ his kindly disposi-
tion toward Aristotle lost with time somewhat of its
earlier heartiness and of its warmly affectionate
character.”

Alexander’s unfortunate experience with Callis-
" thenes, the nephew of Aristotle, undoubtedly helped
to raise a barrier between them during the last few
years of Alexander’s life. This man, distinguished
above all things for his tactless effrontery of speech
and general lack of good sense, had accompanied
Alexander on his campaigns in the character of
chronicler.  After having fallen from favour through
his exquisite obnoxiousness, he was discovered in
complicity with a treasonable plot and died in im-
prisonment, 327 B.C. It isimpossible that Aristotle
should have been greatly surprised at his fate, for
he had himself warned him earlier that his tongue
+ would some day be the ruin of him, but some of the
historians would have us believe that Alexander ex-
tended his suspicion of Callisthenes to his uncle.
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This is however highly improbable. We have no
reason to believe that Alexander ever entertained
any positive suspicion or even dislike of his old
teacher, but the fact that Alexander had taken up
with Callisthenes on Aristotle’s recommendation un-
avoidably threw some of the responsibility for his
conduct upon his uncle.

That Aristotle aways stood in some sense under
the protection of royal favour, even though in the
last years it came to him mostly through the per-
sonal friendship of Antipater, is shown by the fact
that after the death of Alexander he was forced to
quit Athens on the distinct ground that he was a
Macedonian favourite.

Having thus reviewed the history of Alexander’s
relations to the great philosopher, it remains for us
now to gain some impression of the nature of the
instruction which he received from him. In the
absence of connected statements on the subject in
the biographers and historians, we are left to recon-
struct a picture of it out of occasional allusions, out
of our knowledge of Alexander’s literary and scien-
tific interests in his later life, and, best of all, out of
the well-known pedagogical as well as scientific
ideas of the master himself.

Before coming under Aristotle’s influence, the
young prince had evidently learned what by that
age a boy had usually learned from the ordinary
grammatist and pazdotribe, i. e., he could read and
write, could draw a little, had some knowledge of
the flute and harp, and had been trained in the
usual physical exercises. In regard to all these
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branches, however, the influence of Aristotle upon
the later views of his pupil can be more or less dis-
 tinctly traced, and we cannot afford to pass them
by without at least a cursory glance.

First of all, in the department of athletics and
gymnastics we know that Alexander had, as a
youth, attained no ordinary proficiency. He was,
as Plutarch tells us in connection with the story of
his being urged to compete at the Olympic games,
eminently ‘“ swift of foot.”” He knew also that he
was praised as an extraordinarily skilful ball-player,
and was herein the peer of the famous Aristonicus,
of Carystus, whose prowess as ball-player won him
the Athenian citizenship and the honor of a statue
at Athens.

During his campaigns in Asia he lost no oppor-
tunity to indulge in healthful exercise, as Plutarch
tells us in the V7za (ch. xxiii.):

“If he was on a march which did not require haste, he
would exercise himself on the way, either in shooting or
in mounting and alighting from a chariot at full speed.
He often diverted himself, too, with fox-hunting and
fowling, as we learn from his journals.”

The incident, finally, of the breaking of Buceph-
alus, already alluded to, joins with other things to
. show how thoroughly ready and robust he was in
- all that pertains to the sports of outdoor life. In
spite of all this, his aversion to athletics for its own
sake, as proved by his dislike of the professional
athlete, and as shown, for instance, in his ironical
remark when, at Miletus, the statues of the Olym-



