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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

The Best of the Macedonians:

Alexander as Achilles in Arrian, Curtius, and Plutarch

by

Justin Grant Vorhis
Doctor of Philosophy in Classics
University of California, Los Angeles, 2017

Professor Kathryn Anne Morgan, Chair

This dissertation concerns the connection between Alexander the Great (356-323 B.C.),
the famous Macedonian king, and Achilles, the preeminent Greek hero of the Trojan War. As
scholars have long recognized, Alexander’s connection to Achilles represents both a historical
and a literary phenomenon: Alexander not only portrayed himself as a second Achilles, but was
also portrayed as such by those who wrote about him. While scholars have traditionally
concentrated on the connection’s historical dimension, I concentrate in this study on its literary
dimension (the Achilles motif), taking Arrian, Curtius, and Plutarch, the three extant Alexander
historians with the most developed literary agendas, as the focus of my study. With each
historian, I ask two fundamental questions: First, what is the thematic significance of the
Achilles motif in the specific passages of each historian’s work in which it appears? Second,

what is the thematic significance of the Achilles motif in each historian’s work overall?



This dissertation consists of three chapters, the first on Curtius’ Historiae Alexandri
Magni (Histories of Alexander the Great), the second on Plutarch’s Life of Alexander, and the
third on Arrian’s Anabasis of Alexander. In Chapter 1, | argue that Curtius uses the Achilles
motif to highlight Alexander’s moral decline over the course of the work, his transformation, in
effect, from the good rex (“king”) of the first pentad to the corrupt tyrannus (“tyrant”) of the
second. In Chapter 2, I contend that Plutarch employs the Achilles motif, by and large, to
characterize Alexander as a “spirited” man (6vpog161c), as a man of heroism and ambition, but
also passion and emotion. In Chapter 3, I argue that Arrian deploys the Achilles motif as a means
of reinforcing his complex portrait of Alexander, a portrait simultaneously encomiastic and
Stoic. Based on these three chapters, | draw two main conclusions: first, that the Achilles motif
represents a remarkably flexibile literary device; and second, that the extant Alexander historians
should, in accordance with recent scholarship, be viewed not as mere compilers of the lost

Alexander historians, but as sophisticated artists in their own right.



The dissertation of Justin Grant Vorhis is approved.
Robert A. Gurval
Alex C. Purves
M. Rahim Shayegan

Kathryn Anne Morgan, Committee Chair

University of California, Los Angeles



DEDICATION

For my dad,
who sparked my passion for Alexander all those years ago
For my mom,
who provided me the love and support with which to pursue this passion
and
For Celsiana,
who has been my best friend and truest partner through the ordeal of graduate school,

the Achilles to my Patroclus, the Alexander to my Hephaestion



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS ..ottt sttt sttt ene e viii
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ...ttt ettt ettt ebesaeneenennas Xii
BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH ..ottt sttt Xiii
INTRODUCTION ...ttt ettt ettt et be st e se et e e neee 1
I The Alexander-Achilles Connection: The Historical Dimension.............c.ccoovveivenne. 2

II. The Alexander-Achilles Connection: The Literary Dimension ..........cccccccvevevivennenne. 12

I AIMS and MethodOIOgY ........ccoveiieiiiieciese e 18
CHAPTER 1 Curtius’ Historiae Alexandri Magni.........cccoceivvereeieiieeiesieeseeseseeseeseeseesseenee e 25
INEFOAUCTION ..ttt b et bbb e e 25

L. The Punishment of Betis (4.6.26-29).......c.ccoiiiiiiiiineieneee e 29

IL. The Marriage of Alexander and Roxane (8.4.22-26) ........ccccocoevveneniieieenenie e 37

[II.  The Battle between Alexander and the Indian Rivers (9.4.8-14) ......cccccceovvvvviveninne 43

IV.  Alexander’s Apologia to the Macedonian Generals (9.6.16-26) ...........cccocveverrvennenne 51

V.  The Diplomatic Exchanges between Alexander and Darius ..........cccccooveererieieenienne 60

I. The First Diplomatic EXchange (4.1.7-14) ......cccoieieeieiieseece e, 63

ii. The Second Diplomatic Exchange (4.5.1-8) .....ccccoevveieiienieie e, 69

iii. ~ The Third Diplomatic Exchange (4.11.1-10, 16-21) ......ccccvevvriveiveie e 72

VI.  The Death of Statira (4.10.18-24)......ccccceiiieiieie e 78
(070] 0 0] [11 o] H USSP PSRRRPIO 84
CHAPTER 2 Plutarch’s Life of AIEXANUEY ........ccooiiiiiiiiie et 86
L1 oo U ot o] o ISR 86

L. The Tutelage of Lysimachus (AleX. 5.7-8) ......ccoiiiiiiiiiienice e 89

IL. The Pilgrimage to Troy (AleX. 15.7-9) ..o e 97

III.  Alexander’s Arming Scene at the Battle of Gaugamela (Alex. 32.8-11).................. 108

IV.  Alexander’s Aristeia at the Mallian Town (Alex. 63.2-10) ......ccccvvevviievinerieciennnn, 115

V.  The Death of Hephaestion (AleX. 72.1-5) ....cccceiveieiiiereiie e 128

(070 ] T [ S]] o F PSPPSR PP 137
CHAPTER 3 Arrian’s Anabasis of AIEXaNUEr..........cccooiiiiiiiiiiineee e 138
INEFOAUCTION ..t b bbbt b et 138

L. The Pilgrimage to Troy (Anab. 1.12.1) ..o 141

Vi



II. The Death of Hephaestion (Anab. 7.14.2-8, 16.8).......ccccccvvverveieiiene e e 147

III.  The Murder of Cleitus (Anab. 4.9.1-6) .......ccceeviiiiieeir e 155
IV.  The Mutiny at the Hyphasis (Anab. 5.28) .......cccccceviveiiviieiiee e 162
V.  Alexander’s Aristeia at the Mallian Town (Anab. 6.9.2-6) ........c.ccccevvinieniiiiiinnnnn. 170
(000] 0 0d [11 o]  H TSRS 177
CONGCLUSION ...ttt e et e et e e et e e et e e e sabe e e snbe e e ssbeeessaeeesaeessneean 179
BIBLIOGRAPHY ...ttt e et e e e ssb e e e nna e e e baeeantaaeanes 183

vii



Primary Sources?

Ael.
V.H.
Aeschin.
In Ctes.
In Tim.
App.
B.Civ.
Arr.
Anab.
Ind.
Ath.
Cic.
Pro Arch.
Curt.
Dio Cass.
Dio Chrys.
Or.
Diod.
Dion. Hal.
Ant. Rom.
Comp.
Eur.
Andr.
Tro.
Fg. Sabb.
Harp.
Hdt.
Hom.
Il.
Hor.
Ars P.
Carm.
Ep.
Isoc.
Phil.
It. Alex.
Joseph.
AlJ.

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Aelian

Historical Miscellany
Aeschines

Against Ctesiphon
Against Timarchus
Appian

Civil Wars

Arrian

Anabasis of Alexander
Indica

Athenaeus

Cicero

Pro Archia

Curtius

Dio Cassius

Dio Chrysostom
Orations

Diodorus Siculus
Dionysius of Halicarnassus
Roman Antiquities

On the Arrangement of Words
Euripides
Andromache

Trojan Women
Fragmentum Sabbaiticum
Harpocration
Herodotus

Homer

lliad

Horace

Ars poetica

Carmina

Epistulae

Isocrates

To Philip

Itinerarium Alexandri
Josephus

Jewish Antiquities

1 with Greek works, | give abbreviations in Latin, but titles in English, unless the work is known primarily by its
Latin title (e.g., Indica). With Latin works, | give both abbreviations and titles in Latin, except in the case of the

Metz Epitome.

viii



Jul. Val.

Just.
Long.
Subl.
M.E.
Ov.
Am.
Her.
Pind.
Nem.
Plat.
Resp.
Plut.
Ad princ. inerud.
Alex.
Ap. reg.
Caes.
Cim.
Cons. ad uxor.
De Alex. fort.
Dem.
Mor.
Pel.
Per.
Quaest. conv.
Quomodo adul.
Quomodo adult.
Rom.
Polyb.
Porphyr.
In Hor. Ars P.
Prop.
Ps.-Call.
Sen. Mai.
Suas.
Sen. Min.
Ep.
Tro.
Simon.
Strab.
Suet.
Div. lul.
Val. Max.
Verg.
Aen.
Xen.

Julius Valerius

Justin

Longinus

On the Sublime

Metz Epitome

Ovid

Amores

Heroides

Pindar

Nemean Odes

Plato

Republic

Plutarch

To an Uneducated Ruler

Life of Alexander

Sayings of Kings and Commanders
Life of Caesar

Life of Cimon

Consolation to His Wife

On the Fortune or the Virtue of Alexander
Life of Demosthenes

Moralia

Life of Pelopidas

Life of Pericles

Table Talk

How a Young Man Should Listen to Poetry
How to Tell a Flatterer from a Friend
Life of Romulus

Polybius

Pomponius Porphyrio
Commentarii in Q. Horatium Flaccum, Artem poeticam
Propertius

Pseudo-Callisthenes

Seneca the Elder

Suasoriae

Seneca the Younger

Epistulae

Troades

Simonides

Strabo

Suetonius

Divus lulius

Valerius Maximus

Vergil

Aeneid

Xenophon



Hell.

Secondary Sources

AC
AClass

AHB
AJA

AJP
AncSoc
AncW
ANRW

ArchN
Athenaeum
AUMLA

BSL
Chiron

CP

CQ
FgrH

Gnomon

G&R
GRBS
Hermes
Historia
Histos
HSCP
ICS
JAAC
JDAI
JHS
Latomus
LEC
LSJ

OLD

Hellenica

L’Antiquité classique

Acta Classica: Proceedings of the Classical Association of South
Africa

The Ancient History Bulletin

American Journal of Archaeology: The Journal of the
Archaeological Institute of America

American Journal of Philology

Ancient Society

The Ancient World: A Scholarly Journal for the Study of Antiquity
H. Temporini and W. Haase, eds. 1972- . Aufstieg und
Niedergang der romischen Welt: Geschichte und Kultur Roms im
Spiegel der neueren Forschung. Berlin: De Gruyter.
Archaeological News

Athenaeum: Studi periodici di letteratura e storia dell’antichita
AUMLA: Journal of the Australasian Universities Language and
Literature Association

Bulletin de la société de linguistique de Paris

Chiron: Mitteilungen der Kommission fiir alte Geschichte und
Epigraphik des Deutschen Archaologischen Instituts

Classical Philology: A Journal Dedicated to Research in Classical
Antiquity

The Classical Quarterly

F. Jacoby, ed. 1923-1958. Die Fragmente der griechischen
Historiker. Berlin: Weidmann (vols. 1-2); Leiden: Brill (vol. 3).
Gnomon: Kritische Zeitschrift fir die gesamte klassische
Altertumswissenschaft

Greece & Rome

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies

Hermes: Zeitschrift fir klassische Philologie

Historia: Zeitschrift fr alte Geschichte

Histos: The On-line Journal of Ancient Historiography

Harvard Studies in Classical Philology

Illinois Classical Studies

The Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism

Jahrbuch des Deutschen Arch&aologischen Instituts

The Journal of Hellenic Studies

Latomus: Revue d’études latines

Les Etudes classiques

H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. S. Jones, eds. 1940. Greek-English
Lexicon, 9" ed. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

P. G. W. Glare, ed. 1982. Oxford Latin Dictionary. Oxford:
Clarendon Press.



PACA
PCPS
Philologus
Phoenix
RE

REA
RFC

RM

RSA
TAPA
Tekmeria

TLG
WJA
WS

Proceedings of the African Classical Associations

Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society

Philologus: Zeitschrift flir antike Literatur und ihre Rezeption
Phoenix

A. Pauly, G. Wissowa, W. Kroll, K. Mittelhaus, and K. Ziegler,
eds. 1894-1980. Realencyclopéadie der classischen
Altertumswissenschaft. Stuttgart: Metzler.

Revue des études anciennes

Rivista di filologia classica

Rheinisches Museum flr Philologie

Rivista storica dell’antichita

Transactions of the American Philological Association
Tekmeria: Contributions to the History of the Greek and Roman
World

Thesaurus Linguae Graecae

Waurzburger Jahrbicher fir die Altertumswissenschaft

Wiener Studien: Zeitschrift fir klassische Philologie, Patristik, und
lateinische Tradition

Xi



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I would like to take this opportunity to thank all four members of my committee for their help in
the Herculean task of writing this dissertation: Rahim Shayegan, who graciously agreed to act as
the external member of my committee; Robert Gurval, who cast his keen eye over the final draft,
thereby saving me from several errors and omissions; Alex Purves, who provided critical support
for this project in its earliest stages and valuable feedback in its middle and later ones; and,
above all, Kathryn Morgan, who not only generously offered to serve as the chair of my
committee, despite having no particular interest in Alexander, but ably guided me through each

step of the process, from the prospectus to the filing of the dissertation.

I would also like to thank my aunt and godmother, Annie Breitenbucher, for her tremendous help

with the final formatting of the dissertation.

Xii



BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

Justin Vorhis received a B.A. in Classics from The Ohio State University in 2010, graduating
summa cum laude with research distinction in Classics. Following his graduation from OSU,
Justin entered the Classics Ph.D. program at UCLA, where he planned to focus on Homer and
epic poetry. Half way through the program, however, Justin fell back under the spell of
Alexander the Great, the origin of his interest in Classics, and consequently resolved to write a
dissertation that combined these two interests. While Justin has been grateful for the opportunity
to study Alexander and Homer in such depth, he has become aware, particularly in the final years
of graduate school, that it is not research, but teaching, that truly speaks to him. Thus, after
completing his Ph.D. in 2017, Justin intends to move home to Minneapolis and look for Latin

teaching positions at the high school level.

Xiii



INTRODUCTION

In the life of Alexander myth becomes history only to become myth again...*

In the spring of 334 B.C., at the start of the campaign that would change the face of the
ancient world, Alexander 111 of Macedon, the future Alexander the Great, conducted a
pilgrimage to the fabled city of Troy. While taking in the hallowed sites he had read and heard of
for so long, the Macedonian king, together with a select group of companions, made a special
visit to the tomb of Achilles.? There, as the sources agree, the best of the Macedonians paid
tribute to the best of the Achaeans. According to some, this tribute took the simple form of
sacrifices to the hero;® according to others, however, the tribute was more complex in nature.*
Beyond sacrificing to the hero, Alexander, on several accounts, performed a series of actions
suggestive not only of his respect for, but of his identification with, Achilles, from crowning the
hero’s tomb with a wreath, just as Hephaestion crowned that of Patroclus, to declaring the hero
blessed to have had Patroclus as a friend in life and Homer as a herald of his fame in death.®

This dissertation centers on the facet of Alexander historiography most famously
encapsulated by the Macedonian king’s pilgrimage to Troy: Alexander’s connection to Achilles.
Since the beginning of Alexander studies in the early nineteenth century, this connection has

been a regular subject of scholarly debate. Traditionally, the debate has focused on the historicity

L Edmunds 1971: 391.

2 0On Achilles, King 1987, who charts the hero’s role in Western literature from Homer to the Middle Ages, remains
fundamental.

% Diod. 17.17.3; Just. 11.5.12.
4 Arr. Anab. 1.12.1; Plut. Alex. 15.7-9; Ael. V.H. 12.7; Cic. Pro Arch. 24 = FgrH 153 T1.
5> Alexander’s crowning of Achilles’ tomb: Arr. Anab. 1.12.1; Plut. Alex. 15.8; Ael. V.H. 12.7; Hephaestion’s

crowning of Patroclus’ tomb: Arr. Anab. 1.12.1; Ael. V.H. 12.7; Alexander’s blessing of Achilles: Arr. Anab. 1.12.1;
Plut. Alex. 15.8; Cic. Pro Arch. 24 = FgrH 153 T1.
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of the Alexander-Achilles connection, and, more specifically, the degree to which this
connection, as seen in the surviving sources, reflects historical fact versus literary fiction.
Despite scholars’ persistent disagreement on the historicity of the Alexander-Achilles connection
in specific episodes of the Alexander tradition, a general consensus now prevails that this
connection represents a mix of historical fact and literary fiction, that, in other words, both
Alexander and those who wrote about him played a part in the development of this phenomenon.
Why, then, a new treatment of the subject? The reason is simple. While the traditional question
concerning the Alexander-Achilles connection has been satisfactorily answered, there remains
another question that, to the best of my knowledge, has never been systematically considered,
much less satisfactorily answered. The question is this: Since scholarly consensus holds that the
Alexander-Achilles connection is both historical and literary in nature, how do the Alexander
historians employ this connection, both in specific passages and throughout their works, for their
own literary ends? This is the question this dissertation seeks to answer.

The remainder of the Introduction consists of three parts. In the first part, | present the
case for the historicity of the Alexander-Achilles connection, reviewing, in the process, the
majority of previous scholarship on the subject. In the second part, | present the case for the
connection’s literary dimension, thereby paving the way for the present project. Finally, in the
third part, I lay out the aims and methodology of this dissertation, concluding with a synopsis of

each chapter.

L. The Alexander-Achilles Connection: The Historical Dimension

While this dissertation focuses on the Alexander-Achilles connection’s literary
dimension, its historical dimension, the traditional focus of scholarship, deserves to be

considered at this point as a means of contextualizing the present project. Current scholarly

2



consensus, as noted above, holds that the Alexander-Achilles connection represents, at least in
part, historical fact. What is the basis of this view? As W. Ameling has shown in his fairly
comprehensive survey of the Alexander-Achilles connection,® its historicity rests on a substantial
body of evidence that, taken as a whole, makes the Macedonian king’s preoccupation with the
Homeric hero reasonably certain.

The natural place to begin is with Alexander’s ancestry. According to all five of the
extant Alexander historians, Alexander traced his descent on his mother Olympias’ side from
Achilles (Arr. Anab. 1.11.7, 4.11.6; Curt. 4.6.29, 8.4.26; Diod. 17.1.5; Just. 11.3.1, 12.15.1; Plut.
Alex. 2.1). By Alexander’s day, Olympias’ family, the Molossian royal house, had long claimed
descent from Neoptolemus, the son of Achilles,” and continued to be called the Aeacids, a
reference to Aeacus, the grandfather of Achilles. Despite the highly dubious nature of the this, or
any other, Greco-Roman claim to heroic or divine ancestry, Alexander, like his contemporaries,
seems to have believed it without hesitation. “In general,” as P. A. Brunt has remarked, “the
Greek world did not distinguish legend from history, and there is no reason to think that such
genealogies...were not believed. Almost certainly, to Al[exander], Heracles, Perseus and
Achilles were real persons and his actual ancestors.”®

While Alexander’s ancestry was thus, in all probability, the foundation of his connection
to Achilles, the Greco-Macedonian cultural milieu in which he was born and raised likely
reinforced this connection as well. To begin with the Macedonian side of this cultural milieu,

Alexander’s homeland, as scholars have shown, remained a distinctly Homeric place well into

& Ameling 1988, followed by Stewart 1993: 78-86; contra Heckel 2015, on which see below.

" According to Carney 2006: 5, the Molossian royal house may have claimed Aeacid descent as early as the late
sixth century B.C., but was certainly doing so by the late fifth century B.C.

8 Brunt 1976: 464.



the fourth century B.C.° Politically, Macedon, like the Greek polities of the Homeric poems, was
a kingdom comprised, in effect, of three estates: first, a hereditary king, ruling by custom more
than by law, and the royal house to which he belonged (the Argeads); second, a tribal aristocracy
that served the king as advisers in council and companions in battle; and third, a peasantry that
both constituted a military assembly and provided a national levy in times of war. Culturally, too,
Macedon evoked the world of Homer. In Alexander’s Macedon, the heroic ethos presented in the
Homeric poems remained alive and well, with valor, glory, and honor, fighting and hunting,
feasting and drinking, all continuing to be central to royal and aristocratic life. Thus, while we
cannot hope to trace this quasi-Homeric world’s specific influence on Alexander’s connection to
Achilles, we may be confident that its influence was not inconsiderable; for Alexander, after all,
Achilles” world was still, in some sense, his own.

Greek culture’s role in the development of Alexander’s connection to Achilles was
probably of equal significance to that of Macedonian society. By Alexander’s day, Macedon
was, despite Greek claims to the contrary,® a by and large Hellenized kingdom, especially at the
royal and aristocratic level.** Consequently, from a young age, Alexander would have been
deeply familiar not only with the Homeric poems, which, as the ancient sources agree, proved

among the great passions of his life,2 but also with the Greek tradition of heroic imitation and

® On Macedonian society’s Homeric dimension, see Lane Fox 1973: 63-65; Ameling 1988: 658-660; and Cohen
1995: 487-498.

10 On the notorious question of the Macedonians’ ethnicity, see the classic treatment of Badian 1982 [2012: 282-
310].

1 While Macedon shows signs of Hellenization from her earliest history, the kingdom seems to have become
considerably more Hellenized beginning with Archelaus (413-399 B.C.), the Macedonian king who famously
pursued a range of Philhellenic policies, notably the summoning of Greek poets, artists, and philosophers to the new
Macedonian capital of Pella. For Archelaus’ Philhellenic program, see Borza 1990: 171-177.

12 Alexander’s passion for the Homeric poems is a recurring theme in the ancient sources. Supposedly, for example,
Alexander possessed a special copy of the Iliad, prepared for him by Aristotle, called the “Recension of the Casket”
(Plut. Alex. 8.2 = Onesicritus FgrH 134 F38; Strab. 13.1.27); referred to the lliad as the ¢p6dwov, “means” or
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comparison. By this tradition, Greeks frequently, and in a range of contexts including war and
diplomacy, ™ sought either to imitate the heroes of the past, or to compare themselves and others
to the same. On the one hand, the Spartan king Agesilaus, for example, patently imitated
Agamemnon when, prior to his Asian campaign, he staged a sacrifice at Aulis (Xen. Hell. 3.4.3-
4), the Greek army’s supposed point of departure at the time of the Trojan War. On the other
hand, the poet Simonides, for instance, seems, based on a commonly accepted reconstruction of
the Plataea Ode (Simon. fr. 11),%* not only to have compared the Greeks who fought at Plataea
to Homeric heroes, but also to have compared himself to Homer, in his capacity as the dispenser
of kleos, “glory” or “fame,” to his poetic subjects.® Similarly, in Alexander’s own day,
Isocrates, the Athenian pamphleteer, sought to convince Philip 11, Alexander’s father, to conduct
a campaign against Persia by appealing to Hercules (Isoc. Phil. 5.109-115 and passim), Philip’s
mythical ancestor as king of Macedon. What specific effect these aspects of Greek culture had on
Alexander’s connection to Achilles cannot, of course, be known, but that they had some effect,
perhaps suggesting to Alexander a way of expressing his sense of connection to Achilles, seems
overwhelmingly likely.

