The Rules

Please note that survival in this game is not guaranteed.

Forceful physical contact is forbidden.

Many of the Macedonian warriors are armed.  This is because only those who bore arms had a right to vote in assembly.  The better known generals did not have to bear arms openly in order to prove their right to vote, but they can get into the armoury if they want to.  Those wearing swords can be recognised by the fact that they have different coloured badges.  I will bring spare badges for anyone who wants to go and get a sword from their tent, or whatever.  There are, of course, spears, javellins and bows and arrows in the armoury but, if it comes to that, we shall have to stop LARPing and attempt to storm one of the miniature wargaming tables.

Anyone who wishes to attack another character with an openly worn weapon must first announce that they are about to do so, loudly enough for those who would be able to see  them drawing a sword to hear them.  In real life, drawing a sword is not a silent action.  Suggested wording “I am drawing my sword”.  They should then touch the person lightly on the part of the body they want to sever, or otherwise maim.  I will then come over and announce the results.  Similarly, if your character wants to attack bare-handed, a light touch should simulate the action (there is no need to announce it first).  Again, I will strive to drop whatever I am doing and moderate.  You are welcome to attempt to assassinate or otherwise kill other characters but damaging other players will lead to your exclusion from the game.

Disclaimer

I have tried to avoid outright.  However, where necessary, I have altered history slightly, or taken a certain interpretation of events in order to facilitate the game.  Therefore, whilst the setting of the game and the nature of the characters is broadly historically accurate, this is not a text book and any opinions implied by the way I have set this out are not even necessarily my own.  If anyone is interested in discussing Alexander from a historical or philosophical perspective, they are welcome to catch me in the bar.  If anyone would like a list of references (and some cool sites on the InterNet), I will do my best to provide….

Secondly I don’t want anyone to feel uncomfortable about the ‘homosexuality’ prevalent in Greek (and Persian) society.  Certainly in the Greek form, the relationship was as much social as sexual so, if you have a character with such a relationship and you want to downplay the romantic side and/or sexual aspects, that’s absolutely fine.

Introduction

In 323 BC, at the age if 32, Alexander III of Macedon had conquered more than half the known world.  Then he died.  For as long as he could speak he continued to make plans for further conquests and explorations.  He died without leaving a will or having made any arrangements for the management of his territories in the event of his permanent absence.  He also died without an heir although, at the time of his death he had two wives, at least one of whom was pregnant.

Alexander was, without doubt, a strategic genius.  He was also no mean diplomat.  As such, it does seem strange (to say the least) that he had given no forethought to what might happen after his death.  There are a number of possible explanations for this, one of which is that, in some senses, Alexander seems to have thought of himself as immortal.  Part of this was philosophical - his belief that one should live each day as if one would live forever and, at the same time, as if it would be one’s last was one of the factors that enabled him to formulate and realise his expansive vision of his own life and power.  Part of it was psychological - his difficult relationship with his father seems to have led him from an early age to fantasize that, in some sense of other, his father was not Philip but a God.  His mother, Olympias, seems to have encouraged and fostered such fantasies (which did little to help Alexander get past the Oedipal stage of emotional development).  As a true Hero (a half-god), Alexander may well, on some level or another, have believed that he was truly immortal.  How those around him regarded his ‘immortality’ is something that, I hope, will be worked out by you, the characters.

In his quest for world conquest, Alexander (whether as deliberate policy or on purely pragmatic grounds) brought together three very different cultures.  It does seem that Alexander himself was trying to weld these together into a single global force but, even in his lifetime, there were intense difficulties and he was constantly confronted with the consequences of what we today would call culture clashes.  After his death, there was little left to mitigate the effects of these culture clashes and, unsurprisingly, the whole thing fell apart.  Again, these three cultures and the attitudes various individuals had towards them should form a major part of the tension within the game so I will therefore outline them briefly.

1.  Macedonians:

Alexander was a Macedonian.  He was the legitimate King of Macedon.   The Macedonians in his force and command structure therefore often felt that they should have privileges denied to the ‘foreign’ troops.  This attitude was something Alexander had always taken very seriously.  He had to.  A  Macedonian King could only rule by consent of his people.  The Macedonians were  strong, proud and somewhat fierce.  Although profoundly affected by Hellenic culture they were not, strictly speaking, Greeks.  Their political culture was entirely different as they had always been ruled by Kings by consent.  In fact, in most ways, Greek culture had affected the forward thinking without  touching the more conservative nobles, let alone the ordinary men and women of Macedon.  The rulers had been powerbrokering deals between the various City States of Greece for the best part of two centuries and were far more embroiled in Greek power politics than most Greeks (or Macedonians) would have liked to admit.  Philip, Alexander’s father had been a master diplomat (and back-stabber).  It was he, rather than Alexander (who merely finished the job once the groundwork had been laid by his father) who got the Greeks to unite (to a certain and pretty unstable extent) behind Macedon for a punitive expedition to the land of the ancient enemy - Persia.  Although, to be fair, the Kings of Macedon had been allied to Persia rather than Greece from time to time and, in Alexander’s own time, his enemies in Athens were funded by Persian money.