340 B.C.] Elementary Education. 41

pian victors were pointed out to him: ** Where were
all these famous physiques at the time when the
barbarians besieged your city ? >’ identifies him as
the consistent pupil of the great philosopher. No
one of the great Greek writers raises so persistent
and emphatic protest as Aristotle against that mis-
use of physical culture which attempts more than to
make the body the ready and efficient tool of the
individual’s spiritual and intellectual activity.
Alexander’s attainments in the arts of drawing
and painting seem at the least not to have exceeded
the standard laid down in the pedagogical system of
his master, who held that this discipline served in
the ordinary liberal education no further purpose
than to teach the pupil *‘ to discriminate in the
works of professional artists the more beautiful from
the less.”” That he had, as might be expected of a
liberally educated man, a decided interest in art is
proven by a number of cases in which he showed
especial favour to distinguished artists, as well as by
the attention he always appears to have bestowed
upon works of art;—and that he also had some
sound sense of discrimination may be perhaps in-
ferred from Horace’s report that he forbade any
other than Apelles to portraiture him in colour or
any other than Lysippus in bronze. With a weak-
ness, however, not uncommon in potentates, he
loved to indulge himself in art criticism, sometimes
forgetting, it appears, that this class of judgments
falls within the range of a different gratia dei to that
which setteth up kings. It is a lasting honour to
the profession that Apelles did not hesitate on occa-
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sions to call the imperial sciolist to order, as well as
a credit to Alexander himself that he tolerated it.
Alian * tells the following story:

“ Alexander, on seeing the picture which Apelles
painted of him at Ephesus, failed properly to recognise
its excellence. His horse, however, when driven up
before it, whinnied at the horse in the picture, as if 1t
were a real one. Whereupon Apelles said, ‘ Your horse,
O King, seems to be considerably more ar#stic than
yourself !’”

Pliny’s story t is also a familiar one. He says
that Alexander, who

“used frequently to visit the afelier of Apelles, and while
there was apt to discuss things freely and in a manner
calculated to display his own ignorance, was politely ad-
vised by the artist to keep silent, because he was making
himself a laughing-stock for the apprentices who were
scraping colours there.”

Alexander’s literary training we should not expect
would be neglected in the hands of the author of the
Poetics. It evidently was not, as his later interest
in literature, and particularly his enthusiasm for
Homer shows.

“He was also naturally fond of learning and an ex-
tensive reader of books. The Iliad he thought, and
mdeed called, the vade-mecum of soldierly spirit, and he
took with him a copy of it, the copy corrected by Aris-
totle, which is called the casket-edition. Onesicritus

* HBlian, Varia Historia, ii., ch, iii.

1 Pliny, Vaz, Hist,, xxxv., 10, 85,
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tells us he used to lay it always under his pillow with his
sword. And not only that, but when he wished for other
books, and found them hard to procure in the upper
provinces of Asia, he wrote to Harpalus for a supply.
The latter sent him the works of Philistus and many of
the tragedies of Euripides, Sophocles, and Aschylus, as
well as the dithyrambs of Telestes and Philoxenus ”
(Plutarch, Vit ch. viii.).

The mention of Euripides’s name as first among
the three tragedians, in contradiction of the chrono-
logical order, can scarcely be an accident. Harpalus
undoubtedly consulted carefully the tastes of the
king in making the selection, and if that taste gave
preference to Euripides, it would be only a natural
echo of Aristotle’s opinion that Euripides, with all
his faults in the disposition of his material, is after
all found to be the most tragic of poets. So the
mention of Aschylus in the last place seems to
correspond to Aristotle’s neglect of him in the
Poetics. Philoxenus is used by Auristotle, e. g., in
the Politics,* as a typical illustration of a dithyram-
bic poet. Philistus was the historian of Sicily and
the two tyrants, Dionysius the elder and Dionysius
the younger, and was called by Cicero ‘‘ a weak
Thucydides.”” His subject-matter, dealing with
strong personal government, as well as his political
attitude favourable to such government (Dionysius
calls him a flatterer of princes) probably determined
Alexander’s interest.

Homer, however, was Alexander’s chief delight.

* Politics, viil., 7.
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Dion Chrysostomus who, in the second essay On z/e
Kingship, has collected the traditional stories con-
cerning Alexander’s attitude toward Homer’s works
and made them the basis of a more or less imaginary
conversation between Philip and Alexander, puts
upon the latter’s lips the expression*: *‘The
Homeric poetry alone I find to be truly noble,
grand, kingly;—and to this, I think, one who is to
bear rule over men should devote his attention.”

Arrian’s account of Alexander’s visit to the tomb
of Achilles contains the matter-of-fact statement +:
‘“ There is indeed a report that Alexander pro-
nounced Achilles fortunate in obtaining Homer as
the herald of his fame to posterity,’” or, as Plutarch
has it, $ ‘* deemed him happy, that in life he had
found a faithful friend [Patroclus] and in death a
mighty herald.”” Achilles was, among Homer’s
characters, the one whom Alexander chose as his
ideal, and he loved to claim him as a prototype.
In his youthfulness, his #an, his impulsive moodi-
ness, and in his mission as champion of Greekdom,
he certainly was. The first suggestion of the simile
came perhaps from Lysimachus, the old pedagogue,
but it was a natural one, and however it came about,
the mystical power of the parallelism merely exer-
cised a strong influence upon the shaping of our
hero’s earlier life, and upon his plans and ideals
throughout.