Moving on to the direct evidence for the Alexander-Achilles connection’s historicity, we

may begin with a famous passage from Arrian’s Anabasis. In Book 7, while describing

“equipment,” of military virtue (Plut. Alex. 8.2; cf. Plut. De Alex. fort. 1.4 = Mor. 327E); and even knew the entire
Iliad and much of the Odyssey by heart (Dio Chrys. Or. 4.39). While Alexander’s passion for the Homeric poems is,
of course, a separate phenomenon from his passion for Achilles, his passion for the former makes his passion for the
latter more credible.

13 For Greek and Macedonian uses of the mythological past for purposes of diplomacy, see Jones 1999: 17-49.
14 The reconstruction is that of M. L. West, cited, with translation, in Boedeker and Sider 2001: 27-29.
15 Following M. L. West’s reconstruction of the poem, Rutherford 2001: 1992: 38-50 maintains that Simonides

probably began with a section on Achilles’ death and Homer’s role in commemorating him and other heroes of the
Trojan War, and then segued into his own Homer-like commemoration of the heroes of Plataea.
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Alexander’s grief at the death of Hephaestion, Arrian deems credible the king’s supposed act of
cutting his hair in mourning and placing it on his friend’s corpse—and does so for a remarkable
reason: kol keipacOot AAEEaVOpOV £ TA vEKPD TNV KOUNV TA T€ GALN 0VK dmelkdTa Tibgpan Kol
katd {filov 1oV Ayl éwg, Tpdc dviva &k maudog priotipia avtd fv..., “and that Alexander also
cut his hair upon the corpse | consider not unlikely especially in view of his emulation of
Achilles, with whom he had a rivalry since childhood...” (Anab. 7.14.4). Here, in the clearest
statement on the subject within the surviving Alexander tradition, Arrian effectively confirms the
Alexander-Achilles connection’s existence by claiming that the Macedonian king felt a sense of
emulation ({filov) toward the Homeric hero dating back to his childhood. With a claim like this,
from a source like Arrian, the case could well seem closed. However, some scholars have
questioned Arrian’s claim on the ground that Alexander’s rivalry with Achilles is reported within
a series of legomena,*® the parts of Arrian’s work that, by his own admission (Anab. Pref. 3), are
based on sources he regards as less trustworthy than his main sources, Ptolemy and Aristobulus.
Still, while these scholars are right to point out the context in which this claim appears, the claim
itself, as N. G. L. Hammond has noted, is actually not presented as a legomenon, but rather on
Arrian’s own authority.*” While this could thus be a case of sloppy methodology on Arrian’s
part, a case, that is, of Arrian taking an item from his secondary sources and reporting it as if it
comes from his primary sources, it is also possible that he took this Achilles detail from his main
sources, Ptolemy and/or Aristobulus.® Whatever the case, however, Arrian’s claim finds support

in a variety of places throughout the Alexander tradition.

16 Brunt 1976: 464 and Heckel 2015: 24.
7 Hammond 1993: 295

18 While it would be beneficial to know the source of Arrian’s claim, it is worth remembering that even this
knowledge would not allow us to say for sure whether the claim is true. As Alexander scholars have increasingly
recognized in recent decades, a given claim in an Alexander source ought to be judged not on that source’s general
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The period of Alexander’s childhood and adolescence provides the earliest direct
evidence of the Alexander-Achilles connection’s historicity. During this period, as A. Cohen has
noted, Alexander’s education seems to have played a formative role in the prince’s developing
sense of connection to the Homeric hero.® On Plutarch’s account, Alexander’s childhood tutor,
Lysimachus, supposedly played a recurring game of make-believe with his pupil, referring to
Alexander as Achilles, Philip as Peleus, and himself as Phoenix (Alex. 5.8), while Aristotle,
during his time with the crown prince at Mieza, made Alexander an annotated copy of the Iliad
himself (Alex. 8.2). Though Plutarch draws no connection between Aristotle’s gift and
Alexander’s interest in Achilles, it is easy to imagine that this may have been a factor in the
philosopher’s choice of texts. A final piece of evidence comes in the form of Demosthenes’
nickname for the young Alexander. According to several sources, Demosthenes, at some point,
took to calling Alexander by the name of Margites, the ridiculous anti-hero of a mock epic poem
attributed to Homer (Aeschin. In Ctes. 160; Plut. Dem. 23.2; Marsyas of Pella FgrH 135-136 F3
= Harp., s.v. Mopyitnc.). By calling Alexander by this nickname, Demosthenes may have been
suggesting that the Macedonian prince’ Homeric self-conception was gravely mistaken: far from
being a true hero, a la Achilles, Alexander was merely a buffoon, a la Margites.?

The majority of the direct evidence for the Alexander-Achilles connection’s historicity,
however, derives from the period of Alexander’s reign. Throughout this period, the Alexander
historians record a number of episodes in which Alexander assumes, in one way or another, the

role of Achilles. In many cases, these episodes’ historicity is doubtful, and thus, in what follows,

reputation, but on the merits of the claim itself. In other words, “good” sources can be wrong, and “bad” sources can
be right.

19 Cohen 1995: 485.

20 Hamilton 1969: 29, followed by Lane Fox 1973: 61.



I discuss only those generally regarded as historical, or probably historical; the rest I reserve for
discussion in the next section.

The first major Achillean episode from the period of Alexander’s reign is the king’s
pilgrimage to Troy,?* the episode with which my Introduction began. During this pilgrimage, as
seen above, Alexander reportedly performed a considerable number of actions related to the
Homeric hero, including: crowning Achilles’ tomb (Arr. Anab. 1.12.1; Plut. Alex. 15.8; Ael. V.H.
12.7; cf. Diod. 17.17.3), just as Hephaestion crowned Patroclus’ (Arr. Anab. 1.12.1; Ael. V.H.
12.7); sacrificing at the hero’s tomb (Diod. 17.17.3; cf. Plut. Alex. 15.8; Just. 12.5.12); running
naked around the hero’s tomb along with his companions (Plut. Alex. 15.8); requesting to see
Achilles’ lyre, rather than Paris’ (Plut. Alex. 15.9 and De Alex. fort. 1.10 = Mor. 331D; Ael. V.H.
9.38); proclaiming Achilles blessed for having had Patroclus as a friend in life (Plut. Alex. 15.8)
and Homer as the herald of his fame in death (Arr. Anab. 1.12.1; Plut. Alex. 15.8); and sacrificing
to Priam’s ghost to avert his wrath from the race of the Aeacids, the family to which both he and
Achilles belonged (Arr. Anab. 1.11.8). Naturally, scholars have been skeptical of many of these
acts, notably Hephaestion’s honoring of Patroclus’ tomb;?? at the same time, most have regarded
Alexander’s honoring of Achilles’ tomb, whether with a crown, sacrifices, or both, as historical,

given its wide attestation in the extant sources.® What Alexander meant by this act cannot, of

21 On Alexander’s pilgrimage to Troy, see Instinsky 1949.

22 perrin 1895: 58, Bosworth 1980: 103-104, and Heckel 2015: 21-22 have all suspected that Hephaestion’s
crowning of Patroclus’ tomb—a gesture suggestive of his role as Patroclus and, by extension, his special
relationship with Alexander—may have been fabricated after his death at Ecbatana (324 B.C.) the point at which the
Hephaestion-Patroclus parallel would have been most apparent. Personally, | find this suspicion excessive. Based on
the surviving sources (Curt. 3.12.16; cf. Ps.-Call. 1.18.5; Jul. Val. 1.18), Hephaestion seems to have been
Alexander’s best friend going back to his childhood. Thus, if the young Alexander cultivated a connection to
Achilles, it seems only too likely that the young Hephaestion would have cultivated a connection to Patroclus.

23 Radet 1931: 33-35; Edmunds 1971: 372-373; Lane Fox 1973: 112-114; Ameling 1988: 673-678; and Cohen 1995:
484-485.



course, be known for certain, but it seems probable that part of what he meant by it was that he
saw himself as, and wished to be seen as, a second Achilles.

The second major Achillean episode from this period is the death of Hephaestion,?* the
king’s best friend and probable lover.?® Based on the sources for this episode, Alexander seems
to have expressed his grief for Hephaestion in a number of consciously Achillean ways. Most
conspicuously, Alexander, like Achilles, allegedly placed locks of hair over his friend’s corpse,
an act that both Arrian and Aelian single out as Achillean (Arr. Anab. 7.14.4; Ael. V.H. 7.8; cf.
Hom. 1l. 23.141-153). Further like Achilles, as scholars have noted, Alexander supposedly wept
over his friend’s corpse (Arr. Anab. 7.14.3-4; cf. Hom. Il. 19.4-5); abstained from food and drink
(Arr. Anab. 7.14.8; cf. Hom. 1l. 19.344-346); built his friend a huge and costly funeral pyre (Axrr.
Anab. 7.14.8; Diod. 17.110.8; Just. 12.12.12; Plut. Alex 72.5; cf. Hom. Il. 23.154-225); and even
referred to his friend as tov £toipov &vtiva icov fj épavtod keoAii fyov, “the companion whom
I considered equal to my own life” (Arr. Anab. 7.14.6), a phrase that pointedly recalls Achilles’
description of Patroclus as étaipog | ...tov &y® mepi mhvtov Tiov Etaipwv, | Toov dufj kepod,
“the companion...whom I honored above all my companions, equal to my own life” (Hom.
11.18.80-82).%8 While scholars have rightly suspected that Alexander’s emulation of Achilles

following Hephaestion’s death is partially the product of literary embellishment,?’ scholarly

24 On Hephaestion’s life and career, see Berve 1926: 2.169-175 (no. 357); Heckel 1992: 65-90; Reames-Zimmerman
1998; and Heckel 2006: 133-137.

%5 For Hephaestion’s status as Alexander’s lover, see Reames-Zimmerman 1998: 152-179 and 1999, and Chugg
2006: 64-130.

% Alexander’s weeping over Hephaestion’s corpse: Chugg 2006: 129; abstention from food and drink: Perrin 1895:
59 and Chugg 2006: 122, 129; building of a funeral pyre: Perrin 1895: 59 and Chugg 2006: 122, 130; reference to
his friend as equal his own life: Chugg 2006: 122-123, 130.

27 Heckel 2015: 30; cf. Bosworth 1988a: 64.



consensus holds that, given the multifaceted nature of this emulation, there is probably some
historical basis to it.28 Thus, even in his darkest hour, Alexander, it would seem, continued to see
himself as—and to wish to be seen as—a second Achilles.

Further evidence from this period comes in the form of Alexander’s habit of withdrawing
to his tent in moments of crisis vis a vis his army. Throughout his reign, the Macedonian king
reportedly engaged in this quintessentially Achillean behavior on three separate occasions: first,
following the murder of Cleitus (Arr. Anab. 4.9.3-4; Curt. 8.2.11; Plut. Alex. 51.10-52.1; cf. Just.
12.6.15-16); second, during the Macedonian mutiny at the Hyphasis River (Arr. Anab. 5.28.3;
Curt. 9.3.18-19; Plut. Alex. 62.5); and third, during the Macedonian mutiny at Opis (Arr. Anab.
7.11.1; Curt. 10.3.5; Plut. Alex. 71.6-8; cf. Diod.17.109.2-3 and Just. 12.11.4-12.9). As E. Carney
has convincingly argued, given that ancient historians were, as a rule, less likely to invent actions
than speeches, Alexander’s withdrawals represent, in light of their probable historicity, relatively
clear evidence of the king’s conscious imitation of Achilles.?°

Besides Alexander’s specific acts of Achilles imitation, there also exist general
similarities between the Macedonian king and the Homeric hero—similarities, we can assume, of
which Alexander would have been partly, if not fully, conscious. On the one hand, Alexander,
like Achilles, was a warrior par excellence, regularly performing aristeiai worthy of a Homeric
hero. At the battle of the Granicus, for example, Alexander was personally instrumental in
securing the Macedonian victory, killing at least one Persian general in single combat and
coming within a hair’s breadth of being killed by another (Arr. Anab. 1.15.7-8; Diod. 17.20-21.3;

Plut. Alex. 16.8-12; cf. Curt. 8.1.20). On the other hand, Alexander, like Achilles, was also, by all

28 Perrin 1895: 59; Radet 1931: 378-379; Edmunds 1971: 373; Lane Fox 1973: 434; Ameling 1988: 687-689; Cohen
1995: 485 and 500 n. 14; and Chugg 2006: 110-124, 129-130.

29 Carney 2000a: 273-285.
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accounts, preeminently concerned with both the central Homeric concept of kAéoc, “glory” or
“fame,” and its Classical counterpart, 66&a, “reputation.” During childhood, as Plutarch records,
Alexander supposedly worried that his father, with his remarkable successes, would deprive him
of the chance to achieve anything worthy of note and, by extension, of the fame his heart desired
(Alex. 5.4). This fixation with kAéog and d6&a continued throughout his adult life, such that,
during the course of the campaigns, we repeatedly hear of Alexander’s ndé6o¢ or cupido,
“desire,” or “longing” to perform some noteworthy deed or to visit some noteworthy place.*
Finally, and more speculatively still, there is a single piece of archaeological evidence to
be considered. Beginning in 1977, M. Andronicos, the Greek archaeologist, captivated the world
with his discovery of three Macedonian royal tombs at the site of ancient Aegae (modern
Vergina), the early capital of ancient Macedon.3! Almost immediately, Andronicos declared
Tomb |1 to be the final resting place of Philip I, father of Alexander the Great, a theory that
held—and continues to hold—obvious appeal.®? Since then, however, many scholars have
questioned this attribution, proposing, more plausibly, that Philip 111 Arrhidaeus, Alexander the
Great’s half-brother and co-successor with Alexander 1V, and Adea Eurydice, Philip 111’s wife,
are the probable occupants.® This second theory has led, in turn, to a fascinating suggestion that
bears on Alexander’s historical connection to Achilles. In Tomb 11, Andronicos discovered, inter

alia, a shield that revealed, following extensive restoration, a relatively clear central image: a

30 On pothos as an Achillean quality, see Stewart 1993: 84-86.
3L For a survey of the archaeological excavations at Vergina, see Andronicos 1984.
32 Andronicos 1984: 218-235, as well as, e.g., Green 1982, Hammond 1982, and Hatzopoulos 2008.

3 E.g., Adams 1980; Lehmann 1980 and 1982, Borza 1987, and Borza and Palagia 2007.

11



standing Achilles slaying a kneeling Penthesilea.®* While the natural supposition would be that
this shield simply belonged to Philip 111, assuming him to be the male occupant of Tomb I, E. N.
Borza has suggested that Alexander himself may have been the shield’s original owner and that,
following his death, it may have passed into the possession of Philip 111, only to be buried with
him following his murder by Olympias in 317 B.C.*® Ultimately, if Borza is correct (and this is
far from certain), this shield would represent the sole piece of concrete evidence for Alexander’s

historical connection to Achilles to have survived from antiquity.

[I. The Alexander-Achilles Connection: The Literary Dimension

Based on current scholarly consensus, the Alexander-Achilles connection’s historical
dimension is balanced by a corresponding literary dimension. While Alexander seems to have
played a role in the development of this connection, so, too, scholars believe, did the historians
and poets who wrote about him. In this section, I begin by reviewing the ancient evidence for the
Alexander-Achilles connection’s literary dimension, first in the fragmentary, and then in the
extant, Alexander sources, and conclude by considering the modern scholarship on the subject.

To begin with the fragmentary sources,*® Callisthenes of Olynthus,3” Alexander’s court

historian, provides the earliest surviving evidence of the Alexander-Achilles connection’s

34 S0 Palagia 2000: 191-192 and Borza and Palagia 2007: 113-117. For a photograph of the shield, see Andronicos
1984: 135, Fig. 93.

% Borza 1987: 115; contra Hammond 1989: 220-221. More recently, Borza and Palagia 2007: 117 have suggested
that the shield, even if it did not belong to Alexander, could have been modeled on one that did.

% For the fragmentary Alexander sources, see, above all, Pearson 1960 and Pédech 1984, but also Baynham 2003
and Zambrini 2007.

37 On Callisthenes’ life and work, see Jacoby 1919: 1674-1707; Prentice 1923; Berve 1926: 2.191-199 (no. 408);

Brown 1949; Pearson 1960: 22-49; Pédech 1984: 15-69; Prandi 1985; Golon 1988; Devine 1994; and Heckel 2006:
76-77.
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literary dimension. As both L. Pearson and P. Pédech have shown, Callisthenes’ fragments
strongly suggest that a Homeric program was central to the historian’s Deeds of Alexander
(Mpaceg AreEavdpov).® While the nature of this Homeric program remains sketchy, part of it
may have involved comparisons of Alexander and his famous Homeric ancestor. According to
Strabo, Callisthenes, at an unspecified point in his work, discussed the Homeric cities of Thebe
and Lyrnessus:
Qooi &’ &v Td petald @acnAidog kai Attaleing deikvoobor OnPnv 1€ Kai Avpvnocov,
EkmecOVIOV £k ToD ONPng mediov 1@V Tpokdv Kikikov gig v [TapeuAiov €k pépovg,
g gipnke KallioOévng.
They say that between Phaselis and Attaleia are pointed out Thebe and Lyrnessus, since
the Trojan Cilicians were banished in part from the plain of Thebe to Pamphylia, as
Callisthenes has said. (Callisthenes FgrH 124 F32 = Strab. 14.4.1)
As Callisthenes, a noted Homeric authority, surely knew, Thebe, birthplace of Andromache, and
Lyrnessus, birthplace of Briseis, were both cities sacked by Achilles during the Trojan War.
Thus, by focusing on these two cities in the course of his Deeds of Alexander, Callisthenes, as

Pédech has argued, may have meant to depict Alexander as following in the footsteps, both

literal and figurative, of the best of the Achaeans.3®

38 pearson 1960: 40-46 and Pédech 1984: 45-51. Callisthenes’ Homeric program shines through most clearly in a
series of fragments concerned with obscure Homeric peoples and locations: the plain of Adrasteia (Callisthenes
FgrH 124 F28 = Strab. 13.1.13); Thebe and Lyrnessus (Callisthenes FgrH 124 F32 = Strab. 14.4.1); and the Arimi
and the promontory of Sarpedon (Callisthenes FgrH 124 F33 = Strab. 13.4.6).

39 pédech 1984: 47-48; contra Pearson 1960: 41-42 and Heckel 2015: 28, n. 18. While Pédech’s argument is
plausible in itself, a separate Callisthenes fragment confirms that the historian was capable of presenting Alexander
as following in the footsteps of Greek heroes. When describing Alexander’s visit to the oracle of Ammon,
Callisthenes claimed that the king’s motivation for making the visit was that Perseus and Hercules had previously
visited the oracle themselves (Callisthenes FgrH 124 F14 = Strab. 17.1.43).
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Cleitarchus of Alexandria,*® a popular Alexander historian of the early Hellenistic period
and the putative father of the Vulgate tradition, *! stands as further proof of the Alexander-
Achilles connection’s literary dimension. Famous for a certain dramatic, even sensational,
quality, Cleitarchus, not surprisingly, seems to have played up Alexander’s resemblance to
Achilles in his history. According to both Plutarch and Strabo, Cleitarchus, among others,
recorded a patently fictional meeting between Alexander and an Amazon queen:*

gvtod0a 8& mpdg avTov dercéson v Apaldva oi morloi Aéyovsty, ov kai Kisitapydg
€OTL...

There, many say that the Amazon came to him, including Cleitarchus...*
(Cleitarchus FgrH 137 F15 = Plut. Alex. 46.1)

v 6¢ Oepiokvpay Kai T Tepl 1OV Oepuddovia media Kol To VIepKeipeva Opn Arovteg
Apaloévev karodot kol pacty £EgAabdivarl antig vOEvde. dmov 68 vV giotv, OAlyol T€ Kai
AVOTOdEIKTMC Kol AmicTmg dmopaivovtal, kabdmep kol tept Ouinotpiog, v AreEavopm
oLUUIEaL ooty &v i) Y pravig kol cuyyevésBot Tekvomouag yaptv, SLVUCTEVOVCAY TRV
Apalovav: ov yap Oporoyeital TodTo, AAAL TV GLYYPUPEDY TOGOVTOV GVTMOV Ol
pdAioto thc aAnbeiog ppoviicavieg ovk eipnKacty 00d’ ol ToTELOUEVOL LAAMGTO
000EVOG HEUVIVTOL TOLOVTOV 0VS’ ol gimdvteg Ta avta giprkact. Kisitapyog 8¢ onot v
Oainotpiav and Kaoniov muddv kol Oepuddovioc opunbeicov EA0elv mpog
AMéEavdpov: giol &’ and Kaomiog gi¢ Oeppmdovta otddtol meiovg EEaxioyMmy.

Everyone calls Themiscyra and the plains around the Thermodon and the mountains that
lie above the Amazons’, and they claim that they were driven out from there. But as for
where they are now, few give their opinion, and only without proof and without credence,
just as in the case of Thalestria, in fact, who they say had intercourse with Alexander in
Hyrcania and consorted with him for the sake of having a child, based on the fact that she
was leader of the Amazons. For this is not agreed upon. But of the historians who are so
numerous, those who have most regard for the truth have not said this, nor have those

40 On Cleitarchus’ life and work, see Jacoby 1921; Berve 1926: 2.422-423 (Abschn. 2, n. 40); Tarn 1948: 2.1-55;
Brown 1950; Pearson 1960: 212-242; Hamilton 1961; Badian 1965 [2012: 113-119]; Heckel 2006: 86; Prandi 1996;
Parker 2009; and Prandi 2012.

41 The Vulgate tradition refers to a specific group of Alexander historians, Diodorus, Curtius, and Justin, who, based
on the similarities of their respective accounts of the Macedonian king’s career, are widely believed to share a
common source, probably Cleitarchus, among the most popular of the Alexander historians in antiquity.

42 0n Alexander and the Amazon legend, see Baynham 2001.

43 As Hamilton 1969: 123 notes in his commentary ad loc., Plutarch’s évtad0a is ambiguous, with some taking the
biographer to mean Hyrcania, and others the vicinity of the Jaxartes River (so Hamilton).
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who are most trusted mentioned any such thing, nor have those who have said so said the

same things. Cleitarchus claims that Thalestria came to Alexander after having set out

from the Caspian Gates and the Thermodon, though it is more than six thousand stades

from the Caspian to the Thermodon. (Cleitarchus FgrH 137 F16 = Strab. 11.5.4)

Based on these two fragments, both alone and supplemented by the testimony of the Vulgate
tradition,** Cleitarchus told of how Thalestria, an Amazon queen, came to Alexander desirous of
having a child by him, and how the king, taken with this warrior woman, gratified her desire by
tarrying in Hyrcania for thirteen days. By telling such a story, then, Cleitarchus probably aimed,
at least in part, to magnify Alexander’s heroic status by connecting him not only to Achilles, but
also to Hercules and Theseus, all of whom famously had encounters—and sometimes amorous
encounters—with Amazons themselves.*

Choerilus of lasus,® a third-rate epic poet in Alexander’s entourage, serves as a third and
final example of the tendency to present the king in an Achillean light. While Choerilus” work
has been completely lost, Porphyrio, a Latin scholar of the third century A.D., reveals in his
commentary to Horace’s Ars poetica that Choerilus, who figures as the quintessentially bad poet
in this Horatian work,*” wrote an epic poem in which Alexander was compared to Achilles:

Poeta pessimus fuit Choerilus, qui Alexandrum secutus opera eius descripsit. Huius

omnino septem versus laudabantur. Et hi<n>c Alexander dixisse fertur, multum malle se
Thersit[h]en iam Homeri esse quam Choerili Achillen.