In most ways, if you wanted to think of the Macedonian culture and Court as that of a Celtic warlord and his band of warriors, you would not be far wrong.

At the time the game is set, Alexander had just sent many Macedonian soldiers home.  Although many of them were keen enough on this idea, it was still resented.  Especially as, until reinforcements arrived, Alexander’s army had a distinctly ‘foreign’ character.

2.  Greeks:

When Alexander set out to punish Persia (and ‘liberate’ the Greek colonies along the coast of modern-day Turkey), he did so as commander in chief of the Greek forces.  In actual fact, the City States of Greece contributed little to the expedition.  Most of the Greeks fighting for Alexander were mercenaries.  Certainly that was true at the time the game is set as Alexander discharged all the Greek conscripts (many of whom immediately signed back on as mercenaries) once Persia was thoroughly defeated.  Alexander’s position as Commander in Chief arose mainly because of his father’s expertise in diplomacy and power brokering.  Many, many Greeks resented this greatly.  Some had even been prepared to use Persian influence and money to intrigue for the downfall of Macedon.  It seems likely that Philip’s assassination was arranged in Athens, using Persian money to fund the necessary bribes.  Alexander, being only 20 on his accession, was not taken very seriously by the Greeks at first.  It was only after his defeat of the Thebans (and the atrocities committed in that city), that they were forced to concede him the position of commander in chief in the operations in Persia.

Politically speaking, at this particular point in history, the Greeks  were either democrats or oligarchs.

Rule should either be by consent of the citizens (meaning males who met certain criteria of nationality) or by a few men from the ‘better’ families, qualified by education and economic resources to make decisions that would benefit the entire community.  The concept of Kingship was despised by the Athenians as being fit only for Spartans and barbarians.  They did concede that, in times of war, sometimes having one man in charge of  operations on a stable basis was best, but got very worried if there was no clear means by which he could be deposed (often at the very worst of all possible times - see the Pelopponesian war).

Persians:

The Persians were another proud and noble people with a highly developed civilisation of their own.  At the time of Alexander’s invasion, the empire had been relatively unstable.  Darius had usurped the throne by having Ochus,  his predecessor, poisoned.  He was opposed by many of his own nobility, was not a particularly good strategist and surrounded himself with flatterers who told him what he wanted to hear rather than giving him good advice.  Compared to Alexander, he had vast forces and, at least at the beginning, well established lines of supply.  Despite this, Alexander beat him in every major battle.

Politically the Persians were accustomed to being ruled by a High King.  Apart from a few nobles and courtiers who were in a position to intrigue over the succession,  they did not expect to have any influence over who became High King.  Therefore, when Alexander came and conquered, many Persians (particularly those who had never been too keen on Darius) were perfectly happy to accept him as High King.  The fact that he strove (for the most part) to rule fairly and justly and that he made several concessions (much resented by the Greeks and Macedonians) to their culture, made this acceptance a lot easier than it might have been.

The position of women:

One thing all three cultures had in common was that women had no rights at all and (officially, at least) no say in policy.  However, women in all three cultures could get very heavily involved in intrigue - advising husbands and lovers on policy, poisoning the odd rival and generally raising hell when they failed to get their own way.  Unable to hold power or property in their own right, they used the limited means they had at their disposal to get the best deal possible for their husbands, lovers or sons.  In the aftermath of Alexander’s death, several women made great capital out of their usefulness as figureheads, allying themselves with one general or another in return for advantageous marriages, power or position.

Kings of Macedon were allowed to take as many wives as they wanted - some would be married for the sake of the alliances they brought with them, some for financial reasons and some simply as ‘campaign wives’ - part of the booty that motivated most fighting men.   Amongst the Macedonians there was an expectation that the Kingship would go to an heir born through a Macedonian wife.   Alexander, however, never got around to marrying a Macedonian.  His own mother wasn’t a Macedonian either.  There were no Macedonian women taken on campaign - if Alexander’s soldiers wanted women, they took them where they found them.  Most of the camp followers would have been picked up along the way.