The lliad was to Alexander *‘ the vade-mecum of

* Dion Chrysostomus, De Regno, ii., p. 74 R.
+ Arrian, Anab., i., 12.
1 Plut., Pita Alex., chap.
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ER)

soldierly spirit,”’ or the soldier’s Bible, not only in
the sense that its action and its types breathed the
true spirit of the nobleman, the chieftain, and the
wartior, but in the further sense, it appears, that he
found in it a solace and guide among the perplexi-
ties and uncertainties of a soldier’s life.

“ And if what the Alexandrians say upon the authority
of Heraclides be true, Homer proved no idler nor bad
counsellor when he made the campaign with him. For
they tell us that when Alexander had conquered Egypt,
and was minded to build there a great Greek city called
after his own name, he had, on the advice of his en-
gineers, selected a site, and was preparing to lay the
foundations, when in the sleep of the night he saw a
marvellous vision. It seemed to him that a man with
grey hair and of venerable appearance came up to him
and repeated the verses :

‘ High o'er a gulfy sea the Pharian Isle
Fronts the deep roar of disemboguing Nile.’
—(Trsl. PorE.)

“ Alexander, upon this, straightway arose and went to
Pharos, which at that time was an island lying a little
above the Canobic mouth of the Nile, though now joined
by a spit to the mainland. The moment he saw the
extraordinary commodiousness of the situation, he gave
orders to lay out there the plan of a city adapted to the
terrain, adding, as he did so, ‘ Homer, along with his
other remarkable qualities, is a wonderfully clever en-
gineer.” ”

Alexander lost no occasion of testifying in season
and out of season his admiration for the great epics,
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and sometimes his enthusiasm smacks a little of
youthful excess. Indeed, he might be accused of
faddism, were not the unique position of Homer in
antiquity, and the natural idealism of our hero
amply taken into the account. On one occasion,
when among the spoils of battle an elegantly
fashioned jewel-case of Darius was brought to the
king’s tent, and the question had arisen what was
to be done with it, Alexander proposed to use it as
a receptacle for the manuscript of the /Zad, for no
treasure he knew of was so worthy of it. Another
incident is not to be interpreted straightway without
recognising that Alexander possessed some sense
of humour. We are told that once a messenger
came galloping up to him, apparently the bearer of
good tidings, for his face and his manner betrayed
such an exuberance of joy, that the king exclaimed:
*“ What good news is there, pray, for you to bring,
worthy of such demonstrations as this ? It must be
Homer has arisen from the dead!”’

Aristotle cannot be denied at least some of the
credit for his pupil’s interest. He taught him
Homer, that we know, and probably we have in the
Poetics a fair sample of some of the lectures that
Alexander was likely to have heard in connection
with his study of Homer and the tragedians. It
appears from this that it was the asthetic or artistic
side rather than the moral or ethical which he em-
phasised, and grammar we know he taught not as
an end in itself but as a means to the interpretation
solely. Neither emotional warmth nor a high de-
gree of personal attractiveness or magnetism was to
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be expected of the matter-of-fact and rather cold-
blooded savant-philosopher. He never had the
reputation of being a very agreeable man. But he
was in his best years; he was far in advance of the
best learning of his days; he was thinking and con-
structing for himself, and he could not well help
conveying to his pupils, however chilling his man-
ner, an impression of that most genuine of all en-
thusiasms,—that which attends the formation of
new ideas and the uncovering of new truths. We
cannot be sure how far Dion Chrysostomus may
have relied on his imagination for his facts, but he
cannot have been far out of the way when, in the
essay alluded to just above, he represents Philip at
the conclusion of his conversation with his son as
exclaiming in admiration at what he had heard:

“ Verily not in vain have we honoured Aristotle and
have allowed him to rebuild his native town ; for a man
is deserving of highest reward who has given thee such
doctrine concerning the duties and functions of kings,
be it that he gave this through the interpretation of
Homer or in any other way.”