44 By general consensus, the Vulgate accounts of the Amazon queen’s visit (Curt. 6.5.24-32; Diod. 17.77.1-3; Just.
12.3.5-7), derive from Cleitarchus, and may, consequently, be used in reconstructing this historian’s own account.

4 According to the mythological tradition, Achilles met the Amazon Penthesileia; Hercules, the Amazon Hippolyte;
and Theseus, an Amazon typically called either Antiope or Hippolyte.

46 On Choerilus, see Berve 1926: 2.408-409 (no. 829); Tarn 1948: 2.57-58; and Heckel 2006: 85.

47 Hor. Ars P. 354-358: ut scriptor si peccat idem librarius usque, | quamvis est monitus, venia caret; ut citharoedus
| ridetur chorda qui semper oberrat eadem: | sic mihi qui multum cessat fit Choerilus ille, | quem bis terve bonum
cum risu miror... “Just as a copyist, if he continually makes the same mistake although he has been warned, is
without excuse, just as a cithara player is laughed at who always messes up the same string, so does that [poet] who
is very deficient become, in my view, a Choerilus, a [poet] whom I, with a laugh, admire as good two or three
times...” Cf. Hor. Ep. 2.1.232-234.
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Choerilus, who followed Alexander and recorded his deeds, was a very bad poet.
Altogether, only seven of his verses were praised. And for this reason, Alexander is
reported to have said that he would surely much prefer to be Homer’s Thersites than
Choerilus’ Achilles. (Porphyr. In Hor. Ars P. 357 = FgrH F153 10a)
What form Choerilus’ comparison of Alexander and Achilles took is unclear, but what is clear (if
Porphyrio’s anecdote can be believed) is the Macedonian king’s frosty reception thereof. For
Alexander, apparently, not all Achillean comparisons were created equal.

The five extant Alexander historians provide still further evidence of the Alexander-
Achilles connection’s literary dimension. Since the Achillean episodes found in the extant
historians tend to be of a rather ambiguous nature, possibly historical and possibly literary, I
discuss two here that stand a decent chance of falling into the latter category.*® The first such
episode is Alexander’s marriage to Roxane as recorded by Curtius.*® During a feast in Bactria,
Alexander cites Achilles’ marriage to Briseis, a barbarian slave-girl, as justification for his
spontaneous decision to marry Roxane, the daughter of a barbarian chieftain: Achillem quoque, a
quo genus ipse deduceret, cum captiva coisse. “Achilles, too, from whom he himself traced his
descent, had married a captive woman” (Curt. 8.4.26). Here, as scholars generally agree, the
literary invention is fairly clear.®® While all but one of the extent Alexander historians gives an

account of Alexander’s marriage to Roxane, Curtius alone records this reference to Achilles;

moreover, this passage, as R. Porod has noted, contains a virtually identical phrase about

48 | here omit from discussion Alexander’s maltreatment of Betis (Curt. 4.6.26-29), the other major Achillean
episode in the surviving Alexander tradition, due to the general disagreement on its historicity versus fictionality.
For discussion of this episode, see Chapter 1, Section I.

49 For further discussion of Alexander’s marriage to Roxane, see Chapter 1, Section Il below.

0 Tarn 1948: 2.269; Hammond 1983: 146; Rutz 1986: 2345; Heckel 1994: 74 and 2015: 31; and implicitly most
biographies of Alexander; contra Radet 1931: 254 and Rogers 2004: 172-173.

16



Alexander’s descent from Achilles as found in a previous Curtian passage,® thus suggesting that
the two passages are meant to be seen as thematically linked. The second such episode is
Alexander’s “battle” with the Indian rivers as recorded by Diodorus and Curtius.*? Following a
near-fatal naval debacle at the confluence of the Indus, Hydaspes, and Acesines Rivers,
Alexander, on Diodorus’ account, sacrifices in thanks for having, like Achilles, successfully
contended with a river: Zw0eig 6¢ mapaddEwc toic Og0ic £Bvoev MG UEYIOTOVE EKTEPEVYMG
KIvoOVoug Kol TpO¢ ToTapdV opoing AyAAel diaymvicauevog, “Having been saved unexpectedly,
he sacrificed to the gods as if he had escaped the greatest dangers and had, like Achilles,
struggled with a river” (17.97.3). Similarly, after giving his own account of the Macedonian
naval debacle, Curtius makes what seems to be a subtle allusion to the same Achillean incident:
cum amne bellum fuisse crederes, “you would have believed there had been a war with a river”
(9.4.8-14).%% In both cases, Alexander’s Achillean imitation seems to fall, once again, in the
realm of literary fiction.>* Not only does Arrian, traditionally regarded as the most reliable of the
Alexander historians, say nothing of this Achillean imitation in his account of the Macedonian
fleet’s misfortune on the Indian rivers (Anab. 6.4.4-5.4), but Cleitarchus, the probable source for

this episode,® is notorious for a sensationalism bordering on mendacity.

51 Porod 1987: 305. Curtius’ present phrase describing Alexander’s descent from Achilles, Achillem quoque, a quo

genus ipse deduceret (8.4.26) finds a close parallel in his phrase describing the Macedonian king’s descent from the
Homeric hero during the Siege of Gaza: Achillen, a quo genus ipse deduceret (4.6.29). On the relationship between
these two passages, see Chapter 1, Sections I-11.

52 While Alexander’s “battle” with the Indian rivers probably derives from Cleitarchus, given the present
concordance of Curtius and Diodorus, | treat this episode here for the simple reason that it is not found among
Cleitarchus’ official fragments.

53 For further discussion of Curtius’ account of Alexander’s “battle” with the Indian rivers, see Chapter 1, Section
I

54 Heckel 2015: 30-31, and implicitly most biographies of Alexander; contra Green 1991: 418 and Freeman 2011:
282.

55 Schwartz 1901: 1874; Hammond 1983 64-65, 153; and Heckel 1994: 73-74.
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Traditionally—and ironically—the scholarship on the Alexander-Achilles connection’s
literary dimension has been predominantly historical in nature. Much as with the scholarship on
the connection’s historical dimension, the main aim of this scholarship has been to determine the
status of a given Achillean episode and, more specifically, whether a given episode represents a
case of historical imitation on Alexander’s part or literary comparison on the Alexander
historians’ part. Representative of this type of scholarship is W. Heckel’ recent article entitled
“Alexander, Achilles, and Heracles: Between Myth and History.”*® Based on a careful
reexamination of the sources for the Alexander-Achilles connection, Heckel argues that most of
the Achillean episodes preserved in the Alexander tradition are “literary fabrications.”>’ Yet,
throughout the entire article, Heckel has almost nothing to say about what these literary
fabrications mean; for him, as for most Alexander scholars, it is enough simply to say that they
are not historical. My aim in this dissertation, then, as | explain further in the next section, is to

answer this question about the Alexander-Achilles connection.

[1I. Aims and Methodology

Having surveyed the Alexander-Achilles connection in both its historical and literary
dimensions, I turn now to a more detailed discussion of this project’s aims and methodology. On
the first count, this project aims to consider the Alexander-Achilles connection’s literary

dimension, or, as | will refer to it hereafter, the Achilles motif,%® in the works of three of the

%6 Heckel 2015; other scholarship in the same vein includes Perrin 1895, Tarn 1948: 2.57-58, and, to some extent,
Maitland 2015.

57 Heckel 2015: 22. In my view, Heckel’s argument, while salutary as a reminder of the Alexander-Achilles
connection’s relatively neglected literary dimension, ultimately goes too far. Based on the totality of the evidence
for the Alexander-Achilles connection, several pieces of which Heckel never discusses, much less disproves, | find it
impossible to believe that this connection has no, or virtually no, basis in fact.

58 | borrow this term from Heckel 1994: 73-74.
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extant Alexander historians: Arrian, Curtius, and Plutarch. In the case of each historian, this
project seeks to answer two main questions: First, what is the thematic significance of the
Achilles motif in the specific passages of each historian’s work in which it appears? Second,
what is the thematic significance of the Achilles motif in each historian’s work overall?

The rationale for focusing on Arrian, Curtius, and Plutarch in this project is twofold.
First, and more generally, while all five of the extant Alexander historians are now recognized as
creative artists, at least to some extent, Arrian, Curtius, and Plutarch can fairly be said, I think, to
have more developed literary agendas than either Diodorus or Justin.*® Second, and more
specifically, Arrian, Curtius, and Plutarch, | believe, make greater use of the Achilles motif than
either Diodorus or Justin. Where Arrian, Curtius, and Plutarch each tend to use the Achilles
motif in essential ways, in ways that connect with the broader themes of their works, Diodorus
and Justin tend to use it in more incidental ways. This difference comes through most clearly in
the historians’ various accounts of Alexander’s pilgrimage to Troy.®® On the one hand, both
Arrian and Plutarch make Alexander’s visit to Achilles’ tomb the centerpiece of their accounts of
this episode.®! In Arrian’s case, this famous visit serves as a springboard for the historian’s own
“Second Preface” (Anab. 1.12.1-5), while in Plutarch’s, it fulfills a complex characterizing

function as the biographer’s hero begins his own epic campaign to the East (Alex. 15.7-9).°2

%9 On Diodorus’ literary agenda, see Sacks 1990; on Justin’s, see Heckel and Yardley 1997: 8-19, 337-343.

80 Alexander’s pilgrimage to Troy represents the best point of comparison for the different uses of the Achilles motif
because four of the five extant Alexander historians deploy the motif here, the most of any episode in the surviving
Alexander tradition.

61 Curtius’ account of Alexander’s visit to Troy is missing due to the loss of the first two books of his work.
However, based on his use of the Achilles motif elsewhere, | suspect his use of the motif in this episode would more
closely have resembled that of Arrian and Plutarch than Diodorus and Justin.

%2 For further discussion of Arrian’s account of Alexander’s pilgrimage to Troy, see Chapter 3, Section I; for further
discussion of Plutarch’s account of the same episode, see Chapter 2, Section II.
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Diodorus and Justin, on the other hand, place no particular emphasis on Alexander’s visit to
Achilles’ tomb in their accounts of this episode, with Diodorus merely noting that Alexander
sacrificed to Achilles, Ajax, and the other heroes of the Trojan War (17.17.3), and Justin making
the same point, but without even mentioning Achilles by name (11.5.12). In sum, compared to
Diodorus and Justin, Arrian, Curtius, and Plutarch represent more suitable material for the sort of
analysis | plan to carry out in this dissertation.

As for methodology, this project analyzes the Achilles motif in terms of literary allusions.
Following the philosopher W. Irwin, I define allusion as a reference that depends on three
criteria: authorial intent, the possibility of detection by a reader, and associations that go beyond
the substitution of a referent.®® The first and second criteria should be self-explanatory; the third,
however, could probably use further explanation. Based on this criterion, an allusion requires the
reader to do more than simply recognize the text that is being referred to; it requires him to
consider how the text that is being referred to affects the text that is doing the referring. For
example, when Arrian describes Alexander’s stand on the Mallian battlements by stressing his
shining appearance, terrifying effect on the enemy, and special shield from Troy (Anab. 6.9.2-5),
a reader would, ideally, not only recognize that the historian is referring to Achilles’ appearance
at the Greek trench in Iliad 18, but consider how this Homeric passage enriches the meaning of
the Arrianic passage. Throughout this dissertation, therefore, my methodology will consist of
two basic steps: first, | will demonstrate the presence of the Achilles motif by recourse to an
Achillean allusion in the passage at hand; and second, I will consider the Achilles motif’s

thematic significance within the same passage.

8 Jrwin 2001: 293-294.
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Throughout this project, | distinguish between two types of allusion, what | term
“specific” and “general” allusions. By “specific” allusions, | mean cases where the Alexander
historians allude to the Achilles of a particular author, either Homer or Vergil, and often, but not
always, to a specific scene or book from that author’s work; by “general” allusions, on the other
hand, | mean cases where the Alexander historians allude not to the Achilles of a particular
author, but to the Achilles of the mythological tradition as a whole. As an example of a specific
allusion, I would point to Plutarch’s account of the death of Hephaestion (Alex. 72.1-5), a
passage in which Alexander, in his grief for his friend, comes to resemble the Homeric Achilles
in his grief for Patroclus. An example of a general allusion, on the other hand, would be a case
such as Plutarch’s description of Alexander’s childhood game of Achillean role-playing (Alex.
5.8); here, the Achilles Plutarch is comparing Alexander to is not so much that of a specific
author but of the mythological tradition itself. This second example brings me to another
distinction I make in regard to allusions in this dissertation. While allusions tend to be covert,
they can in fact take either covert or overt form. Thus, when a historian alludes to Achilles by
name, as Curtius does when he claims that Alexander dragged Betis behind his chariot on the
model of Achilles’ dragging of Hector (4.6.29), | term this an “explicit” allusion; when a
historian, by contrast, alludes to Achilles in a more indirect way, as Curtius does when he makes
Alexander speak of his preference for a short life of glory over a long life of obscurity (9.6.18-
19), I term this an “implicit” allusion.

In this project, | set myself apart from previous scholarship on the Achilles motif by
treating every Achillean episode, regardless of its historicity, from a literary perspective. My
justification for this approach is that, in a fundamental sense, each of the Alexander historians

was free to choose what to include and not to include in his work. Thus, even if an Achillean
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episode is ultimately deemed to be historical, the fact that this episode appears in the work of an
Alexander historian makes it, by definition, literary as well.

This dissertation consists of three chronologically arranged chapters, each of which
considers the Achilles motif’s thematic significance in the work of a particular Alexander
historian. While concerned with the same theme, these three chapters are, in effect, stand-alone
studies, and may be read as such.

Chapter 1 focuses on Curtius’ Historiae Alexandri Magni (Histories of Alexander the
Great), the highly rhetorical Latin history of Alexander’s career dating, most likely, to the first
century A.D.5% For the majority of the twentieth century, scholars viewed Curtius’ deployments
of the Achilles motif as a mechanical feature of his work, claiming that Curtius’ choice to
include the motif in any given passage was less his own than that of his source(s). Toward the
end of the century, however, W. Rutz and Heckel suggested that Curtius, at least in certain cases,
was responsible for the motif himself,®® thereby paving the way for J. Maitland, in a recent
article, to suggest that Curtius, like the Vulgate tradition generally, used the Achilles motif to
highlight Alexander’s dark side, and, in particular, his anger.% In this chapter, | take Maitland’s
suggestion a step further, arguing that Curtius uses the Achilles motif as a way of reinforcing a
central theme of his work: Alexander’s moral decline over the course of his reign.

Plutarch’s Life of Alexander (early second century A.D.), the sole biography of the
Macedonian king to survive from antiquity, forms the subject of Chapter 2. This chapter takes as

its starting point the work of J. Mossman®’, who has argued that the Achilles motif, and epic

8 For Curtius’ date, see Chapter 1, n. 2.
8 Rutz 1986: 2345 and Heckel 1994: 73-74.
% Maitland 2015.

67 Mossman 1988.
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motifs generally, serve to highlight the positive side of Alexander’s character, whereas tragic
motifs serve to highlight the opposite. While Mossman’s theory is attractive at first glance, it
fails, on closer inspection, to account for all of the passages in which the Achilles motif appears
in Plutarch’s work, notably the death of Hephaestion (Alex. 72.1-5). In this chapter, then, seeking
to improve upon Mossman’s theory, | argue that the motif serves, in general, to highlight
Alexander’s “spiritedness” (to Bvpog1déc), a key quality of his according to Plutarch, and several
qualities related to it, such as ambition, passion, and heroism.

Chapter 3 considers Arrian’s Anabasis of Alexander (early to mid-second century A.D.),
traditionally regarded as the most reliable source for Alexander’s life and reign. While scholars
have previously noted several passages in which Arrian deploys the Achilles motif, they have, as
a rule, refrained from considering the motif’s thematic significance. The single exception to this
rule has been Arrian’s deployment of the Achilles motif in the context of Alexander’s visit to
Troy (Anab. 1.12.1). Here, as P. A. Stadter has shown,®® Arrian deploys the Achilles motif as a
way of highlighting his own role as Homer, and, by extension, his claim to literary preeminence.
Throughout this chapter, then, I conduct a similar analysis of the Achilles motif in the additional
passages in which it appears. Ultimately, | argue that Arrian uses the Achilles motif to reinforce
his complex portrait of Alexander, a portrait at once encomiastic and quasi-Stoic.

Finally, in the conclusion, I consider the Achilles motif’s significance for Alexander
historiography as a whole. Based on the findings of the three central chapters, I draw two
conclusions: first, that the Achilles motif remained, much as it had for centuries, a remarkably
flexible literary device, capable of serving a variety of thematic purposes according to the vision

of the Alexander historian; and second, that the motif, precisely because the Alexander historians

88 Stadter 1980: 60-66, followed by Marincola 1989: 188; cf. Moles 1985: 165.
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used it in such varied ways, may be seen as bolstering the case for regarding these historians as
authors with their own complex literary agendas, rather than mere copyists of the lost Alexander

historians.
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CHAPTER 1

Curtius’ Historiae Alexandri Magni

Introduction

While Quintus Curtius Rufus’ Historiae Alexandri Magni (Histories of Alexander the
Great)! has traditionally been studied, by and large, from a historical perspective, with the
majority of scholarship concerned with the historian’s date? and sources,? this chapter, following
more recent trends in Curtian studies, considers Curtius’ work from a literary perspective. In
1967, E. I. McQueen, in the first predominantly literary study of the Historiae, considered
Curtius in a variety of literary roles, and concluded that he alone of the surviving Alexander

historians had written “a literary work worthy of the greatness of his subject.”® Following

! The title of Curtius’ work is variously recorded as Historiae, Historiae Alexandri Magni, and Historiae Magni
Macedonis Alexandri. Following Atkinson 1980 and 1994, | opt for Historiae Alexandri Magni.

2 Curtius’ date is the single most highly debated subject in Curtian scholarship. Due to the lack of definite testimony
on Curtius’ life and the loss of Curtius’ preface, we have very little firm evidence by which to date the work. What
evidence we do have suggests that it was written (i) during the reign of a princeps who either prevented or ended a
civil war (10.9.1-6); (ii) while the Parthian empire was still in existence (4.12.11; 5.7.9; 5.8.1; 6.2.12); and (iii) when
Tyre was prospering under Roman rule (4.4.21). Thus, the two most popular dates for Curtius” work, as reckoned by
Roman emperors, have been Claudius (Dosson 1886: 18-54; Herrmann 1929; Bardon 1947a; Lana 1949; Sumner
1961; Devine 1979; Atkinson 1980: 19-57; Bodefeld 1982; Hamilton 1988; Atkinson 1994: 26-28; and Atkinson
and Yardley 2009: 2-9) and Vespasian (Stroux 1929; Instinsky 1962; Scheda 1969; Vogel-Weidmann 1970; Grassl
1974; Fugmann 1995; Baynham 1998: 201-219); less popular dates have included Augustus (Tarn 1948; 2.111-115;
Korzeniewski 1959), Caligula (Zimmerman 1930), Nero (Verdiére 1966), Galba (Milns 1966), and Alexander
Severus (Steele 1915). Like most scholars, | favor either Claudius or Vespasian, and thus a date in the first century
A.D.

3 Curtius’ sources have been another subject of considerable debate. Scholarly consenus holds that Cleitarchus, the
famous Greek author of a popular history of Alexander dating to the early Hellenistic period, was probably a—if not
the—principal source. Beyond Cleitarchus, however, there is no general agreement. Further suggestions have
included, among others, Ptolemy (Dosson 1886: 140-145; Bardon 1947b: 126-127; Tarn 1948: 2.107; Atkinson
1980: 61-64 and Atkinson and Yardley 2009: 21-23), Diyllus (Tarn 1948: 2.115; Hammond 1983), and Trogus
(Dosson 1886: 146-147; Atkinson 1980: 59-61 and 2009: 23-24).

4 Precursors to this Curtian literary scholarship include: Dosson 1886: 197-298; Kroll 1924: 331-351; Bardon 1947c;
and Rutz 1965.

> McQueen 1967: 39. While McQueen’s claim applies, strictly speaking, only to Curtius’ superiority over Arrian and
Diodorus (and not Plutarch and Justin), it was still significant given Curtius’ traditionally subpar reputation as a
writer (cf., e.g., Schwartz 1901: 1872, who famously described Curtius as keine litterarische Grgsse).
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McQueen’s work, the next three decades witnessed a flowering of such scholarship. Throughout
the 1980s, W. Rutz, for example, repeatedly highlighted Curtius’ artistic debt to a range of Latin
authors, from Livy and Caesar to Vergil and Lucan.® In 1987, R. Porod, in a dissertation on
Curtius’ narrative technique, argued that the historian’s primary focus is the individual episode,
rather than the narrative as a whole;” and, in 1995, P. Moore, in a wide-ranging dissertation on
Curtius’ literary qualities, stressed, among other things, the complexity of Curtius’ relationship
to his literary models, especially Livy and Vergil, and the essential consistency of his portrait of
Alexander.® Most recently, in 1998, E. Baynham, in the the first monograph on Curtius to appear
in over a century, demonstrated the centrality of two themes, regnum and fortuna, to the work as
a whole.® With this scholarship, and more besides,*° having thus shown the viability—and
profitability—of studying Curtius’ work from a literary perspective, this chapter aims to focus on
a single, relatively neglected, facet of the historian’s literary design: the Achilles motif.

For the majority of the twentieth century, Curtius’ use of the Achilles motif was
explained in simple Quellenforschung terms. In 1947, H. Bardon, for example, suggested in

passing that Curtius most likely borrowed the motif from Callisthenes and Cleitarchus,! while

6 Rutz 1981, demonstrates Curtius’ debt to Caesar for his account of Alexander’s crossing of the Tigris; Rutz 1983,
his debt to Livy for his account of the Macedonian mutiny at Opis; Rutz 1984, his debt to Livy, Lucan, and Roman
rhetoric for his tragic portrait of Darius. Rutz 1986, a valuable conspectus of Curtian literary scholarship, treats
Curtius’ literary models, compositional technique, geographical descriptions, characterization, rhetoric, and color
Romanus.

" Porod 1987.
8 Moore 1995.
° Baynham 1998: 101-200.