Athenian women were given no freedom whatsoever.  A good woman had no reputation in society because she didn’t interact with society.  She was neither seen nor heard in public (although she was allowed to attend the theatre and other religious ceremonies).  Because some men in Athens actually enjoyed the company of intelligent, educated and beautiful women (Oh, shock horror!!) an courtesan could do pretty well for herself.  Such  women were rather more than common prostitutes (who also existed).  They sold their companionship as well as their bodies and many of them did rather well out of it in financial terms as well as in terms of social climbing.  Several of these are known to have followed Alexander’s generals on campaign.

Noble Persian women were kept apart in Harems.  Guarded and served by eunuchs they made their own lives and their own rules.  In the harems of great rulers, intrigue and rivalry was rife.  Political changes could easily prove fatal for the women of a noble’s harem, and for any sons she might have.

The situation at the time of Alexander’s death:

When Alexander returned to Babylon his plans for the immediate future had to do with consolidating the gains he had already made, securing lines of supply and establishing new trade routes.  He had just discharged his Macedonian veterans who were on their way home under the command of Krateros.  On arrival in Macedon, Krateros had orders to take over the ‘Regentship’ of Macedonia from Antipater.  Antipater, at this point, was to bring new Macedonian recruits out to Babylon.  By this time Antipater was quite an old man who had looked after Macedon (and Macedonian interests in Greece) ever since Alexander left for Persia.  Antipater was in long-running dispute with Olympias (Alexander’s mother) - both of them wrote Alexander lengthy letters complaining about each other’s behaviour and Alexander had always been very careful not to take sides.  The Regentship was, understandably, a very important and prestigious position.  Antipater had held this position under Alexander’s father, from time to time, as well as under Alexander himself.  Alexander left him with a fair number of troops when he left Macedon and, by now, it had been some time since he had brought new Macedonian fighting men over to Asia in significant numbers.  The new draftees had been requested, but not yet sent.  I will not go into the implications of this here but you may need to work out how your character would react to it.

At the same time, Alexander had been busy in Babylon re-organising his forces.  He had caused 30,000 well born Persian boys to be given a Greek education, in language, philosophy and the military arts.  These ‘Successors’ had just come of age and were being integrated into Alexander’s army.  Alexander was delighted with them but did his Macedonian and Greek veterans feel likewise?

The death of Alexander

In Babylon, Alexander fell ill with a fever.  The precise details of his illness differ, according to which source you believe but, most agree, he gradually got worse over the course of a couple of weeks.  In the earlier stages he continued to plan an expedition to make harbours and found colonies around the Persian gulf.  This expedition was delayed when Alexander’s condition continued to deteriorate.  On the tenth day of his illness he ordered all his chief officers to be summonsed to him and the junior officers to assemble outside the doors.  He had himself carried into the garden to address them but was unable to make himself heard due to the weakness of his voice.  Two days later, the men, fearing Alexander was dead (and they had not been told), mobbed the palace gates, demanding to be allowed to see Alexander.  The doors were opened and they were allowed to file past him.  Alexander propped himself up so they would know he could see them.  This incident is emblematic of the love and respect Alexander commanded amongst the men who fought for him and the personal attention he gave them, that allowed him to gain and maintain that love.  

When it became clear that Alexander was on his deathbed, his generals were (not unreasonably) concerned that he had not named a successor.  He handed his ring to Perdiccas who was, at that time, one of his seconds in command.  Krateros was not in the room (he was taking the veterans back to Macedon where he was to take over as Regent).  Peukestas was not in the room (he was sitting vigil in the Temple of  Serapis in an attempt to ensure Alexander’s recovery).  Perdiccas leaned over the sick bed and asked Alexander “To whom do you leave your Kingdom?”  Perdiccas reported that Alexander’s answer was ‘Hoti to krastisto’ (which means to the strongest, though it could be interpreted as meaning to the best).  I will not make any comment upon this except to point out that no one except Perdiccas heard Alexander say anything at all and that some have argued that, in view of the state of Alexander’s breathing and voice at the time, he might have meant to say ‘Krateros’ rather than krastisto.

One last point - historically speaking, at the time of Alexander’s death, no one seems to have suspected that it was due to anything other than ‘natural causes’.  Old wounds plus a feverish illness (and, remember, in those days, more men died of disease during campaigns than were killed by the enemy).  Later, however, suspicions were raised.  Kassander (son of Antipater) had recently arrived in Babylon.  He and Alexander had never got on well, and they had argued in public.  Iollas, Kassander’s younger brother, was Alexander’s cup bearer at the time.  On the night he feel ill and on the first night of his illness he attended parties held by Medius.  These parties were of no political importance - just a few friends getting together for a great deal of drink.  What went on at those parties?  None of the historical sources have much to say on this matter.