CHAPTER IIIL

THE HIGHER EDUCATION.

HERE is no indication that Aristotle devoted
T any time to instructing his pupil in mathe-
matics. In the list of Alexander’s tutors
which the Pseudo-Callisthenes gives, one Menecles
the Peloponnesian is accredited with having taught
him geometry. It is not improbable that all he
acquired of mathematics he learned from this teacher,
or from his first elementary teachers. There is also
nothing in the facts which requires us to believe that
he was instructed in the applications of mathematics;
for instance, in mechanics. His supervision of the
siege-engines at Tyre and Gaza was the work of a
leader and a man of common sense and inventive
resources; it bears none of the traces of being the
work, as has sometimes been held, of a trained
mathematician and engineer. Professional engin-
eers were there to carry out his ideas, and there is
nothing in any of the accounts requiring us to sup-
pose that Alexander himself supplied any of the
technical knowledge necessary to the construction
or operation of the machinery.

48
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While we have no direct warrant in tradition for
a belief that natural history was included among the
studies of Alexander, we can hardly escape the con-
clusion that such must have been the case. With
Aristotle himself it was hardly second to any other
interest. How strong Alexander’s interest was in
the same studies may in the first place be seen from
the opportunity and encouragement he gave the
scientific men attached to his service in Asia. Thus,
for instance, Aristobulus and Nearchus made ex-
tensive collections of observations concerning the
plant and animal life, the habits and customs and
dress of the inhabitants, and the climate and geo-
graphy of the countries far to the east, especially
India; and their writings, though no longer extant,
were amply cited by Arrian and Strabo. Aristobulus
in fact served as Arrian’s chief reliance, if not his
most important source.

Further proof of Alexander’s interest in these
studies we have in the ample subsidy which he gave
to Aristotle’s work on Awnimal History, and the as-
sistance afforded him in collecting his data. As
this was unquestionably done in recognition of serv-
ices rendered him by his teacher, it seems natural
to suppose that these services were especially re-
membered in connection with these particular
studies.

Among other varied accomplishments Alexander
had repute it appears as a medicine-man. The pos-
session of some medical and therapeutic knowledge
was an almost inevitable consequence of Aristotle’s

instruction in the physiology and botany of the day,
4
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and the distinction of having studied under him en-
dowed one, like an old-fashioned college diploma,
with universal learned right-of-way. Plutarch is
right enough in suspecting Aristotle to be responsi-
ble for it all. He says *:

“Aristotle, I am inclined to think, implanted in Alex-
ander a fondness above all else for the practice of medi-
cine. For we find that he was interested not only in the
theoretical side of the science, but that he used also to
give practical service to his friends when they were ill,
in that he would prescribe for them a particular diet as
well as specific remedies. This you can learn from his
letters.”

Form in thinking, or logic, and form in speaking,
or rhetoric, are inseparably connected in Aristotle’s
system. Rhetoric is the art of putting things, or, to
give his own definition more accurately, it is the
faculty of finding out all the persuasive aspects
which a subject naturally possesses. Assuch itisa
mere phase of dialectics on the one hand and of
ethics, a branch of politics, on the other. For its
successful exercise it demands, first, the power of
argumentative reasoning, and, second, a knowledge
of human character and conditions, as well as of the
nature and qualities of human emotion.+ It was,
in Aristotle’s teaching of it, solely and wholly a
practical art. Except in its applications to political
or forensic use he displayed no interest in it, and
virtually declined to discuss it.

* Plutarch, Vita Alex., ch. viii.
t Aristotle, Rzez., i., ch. ii.
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Between him and Isocrates, to whom it became
more and more a self-contained branch of zsthetics,
there was a deep gulf fixed. Auristotle followed also
in his pedagogical method altogether the practical
course, and taught argumentation and expression
only in connection with the discussion of concrete
questions.

“Thus,” says Cicero in the De Oratore,* “he joined
study of the subject-matter with the practice of expres-
tion. And this did not escape King Philip’s attention;
he appointed him his son’s instructor, so that Alexander
might learn from one and the same man the doctrine
alike of acting and of speaking.”