10 Further Curtian scholarship with a literary focus includes: Balzer 1971, a survey of Curtius’ debt to Vergil;
Gunderson 1982, who argues that Curtius’ portraits of certain minor characters (e.g., Bagoas) are rhetorically
designed to emphasize Alexander’s moral decline; Currie 1990, who highlights Curtius’ affinity to the genre of the
ancient novel; and Spencer 2002: passim, who provides a series of close readings of Curtian passages as part of her
broader project of analyzing the Roman Alexander.

11 Bardon 1947b: 122.
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N. G. L. Hammond, in 1983, argued that Curtius borrowed it solely from Cleitarchus.*? For both
Bardon and Hammond, the motif was simply a mechanical feature of Curtius” work: Curtius’
source(s) included the motif, and thus so did Curtius. Toward the end of the century, however,
this mechanical explanation gave way to a different sort of explanation. In 1986, Rutz tentatively
suggested that Curtius, at least in certain cases, was responsible for the motif himself,*® and W.
Heckel, in 1994, seconded this view, citing certain Roman touches as further evidence.'* By
suggesting that Curtius may sometimes have introduced the motif of his own accord, rather than
simply including it because his source(s) had included it, both scholars effectively paved the way
for treating the Achilles motif as a literary device, as a small but significant part of Curtius’
overall literary design. While Rutz and Heckel basically left the matter there,* J. Maitland has
recently taken the next step of considering the way in which Curtius uses the Achilles motif for
his own literary ends.'® According to Maitland, Curtius, like the Vulgate tradition generally, uses
the motif as a means of highlighting Alexander’s dark side, especially his anger.*” On the whole,
as a survey of Curtius’ deployments of the Achilles motif shows, Maitland’s argument is

convincing.® However, it is not the end of the story. Throughout the Historiae, as | argue in this

12 Hammond 1983: 124-128, 146, 153.
13 Rutz 1986: 2345 suggests as much for both the Betis (Curt. 4.6.29) and Roxane episodes (Curt. 8.4.26).

14 Heckel 1994: 73-74; cf. Heckel 2015: 31. In the Roxane episode, Heckel notes Curtius’ distinctly Roman view of
(i) Alexander’s marriage to Roxane, which is likened to a master-slave relationship; and (ii) Alexander’s relations
with the Macedonians, who, in their fear of speaking freely to their king, resemble Roman senators under the
Principate.

15 While Heckel has since returned to the subject of the Achilles motif (Heckel 2015), his recent article is concerned
with the motif’s function in the Alexander tradition as a whole rather than in Curtius in particular.

16 Maitland 2015.
17 Maitland 2015: 17-20.
18 The part of Maitland’s argument that is less convincing is her claim about the Vulgate tradition. Diodorus is

commonly regarded as the purest representative of this tradition, and yet his two explicit deployments of the
Achilles motif seem, if anything, to cast Alexander in a purely heroic light (17.17.3; 17.97.3).
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chapter, Curtius uses the Achilles motif in a more specific way than Maitland has proposed: to
highlight Alexander’s moral decline over the course of the work, his transformation, in effect,
from the noble rex of the first pentad to the corrupt tyrannus of the second.*®

To make this argument, I examine the major passages in which the Achilles motif
appears in the Historiae,?° showing how each, in its own way, reinforces the theme of
Alexander’s moral decline. In the first half of the chapter, | focus on four passages in which
scholars have previously detected the Achilles motif: Alexander’ maltreatment of Betis (4.6.26-
29);%! Alexander’s marriage to Roxane (8.4.22-26);%? Alexander’s battle with the Indian rivers
(9.4.8-14);% and Alexander’s speech on the life of glory (9.6.16-26).%* In the second half of the
chapter, I turn to four passages that I believe also feature the Achilles motif, but have previously
gone unnoticed: the three diplomatic exchanges between Alexander and Darius (4.1.7-14; 4.5.1-
8;4.11.1-10, 16-21), and the death of Statira (4.10.18-24). Finally, in the conclusion, I consider

Curtius’ use of the Achilles motif in relation to his probable historical context (first cent. A.D.),?

19 On Alexander’s characterization in Curtius’ first and second pentads, see Dosson 1886: 255-257; Tarn 1948: 2.97-
99; McQueen 1967: 35-36; and Rutz 1986: 2346. While Atkinson 1980: 70 and Baynham 1998: 129 have drawn
attention to the greater complexity of this characterization, Rutz 1986: 2346 rightly observes that Alexander’s
virtues are still more prominent in the first pentad, his vices still more prominent in the second.

20 Because Curtius’ work survives in incomplete form (the first two books are lost, and the fifth, sixth, and tenth
lacunose), the Achilles motif may have figured even more prominently in the work’s original form—a possibility
made more likely by the fact that missing portions of the text would undoubtedly have covered two of the most
famous Homeric episodes in the Alexander saga: Alexander’s pilgrimage to Troy and Hephaestion’s death.

21 Perrin 1895: 62-64; Kroll 1924: 336; Tarn 1948: 2.267-270; Atkinson 1980: 341-343; Hammond 1983: 124-128;
Rutz 1986: 2345; Porod 1987: 305; Cohen 1995: 485; and Baynham 1998: 159.

22 Kroll 1924: 336; Tarn 1948: 2.269; Hammond 1983: 146; Rutz 1986: 2345; Porod 1987: 305; Heckel 1994: 74;
and Cohen 1995: 485.

23 Hammond 1983: 153; Rutz 1986: 2345; and Heckel 1994: 73-74.
24 Porod 1987: 305; Ameling 1988: 671; and Spencer 2002: 146.

25 0On Curtius’ date, see n. 2.
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exploring how this motif—and its associated themes of moral decline, kingship, and tyranny—

may connect to Julio-Claudian or Flavian political realities.

L. The Punishment of Betis (4.6.26-29)

<...> qu<o> ad<d>ucto, insolenti gaudio iuvenis elatus, alias virtutis etiam in hoste mirator:
“Non, ut voluisti,” inquit, “morieris, sed, quidquid in captivum inveniri potest, passurum esse te
cogita.” [27] llle non interrito modo, sed contumaci quoque vultu intuens regem nullam ad
minas eius reddidit vocem. [28] Tum Alexander:*“Videtisne obstinatum ad tacendum?”” inquit,
“Num genu posuit? Num vocem supplicem misit? Vincam tamen silentium et, si nihil aliud, certe
gemitu interpellabo.” [29] Ira[m] deinde vertit in rabiem, iam tum peregrinos ritus nova
subiciente fortuna. Per talos enim spirantis lora traiecta sunt, religatumque ad currum traxere
circa urbem equi, gloriante rege Achillen, a quo genus ipse deduceret, imitatum se esse poena in
hostem capienda.

When he [Betis] had been brought to the king, the young man, on other occasions an admirer of
courage in an enemy, said, having been overcome by his insolent joy: “You will not die as you
wished, but know that you will suffer whatever can be devised for use against a captive.” [27]
That man, gazing at the king not only with an undaunted, but even a haughty expression, made
no response to his threats. [28] Then Alexander said: “Do you see how set he is on remaining
silent? He has not bent the knee, has he? He has not uttered a word of entreaty, has he? Still, |
will conquer his silence and, if nothing else, I will put an end to it with groans.” [29] Then his
anger turned to frenzy, his new fortune already at that time hinting at foreign customs. For, while
Betis still breathed, thongs were driven through his ankles, and, when he had been tied to a
chariot, horses dragged him round the city, while the king gloried in the fact that he had imitated
Achilles, from whom he himself traced his descent, in exacting punishment on an enemy.

This passage, which contains Curtius’ most famous deployment of the Achilles motif,
describes Alexander’s notorious treatment of Betis, the Gazan commander,?® at the siege of
Gaza. During the final moments of the siege, Betis, having made a heroic but doomed last stand,
is captured and brought before Alexander. The king, furious at the two wounds he has received
in the course of the siege, threatens his captured opponent with a correspondingly excruciating

death. When Betis remains defiantly silent, Alexander flies into a frenzy and gives the command

26 The Gazan commander’s name is variously given as “Betis” (Curt. 4.6.7-29), “Batis” (Arr. Anab. 2.25.4), “Baitis”
(Hegesias FgrH 142 F5 = Dion. Hal. Comp. 18), and “Babemasis” (Joseph. A.J. 11.8.3). While “Batis” is the most
common rendering of his name, | use “Betis” throughout this section for the sake of consistency.
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for Betis to be tied to the back of a chariot and dragged round the city to his death. Finally, as the
horrific act is being carried out, Alexander revels in the fact that he is imitating his ancestor
Achilles (gloriante...Achillen...imitatum...esse), and, more specifically, Achilles’ dragging of
Hector following their climactic duel.?’

Traditionally, the major question surrounding this passage has been the historicity of
Alexander’s punishment of Betis. For over a century, scholars have been fiercely divided on this
question, with some rejecting the story as fictional, and others, particularly in recent years,
accepting it as historical.?® On both sides, various arguments have been advanced. Against the
episode’ historicity, some have stressed not only Alexander’s characteristic respect for brave
adversaries,?® but the omission of the episode by Arrian (Anab. 2.25.4-27.7), Diodorus (17.49.1)
and Plutarch (Alex. 25.4-8), the three other extant Alexander historians who record, or at least
mention, the siege of Gaza;* in favor of its historicity, others have pointed to Alexander’s
equally characteristic reliance on shock and awe tactics to deter resistance,! as well as the pro-
Alexander bias that may account for the episode’s omission in some of the extant Alexander

historians.®? Yet, as intriguing as this question is, it is also, in the final analysis, unanswerable.

27 While Alexander sees himself as imitating Achilles in this episode, there is also a sense in which he is outdoing
him: whereas Achilles drags Hector after he is dead, Alexander drags Betis while he is still alive.

28 Fictional: Perrin 1895; Berve 1926: 2.105 (no. 209); Tarn 1948: 2.265-270; Pearson 1960: 247-248; Renault 1975:
117-118; and Hammond 1997: 96. Historical: Radet 1931: 104-106; Lane Fox: 1973: 193; Schachermeyr 1973: 220,
n. 242; Bosworth 1988a: 68; Green 1991: 267; Cartledge 2004: 147-150; Worthington 2004: 112; and Freeman
2011: 141.

29 Renault 1975: 117-118; Hammond 1997: 96.

30 pearson 1960: 247-248; cf. Tarn 1948: 2.268. Justin, the fifth extant Alexander historian, omits the siege of Gaza
altogether; three other ancient authors (Joseph. A.J. 11.8.3-4; Polyb. 16.22a.5; It. Alex. 45-47) also give accounts of
the siege, but each omits Alexander’s punishment of Betis.

31 Bosworth 1988a: 68; Cartledge 2004: 147-150; and Worthington 2004: 112.

32 Bosworth 1988a: 68.
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Based on the scanty evidence for this episode—Curtius’ account, as well as a short account by
Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Dion. Hal. Comp. 18 = Hegesias FgrH 142 F5), the historian and
rhetorician of the first century B.C., and a longer one by Hegesias (Hegesias FgrH 142 F5 =
Dion. Hal. Comp. 18), a rhetorician of the early Hellenistic period—we cannot say whether it is
historical or not. What we can say, however, is that Curtius’ choice to include the Alexander-
Betis episode is, in itself, significant. As Arrian, Plutarch, Diodorus, and Justin all show, Curtius
was not, qua Alexander historian, bound to include this episode, the way he certainly was for,
say, the battle of Gaugamela. Moreover, as both Hegesias and Dionysius show, Curtius was not
even bound to write the episode in the specific way he did; this episode, like virtually every
episode in the Alexander tradition, allowed for different emphases and interpretations. How,
then, does Curtius’ version of the Alexander-Betis episode compare to those of Dionysius and
Hegesias?
On the whole, Curtius’ version shows substantial agreement with those of Dionysius and
Hegesias. In Dionysius’ account, Curtius’ story appears in condensed form:
AMEEavOpoc molopkdv I'alav ympiov Tt Thg Zvpiag vy £xvpov Tpovpatiog Te yivetan
KaTd TV TPosPoAnVv kol 10 yopiov aipel ypdvm. pepouevos & VI’ 0Py TOVG T
EyKaToANEOEVTOC ATOCEATTEL TAVTAS, EMTPEYOS TOIG MakeSOGL TOV EVTLYOVTA KTEIVELY,
Kol TOV 1yeRdVA aDT®V aiydAmTov AoV, dvopa év aSidpott kai THymg kol €idovg, &
appoteiov dippov dfjcat kelevoag (AdvTa kal ToVE ITmovg EAadveELY ava KPATog €V TH)
navtov dyet dStoeOeipet.
While besieging Gaza, a very strong place in Syria, Alexander is wounded during the
assault and captures the place in time. As he is carried away by anger, he slaughters all
those who are captured, permitting the Macedonians to kill whomever they meet; and,
having captured their commander [Betis], a man of distinction for his luck and beauty, he

kills him by giving the order to bind him to a chariot alive and to drive the horses at full
speed in sight of everyone. (Dion. Hal. Comp. 18 = Hegesias FgrH 142 F5)
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Conversely, in Hegesias’ account, which Dionysius cites, apparently verbatim,33 as an example
of bad prose rhythm, Curtius’ story appears in highly embellished—and grotesque—form:

0 8¢ Pactieng Exwv 10 cOVTAyUo TPpOoNYETTO. Kol Tmg EefovAevTto TOV TOAEUI®V TOTG
apiotolg, amavtav Emdvtl: ToDTO Yap EYVMOGTO KPOATHGAGLY £VOG GLUVEKPAAETY Kol TO
nAf00c. 1} pév ovv éAmic abtn cuvédpapey gig TO ToApdy, Hot AAEEavSpov undémote
KIVOLVEDGOL TPOTEPOV OVTMG. AP Yap TMV TOAEM®V €ig YOvaTo cuykapgdeic £do&ev
00T AleEavopm TG ikeTeiog Eveka TPatat. TPOGEUEVOS & €YYDG UIKPOV EKVEDEL TO
Elpog €véykavtog €mi T TTEPVYLN TOD Bdpakog, dote yevésOat TV TANYTV OV
KOPIOTATNV. GAAG TOV HEV aDTOC ATMOAEGEY KOTA KEQAANG TOTTOV TH| poyaipq, Tovg &
dALovg Opy1| TpOoUTOg EMipmpa. oUTOC Apa EKAGTOV TOV EAeoV ££€0TNGEV 1] TOD
TOAUNGAVTOG ATOVOLD, TV HEV 106VTOV, TV & dKovsavtwv, Hod’ E€akioyiliovg VIO TV
ocbAmyya €xeivny @V BapPapwv katakonivat. TOv pévrot Baity avtov dvryayov (Gdvta
Aeowarog Kol DIAdTOC. 100V 08 no)wcsapKov Kol péyav Kol <td £160¢> BAocvp®OTUTOV—
pélag yap Mv kai 1o ypduo—iuicncog €9 oig £BeBovievto [Kai o £1d0c] ékédevoey did
TV TOOMV YOAKODV YhAlov dieipavtog EAKEV KOKAML YOUVOV. TIAOVUEVOG O KOKOTG TTePi
ToAAAG TpaydTNTAC EKpaley. antd 8 NV, O Aéym, TO cuviyov AvOpdOTOVG. STETEVE LEV
YOp 0 TOvog, BapPapov &° EROa, dEGTOTNV KAOIKETEL®V YEAAV & O GOAOIKIGLOC £TOIEL.
10 8¢ otéap Kol T0 KVTOG THG capKkog dvépatve Bafuimviov {Dov Etepov adpov. O puev
oV dyhog événonle, otpatioTikny HRpv VPpilwv £idexdfi koi T Tpdm® crodv ExOpoV.

The king [Alexander] led the way with his contingent. And the bravest of the enemy had
resolved to meet him as he approached by any means; for this was their judgment, that by
overcoming one man, they would cast out the whole lot of them as well. Now then, this
hope ran hand in hand with daring, such that Alexander was never before in such danger.
For one of the enemy, having bent to his knees, seemed to Alexander to have done this
for the sake of supplication. Having allowed him closer, he narrowly dodges the sword as
the man strikes at the flaps of his cuirass,* so that the blow did not prove fatal. But he
himself slew the man by cutting off his head with his dagger, and anger inflamed the
others. Thus, as it turned out, the foolishness of the man who dared the deed removed
pity from each of those who saw it and heard it, such that six thousand of the barbarians
were cut down by that trumpet call. But Leonnatus and Philotas, however, brought Betis
back alive. Seeing the big, corpulent man (for he was also of black skin-color) and hating
him for the plots against his life, he gave the order for men to draw a bronze chain
through his feet and to drag him in a circle, naked. Hard-pressed by pains, he began to
scream around many rough patches of ground. This detail which | mention was the very
thing which brought people together. For the pain racked him, and he shouted
barbarically, supplicating him as master, and his mispronunciation made them laugh. But
his fatness and the hollowness of his flesh gave the appearance of another creature, a full-

33 Thus Jacoby (Hegesias FgrH 142 F5), who prints Hegesias’ version of the episode as a direct quote.
34| translate évéyxoavtoc émi & wrepvyLa Tod Ompakoc as “striking at the flaps of his [Alexander’s] cuirass” (lit.,

“carrying at the flaps of the cuirass”) rather than “carrying under the flaps of his own [the Gazan soldier’s] cuirass,”
as previous translators have essentially done (e.g., Robinson 1953: 255).
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grown Babylonian animal. So then the crowd made fun of him, insulting with the insults

of soldiers an enemy who was hideous and clumsy. (Hegesias FgrH 142 F5 = Dion. Hal.

Comp. 18)

Despite the general similarities between these three accounts—Alexander’s wounding or
attempted wounding, Betis’ capture and presentation before the king, and Alexander’s decision
to punish Betis by dragging him to his death—Curtius’ account stands apart in at least one
significant way: the Achilles motif.>® Whereas Curtius makes the motif explicit (4.6.29:
gloriante rege Achillen...imitatum se esse), Dionysius® and Hegesias,*’ by contrast, leave it
implicit, preferring to allow the Homeric allusion to speak for itself. What Curtius’ choice
suggests, then, is that, regardless of the historicity of Alexander’s Achilles-like act, this
Achillean parallel should be taken as central to the episode’s thematic significance.

Before considering the Achilles motif’s present thematic significance, however, it is
necessary to determine the Achilles to which Curtius means to compare Alexander in this
passage. On the surface, the Homeric Achilles, and, in particular, the Achilles of Iliad 22, may
seem the natural choice. From Alexander’s bestial rage (rabiem) to his savage punishment of his

enemy by means of a chariot, the Homeric parallels are indeed pronounced. Closer inspection,

however, suggests a different Achilles. Based on a series of Vergilian allusions in this passage, %

35 Perrin 1895: 62; Tarn 1948: 2.269; and Atkinson 1980: 341.

3 Tarn 1948: 269 maintains that Dionysius was unaware of the Homeric allusion, but he is plainly contradicted by
Dionysius’ question about the Betis episode following his quotation from Hegesias: apé ye oo todt’ doti Toig
‘Ounproic éxeivolg, &v oig Ayikede oty aikilopevog “Extopa pete thv tekevtyv; “Is this not like that Homeric
scene in which Achilles is defiling Hector after his death?” (Dion. Hal. Comp. 18).

37 Professor Morgan suggests to me that Hegesias may not have understood the Homeric allusion at all, given that
his account omits the chariot, turns the binding agent into a bronze chain, and represents Betis as fat and ugly. While
this is possible, | personally think it more likely that Hegesias, who, as a rhetorician, would have had a solid
command of the Homeric poems, did recognize the allusion, but chose to strain the Alexander-Achilles parallels as a
way of putting his subject in a bad light.

3 For Vergilian allusions in Curtius, see Balzer 1971 and Moore 1995: 140-226. Neither scholar, however, discusses
the Vergilian allusions listed below.
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Curtius seems, in fact, to be comparing Alexander to the Vergilian, rather than Homeric,
Achilles. First, as a number of scholars have noted, Curtius’ description of Alexander’s piercing
of Betis’ heels closely parallels Vergil’s description of Achilles’ piercing of Hector’s feet:*°
Per talos enim spirantis lora traiecta sunt...
For while he still breathed thongs were driven through his ankles... (Curt. 4.6.29)
perque pedes traiectus lora tumentis...
having been pierced by thongs through his swelling feet... (Verg. Aen. 2.273)
The triple concordance of per, lora, and traiectus/traiecta, is particularly striking; less striking,
but still significant, is the fact that per takes a word for feet (pedes), or something close to it
(talos), in both cases. Second, as scholars have also observed, Curtius’ mention of Alexander’s
dragging of Betis*® circa urbem, “around the city” (Curt. 4.6.29), recalls Vergil’s mention of

Achilles’ dragging of Hector circum Iliacos...muros, “around the walls of Troy” (Verg. Aen.

1.483)*'—a detail found in Vergil, but not in Homer.*? Finally, as | suggest here for the first
time, Curtius’ present deployment of Achilles’ name subtly echoes Vergil’s deployment of the
hero’s name in Priam’s speech to Neoptolemus in Aeneid 2:43

Achillen, a guo genus ipse deduceret

39 Pearson 1960: 248, n. 28; Austin 1964: 130; Atkinson 1980: 342; Rutz 1986: 2337; Hamilton 1988: 446; and
Horsfall 2008: 240.

40 Some scholars (e.g., Tarn 1948: 2.269) have drawn attention to Curtius’ lack of specificity concerning the driver
of the chariot, but the natural inference, as Atkinson 1980: 342-343 observes, is that Alexander performed this task.

41 Perrin 1895: 63-64; Atkinson 1980: 342.
42 Austin 1971: 162.

43 This suggestion finds support in the fact that Curtius alludes elsewhere to this same Vergilian passage. As Dosson
1886: 289, Balzer 1971: 102-103, and Heckel 1994: 74 have all noted, Alexander’s brutal words to the mortally
wounded Cleitus, “I nunc,” inquit, “ad Philippum et Parmenionem et Attalum,” “*Go now,’ he said, ‘to Philip and
Parmenion and Attalus’” (Curt. 8.1.52), appear to be modeled on Neoptolemus’ words to the mortally wounded
Priam, referes ergo haec et nuntius ibis / Pelidae genitori, “You will report these things, then, and go as a messenger
to my father, the son of Peleus” (Verg. Aen. 2.547-548).
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Achilles, from whom he himself traced his descent (Curt. 4.6.29)

at non ille, satum quo te mentiris, Achilles

But not that Achilles, from whom you lyingly claim to be born (Verg. Aen. 2.540)

In both cases, not only does Achilles stand as the antecedent of a relative clause introduced by
quo, but the relative clause itself describes an Achilles imitator (Alexander, Neoptolemus) who
traces his descent from the best of the Achaeans. Thus, if, as seems likely, Curtius means to
compare Alexander to the Vergilian, rather than Homeric, Achilles, what, we may ask, does this
comparison mean?