The identification of the effects of such studies as
these upon the manners and character of a man is
not to be readily accomplished by the crude and
ordinary tests. In Alexander’s case it is peculiarly
difficult and in view of his natural talents peculiarly
uncertain. But certainly this much can be said:
the records of his words, even if they do not posi-
tively identify him as a pupil of Aristotle, still offer
nothing that does in any wise discredit to his
teacher’s instruction. His speeches as we have
them in Arrian’s accounts are always brief, forcible,
and to the point. They are distinguished by their
power in making a convincing case out of the plain
facts. He never prided himself on being an orator,
and we never hear him spoken of as such by his con-
temporaries. His dislike of all tricks and false
ornamentation of speech is amply attested, In-

* Cicero, De Qrat., iii., 35.
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deed, Plutarch,* in speaking of his singleness of
purpose and the nobility of his ambition, contrasts

him with Philip, his father, who among other things
" *“ plumed himself upon his eloquence as much as
any sophist.”

Though Alexander was evidently averse to the
formal arts of oratory, he was marked as an edu-
cated man by that which seemed more than anything
else to characterise in classical times the educated
Greek gentleman, namely, ability to converse well.
“ Cleverness in questioning and answering, adroitness
in repartee, readiness in discussion, all these we find
abundantly vouched for as among his virtues. Par-
ticularly did his soul delight in the long talks by the
after-dinner wine.

“He was not so much addicted to wine,” says Plutarch,
““as he got the credit of being. This notion that he was
a hard drinker arose from the length of time he spent at
the table, but this he protracted not in drinking so much
as in conversing, for with each cup he used to start some
special topic for prolonged conversation and discussion
—this of course, however, only when there was no busi-
ness on hand.”

Fineness of touch in the use of expression and a
refined consciousness of the value of words admit of
ample illustration in his recorded sayings; thus
when he distinguishes between his two strongly
attached friends Hephestion and Craterus, saying
that the former is philalexandros (fond of Alexander)
and the latter philobasilens (fond of the king); or

* Plutarch, Vita 4lx,, ch, Ixiv,
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when, after his colloquy with Diogenes, he rebukes
his companions’ sneers at the philosopher by the
assertion: ‘‘ If I were not Alexander, I should be
Diogenes,”” meaning thereby that an Alexander reft
of fortune and power would by virtue of his inde-
pendence and of his abhorrence for conventionalities,
be a Diogenes.

His acquaintance with the methods and forms of
dialectics, and a practised readiness which he showed
in the current Greek sophistical banter stood him in
good stead, for instance, on the occasion of his
meeting with the Hindoo Gymnosophists (Brah-
mans). His questions were cleverly adapted to put
the men to their trumps, and though smacking
strongly of the sophistical, served, as such things
always did with the King, a practical purpose in
giving him a knowledge of their craft. Ten of
these distinguished for their neatness and address
in answering or rather parrying questions were led
before him, and he made it worth their while to
show the best of their art by promising that the first
who answered badly should lose his life. As judge
in the matter he appointed the eldest of them. The
questions and answers according to Plutarch’s ac-
count ¥ were the following:

“Alexander. Which, think you, are the more numer-
ous, the living or the dead?

First Gymnosophist. The living, for the dead no
longer exist.

Alex. Which produces the greater monsters, the
earth or the sea?

* Plutarch, ita Alex., ch Ixiv.
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Second Gymnos. The earth, for the sea is only a part
of the earth.

Alex. What is the most intelligent of living beings?

Third Gymnos. Man has not yet found out.

Alex. Why did you stir up the tribe of the Sabbas
to revolt?

Fourth Gymnos. Because I thought it better to live
with honour than to die with honour.

Alex. Which was created first, the night or the day?

Fifth Gymnos. The day by one day.

Alex. How can one win the highest affection ?

Sixth Gymnos, When he is the mightiest without
inspiring fear,

Alex. How can a man become a god ?

Seventh Gymnos. By doing what it is impossible for
a man to do.

Alex. Which is mightier, life or death?

Eighth Gymnos. Life, which brings so much disaster
in its train.

Alezx. How long ought a man to live?

Ninth Gymnos. So long as he does not believe that
dying is better than living.”