Broadly speaking, Curtius’ comparison of Alexander and the Vergilian Achilles serves, |
would argue, to highlight the king’s dark side within the Historiae. First of all, this comparison
neatly captures Alexander’s ira, “anger,” and vis, “violence,” two of the king’s most prominent
negative qualities in Curtius’ work. Whereas the Homeric Achilles is a highly complex character,
capable of a wide range of emotions, the Vergilian Achilles, as K. C. King has shown, is a far
simpler character, a character, indeed, who practically embodies ira and vis.** “From first to
last,” King writes, “Vergil’s Achilles is the killer of Trojans, destroyer of Troy...Linked as
warriors against Troy, Juno and Achilles are also linked as representatives of the uncontrolled
passion that is both the cause and effect of war and that it will be the special mission of the
Roman state to curb.”*® By comparing Alexander to this Achilles, then, Curtius stresses the
king’s destructive, almost demonic, nature in killing Betis.

Second, and more broadly, Curtius’ comparison of Alexander and the Vergilian Achilles

foreshadows the king’s moral decline in the second pentad. As Curtian scholars have long

# King 1987: 121-128.

4 King 1987: 126.
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recognized, Curtius’ Alexander represents something of a Jekyll and Hyde figure.*® Throughout
the first pentad, Alexander is, on the whole, a good rex, the epitome of nobility, bravery, and
restraint; starting in the second pentad, however, the good rex, corrupted by excessive good
fortune (fortuna), rapidly devolves into a classic tyrannus, the Greco-Roman figure of ira and vis
par excellence.*’ By comparing Alexander, then, to the Vergilian Achilles in Book 4, the heart of
the first pentad, Curtius effectively presages the king’s transformation in the second: Alexander
qua Vergilian Achilles looks forward to Alexander qua tyrannus, and, more specifically,
Alexander qua Great King, the preeminent tyrannus of the Classical period.*®

Finally, Curtius’ comparison of Alexander and the Vergilian Achilles suggests a second
comparison, a comparison between Alexander and the Vergilian Neoptolemus, which, in turn,
further reflects the king’s demonic quality. Through the act of killing Betis by dragging him
behind his chariot, Alexander claims to play the role of Achilles, his famous heroic ancestor.
Yet, by describing Alexander’s Achillean imitation in language that echoes Priam’s address to
Neoptolemus in Aeneid 2, Curtius powerfully, if subtly, undermines this very claim. Rather than
playing the role of Achilles, Alexander, the historian implies, plays the role of Neoptolemus
instead. On this reading, Alexander’s execution of Betis finds its model not in Achilles’ slaying
of Hector, but in Neoptolemus’ butchering of Priam, the former an act of heroism and savagery,
the latter an act of savagery alone. Thus, far from a true reincarnation of his heroic ancestor,

Alexander, Curtius insinuates, is merely a debased version thereof.

46 Dosson 1886: 255-257; Tarn 1948: 2.97-99; McQueen 1967: 35-36; and Rutz 1986: 2346.

47 According to Dunkle 1967: 168, vis ranks as one of the four most common vices of the tyrannus in Latin
literature. While ira does not make this list, it is clearly connected with a second common vice, crudelitas.

48 Cf. Baynham 1998: 159: “Curtius’ thematic emphasis is clear. Alexander is already displaying the negative
aspects of kingship associated with Darius. His success ensures that these are given full rein as the absolutism of his
power increases.”
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II. The Marriage of Alexander and Roxane (8.4.22-26)

[22] Satrapes etiam eo, qui penes ipsum relinquebatur, tradito, barbara opulentia convivium,
guo regem accipiebat, instruxerat. [23] 1d cum multa comitate celebraret, introduci XXX nobiles
virgines iussit. Inter quas erat filia ipsius, Roxane nomine, eximia corporis specie et decore
habitus in barbaris raro. [24] Quae quamquam inter electas processerat, omnium tamen oculos
convertit in se, maxime regis minus iam cupiditatibus suis imperantis inter obsequia fortunae,
contra quam non satis cauta mortalitas est. [25] Itaque ille, qui uxorem Darei, qui duas filias
virgines, quibus forma praeter Roxanen conparari nulla potuerat, haud alio animo quam
parentis aspexerat, tunc in amorem virgunculae, si regiae stirpi conpararetur, ignobilis, ita
effusus est, ut diceret ad stabiliendum regnum pertinere Persas et Macedones conubio iungi: hoc
uno modo et pudorem victis et superbiam victoribus detrahi posse. [26] Achillem quoque, a quo
genus ipse deduceret, cum captiva coisse. Ne inferri nefas arbitrentur, titat matrimonii iure
velle iungi.

[22] The satrap, having handed over even the son who was being left with him, had prepared a
feast of barbarian splendor at which he received the king. [23] While he was celebrating this
feast with great courtesy, he ordered thirty noble maidens to be brought in. Among these was his
own daughter, Roxane, a girl of distinguished beauty and a grace of style rare among barbarians.
[24] Though she had come forth among specially chosen women, nevertheless she caused the
eyes of all to turn to her, most of all the king’s, who was now less in control of his passions
amidst the indulgences of fortune, against whom mortals cannot be careful enough. [25] And so
he who had gazed at Darius’ wife, who had gazed at Darius’ two maiden daughters (to whom no
woman could be compared for beauty except Roxane) with no mind besides that of a father, that
man then fell so in love with the little maiden, who was ignoble if compared with royal stock,
that he said that for Persians and Macedonians to be joined in wedlock was connected with his
effort to stabilize the empire; that in this one way shame could be taken away from the
conquered, haughtiness from the conquerors. [26] Achilles, too, from whom he himself traced
his descent, had married a captive woman; lest the conquered should think that a wrong was
being inflicted on them, he tsot wanted to be joined in lawful matrimony with her.

This passage, which contains Curtius’ second explicit deployment of the Achilles motif,
centers on Alexander’s famous marriage to Roxane (327 B.C.).*® When Alexander receives the
submission of Oxyartes, the Bactrian nobleman treats Alexander and the Macedonians to a feast
of oriental splendor. At this feast, Alexander falls in love with Roxane, the beautiful daughter of
Oxyartes, and decides, then and there, to marry her. The king’s rationale, as Curtius reports, is

twofold: first, his desire to reconcile Macedonians and Persians and thereby solidify his empire;

49 On Alexander’s marriage to Roxane, see Renard and Servais 1955.
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and second—and more significant in the present context—his claim that Achilles, too, had
married a captive woman (Achillem...cum captiva coiise).

Whereas scholars have traditionally been divided on the Achilles motif’s historicity in
Curtius’ account of the death of Betis, they have been in general agreement on the motif’s
fictionality in his account of Alexander’s marriage to Roxane.* In the first place, Curtius’ two-
part epic comparison, between Alexander and Achilles on the one hand, and between Roxane
and Briseis on the other, is unique to the Roman historian; Plutarch (Alex. 47.7-8; De Alex. fort.
1.11 = Mor. 332E and De Alex. fort. 2.6 = Mor. 338D), Arrian (Anab. 4.19.5), and the Metz
Epitome (829-31) make no such comparison in their respective accounts of the marriage, and
with Diodorus, whose account of the marriage survives only in summary form, we cannot tell.:
Second, and more significantly, Curtius, as Porod has recognized, signals the Achilles motif with
virtually the same formula in both the Betis and Roxane episodes: Achillen, a quo genus ipse
deduceret (4.6.29) ~ Achillem quoque, a quo genus ipse deduceret (8.4.26), “Achilles (too), from
whom he himself traced his descent.”>? While scholars may disagree on which historian first
developed this particular Alexander-Achilles comparison, with Hammond favoring
Cleitarchus,>® and W. W. Tarn, Rutz, and Heckel favoring Curtius,> the crucial point is that

Curtius chose to include it at all. As Arrian, Plutarch, and the Metz Epitome all show, Curtius

0 Tarn 1948: 2.269, Hammond 1983: 146, Rutz 1986: 2345, Heckel 1994: 74 and 2015: 31, and implicitly almost
all biographies of Alexander; contra Radet 1931: 254 and Rogers 2004: 172-173.

51 Diodorus’ account of Alexander’s marriage to Roxane is missing due to the major lacuna in Book 17, though the
ancient table of contents to this book confirms that the event was covered. Justin, once again, omits the episode
altogether.

52 Porod 1987: 305.

53 Hammond 1983: 146.

5 Tarn 1948: 2.269, Rutz 1986: 2345, and Heckel 1994: 74 and 2015: 31.
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could easily have followed a different tradition in which the Achilles motif was not a factor; that
the historian did not do so, however, suggests, that we may, as in the previous passage,
confidently treat the Achilles motif in this passage as thematically significant.

To determine the thematic significance of the Achilles motif in this passage, we must
begin by considering two questions: First, to which Achilles does Curtius mean to compare
Alexander, and second, to which Briseis does he mean to compare Roxane? With Alexander, the
Homeric Achilles may, once again, seem the logical answer, given that Homer provides the most
famous treatment of Achilles’ relationship with Briseis in ancient literature. Yet, the way in
which Curtius introduces the Achilles motif in this passage poses a problem for this view. By
setting up the Achilles motif with virtually the same formula as in the previous passage (8.4.26 ~
4.6.29), Curtius seems, by extension, to allude to the same Aeneid 2 verse as in the previous
passage:

Achillem quoque, a quo genus ipse deduceret

Achilles, too, from whom he himself traced his descent (Curt. 8.4.26)

at non ille, satum quo te mentiris, Achilles

But not that Achilles, from whom you lyingly claim to be born (Verg. Aen. 2.540)

With these Curtian and Vergilian phrases, we find, of course, the same similarities as noted
above: first, Achilles functioning as the antecedent of a relative clause introduced by quo, and
second, a relative clause concerned with someone tracing his descent from the Greek hero.
Consequently, I suggest that Curtius means to cast Alexander here, once again, in the role of the

Vergilian, rather than Homeric, Achilles.® In the case of Roxane, the question of the specific

5 More generally, Balzer 1971: 68-82 has shown that Curtius’ descriptions of feasts, such as that for Alexander and
Roxane’s wedding, are heavily indebted to Vergil’s descriptions of the same, singling out, in this case (73), Curtius’
use of Vergilian instruo (Curt. 8.4.22: Satrapes...convivium...instruxerat, “The satrap had prepared a feast”; cf.
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Briseis she is meant to play is even more difficult to answer. While Briseis appears in a number
of ancient works, from Homer to Roman elegy, her characterization remains relatively minimal
and generally consistent. Whether in Homer (ll. 9.334-345, 19.287-300) or in Ovid (Amor.
1.9.33-34 and Her. 3), Briseis is, above all, Achilles’ captive and lover. For present purposes,
therefore, treating Curtius’ Roxane-Briseis comparison as a general, non-specific, comparison
will, I think, be sufficient. With these preliminary considerations in mind, how, then, should we
understand the Achilles motif’s thematic significance within this passage?

First of all, Curtius” comparison of Alexander and the Vergilian serves here, 1 would
argue, to highlight Alexander’s increasingly tyrannical nature in the second pentad. As Baynham
has shown, Curtius, in contrast to Arrian and Plutarch, shapes his account of Alexander’s
marriage to Roxane in such a way as to emphasize the king’s current status as tyrannus.*® To
begin with, Curtius strongly implies that Alexander’s motive for marrying Roxane is neither
political concord nor racial reconciliation, as the king himself makes out (8.4.25); instead, by
placing the king’s seemingly high-minded motives within the result clause dependent on in
amorem virgunculae...ita effusus est, “he fell so in love with the little maiden” (8.4.25), the
historian suggests that his true motive was cupido,®’ a near synonym of libido, another of the

four stock vices of the Greco-Roman tyrannus.>® Curtius further reinforces Alexander’s status as

Verg. Aen. 1.637-638: at domus...| instruitur, “but the house is prepared”; and Verg. Aen. 3.231: instruimus mensas,
“we prepare the tables”).

%6 Baynham 1998: 191-192.

57 Cf. Baynham 1998: 192 and Moore 1995: 95. Curtius mentions cupiditas, a synonym of cupido, twice in this
passage, the first time to stress that Alexander was no longer in control of his passions (8.4.24: cupiditatibus), the
second to describe the passionate haste of Alexander’s decision to marry Roxane (8.4.27: in medio cupiditatis
ardore, “in the midst of the fire of his passion”).

%8 Dunkle 1967: 168-169. According to Dunkle, libido “refers to a despotic caprice which characterizes rule
according to the desire of one man. This rule by whim also includes a capricious sexual dominion of the ruler over
his subjects” (168).
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tyrannus with his description of the way in which the king’s Macedonian friends react to the
royal marriage:>°

Pudebat amicos super vinum et epulas socerum ex deditis esse delectum, sed, post Cliti
caedem libertate sublata, vultu, qui maxime servit, adsentiebantur.

His friends were ashamed that a father-in-law had been chosen amidst wine and feasts,

but after the death of Cleitus, with freedom of speech having been taken away, they

agreed to it with a facial expression that is most slavish. (8.4.30)
Faced with Alexander’s marriage to a barbarian girl, the king’s companions play the role of
servile subjects akin to Roman senators under the Principate.® Rather than practicing freedom of
speech (libertate), they keep their thoughts to themselves; rather than acting as true advisers,
they let their king do as he pleases. The king’s moral transformation, in short, is now complete:
far from the noble rex of the first pentad, Alexander stands, at this point, as the unequivocal
tyrannus of the second. This, then, is where the Achilles motif comes in. Whereas Alexander’s
Achillean role served in the previous passage to foreshadow the king’s moral transformation, it
serves here, | suggest, to mark its fulfillment. Like Vergil’s Achilles, the Alexander of the
second pentad is not only a figure of greater ira and vis; he is also, as seen in the present passage,
a figure of greater passion, another quality closely associated with the Vergilian Achilles.®! In
contrast to the Alexander of the first pentad, who famously manages, as Curtius here pointedly
recalls, to contain his passion in the presence of Darius’ wife and daughters, reputedly among the

most beautiful women in Asia (8.4.25), the Alexander of the second proves unable to do the

same in the presence of the equally beautiful Roxane. Ultimately, while Alexander’s passion

59 Baynham 1998: 192.
60 Heckel 1994: 74.

61 King 1987 notes that the Vergilian Achilles is representative of “the uncontrolled passion that is both the cause
and effect of war” (126) and, by extension, “the irrationality that constantly threatens to destroy human peace,
human civilization” (128).
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may manifest itself differently from that of the Vergilian Achilles, both share a certain inherently
destructive quality.

Second, Curtius’ comparison of Alexander and the Vergilian Achilles suggests, once
again, an additional comparison—that between Alexander and the Vergilian Neoptolemus—a
comparison that further underscores the king’s moral decline in the second pentad. In this
passage, Curtius presents Alexander as reenacting a specific part of Achilles’ story: just as
Achilles once married Briseis, a barbarian captive,® so is Alexander now marrying Roxane
(8.4.26), the daughter of a barbarian warlord. Yet, by describing Alexander’s Achillean
reenactment with a phrase reminiscent of Priam’s appeal to Neoptolemus in Aeneid 2 (Curt.
8.4.26 ~ Verg. Aen. 2.540), Curtius also hints at a parallel between Alexander and Neoptolemus.
Here, as in the previous passage, this secondary comparison is thematically apt. Despite
Alexander’s claim to be following in Achilles’ footsteps with his marriage to Roxane, he is, in a
certain sense, more closely following in those of Neoptolemus. While both Achilles and
Neoptolemus have relationships with barbarian woman, Briseis in the former’s case and
Andromache in the latter’s, only Neoptolemus is ever depicted as actually marrying his barbarian
partner.5® What this Alexander-Neoptolemus comparison suggests, then, | believe, is that
Alexander, in marrying Roxane, is behaving not in a heroic way, but in an anti-heroic, even

debased, way. Much as in the previous passage, in other words, Alexander fails to live up to his

52 0n Achilles’ relationship with Briseis, see King 1987: 172-174 and Fantuzzi 2012: 99-185.

83 Verg. Aen. 3.294-343 and Eur. Tro. 1136-1142; cf. Eur. Andr. 1-31 and Sen. Min. Tro. 975-976, however, where
Andromache is depicted as Neoptolemus’ concubine. While never presented as a true marriage, Achilles’
relationship with Briseis is regularly characterized as either a dalliance (e.g., Hor. Carm 2.4.1-4; Prop. 2.22.29—34;
Ov. Amor. 1.9.33-34 and Her. 3) or a quasi-marriage (e.g., Hom. Il. 9.334-345, 19.287-300; Prop. 2.8.29-40, 2.9.9-
18).
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self-proclaimed heroic model:®* rather than treating Roxane as something similar to but not quite
a wife, a la Achilles, Alexander treats her as a full wife, a la Neoptolemus, thereby breaking with
Greco-Roman cultural norms and aligning himself, from a Greco-Roman moralizing perspective,
with the decadent and corrupting East.®

Finally, within this same role-playing context, Roxane’s role as Briseis can be seen to
further reflect Alexander’s tyrannical status in the second pentad. Particularly in Homer, but also
in other authors, Briseis functions as the catalyst for the quarrel between Achilles and
Agamemnon and, ultimately, for the breach between Achilles and the Greek army. By comparing
Roxane to Briseis, therefore, Curtius, | suggest, hints at Roxane’s potential, and that of the
broader Orientalizing policy she represents, to create a schism between Alexander and the
Macedonians. In the event, such a schism is not long in coming. Right after his marriage to
Roxane, Alexander, on Curtius’ account, decides to seek divine honors for himself, a decision
that not only further alienates the Macedonians, but contributes, in short order, to a conspiracy
against his life. Thus, by playing the role of Briseis, Roxane effectively foreshadows the ever
more troubled relationship between her husband and his subjects, or, in moralizing terms, an

Orientalizing tyrannus and his nobly traditionalist subjects.

[1I. The Battle between Alexander and the Indian Rivers (9.4.8-14)

Quippe 11 flumina tota India praeter Gangen maxima munimento arcis adplicant undas: a
septentrione Indus adluit, a meridie [h]Acesines Hydaspi confunditur. [9] Ceterum amnium

8 Professor Morgan suggests that Alexander may also be consciously manipulating the Achilles paradigm for his
own ends in this passage. If this is the case, then Alexander’s dark side becomes even more pronounced: not only
does Alexander fail to live up to Achilles’ amatory example, but he cynically reframes the Achilles-Briseis
relationship as a full-fledged marriage in order to justify his own troubling amatory decision.

8 Curtius, like a number of ancient authors, views the marriage as a dangerous inversion of Greco-Roman cultural
norms: Hoc modo rex Asiae et Europae introductam inter convivales ludos matrimonio sibi adiunxit, ex captiva
geniturus, qui victoribus imperaret, “In this way, the king of Asia and Europe married a woman brought in amidst
festive games, intending to sire a son from the captive woman who would rule the victors.” (8.4.29).
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coetus maritimis similes fluctus movet, multoque ac turbido limo, quod aquarum concursu
subinde turbatur, iter, qua meat<ur> navigiis, in tenuem alveum cogitur. [10] Itaque, cum crebri
fluctus se inveherent et navium hinc proras, hinc latera pulsarent, subducere nautae vela
coeperunt. Sed ministeria eorum hinc aestu, hinc praerapida celeritate fluminum occupantur.
[11] In oculis omnium duo maiora navigia submersa sunt; leviora, cum et ipsa nequirent regi, in
ripam tamen innoxia expulsa sunt. Ipse rex in rapidissimos vertices incidit, quibus intorta navis
obliqua et gubernaculi inpatiens agebatur. [12] lam vestem detraxerat corpori proiecturus semet
in flumen, amicique, ut exciperent eum, haud procul nabant, adparebatque anceps periculum
tam nataturi quam navigare perseverantis. [13] Ergo ingenti certamine concitant remos,
guantaque vis humana esse poterat admota est, ut fluctus, qui se invehebant, everberarentur.
[14] Findi crederes undas et retro gurgites cedere. Quibus tandem navis erepta non tamen ripae
adplicatur, sed in proximum vadum inliditur: cum amne bellum fuisse crederes. Ergo, aris pro
numero fluminum positis sacrificioque facto, XXX stadia processit.

For the three greatest rivers in all India apart from the Ganges bring their waters into contact
with the walls of the citadel: from the north the Indus washes it, and from the south the Acesines
joins with the Hydaspes. [9] Moreover, the meeting of the rivers produces waves like ocean
waves, and, because of the great deal of turbid mud that is stirred up from time to time due to the
joining of the waters, the route by which ships move is forced into a shallow bed. [10] Therefore,
when frequent waves hurled themselves against the prows of the ships from one side, and beat
their sides from the other, the sailors began to lower the sails. But their efforts were forestalled,
partly by the surge, partly the swift speed of the river. [11] In sight of all two of the larger ships
sank; the light vessels, though they themselves were also unable to be steered, were nevertheless
driven up onto the shore unharmed. The king himself happened upon the swiftest eddies, in
which his ship was turned sideways and was driven on, unable to bear its helm. [12] By now, he
had removed the clothes from his body with the intention of hurling himself into the river, and
his friends, in order to get him out, were swimming not far off, and it seemed to be equally
dangerous, as much for the man intending to swim as for the man who persisted in sailing. [13]
Therefore, they plied their oars with a great struggle and made as much progress as human
strength is capable of, such that the waves which hurled themselves at them were beaten back.
[14] You would have believed that the waves were split and that the waters withdrew. When the
ship was finally snatched out of these, it was not set on the bank, but was dashed into the nearest
shallows. You would have believed there had been a war with the river. Therefore, when he had
set up altars to match the number of rivers and had performed a sacrifice, he proceeded thirty
stades.

In this passage, Curtius tells the tale of Alexander’s near shipwreck during the final part
of the Indian campaign. During his voyage to the Indian Ocean, Alexander narrowly avoids
disaster at the treacherous confluence of the Indus, Hydaspes, and Acesines Rivers. Though
Alexander’s lighter ships fare fine, not only do two of his heavier ships sink, but the royal

flagship itself nearly capsizes, threatening to hurl the king to a watery—and ignominious—death.
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With characteristic good luck, however, Alexander survives the ordeal, and, after reaching shore,
sacrifices to the rivers in thanks for his and his army’s salvation. While this passage may thus
appear to be nothing more than a factual report of a rare blunder on Alexander’s part, Curtius’
final remark, cum amne bellum fuisse crederes, “you would have believed there had been a war
with a river” (9.4.14), suggests that there may be more to the passage than first meets the eye.
With this remark, as several scholars have noted, Curtius seems to cast Alexander in the role of
Achilles, the hero who famously fights the Scamander (1. 21.211-382), and, in so doing, to
reframe this relatively minor setback as a quasi-Homeric exploit: Alexander, the historian
appears to suggest, can also claim to have done battle with a river.