Turning now to the umpire he called for his de-
. cision, and received the response that each had
answered worse than the other. ‘‘ Well, then,’’ re-
joined the king, ‘‘ you shall be the first to die, so
bad is your answer.”” ‘‘ No, my King,”" answered
the judge, ‘‘ unless you will falsify your promise,
for you said you would put to death the jfirsz one .
who answered badly.” So the King dismissed them
with presents.

Even if we had not the definite assurances of an-
cient writers on the subject, we should on a prior:



The Higher Education. 55

grounds have little doubt that philosophical studies
were included in the prince’s curriculum. Philo-
sophy was in the current view the very capstone of a
liberal education. It represented, too, the dominant
interest in the mind of Aristotle, to whom sooner or
later all subjects became philosophy. Ethics, poli-
tics, metaphysics, as organised sciences, were vir-
tually his creation. There never was a greedier
collector of facts, but there never was one to whom
their value was more directly associated with their
place in a scheme of the whole of things. In all his
teaching as in all his writing he was certainly first
and foremost a philosopher. )

Ethics and politics were for him but two sides of |
the same science. They both sought to determine
and teach the highest good in life, the one in the
life of the individual, the other in the collective life
of organised society, wherein the activity of the in-
dividual finds its completest exercise and fullest
satisfaction. The highest good is found in that
happiness of life which arises from an activity of
being that is true to the principles of virtue, or in
accord with the nature of things. There exists be-
tween intellectual excellence and moral excellence
the essential difference that the former is called into
being and developed mainly by instruction, the lat-
ter by practice.®

“ The moral virtues we go on acquiring by first per-
forming acts which involve them, just as is the case with
the other arts. . . . Men come to be builders, for in-

* Anstotle, Vicom, Ethics, ii., ch, i,
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stance, by building, and harp-players by playing the
harp. Precisely so we become just in performing just
actions, through acts of self-control we become self-
controlled, through courageous acts, courageous.

Again, every type of excellence is formed or destroyed,
as the case may be, from the same causes and by the
same means,—art, too, in like manner with the rest. I
mean it is by playing the harp that the good and the
bad harp-players alike are formed ; so with builders, and
all the rest. By building well men will become good
builders, by building badly, bad ones.”

It is evident that a teacher holding such views as
these would not have pinned extraordinary faith to
instruction in the mere theory of ethics, though such
instruction would doubtless serve to direct the
activity and spur on the noble purposes of one
whose life was already prepared by good training
for the appreciation of moral distinctions. This he
says emphatically in more than one connection;
thus *:

“In respect to moral action, not theories and views
but action constitutes the real end. . . . If doctrine
were of itself sufficient to make men good, many and
great would have been its rewards, as Theognis says,

. . but in point of fact, while it clearly has the power
to guide andrstimulate young men of noble character,
and to bring under the restraining influence of virtue any
fine and really high-minded temperament, it is as clearly
unable to lead the mass of men into upright and noble
living. . . . Then as for reasoning and instruction, they,
it is to be feared, will not avail at all, but it would seem

* Aristotle, Vicom, Etkics, x., ch. ix,
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that the mind of the pupil, like the soil in which seed is
to thrive, must have been prepared in advance, by the
tillage of habitual practice, for receiving and rejecting
as it should.”

Aristotle therefore recommends private training
as more likely to respect the individuality of the
pupil. Lessons in the concrete addressed to the
particular needs and circumstances of the individual
characterised preéminently the ethical training re-
commended by the master. He also esteemed it
desirable for the teacher to be acquainted with the
general principles of ethics as representing what is
applicable to all men and as affording a background
against which the better to judge the special case.
Foremost among these general principles stands the
recognition that the genius of virtuous conduct con-
sists in the observance of the true mean between the
too much and the too little. This may be said to
be Aristotle’s most reliable test for the quality of an
act.*

“ First of all, we must observe that in all these matters
of human action, the too little and the too much are
alike ruinous, as we can see (to illustrate the spiritual by
the natural) in the case of strength and health. Too
much and too little exercise alike impair the strength,
and too much meat and drink and too little, both alike
destroy the health, but the fitting amount produces and
preserves them. . . . So, too, the man who takes his fill
of every pleasure and abstains from none becomes a
profligate ; while he who shuns all, becomes a stolid
and insusceptible ‘ hayseed.””