While Curtius’ supposed deployment of the Achilles motif in this passage is plausible in
itself, it becomes virtually certain when we compare Curtius’ account of the episode with that of
Diodorus.®” Not only does Diodorus’ account closely resemble Curtius’;®® it also—and more
significantly—makes the Homeric allusion explicit: Zm0eic 6¢ mapadoEmg toig Oeoic EBvoev g
LEYIOTOVE EKTTEPEVYMG KIVOUVOLG Kol TPOG TOTAUOV Opoimg AxAAEl dtayovicauevog, “Having
been saved unexpectedly, he sacrificed to the gods as if he had escaped the greatest dangers and

had, like Achilles, struggled with a river” (17.97.3).%° Given that the two historians probably

6 Hammond 1983: 153; Rutz 1986: 2345; and Heckel 1994: 73-74.

57 Comparison between Curtius’ account and those of the three remaining Alexander historians is less conclusive in
this case: Plutarch and Justin make no mention of the naval debacle, while Arrian, who does, suppresses the
Homeric allusion by focusing on the fate of the fleet rather than Alexander (Anab. 6.4.4-5.4). What the comparison
does suggest, however, is that this particular Homeric allusion was not a universal feature of Alexander
historiography, a fact that makes Curtius’ decision to include it that much more significant.

8 As Hammond 1983: 153 shows, Diodorus’ account resembles Curtius’ in several ways: (i) the mistaken
description of the three Indian rivers as converging at the same point, though two of them (Hydaspes and Acesines)
actually converge north of the third (Indus); (ii) the sinking of two Macedonian vessels; (iii) Alexander’s great peril
aboard the royal flagship; (iv) Alexander’s friends’ swimming beside the royal flagship; and (v) Alexander’s
sacrifice in thanks for his salvation. The differences between the two accounts are minimal (e.g., Alexander leaps
into the river in Diodorus, but only prepares to do so in Curtius), and none are, strictly speaking, incompatable.

5 Hammond 1983: 153 and Heckel 1994: 73-74.
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relied on a common source for this episode (Cleitarchus),” we can safely assume not only that
the Achilles motif featured in this common source, but also that Curtius’ remark, cum amne
bellum fuisse crederes, is indeed a Homeric allusion. Further support for this contention, if
further support be needed, comes from the context of the passage in question. On a considerably
larger scale than either of the two previous passages, this passage forms part of a network of epic
allusions: closely preceding the present passage is Alexander’s Achilles-esque withdrawal to his
tent during the mutiny at the Hyphasis (9.3.18-19); and closely succeeding it, both his Homeric
aristeia at the Sudracae town (9.4.26-5.21)" and his speech to his generals presenting his
Achillean preference for a short life of glory rather than a long life of obscurity (9.6.16-26)."2
Thus, on both of these grounds, we are entitled to ask what the Homeric allusion’s thematic
significance is, both on its own and within Curtius’ work overall?

Before we can answer either question, though, we must recall the significance of
Achilles’ battle with the Scamander in the Iliad itself. When Achilles fights the river during his
aristeia, the hero takes part in a relatively rare sort of Homeric battle: a battle between a mortal
and an immortal. Throughout the poem, Homer narrates six such battles, or near battles,” and

stresses, in each case, their essentially transgressive nature. During Diomedes’ aristeia, for

70 Schwartz 1901: 1874; Hammond 1983 64-65, 153; and Heckel 1994: 73-74.

"I Whereas Curtius claims that Alexander’s aristeia took place among the Sudracae (9.4.26), Arrian (Anab. 6.11.3)
and Plutarch (Alex. 63.1), followed by all modern scholars, insist that it took place among the Mallians. For the sake
of consistency, | follow each historian’s terminology in their respective chapters.

2 This network of Homeric allusions becomes more significant when we compare Curtius’ account of the Indian
campaign with those of the other Alexander historians: while each of these historians includes some of these
Homeric allusions, Curtius alone includes all four. As I will show in Sections V and VI below, a similar network of
Homeric allusions can be found in Curtius’ account of the Persian campaign between the battles of Issus and
Gaugamela.

3 Diomedes versus Aphrodite (11. 5.311-351), Diomedes versus Apollo (1l. 5.431-446), Diomedes versus Ares (I1.
5.846-863), Patroclus versus Apollo (Il. 16.698-711), Achilles versus Scamander (Il. 21.211-382), and Achilles
versus Apollo (I1. 22.6-20).
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example, Apollo famously characterizes the hero’s desire to contend with the gods as both
foolish and presumptious: @péleo, Tvdetdn, koi xaleo, pnds Oeoiowy | 1o’ E0eke ppovésty, émei ob
mote POAOV Opoiov | abavatwv te Oedv yapai Epyouévav T avipormv, “Take thought, son of
Tydeus, and give way, and do not wish to think things equal to the gods, since never was the race
of immortal gods and men who walk the earth alike” (Il. 5.440-442). In the Homeric world, as
this passage makes clear, gods and men always have been, and always will be, races apart:
whereas the gods are deathless and care-free, men are death-bound and care-torn.”* Considered
from this perspective, then, the significance of Achilles’ battle with the Scamander begins to
come into focus. Far from just another martial exploit, Achilles’ battle with the river, as S.
Schein has shown, represents a symbolic challenge to the Homeric cosmic order: Achilles, the
best of the Greek heroes but a mortal nonetheless, here transgresses the clear dividing line
between mortal and immortal.” What, then, does it mean for Curtius to compare Alexander to
the Achilles of lliad 21?

To begin with, Curtius’ comparison highlights, I suggest, Alexander’s own increasingly
transgressive behavior in the second pentad. While Alexander’s transgressions are numerous in
this part of the work, chief among them, in Curtius’ eyes, is the king’s decision to seek divine
honors: "

lamque omnibus praeparatis <ratus>, quod olim prava mente conceperat, tunc esse

maturum, qguonam modo caelestes honores usurparet, coepit agitare. lovis filium non dici
tantum se, sed etiam credi volebat, tamquam perinde animis imperare posset ac linguis,

4 Cf. Griffin 1980: 82-83.
75 Schein 1984: 35; contra King 1987: 113.

76 For Alexander’s deification, see Balsdon 1950, Habicht 1970: 17-36, 245-252 and Badian 1981 [2012: 244-281]
and 1996 [2012: 365-385]. Curtius’ obituary of Alexander confirms his disdain for the king’s request for divine
honors. When Curtius enumerates Alexander’s bad qualities, the first three he cites are all connected with this aspect
of the king’s reign: (i) seeking divine honors and trying to be the equal of the gods; (ii) trusting in oracles that
advised such conduct; and (iii) showing anger toward those who refused to worship him (10.5.33).
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iussitque more Persarum Macedonas venerabundos ipsum salutare prosternentes humi
corpora.

And thinking that now, when everything had been prepared [for the Indian campaign],
the time was ripe for what he had once conceived in his perverse mind, he began to
consider how he might attain divine honors. He wished not only to be called, but also to
be believed to be, the son of Jupiter, as if he were able to control mens’ minds as well as
their tongues, and he ordered that the Macedonians greet him reverentially by prostrating
their bodies on the ground in accordance with Persian custom.’’ (8.5.5-6)
With this decision, Curtius’ Alexander challenges, in effect, the religious norms of both his own
society and that of his Roman historian. From a contemporary Greco-Macedonian perspective,
Alexander’s decision would have called into question a basic tenet of Greco-Macedonian
thought, namely that, with few exceptions,® men were fundamentally distinct from gods. Yet,
even from Curtius’ Roman perspective, from the perspective, that is, of a society in which such
divine honors had become institutionalized in the form of ruler cult,”® Alexander’s decision
would have retained a transgressive element. While Roman emperors customarily received
divine honors after death, to seek them in life was viewed as a sign of hubris and megalomania.

Thus, by stressing Alexander’s desire for present, rather than posthumous, divine honors, Curtius

implicitly compares the Macedonian king to Roman emperors such as Caligula,® an emperor

" The scholarly term for this sort of ritual prostration is proskynesis. As Bosworth 1988a: 284 among others has
shown, proskynesis carried different connotations for Persians than for Greeks and Macedonians: for Persians, the
ritual was a secular act, performed by someone of lower social standing toward someone of higher social standing;
for Greeks and Macedonians, however, the ritual suggested a religious act, since prostration was, as a rule, reserved
for the gods.

"8 Prior to Alexander, Greco-Macedonian figures who challenged this mortal-immortal dichotomy include Hercules
and the Dioscurii on the mythological side, and Lysander, Dion, Amyntas 11, and Philip Il on the historical side. For
discussion of the historical cases, see Habicht 1970: 3-16, 243-245; contra Badian 1981: 33-44 [2012: 247-255].

9 On the Roman imperial cult, see Price 1984 and Fishwick 1987.

80 Lana 1949: 63-69; cf. Sumner 1961: 33-34, who argues that Curtius’ Alexander is, in general, a negative
caricature of Caligula. Contra Devine 1979: 158, who argues, mistakenly, that the similarity between Curtius’
Alexander and Caligula in the matter of divine honors breaks down because Alexander wanted recognition merely
as the son of a god (Jupiter), whereas Caligula wanted recognition as a god in his own right; in fact, Curtius’
Alexander also wants recognition as a god in his own right, as Callisthenes explicitly suggests during the
proskynesis debate (8.5.15-16) and Curtius strongly implies in his obituary of the king (10.5.33).
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who not only sought divine honors in his lifetime but whose reign Curtius most likely
witnessed.®!

While Alexander’s desire for divine honors represents, on Curtius’ view, the king’s
transgressive act par excellence, his ambition for world conquest is cut from much the same
cloth. Shortly before Alexander’s near disaster at the confluence of the Indian rivers, Curtius
contrasts the king’s thoughts with those of his soldiers regarding the prospect of continuing the
Indian campaign to the Ganges and beyond:

Non idem sibi et militibus animi esse; <se> totius orbis imperium mente conplexum

adhuc in operum suorum primordio stare, militem labore defetigatum proximum

quemgque fructum, finito tandem periculo, expetere.

His thoughts and those of the soldiers were not the same: having embraced the rule of the

whole world in his mind, he stood still at the beginning of his efforts, while his soldiers,

having been worn out from labor, each sought the enjoyment which was nearest at hand,

since danger had at last been brought to an end. (9.2.11)

In Curtius’ view, Alexander and his soldiers are, figuratively speaking, miles apart by the time of
the Indian campaign: where Alexander has his heart set on conquering the whole world—a
further transgressive, even megalomanical, goal—his soldiers want nothing more than to settle
down and enjoy the fruits of their nearly decade-long campaign. When the Macedonians reach
the Hyphasis River, the last major river before the Ganges, this tension rapidly comes to a head.
Giving in to what Curtius describes as cupido rather than ratio (9.2.12), Alexander delivers a
passionate speech designed to persuade his soldiers to press on to the eastern Ocean. For the first

time in the campaign, however, the conqueror’s words fail to inspire. The Macedonians, tired

and homesick, refuse to go on, and Alexander, in true Achillean fashion, withdraws to his tent in

81 For Curtius’ probable date in first century A.D., see n. 2 above.
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anger (ira) (9.3.18-19).82 Yet, where Achilles’ withdrawal produces the hero’s desired outcome,
Alexander’s has precisely the opposite effect.®® The soldiers persist in their opposition, and the
king, his bluff called and his power compromised, finally gives the command to turn back.
However, even in relenting the king’s transgressive streak remains on full display. To
compensate for his loss of face, Alexander, as Curtius records, orders a fake camp of larger-than-
life dimensions to be built on the banks of the Hyphasis as posteritati fallax miraculum, “a false
monument to posterity” (9.3.19).84 If Alexander cannot conquer the whole east, Curtius implies,
he can at least give the impression of having done so. Curtius’ comparison of Alexander and the
Achilles of lliad 21 is, once again, symbolically apt.

Yet, if Curtius’ comparison of Alexander and the Achilles of Iliad 21 highlights
Alexander’s transgressive, even megalomaniacal, nature, it also underscores his mortality. While
Alexander may regard himself, in some sense, as divine, may even seek formal recognition of
this status, Curtius’ allusion gives the lie to the king’s exalted self-conception. Despite his
supposedly divine nature, Alexander, like Achilles, barely survives his struggle with the rivers,
as his ship nearly capsizes and he comes within an ace of having to swim for his life. Moreover,
where Achilles’ salvation comes from two gods, Hera and Hephaestus (Il. 21.328-382),
Alexander’s comes, if anything, from his own crewmen (Curt. 9.4.13). Depending on how far we

want to push this discrepancy, Curtius may possibly be suggesting that the king has, in some

82 Alexander’s withdrawal to his tent at the Hyphasis is also found in Arrian (Anab. 5.28.3), and Plutarch (Alex.
62.5), but omitted by Diodorus and Justin. The reason for Diodorus’ omission, as Carney 2000a: 282, n. 53 suggests,
may have to do with the fact that he was writing a universal history and was, consequently, compelled to compress
the narrative; the same may well apply to Justin, too.

83 Carney 2000a: 281-283 argues that Alexander’s Achilles-esque behavior at the Hyphasis was historical, but that
the Macedonians refused to see their king’s behavior in this instance as anything other than selfishness.

8 Diodorus (17.95.1-2), Justin (12.8.16-17), Plutarch (Alex. 62.6-7), and the Metz Epitome (869) all agree with
Curtius on this point; Arrian (Anab. 5.29.1) does not.
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sense, been abandoned by the gods. Whether this is correct or not, the allusion’s more basic
message—Alexander’s mortality—proves highly prophetic. In the same chapter as the allusion
itself, Alexander begins his notorious assault against the Sudracae town (9.4.26-5.21). During
this assault, the king receives a near-fatal arrow wound to the lung and is saved only through the
heroism of a few of his companions. In the context of the work as a whole, the allusion is also
prophetic: at this point in the narrative, Alexander’s death in Babylon is a mere book away

(10.5.1-6). Thus, as Curtius’ comparison reminds, Alexander is, like Achilles, all too temporary.

IV. Alexander’s Apologia to the Macedonian Generals (9.6.16-26)

[16] Grata erat regi pietas amicorum; itaque, singulos familiarius amplexus, considere iubet,
[17] altiusque sermone repetito:““Vobis quidem,” inquit, ““o fidissimi piissimique civium atque
amicorum, grates ago habeoque non solum [m]eo nomine, quod hodie salutem meam vestrae
praeponitis, sed quod a primordiis belli nullum erga me benivolentiae pignus atque indicium
omisistis, adeo ut confitendum sit numguam mihi vitam meam fuisse tam caram, quam esse
coepit <...> ut vobis diu frui possim. [18] Ceterum non eadem est cogitatio eorum, qui pro me
mori optant, et mea, qui quidem hanc benivolentiam vestram virtute meruisse me iudico. Vos
enim diuturnum fructum ex me, forsitan etiam perpetuum percipere cupiatis: ego me metior non
aetatis spatio, sed gloriae. [19] Licuit paternis opibus contento intra Macedoniae terminos per
otium corporis expectare obscuram et ignobilem senectutem; quamquam ne pigri quidem sibi
fata disponunt, sed unicum bonum diuturnam vitam existimantes saepe acerba mors occupat.
Verum ego, qui non annos meos, sed victorias numero, si munera fortunae bene conputo, diu
vixi. [20] Orsus a Macedonia imperium Graeciae teneo, Thraciam et Illyrios subegi, Triballis
Maedisque imperito, Asiam, qua Hellesponto, qua Rubro mari subluitur, possideo. lamqgue haud
procul absum fine mundi, quem egressus aliam naturam, alium orbem aperire mihi statui. [21]
Ex Asia in Europae terminos momento unius horae transivi. Victor utriusque regionis post
nonum regni mei, post vicesimum atque octavum annum <vitae> videorne vobis in excolenda
gloria, cui me uni devovi, posse cessare? Ego vero non deero et, ubicumqgue pugnabo, in theatro
terrarum orbis esse me credam. [22] Dabo nobilitatem ignobilibus locis, aperiam cunctis
gentibus terras, quas natura longe submoverat. In his operibus extingui mihi, si fors ita feret,
pulchrum est: ea stirpe sum genitus, ut multa<m> prius quam longam vitam debeam optare.
[23] Obsecro vos, cogitate nos pervenisse in terras, quibus feminae ob virtutem celeberrimum
nomen est. Quas urbes Samiramis condidit! Quas gentis redegit in potestatem! Quanta opera
molita est! Nondum feminam aequavimus gloria et iam nos laudis satietas cepit? [24] Di faveant,
maiora adhuc restant. Sed ita nostra erunt, quae nondum adiimus, si nihil parvum duxerimus, in
quo magnae gloriae locus est. Vos modo me ab intestina fraude et domesticorum insidiis
praestate securum: belli Martisque discrimen inpavidus subibo. [25] Philippus in acie tutior
quam in theatro fuit: hostium manus saepe vitavit, suorum effugere non valuit. Aliorum quoque
regum exitus si reputaveritis, plures a suis quam ab hoste interemptos numerabitis. [26]
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Ceterum, quoniam olim rei agitatae in animo meo nunc promendae occasio oblata est, mihi
maximus laborum atque operum meorum erit fructus, si Olympias mater inmortalitati
consecretur, quandoque excesserit vita. Hoc, si licuerit, ipse praestabo; hoc, si me praeceperit
fatum, vos mandasse <me> mementote.”

[16] His friends’ devotion was pleasing to the king. Thus, having embraced each one by one with
special fondness, he told them to be seated, [17] and, beginning his speech on a lofty note, said:
“To you indeed, most faithful and dutiful citizens and friends, | give and hold out my thanks, not
only on the ground that today you put my safety before your own, but because, from the very
beginning of the war, you have forgotten no pledge and proof of your goodwill toward me, so
much so that I must confess that never has my life been as dear to me as it is beginning to be now
so that, for a long time, | may still be able to enjoy your company. [18] But not the same is the
thought of those who wish to die in my stead and my own thought, I who reckon in fact that |
earned this goodwill of yours through my courage. For you perhaps want to find that the long
enjoyment you have derived from me will last forever; I measure myself not by the span of my
life, but by the span of my glory. [19] Content with my father’s wealth, I could have awaited an
obscure and ignoble old-age within the borders of Macedonia through bodily relaxation.
Although not even idle men arrange their own fates, still bitter death often seizes on those who
reckon that the one and only good is a long life. But | who count not my years but my victories
have lived a long life if I carefully reckon fortune’s gifts. [20] Having begun from Macedonia, |
hold dominion over Greece, | have subdued Thrace and the Illyrians, I rule the Triballians and
the Maedi, and | possess Asia, where it is washed by the Hellespont and where it is washed by
the Red Sea. And now | am hardly far distant from the end of the world, having passed beyond
which | have resolved to open for myself another natural realm, another world. [21] From Asia to
the borders of Europe | have crossed in the space of a single hour. As the congueror of each
continent, do | seem to you able, after the ninth year of my reign and the twenty-eighth of my
life, to cease in perfecting my glory, to which alone I have devoted myself? But in fact, | will not
fail and, wherever | fight, 1 will believe myself to be in the theater of the world. [22] | will give
renown to unrenowned places, | will open to all peoples lands that nature had kept far away.
Amidst these deeds, it is a fine thing for me to perish, if chance will have it so: | was born from
such stock that | ought sooner to choose a full life than a long life. [23] Consider, I beseech you,
that we have reached lands whose name is most famous because of the excellence of a woman.
What cities did Semiramis found! What peoples did she reduce to her power! What great deeds
did she perform! Have we not yet equaled a woman in glory and has satiety of praise already
taken hold of us? [24] Should the gods be propitious, greater things still await. But in this way
will those things that we have not yet taken possession of be ours if we consider nothing
insignificant in which there is room for great glory. Simply keep me safe from internal deceit and
the plots of my own household; I will undergo the hazard of war and Mars without fear. [25]
Philip was safer in the the line of battle than in the theater; often he avoided the hands of his
enemies, but he was not able to escape those of his own people. If you reflect, too, upon the
deaths of other kings, you will count more who have been killed by their own people than by an
enemy. [26] However, since the occasion has now presented itself of revealing a matter I have
previously gone over in my mind, the greatest reward of my labors and deeds will be for me if
my mother Olympias should be consecrated to immortality when she departs from life. If | may,

I will take care of this myself; if fate anticipates me, remember that | have entrusted this to you.”
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During Alexander’s recovery from his near-fatal wound at the Sudracae town, Curtius
describes a private meeting between Alexander and his generals. At this meeting, Craterus, the
king’s best general,® gives a speech in which he delicately criticizes Alexander for risking his
life in such a reckless way and sensibly urges him to be more careful in the future (9.6.6-14). In
response, Alexander, far from taking Craterus’ concern to heart, delivers a forceful apologia of
his heroic way of life (9.6.16-26) that, as several scholars have noted, radiates Achilles.® First
and foremost, Alexander, like Achilles, reveals his preference for a short life of glory over a long
life of obscurity.” Throughout the king’s speech, this quintessentially Achillean sentiment
manifests itself four times: first, Alexander states that he measures himself by the span of his
glory rather than the span of his life (9.6.18); second, that he feels he has actually lived a long
life, since what he counts are his victories, not his years (9.6.19); third, that glory is the sole ideal
to which he has devoted his life (9.6.21) ; and fourth, that, based on his ancestry, which of course
includes Achilles, he is bound to want a full life rather than a long one (9.6.22).%8

Yet, while Alexander’s preference for a short life of glory is without doubt the clearest
Achillean element in this passage, two further such elements can also be detected. First,
Alexander’s description of his hypothetical life of obscurity in Macedonia recalls Achilles” most
prominent description of his own hypothetical life of obscurity in Phthia. For both heroes, the

focus is not only on their ancestral wealth, but on the pleasure and leisure that would come with

8 For Craterus’ life and career, see Berve 2.220-227 (no. 446); Heckel 1992: 107-133 and 2006: 95-99.
8 Porod 1987: 305; Ameling 1988: 671; Bosworth 1996: 59; Spencer 2002: 146.

8 While Achilles never directly states his preference for a short life of glory over a long life of obscurity in the Iliad,
his very presence at Troy is a clear sign that, at an earlier time in his life at least, he did prefer the former to the
latter.

8 Spencer 2002: 146 regards this claim as “certainly a nod to the choice of Achilles”; cf. Curt. 4.26.29 and 8.4.26,
both discussed above (Sections I and 1), where Alexander explicitly refers to Achilles as his ancestor.
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this wealth.®° Second, Alexander’s seemingly incongruous closing remarks about his father and
mother can also be seen, on closer inspection, to conjure up Achilles.®® By contrasting Philip’s
mortality and Olympias’ impending immortality, Alexander seems to recreate, ever so subtly,
Achilles’ own parental situation (9.6.25-27): like Homer’s hero, he, too, will have a mortal father
(Philip ~ Peleus) and an immortal mother (Olympias ~ Thetis). Thus, while Curtius is clearly
portraying Alexander as Achilles in this passage, the crucial question, once again, is which
Achilles. Does Curtius mean to compare Alexander to a specific Achilles, as in the three
passages considered above, or to a general Achilles?

While Curtius may seem to be portraying Alexander as a general Achilles based on the
rather general nature of the Alexander-Achilles parallels noted above, | suggest that a specific
Achilles, namely the Achilles of Iliad 9, is nevertheless what the historian has in mind. In the
first place, Achilles’ famous description of his choice between a short life of glory and a long life
of obscurity—the basis for the major Alexander-Achilles parallel noted above—comes from
Iliad 9.%% In the second place, the Macedonian generals’ meeting with Alexander resembles,
albeit in contracted form, the Greek embassy to Achilles, the centerpiece of Iliad 9. Concerned

that their best warrior’s extreme conduct threatens to ruin not only himself but his whole

8 With Alexander’s paternis opibus, “with ancestral wealth,” (Curt. 9.6.19) and per otium corporis, “through bodily
relaxation,” (Curt. 9.6.19), cf. Achilles’ koot téprecbon o yépmv éktnoaro IInieve, “to enjoy the possessions
which the old man Peleus acquired” (1. 9.400).

% Cf. Moore 1995: 117, who also notes the seeming incongruity of Alexander’s closing remarks.

1 Hom. II. 9.410-416: prnp yép té pé enot et Oétic dpyvpdmela | Srybadiag kijpag pepépev Oavétoro TéA0cSE. |
gl pév ©” avd pévov Tpodmv moly dueiudyopat, | dAeto pév Lot vootog, atdp khéog deditov Eotar | i 88 kev
otkad’ ko eiAnv &g motpida yoiov, | dAeTd pot kKAEog OOV, &mi Snpov 8¢ pot oidwv | Esoetar, 0088 K 1’ OKoL
téhog Bavdroto kyyein. “For my mother, Thetis of the silver feet, says that twin dooms bear me to the end of death. If
I remain here and fight around the city of the Trojans, my return is lost, but my glory will be undying; but if I come
home to my dear ancestral land, my noble fame is lost, but my life will be long, nor would the end of death soon
come upon me.”
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community,®? the Macedonian generals, like the Greek commanders in lliad 9, decide to speak
with the warrior through a spokesman in the hope of convincing him to change his ways;
moreover, Alexander, like the Achilles of Iliad 9, flatly rejects his friends” appeals and firmly
resolves to stay his heroic course. Thus, like the Greek embassy to Achilles, the Macedonian
generals’ meeting with Alexander proves a failure: the hero remains entrenched in his position,
with potentially fatal consequences for both himself and his community. On both of these
grounds, then, we can reasonably assume that Curtius is indeed casting Alexander as a specific,
rather than general, Achilles.®® What we must consider now, then, is what Curtius’ comparison
of Alexander with the Achilles of Iliad 9 means in thematic terms.

To answer this question, we must first review Achilles’ relationship to Homeric heroism
as expressed in his famous speeches in lliad 9. When the three Greek envoys, Odysseus,
Phoenix, and Ajax, deliver their speeches to Achilles during the embassy, each relies on a similar
argument: that Achilles should give up his wrath (ufjvic) because Agamemnon has promised him
numerous gifts, including Briseis, in compensation for his public humiliation in Iliad 1. These
three speeches, and this argument in particular, are predicated on the Homeric heroes’ common
set of values, what modern scholars sometimes refer to as the “heroic code.”®* According to this

code, a Homeric hero seeks two primary things in life, honor (tiun) and glory (kAéoc), and

92 As Professor Morgan astutely notes, the two heroes’ conduct is extreme for diametrically opposed reasons:
whereas Achilles’ conduct is extreme because he refuses to fight at all, Alexander’s is extreme because he refuses to
set any limits to his fighting.

9 A comparison between Curtius’ account of this episode and those of the four remaining Alexander historians is no
impediment to this view. Through comparison with these four historians, who give either a very short account of the
episode (Arr. Anab. 6.13.4-5 = Nearchus FgrH 133 F2) or no account at all (Diodorus, Justin, Plutarch), Curtius
may reasonably be thought, following Hammond 1983: 154, to have embellished this episode for his own literary
ends. Needless to say, a Homeric allusion such as proposed above would be in perfect accordance with this theory.

% E.g., Schein 1984: 105.
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attains both, at least in part, through the accumulation of prizes (yépa), both animate (e.g.,
women, slaves) and inanimate (e.g., weapons, armor).% From the envoys’ perspective, then, this
material argument seems sure to succeed: by promising to give Achilles gifts, Agamemnon, they
believe, will restore the hero’s wounded tiun and kAéog and thereby remove the sole impediment
to his return. Yet, to the surprise of all, Achilles firmly and repeatedly rejects this argument. As
Achilles tells Odysseus:

ion poipa pévovtt, Kol €l pdia tig toiepilot

&v 0¢ 1 TR NUEV Kokog 10¢ Kol E60A0C:

Kathov’ oudg & T depyog avip 6 T TOAAL E0PYMDG.

There is the same lot for the man who stays behind, and if someone should fight very

much; in a single honor (twij) are both the coward and the brave: both the man who does

nothing and the man who accomplishes many things die alike.” (1l. 9.318-320).
For Achilles, both tiun and kAéoc, at least as traditionally understood, have ceased to be
meaningful concepts by the time of the embassy: as both Agamamemnon’s seizure of Briseis in
Iliad 1 and offer of compensation in Iliad 9 show, tiun—and, by extension kAéoc—is not
permanent, but conditional, not merit-based, but power-based. Ultimatelly, while Achilles may
struggle during the embassy to articulate a new way of understanding these concepts, to
formulate, as it were, a new heroic code, from this point forward he is firmly convinced of the
bankruptcy of the traditional heroic code.®

With this Homeric context in mind, let us consider now the way in which Homer’s
Achilles may map on to Curtius’ Alexander. While Curtius’ comparison of Alexander and

Achilles may seem, prima facie, to be a means of spotlighting the Macedonian’s martial arete,

even his thoroughly Homeric heroism, the preceding review of Achilles’ relationship to the

% On Homeric tipn and «éog, see Redfield 1975: 31-35; Schein 1984: 67-72; and King 1987: 28-37.

% Parry 1956; Whitman 1958: 187-194; Schein 1984: 104-116; King 1987: 30-35; and Zanker 1994:79-92.
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heroic code should caution against such a straightforward reading. Far from supporting, much
less representing, this heroic code, the Achilles of Iliad 9 decisively rejects it. For Curtius to
compare Alexander to this Achilles, therefore, is not only ironic; it is subversive. In the same
passage in which Curtius has Alexander present his heroic credo,®’ the historian also inserts an
allusion that subtly challenges this very credo: whereas Alexander regards gloria—a Latin word
that encapsulates both Homeric tipn and kAéoc®®—as the summum bonum,®® the specter of
Achilles suggests that this concept, and the heroic code based upon it, is fundamentally flawed.
Support for this somewhat counter-intuitive reading can be found in two separate
passages. The first is Craterus’ speech directly preceding Alexander’s (9.6.6-14). In this passage,
as mentioned above, the Macedonian general gently points up several of the negative aspects of
Alexander’s heroism, thereby doing overtly what | contend the Homeric hero is doing covertly.
The second, and perhaps more significant, passage is Curtius’ obituary of Alexander (10.5.26-
37). Here, in his final appraisal of Alexander, the historian betrays his own misgivings about his
subject’s heroism, commenting that, while his desire (cupido) for glory (gloriae) and praise
(laudisque) was, on the whole, a positive trait, it was also greater than was appropriate (iusto
maior).% What these two passages suggest, then, is the basic plausibility of this reading of the
Homeric allusion, inasmuch as they, too, contain a complex, even somewhat subversive, view of

Alexander’s heroism. In the remainder of this section, therefore, let us turn to the following

9 Cf. Moore 1995: 118, who emphasizes the speech’s “definite air of summing up and finality.”
% QOLD, s.v., gloria (1), which gives both “glory” and “honor” as possible translations of the word.

9 Alexander’s supreme regard for gloria is reflected by his four mentions of the word within the span of his
relatively short speech (9.6.18, 9.6.21, 9.6.23, and 9.6.24).

100 Curtius further concedes that Alexander’s love of glory and honor were partly to be forgiven based on his
extreme youth.
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question: What specific flaws with Alexander’s heroism does Curtius mean to highlight by
means of this comparison between Alexander and the Achilles of Iliad 9.

In the first place, Curtius’ comparison highlights, | believe, the naiveté of Alexander’s
heroism. By lliad 9, as discussed above, Achilles’ view of heroism has become significantly
more complex than it was in the beginning of the poem. Though a staunch proponent of the
heroic code as the poem begins, and even more so when the war began, Achilles comes to
question this same code by Iliad 9, tentatively sketching, in the process, the contours of a new
heroic code whereby a hero’s honor and glory are based not on material possessions, but
something more absolute and permanenent.'% In Curtius’ work, by contrast, Alexander’s view of
heroism remains, as late as Book 9, the second to last book of the work, simplistic. For
Alexander, now as ever, the heroic code represents the one true faith, gloria the one true prize.%?
Though heroic naiveté may seem a minor flaw in the grand scheme of things, it bespeaks, in fact,
a deeper foolishness on the king’s part. By failing, like Achilles, to properly interrogate the
concept of gloria, Alexander, Curtius suggests, is fated to go through life assuming that gloria is
always worthwhile, that gloria should, indeed, be sought at all times and in all places. For
Curtius, the preposterousness of this proposition is manifest. As the historian has Craterus say in
the conclusion of his speech to Alexander: Cito gloria obsolescit in sordidis hostibus nec
quicquam indignius est quam consumi eam, ubi non possit ostendi. “Glory quickly fades among

base enemies, nor is anything more unworthy than for it to be wasted where it cannot be

displayed” (9.6.14). In Craterus’ view, as in Achilles’, not all glory is created equal; the hero

101 Cf. Parry 1956 and Whitman 1958: 187-194.

102 |_ater in this same speech, Alexander says of glory: videorne vobis in excolenda gloria, cui me uni devovi, posse
cessare?, “do | seem to you able to cease from perfecting my glory, to which alone I have devoted myself?” (Curt.
9.6.21).
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must distinguish, in other words, between true glory and false glory, and recognize that only the
former is actually worth dying for. By failing to comprehend this basic distinction, therefore,
Alexander, both Craterus and the specter of Achilles suggest, is as much a fool as he is a hero.

Second, Curtius’ comparison of Alexander and Achilles also underscores, | contend, the
fundamental destructiveness of the king’s heroism. In Iliad 9, Achilles’ heroism, or, more
precisely, his vehement questioning of the heroic code, spells disaster for both the hero and his
fellow Greeks. As a direct result of Achilles’ decision to remain out of the fighting in the wake
of the Greek embassy, not only does Patroclus meet his death—a death that, as numerous
scholars have noted, symbolically prefigures Achilles” own!%®—but the Greeks, too, suffer
terribly in battle. When we turn to Curtius, we find that Alexander’s heroism contains a similarly
destructive quality. On the one hand, Alexander’s heroism, like Achilles’, carries with it a
pronounced self-destructive potential: time after time, Alexander’s extreme heroism, his rashness
and recklessness in battle, comes close to costing him his life.1®* On the other hand, the
Macedonian’s heroism, like the Homeric hero’s, exhibits a corresponding potential for
communal destruction. As Craterus argues in his speech, the king’s extreme heroism puts not
only his own life at risk; it puts the lives of all his soldiers at risk, too:

Sed quis deorum hoc Macedoniae columen ac sidus diuturnum fore polliceri potest, cum

tam avide manifestis periculis offeras corpus, oblitus tot civium animas trahere te in

casum? Quis enim tibi superstes aut optat esse aut potest? Eo pervenimus auspicium
atque imperium secuti tuum, unde, nisi te reduce, nulli ad penates suos iter est.

103 E.g., Whitman 1958: 202-203; Griffin 1980: 27-28; and Schein 1984: 129.

104 According to Curtius, Alexander sustained eight wounds in battle: (i) a sword wound in the thigh at the battle of
Issus (3.11.10); (ii) an arrow wound in the shoulder and (iii) a stone wound in the leg at the siege of Gaza (4.6.17-
20, 23-24); (iv) a stone wound in the neck at the siege of the Memaceni (7.6.22-23); (v) an arrow wound in the leg in
the vicinity of the Tanais river (7.6.3-4); (vi) an arrow wound somewhere in India (8.10.6); (vii) an arrow wound in
the leg at the siege of Massaga (8.10.27-29); (viii) and an arrow wound in the lung in the assault on the Mallian
town (9.5.9-10). In Book 1 or 2, Curtius would almost certainly have also recorded Alexander’s sword wound to the
head at the battle of the Granicus, a wound which most of the other extant Alexander historians record (Arr. Anab.
1.15.7-8; Diod. 17.20.6; Plut. Alex. 16.9-10, De Alex. fort. 2.9 = Mor. 341B).
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But which of the gods can promise that this peak and star of Macedonia will be long-
lasting, when you offer your body so eagerly to clear dangers, having forgotten that you
drag the souls of many citizens into danger? Who, indeed, wishes to be, or can be, your
survivor? Having followed your auspices and command, we have reached this point from
which, unless you lead us back, there is no path home for anyone (9.6.8-9)
By this point in the campaign, as Craterus makes clear, the Macedonian army has become
dangerously dependent on Alexander; without their king, the Macedonians’ hope of surviving
the present campaign, much less reaching home, is all but vain. Yet, despite the army’s
dependence on him—and even after both the Sudracae assault and the meeting with his
generals—Alexander holds fast to his heroic way of life. For Alexander, personal glory remains
paramount, his own and everyone else’s life be damned. Ultimately, while this heroic worldview
may just be acceptable in an Achilles, a warrior first and foremost, it is far less acceptable,

Curtius suggests, in an Agamemnon, a ruler as much as a warrior.%

V. The Diplomatic Exchanges between Alexander and Darius®

Between the battle of Issus and the battle of Gaugamela, Curtius records a series of
diplomatic exchanges between Alexander and Darius, the Persian King.1%” With his family
having fallen into Macedonian custody after the battle of Issus, Darius sends Alexander three

successive messages designed to persuade his royal counterpart to return the Persian royal family

105 Compared with his Achillean similarities, Alexander’s Agamemonian similarities are rarely considered. Lane
Fox 1973: 65, however, makes the incisive observation that “...part, therefore, of his [Alexander’s] career is the
story of an Achilles who tried, not always happily, to face the problems of an Agamemnon.” Incidentally,
Alexander’s favorite Homeric verse was supposedly augdtepov pacidedc t° dyadog kpatepds T aiyuntmg, “both a
noble king and a mighty warrior” (Il. 3.179), a verse describing Agamemnon (Plut. De Alex. fort. 1.10 = Mor.
331C).

196 Because Curtius records three separate diplomatic exchanges between Alexander and Darius, | consider each as a
separate passage below.

107 On Alexander’s diplomatic exchanges with Darius, see Kaiser 1956; Welles 1963a: 228-229, n. 1; Griffith 1968;
Hamilton 1969: 76-78; Mikrojannakis 1970; Atkinson 1980: 271-278, 319-324, 395-399; Bosworth 1980: 227-233,
256-257; Bernhardt 1988; Bloedow 1995; and Heckel and Yardley 1997: 157-163.
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and make peace with the Persian Empire. On each occasion, however, Alexander firmly rejects
Darius’ overtures, thereby precipitating, eventually, the battle of Gaugamela. While such
diplomatic correspondence is common to all five extant Alexander historians, and several other
authors besides, Curtius’ account differs in a basic way from most of them. Whereas Curtius, like
Justin, records three diplomatic exchanges,'®® Arrian, Diodorus, and the Itinerarium Alexandri
record two, ' and Plutarch, Valerius Maximus, and the Fragmentum Sabbaiticum record only
one.? The key question, therefore, is how to explain Curtius’ three exchanges versus the other
authors’ one or two. While a common explanation is that Curtius was simply, even mechanically,

following a source that happened to record three exchanges, !

a better explanation, | believe, is
that Curtius consciously chose such a source, and did so, at least in part, for his own literary
ends. In particular, by choosing to follow a source that recorded three exchanges, Curtius, I will

argue, sought to shape his account of the diplomatic correspondence on the model, once again, of

the Greek embassy to Achilles,**? with Alexander in the role of Achilles, and Darius in the role

108 Curtius records one diplomatic exchange during Alexander’s stay at Marathus (4.1.7-14), a second following the
siege of Tyre (4.5.1-8), and a third before the battle of Gaugamela (4.11.1-21); Justin, one following Darius’ return
to Babylon after the battle of Issus (11.12.1-2), a second at an unspecified time (11.12.3-4), and a third before the
battle of Gaugamela (11.12.9-16).

109 Arrian records one diplomatic exchange during Alexander’s stay at Marathus (Anab. 2.14), and a second during
the siege of Tyre (Anab. 2.25.1-3); Diodorus, one following Darius’ return to Babylon after the battle of Issus
(17.39.1-3), and a second before the battle of Gaugamela (17.54.1-6); the Itinerarium Alexandri, one in Phoenicia
(839-40), and a second during the siege of Tyre (843-44).

110 plutarch records one diplomatic exchange upon Alexander’s return to Tyre from Egypt (Alex. 29.7-9); Valerius
Maximus, one at an unspecified time (6.4.ext.3); and the Fragmentum Sabbaiticum, one after the battle of Issus
(FgrH 151 F 85).

11 Curtius’ source for the diplomatic exchanges is generally thought to have been either Cleitarchus (Hammond
1983: 122) or Trogus (Heckel and Yardley 1997: 158; cf. Atkinson 1980: 278).

112 See Section 1V above, where | argue that Alexander’s apologia to his generals (9.6.16-26) represents another
allusion to the Greek embassy to Achilles. As Balzer 1971 has shown, Curtius tends to reuse certain Vergilian
passages throughout his work (e.g., the duel of Dares and Entellus). Based on this and the previous section, | suggest
that the same may be true for Homeric passages as well.
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of three composite figures: Agamemnon-Odysseus in the first exchange, Agamemnon-Phoenix
in the second, and Agamemnon-Ajax in the third.

While the major evidence for this argument is to be found, as will be seen shortly, in
Curtius’ account of the diplomatic exchanges themselves, two general points lend it a certain
plausibility. On the one hand, Curtius’ speeches,**® the genre to which the diplomatic exchanges
belong, rank among the most literary parts of his work.'*# Like most ancient historians, Curtius
not only embellishes speeches for artistic effect; he also invents speeches whole cloth for the
same purpose.'® The notion, therefore, that Curtius might shape the diplomatic exchanges in
conformity with a major literary model seems, a priori, well within the realm of possibility. On
the other, as we know from two papyri, fictitious collections of Alexander’s correspondence,

116 moreover, this

including his diplomatic correspondence with Darius, existed in antiquity;
diplomatic correspondence may even have served as a subject for rhetorical exercises.**” Thus, if

Curtius aimed, as | suggest, to rework the diplomatic exchanges for artistic effect, he would have

113 On Curtius’ speeches, see Helmreich 1927 and, more recently, Baynham 1998: 46-56.

114 Baynham 1998: 46-56, who writes that “the purpose of the history’s speeches is artistic: they are outward,
dramatic manifestations of political and literary themes” (54).

115 Baynham 1998: 48-54.

116 pearson 1955: 448-449 and 1960: 258-259. The first papyrus (Hamburg), which dates possibly to the first century
B.C., contains three letters from Darius to Alexander; the second (Florence), which dates to the second century
A.D., two letters from Darius to Alexander, and two from Alexander to Darius.

117 Atkinson 1980: 278. Unfortunately, Atkinson provides no evidence for this claim; if anything, he seems to deduce
this idea from the fact that the diplomatic exchanges were a popular theme in the collections of Alexander’s fictitious
correspondence. Still, even if solid evidence for this claim is lacking, it is certainly not implausible; we know, in fact,
that other Alexandrine episodes featured as subjects for rhetorical exercises, such as Alexander’s sickness at Tarsus
(Val. Max. 3.8.ext.6) and Alexander’s deliberations on sailing the Indian ocean (Sen. Mai. Suas. 1.1).
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had a clear precedent for such an undertaking, certainly in these letter collections and possibly
from his training in the rhetorical schools.*8

With these general points in mind, let us turn now to Curtius’ account of the diplomatic
exchanges themselves. As | argue in this section, the Curtian embassy’s Homeric program rests,
above all, on a series of thematic parallels between Alexander’s three speeches and those of
Achilles on the one hand, and between Darius’ three speeches and those of Odysseus, Phoenix,
and Ajax on the other. These thematic parallels may be summarized as follows. In Darius’ case,
the central arguments of his three speeches closely correspond to those of the three Greek
ambassadors’ speeches in lliad 9, with his first speech, like Odysseus’, centering around profit
and self-interest, his second, like Phoenix’s, prudence and the vagaries of fortune, and his third,
like Ajax’s, friendship and common humanity. Similarly, Alexander’s three speeches follow the
same trajectory as those of Achilles in Iliad 9: a vehement rejection of his rival’s offer in the first
speech, a calm and confident rejection in the second, and a hesitant, but ultimately resolute,
rejection in the third. Thus, in the three sub-sections below, | begin by demonstrating the Curtian
embassy’s thematic parallels to the Homeric embassy, focusing, in each sub-section, on a single
part of the Curtian embassy; then, having demonstrated the presence of this extended Homeric
allusion, I conclude by considering its thematic significance for the historian’s protagonist and

work as a whole.

i.  The First Diplomatic Exchange (4.1.7-14)%°

[7] Ibi illi litterae a Dareo redduntur, quibus ut superbe scriptis vehementer offensus est:
praecipue eum movit, quod Dareus sibi regis titulum nec eundem Alexandri nomini adscripserat.

118 While Curtius nowhere claims to have been trained in the rhetorical schools, his work betrays numerous signs of
such training. For Cutius as rhetorician, see Dosson 1886: 217-246; McQueen 1967: 31-32; Rutz 1986: 2352-2353;
Baynham 1998: 25-30.

119 For a rhetorical analysis of the first diplomatic exchange, see Helmreich 1927: 95-99.
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[8] Postulabat autem magis quam petebat, ut accepta pecunia, guantamcumque tota Macedonia
caperet, matrem sibi et coniugem liberosque restitueret: de regno aequo, si vellet, Marte
contenderet. [9] Si saniora consilia tandem pati potuisset, contentus patrio cederet alieni imperii
finibus, socius amicusque esset. In ea se fidem et dare paratum et accipere. [10] Contra
Alexander in hunc maxime modum rescripsit: ““Rex Alexander Dareo S. Cuius homen sumpsisti,
Dareus Graecos, qui oram Hellesponti tenent, coloniasque Graecorum lonias omni clade
vastavit, cum magno deinde exercitu mare traiecit, inlato Macedoniae et Graeciae bello. [11]
Rursus Xerxes, gentis eiusdem, ad oppugnandos nos cum inmanium barbarorum copiis venit;
qui, navali proelio victus, Mardonium tamen reliquit in Graecia, ut absens quoque popularetur
urbes, agros ureret. [12] Philippum vero, parentem meum, quis ignorat ab iis interfectum esse,
quos ingentis pecuniae spe sollicitaverant vestri? Inpia enim bella suscipitis et, cum habeatis
arma, licemini hostium capita, sicut tu proxime talentis mille, tanti exercitus rex, percussorem in
me emere voluisti. [13] Repello igitur bellum, non infero. Et di quoque pro meliore stant[es]
causa: magnam partem Asiae in dicionem redegi meam, te ipsum acie vici. Quem etsi nihil a me
inpetrare oportebat, utpote qui ne belli quidem in me iura servaveris, tamen, si veneris supplex,
et matrem et coniugem et liberos sine pretio recepturum esse promitto. [14] Et vincere et
consulere victis scio. Quodsi te committere nobis times, dabimus fidem inpune venturum. De
cetero, cum mihi scribes, memento non solum regi te, sed etiam tuo scribere.”