* Aristotle, Nicom. Ethics, ii., ch. ii,
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Another test of the virtuousness of acts is their
rationality or conformity to good sense. Thus
virtue (areté) is defined *: ** Virtue is a habit or
permanent state of mind involving deliberate choices,
conforming to the relative mean and determined by
reason, 7. ., as a man of practical good sense would
~ determine it.”” What the young prince learned
from his teacher concerning virtue was that it was
freedom, that it was temperance, that it was sanity.
We cannot expect his conduct to show that his edu-
cation eradicated or abolished his natural impulses.
There was nothing in Aristotle’s system that looked
toward a crushing out or overpowering of individu-
ality; quite the contrary: it was based upon the
supremest regard for individuality, but sought to
guide individual strength into the ways of sanity
and self-control.

Alexander was unquestionably a strong personal-
ity. Passions, impulses, ambitions, will, were all in
him at the highest tension. All the more distinctly
in the record of his actions does the philosophic
Alexander stand out in relief against the natural
Alexander. Plutarch in his first essay on Luck vs.
Worth in the Career of Alexander devotes a series of
chapters to the influence of Aristotle’s philosophic
teachings upon the bent of his pupil’s mind as illus-
trated in his acts. Though, he says, the visible
means with which he undertook his expedition
against Asia seem small, in reality no one ever had
at his disposal a better equipment than he. *‘ For
Philosophy had equipped him for the expedition

* Aristotle, Micom, Ethics, ii., ch. vi,
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with loftiness of aspiration and largeness of view,
keenness of mind, self-control, manliness; verily a
fuller outfit was that he had of his teacher, Aristotle,
than of his father, Philip.”” That he had published
no works on logic or on the principles of philosophy,
that he never strolled in the paths of the Lyceum
or the Academy, these things do not, continues our
author, deny him the epithet and character of a
philosopher. This were possible only under the
narrow definition which makes philosophy mere
doctrine and not deed, for Alexander’s deeds stamp
him in the highest sense as a philosopher. Such
are his endeavours toward educating in civilisation
the barbarous peoples he conquered:

“he taught the Hyrcanians to live in wedlock, and the
Arachosians to till the fields; the Sogdianians he induced
to support their fathers instead of killing them, the Per-
sians to honour their mothers instead of wedding them;
yea, the marvel of a philosophy, at whose hands the
Hindoo bows down to the gods of Greece, and the
Scythian buries his dead instead of eating them !”
“Plato wrote a book about the State, but could get no
one to apply the doctrine of it. Alexander founded
among barbarous peoples over seventy cities, spreading
the seeds of Greek institutions throughout Asia, and
overmastering its rude and beastlike life. Few read the
laws of Plato ; thousands #se those of Alexander.”

So, as he continues in substance, the Stoic Zeno
taught the much-admired doctrine that mankind
should not live in the separateness of cities and
nations with their separate standards of justice, but
that we should recognise all men as our clansmen
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and fellow-citizens united in a common life under a
common system of order. This Zeno wrote out as
the dream or the theory of a philosopher; it was,
however, in the achievements of Alexander an actu-
ality. He did not see fit to select one class of men
as the sole recipients of his favours, and to treat
others as beasts or plants, thus making his rule a
succession of banishments and insurrections, but,
conceiving his mission to be that of a god-sent medi-
ator and harmoniser of all, he led whom he could,
the rest by force he constrained, to join in codpera-
tion toward a common end, and,

“mixing as it were in one great loving-cup the various
lives and standards of life and wedlocks and habits of
life of all the peoples, taught them to regard the world
as their fatherland and his camp as their refuge and cita-
del, to esteem all good men as their kinsmen, and only
the evil as strangers.”

The rhetorical ecstasies of Plutarch doubtless
carry him and us somewhat far afield, but a very
real basis they have after all. A strand of the phi-
losophic runs through all the life of Alexander.
Marks of its presence we see in the breadth of his
sympathies, in the wider scope and higher purpose
of his plans, as well as in his noble aversion to every
form of pettiness and meanness, his efforts toward
moderation and self-control, and his quickened moral
sensitiveness. Alexander has been viewed by mod-
ern historians far too much as conqueror, too little
as a man. His acts have been_interpreted as the
acts of a ruthlessly ambitious conqueror. The bur-
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den of doubt has therefore been against him. Men
in estimating him, have seemed to for