[7] There a letter from Darius was delivered to him that strongly offended him considering that it
was written in an arrogant way. What especially vexed him was that Darius had added the title of
king to himself and had not added the same to the name of Alexander. [8] Moreover, he
demanded, rather than asked, that, having accepted as much money as Macedonia could hold, he
restore to him his mother, wife, and children, and, as for the sovereignty, that he might contend
in fair and open war if he so wished. [9] Finally, if he could tolerate sounder councils, he would
withdraw from the territory of a foreign power, content in his inheritance, and would be an ally
and friend. In this he was prepared to give and accept his word. [10] For his part, Alexander
wrote back to him in much the following way: “Alexander the king sends greetings to Darius.
Darius, whose name you have assumed, devastated with wholesale slaughter the Greeks who
inhabit the coast of the Hellespont and the lonian colonies of the Greeks, then crossed the sea
with a great army, inflicting war on Macedonia and Greece. [11] Next, Xerxes, who was of the
same race, came to attack us with armies of savage barbarians. Though he was defeated in a
naval engagement, he still left Mardonius in Greece, so that, even though he was gone, he might
plunder the cities and set fire to the countryside. [12] As for my father Philip, who does not know
that he was killed by those whom your men incited with the hope of a great sum of money? You
undertake unholy wars and, when you have arms, you set a price on the heads of your enemies,
just as recently with a thousand talents you, you the king of so great an army, wanted to buy an
assassin to kill me. [13] Therefore, | am waging a war of defense, not of aggression. And the
gods, too, support the better cause. | have brought a great part of Asia under my control; you
yourself I conquered in battle. Though you ought to have asked nothing of me, since you did not
observe the laws of war with me, still, if you come as a suppliant, | promise that you will receive
your mother, wife, and children back without charge. [14] | know both how to conquer and how
to take measures for the conquered. But if you fear to put yourself in my hands, I will give my
word that you will come here unmolested. For the future, when you write to me, remember that
you are writing not only to a king, but also to your king.”
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Following his victory at the battle of Issus, Alexander marches south to the Phoenician
city of Marathus where, as Curtius reports, he receives Darius’ first message seeking a
diplomatic resolution to the conflict between Persia and Macedon. In this message, while
refusing to address Alexander with the royal title, Darius demands the return of his captured
family members in exchange for a vast ransom, and exhorts Alexander to become his friend
(amicus) and ally (socius) by withdrawing from Persian territory. Furious at Darius’ haughty
tone, Alexander rejects the letter tout court, stressing the righteous nature of his cause in light of
the crimes of Darius and his ancestors against the Greeks and Macedonians. In response to
Darius’ request to return the Persian royal family, Alexander promises to return them for free,
provided the Persian king come to him as a suppliant. Finally, in response to his rival’s titular
insult, Alexander tells Darius to write to him in future not just as a king, but as his king.

Within the Curtian embassy, Darius’ first message corresponds, | suggest, to Odysseus’
speech during (1. 9.225-306)—and Agamemnon’s speech before (Il. 9.115-161)— the Greek
embassy.'?° When Darius writes to Alexander for the first time, his position, strangely enough,
resembles Agamemnon’s in Iliad 9. Despite his royal preeminence, Darius, like Agamemnon,
finds himself not only defeated by a younger, more talented rival, but having to plead with this
rival for aid. Furthermore, in making this plea, Darius, again like Agamemnon (and Odysseus),
relies primarily on a profit-based argument,*?* promising his rival both vast wealth and some
form of alliance in exchange for the requested aid. Thus, just as Agamemnon promises Achilles

amepeiot’” dmowva, “a limitless ransom” (1. 9.120), consisting of seven tripods, ten talents of gold,

120 Darius’ first speech may be thought of as corresponding to both Odysseus’ and Agamemnon’s speeches
inasmuch as the former reproduces the latter almost verbatim.

121 Cf. Whitman 1958: 281, who suggests that xépdoc, “profit,” is the central argument of Odysseus’ speech.
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twenty cauldons, twelve horses, seven women, Briseis, and a promise of further spoils should the
Greeks sack Troy (1. 9.122-140), so does Darius promise Alexander a comparably limitless
pecunia, quantamcumque tota Macedonia caperet, “so much money as Macedonia could hold”
(4.1.8).122 Similarly, much as Agamemnon presents Achilles with the prospect of a familial
connection as his yauBpog, “son-in-law” (Il. 9.142), so does Darius present Alexander with the
prospect of friendship and alliance as his amicus, “friend,” and socius, “ally” (4.1.9). Finally, and
perhaps most revealingly, Darius, like Agamemnon, delivers his message to his rival in a spirit of
unrepentant arrogance.*?® Though Agamemnon succeeds in concealing his feeling of superiority
over Achilles for most of his speech, his concluding remark, kai pot dnootitm, 660V
Bacihetepdg eipn | S” docov yevel] mpoyevéotepog ebyopon sivar, “And let him [Achilles]
submit to me, by as much as I am kinglier and by as much as | claim to be his elder in age” (ll.
9.160-161),** puts this feeling squarely in the open.*?® In Darius’ case, however, this spirit of
arrogance is plain to see from the beginning. While Darius’s letter is described as superbe
scriptis, “arrogantly written” (4.1.7), Darius himself demands, rather than asks for, the release of

his family (4.1.8), and, more tellingly still, refuses Alexander the courtesy of the regis titulum,

122 \While several extant Alexander historians mention Darius’ offer of a vast sum of money in the context of the first
diplomatic exchange (Diod. 17.39.1; Just. 11.12.1; Plut. Alex. 29.7), Curtius is unique in emphasizing the virtually
limitless nature of this offer.

123 Curtius alone of the extant Alexander historians stresses the arrogant tone of Darius’ first message; the other
historians, by contrast, seem to suggest that its tone was, if anything, rather humble (Arr. Anab. 2.14.1-3; Diod.
17.39.1; Just. 11.12.1; Plut. Alex. 29.7-9).

124 On Bacirevtepoc and its meaning for Agamemnon’s relationship with Achilles, see Hainsworth 1993: 79-80.

125 Odysseus wisely omits these lines when he repeats Agamemnon’s speech during the Greek embassy.
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“the title of king”*?® (4.1.7), thereby recalling Agamemnon’s claim to be Baciievtepdg than
Achilles.?’

From this same Homeric perspective, Alexander’s first message corresponds to Achilles’
first speech in the Greek embassy (1. 9.308-429). When Alexander receives Darius’ first
message, his initial reaction, like Achilles’ following Odysseus’ speech, is outrage.'?® Where
Curtius describes Alexander as vehementer offensus, “strongly offended” (4.1.7), Homer presents
Achilles as comparably offended with the famous preamble to the hero’s speech: £x6pog yap pot
KEIVOG Oud¢ Atdao ToAnow | 8¢y Etepov uev kevdn évi epeoiv, dAlo o¢ ginn, “For hateful to me
as the gates of Hades is that man who hides one thing in his chest, and says another” (ll. 9.312-
313). For Alexander, the source of this outrage is his rival’s regal arrogance, symbolized by both
the Persian king’s haughty tone (4.1.7: superbe scriptis) and petulant refusal to grant his
Macedonian counterpart the royal title (4.1.7). The regal arrogance of a rival is equally central to
Achilles’ sense of outrage. Indeed, as C. Whitman has argued, Achilles’ gates of Hades remark
may be taken as a subtle recognition on the hero’s part of the true nature of Agamemnon’s
offer.1?® Despite Odysseus’ tactful omission of Agamemnon’s claim to be kinglier than Achilles
(11. 9.160) in his recounting of the former’s speech, Achilles perceives that this is the spirit in

which Agamemnon’s offer is being made; that Agamemnon, far from humbled, remains not only

126 Curtius, once again, is alone among the extant Alexander historians in claiming that Darius refused Alexander the
courtesy of the royal title. While Plutarch, Diodorus, and Justin are silent on the matter, Arrian reports that Darius,
far from refusing Alexander the royal title, presented his appeal to him in terms of Bacikedg mapa Paciiéwg, “king
from king” (Anab. 2.14.3).

127 Based on Curtius’ emphasis on Darius’ discourtesy regarding the royal title, Atkinson 1980: 272 concludes that
the historian “appears to have used the point to aid in the characterization of Darius and Alexander.”

128 Curtius is the only extant Alexander historian to refer to the king’s outrage explicitly, though it can be detected in
both the Curtian and Arrianic versions of Alexander’s first message to Darius as well.

129 \Whitman 1958: 192.
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convinced of his superiority, but intent on proving it. Based on this feeling of outrage,
Alexander, like Achilles, proceeds to issue an insulting rejection of his rival’s offer. In his
message, Alexander not only chastises Darius for making any requests of him at all (4.1.13), but
begins by giving himself, but not Darius, the royal title (4.1.8)*%° and ends by demanding that, in
the future, his rival regard him as not just a king, but as his own king (4.1.14).*3! More
pronounced still is the insulting quality of Achilles’ message. Besides calling Agamemnon’s
gifts &xOpa, “hateful,” to him (1l. 9.378), and stressing that no number of gifts could win him
over (1. 9.379-387), Achilles declares, in effect, that Agamemnon can go to hell: dALa EknAog |
gppétm, “But let him perish without hindrance.” (Il. 9.376-377). Finally, both Alexander and
Achilles base their rejections of their rivals’ respective offers on a keen sense of wrongs, both
personal and communal, suffered at the hands of their rivals. On the personal level, where
Achilles cites Agamemnon’s seizure of Briseis (Il. 9.367-369), Alexander cites not only Darius’
alleged murder of Philip, but his attempt to murder Alexander himself (4.1.12); and, on the
communal level, where Achilles points to Agamemnon’s unjust war at Troy (ll. 9. 337-341),
Alexander points to the equally unjust Persian Wars of Darius’ ancestors, Darius the Great,

Xerxes, and Mardonius (4.1.10-11).1?

130 Atkinson 1980: 273 notes that Alexander probably did not style himself king (basileus) here, since his normal
practice was to use his name alone—a fact that suggests that Curtius, or his source(s), may have reworked this
episode for his own literary ends.

131 Cf. Arr. Anab. 2.14.9, who represents Alexander as issuing a similar demand to Darius regarding his royal title:
Kol 100 Aowod Stav mépmng map’ ué, dg mpog Paciiéa tiig Aciag mépne..., “And when you sent to me in the future,
send as to the king of Asia...”

132 Cf. Arr. Anab. 2.14.4-6, who has Alexander give a similar list of grievances with Darius to those found in
Curtius.
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ii.  The Second Diplomatic Exchange (4.5.1-8)133

[1] Isdem ferme diebus Darei litterae adlatae sunt, tandem ut regi scriptae. Petebat uti filiam
suam (Statirae erat nomen) nuptiis Alexander sibi adiungeret: dotem offere omnem regionem
inter Hellespontum et Halyn amnem sitam, inde orientem spectantibus terris contentum. [2] Si
forte dubitaret, quod offerretur, accipere, numquam diu eodem vestigio stare fortunam,
semperque homines, quantamcumgque felicitatem habeant, invidiam tamen sentire maiorem. [3]
Vereri se, ne avium modo, quas naturalis levitas ageret ad sidera, inani ac puerili mente se
efferret: nihil difficilius esse quam in illa aetate tantam capere fortunam. [4] Multas se adhuc
reliquias habere nec semper inter angustias posse deprehendi: transeundum esse Alexandro
Euphraten Tigrimque et Araxen et Choaspen, magna munimenta regni sui; veniendum in
campos, ubi paucitate suorum erubescendum sit; iam Mediam, Hyrcaniam, Bactra [5] et Indos,
Oceani accolas, quando aditurum, ne Sogdianos et Arachosios nominem ceterasque gentes ad
Caucasum et Tanain pertinentes? Senescendum fore tantum terrarum vel sine proelio obeunti.
[6] Se vero ad ipsum vocare desineret: namque illius exitio se esse venturum. [7] Alexander iis,
qui litteras attulerant, respondit Dareum sibi aliena promittere et, quod totum amiserit, velle
partiri. Doti sibi dari Lydiam, lonas, Aeolidem, Hellesponti oram, victoriae suae praemia. Leges
autem a victoribus dici, accipi a victis: in utro statu ambo essent, si solus ignoraret, quam
primum Marte decerneret. [8] Se quidem, cum transiret mare, non Ciliciam aut Lydiam (quippe
tanti belli exiguam hanc esse mercedem) sed Persepolim, caput regni eius, Bactra deinde et
Ecbatana ultimique Orientis oram imperio destinasse. Quocumque ille fugere potuisset, ipsum
sequi posse: desineret terrere fluminibus, quem sciret maria transisse.

[1] Around the same time, a letter from Darius was brought to him written, at last, as to a king.
He asked that Alexander wed his daughter, whose name was Statira; he was offering as a dowry
the whole region which lay between the Hellespont and the Halys river, and he, Darius, would be
content with the lands which face toward the east. [2] If perhaps he should hesitate to accept
what was being offered, never does Fortune remain long in the same place, and always men,
however much happiness they have, feel still greater envy. [3] He feared that Alexander, like
birds whose natural lightness drives them to the stars, might carry himself off in a vain and
childish spirit; nothing is more difficult than at that age to contain such great fortune. [4] He,
Darius, still had many reserves, and he could not always be caught between narrow defiles.
Alexander would have to cross the Euphrates and Tigris, the Araxes and Choaspes, the great
defenses of his, Darius’, empire, and would have to enter the plains, where he would have to
blush because of the puniness of his forces. When, now, would he make his way to Media,
Hyrcania, Bactra [5] and the Indians, the neighbors of the Ocean, not to mention the Sogdians
and Arachosians and the rest of the races which extend to the Caucasus and the Tanais? He
would have to grow old in traversing so great a tract of lands, even without fighting. [6]
Alexander should cease to summon him to come to him; for he would come to his enemy’s
destruction. [7] Alexander responded to those who brought him the letter that Darius was
promising what was not his and wished to share out what he had completely lost. Lydia, lonia,
Aeolia, the shore of the Hellespont were being offered to him as a dowry, the prizes of his own
victory. Furthermore, laws are proclaimed by the victors and accepted by the conquered. If he
were unsure what the status of each was, Mars would decide the matter as soon as possible. [8]

133 For a rhetorical analysis of the second diplomatic exchange, see Helmreich 1927: 99-104.
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Indeed, when he, Alexander, was crossing the sea, he had fixed not Cilicia or Lydia as the limit
of his empire—since this would be a small recompense for so great a war—but Persepolis, the
capitol of Darius’ kingdom, then Bactra, Ecbatana, and the shore of the farthest East. Wherever
Darius could flee, he himself could follow; let him stop trying to frighten with rivers one who he
knew had crossed seas.

Following the siege of Tyre, Alexander receives a second message from Darius seeking
peace and the return of his family. Taking a more conciliatory approach, Darius offers Alexander
his own daughter, Statira, in marriage, and the rule of all the territory between the Halys and the
Hellespont. As a means of convincing Alexander to accept his offer, Darius cautions his rival on
the fundamental instability of fortune, and suggests that conquering the whole Persian empire is
more than any man can feasibly hope to achieve. Confident in his own position, however,
Alexander firmly rejects Darius’ offer. This time, the Macedonian king begins by arguing that
his Persian counterpart is simply offering him what already belongs to him, continues by
challenging his rival to face him in battle, and concludes by threatening to pursue him wherever
he goes.

Within Curtius” Homeric embassy, Darius’ second message corresponds to Phoenix’s
speech to Achilles, the middle speech of the Greek embassy (Il. 9.434-605). Having failed to
move his rival with a profit-based argument in his first speech, Darius, like Phoenix, seeks to do
so with a primarily prudence-based argument in his second.*** Following his recapitulation—and
amplification—of the concessions he is willing to make in exchange for a reconciliation with his

rival, Darius begins by arguing that Alexander would be wise to accept his offer because of the

well-known fickleness of fortune (4.5.2).13% Shortly thereafter, and in the same prudential vein,

134 Cf. Whitman 1958: 280-281, who suggests that cmpeppocvvn, “moderation,” is the central theme of Phoenix’s
speech.

135 Cf. Diod. 17.39.1, who presents Darius exhorting Alexander avOporivog eépev v gdtuyiov, “to bear his good
fortune in a humane way” in the context of his first message during the diplomatic exchanges.
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Darius continues by arguing that the Persian Empire’s vast resources and massive size should
give Alexander pause as he considers whether to continue his campaign farther east (4.5.4-5).
While Phoenix’ speech is far longer and more complex than Darius’, this prudence-based
argument pervades the former as well as the latter. In Phoenix’s case, this argument shines
through most clearly in the conclusion of his speech. Here, much as Darius encourages
Alexander to accept his offer based on the fickleness of fortune, so does Phoenix encourage
Achilles to accept Agamemnon’s offer based on the possibility that this very offer may not
always be on the table, a variation on the fickleness-of-fortune argument:

GALQ oL PN pot TadTo VOEL PPES, UNdé oe daipmv

gvtadOa tpéyete, iAo KaKlov 6€ Kev €

VUGV KOLOUEVNOWY AUUVELEV: GAL EMTL dDPWV

Epyeo- ooV yap og Bed Teicovsty Ayauol.

€1 0¢ K’ dtep dmpmwv morepov pHionvopa S0,

0VKED’ OUMG TIUNG Eoeat TOAEUOV TTEP AAOAKDV.

But do not think these things in your mind, and may your spirit not turn you in that

direction, my friend; it would be worse to defend the ships when they are already

burning. But go forth on the condition of gifts promised. For the Achaeans will honor you
like a god. Yet, if you enter the man-slaying war without gifts, you will no longer be of

similar honor, though you have staved off the war. (Il. 9.600-605)

Within Curtius’ embassy, Alexander’s second message corresponds, in turn, with
Achilles’ response to Phoenix’s speech (1l. 9.607-619). Having considered his rival’s second
message, Alexander follows in Achilles’ footsteps by once again rejecting the offer contained
therein. However, in delivering this rejection, Alexander, like Achilles, adopts a far different
tone from that of his first response: rather than indignant and insulting, his tone is calm and
confident. Moreover, Alexander, again like Achilles, bases his rejection on the essential futility

of his rival’s offer. As both heroes argue, their rivals’ respective offers are futile precisely

because they, Alexander and Achilles, already possess that which their rivals are offering
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them.*® In the Curtian embassy, Alexander asserts that Darius is simply offering him territory
which he already controls, namely Lydia, lonia, Aeolia, and the Hellespontine shore (4.5.7). In
the Homeric embassy, Achilles likewise tells Phoenix that he has no need of Agamemnon’s
offer, since he already possesses the honor (tiur) which Agamemnon’s gifts symbolically
represent: “®oivi&, dtto yepaig, S10TpePEc, ov Ti pe Tadg | xped TG Ppovém O¢ teTiufobot
A0¢ aior, “Dear old Phoenix, nurtured by Zeus, | have no need of that honor; I think | am

honored by the dispensation of Zeus” (Il. 9.607-608).

iii.  The Third Diplomatic Exchange (4.11.1-10, 16-21)*%"

[1] Itaque, quamquam frustra pace bis petita omnia in bellum consilia converterat, victus tamen
continentia hostis, ad novas pacis condiciones ferendas X legatos, cognatorum principes, misit;
quos Alexander, consilio advocato, introduci iussit. [2] E quibus maximus natu: “Dareum,”
inquit, ““ut pacem a te iam hoc tertio peteret, nulla vis subegit, sed iustitia et continentia
expressit. [3] Matrem, coniugem, liberos eius, nisi quod sine illo sunt, captos esse non sensimus:
pudicitiae earum, quae supersunt, curam haud secus quam parens agens reginas appellas,
speciem pristinae fortunae retinere pateris. [4] Vultum tuum video, qualis Darei fuit, cum
dimitteremur ab eo; et ille tamen uxorem, tu hostem luges. lam in acie stares, nisi cura te
sepulturae eius moraretur. Ecquid mirum est, si tam ab amico animo pacem petit? Quid opus est
armis, inter quos odia sublata sunt? [5] Antea imperio tuo finem destinabat Halym amnem, qui
Lydiam terminat; nunc, quidquid inter Hellespontum et Euphraten est, in dotem filiae offert,
quam tibi tradit. [6] Ochum filium, quem habes, pacis et fidei obsidem retine, matrem et duas
virgines filias redde: pro tribus corporibus XXX milia talentum auri precatur accipias. [7] Nisi
moderationem animi tui notam haberem, non dicerem hoc esse tempus, quo pacem non dare
solum, sed etiam occupare deberes. [8] Respice, quantum post te reliqueris; intuere, quantum
petas. Periculosum est praegrave imperium; difficile est enim continere, quod capere non possis.
Videsne, ut navigia, quae modum excedunt, regi nequeant? Nescio an Dareus ideo tam multa
amiserit, quia nimiae opes magnae iacturae locum faciunt. [9] Facilius quaedam vincere quam
tueri: quam, hercule, expeditius manus nostrae rapiunt, quam continent! Ipsa mors uxoris Darei
admonere te potest minus iam misericordiae tuae licere quam licuit.”” [10] Alexander, legatis
excedere tabernaculo iussis, quid placeret, ad consilium refert. Diu nemo, quid sentiret, ausus
est dicere incerta regis voluntate. ... [16] Introductis deinde legatis, ad hunc modum respondit:
“Nuntiate Dareo me, quae fecerim clementer et liberaliter, non amicitiae eius tribuisse, sed
naturae meae. [17] Bellum cum captivis et feminis gerere non soleo: armatus sit oportet, quem
oderim. [18] Quodsi saltem pacem bona fide peteret, deliberarem forsitan, an darem; verum

136 Cf. Arr. Anab. 2.25.3 and Just. 11.12.4, both of whom also present Alexander rejecting Darius’ second offer on
the grounds that he already possesses that which his rival is offering.

137 For a rhetorical analysis of the third diplomatic exchange, see Helmreich 1927: 104-110.
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enimvero, cum modo milites meos litteris ad proditionem, modo amicos ad perniciem meam
pecunia sollicitet, ad internecionem mihi persequendus est, non ut iustus hostis, sed ut percussor
veneficus. Condiciones vero pacis, quas adfertis, si accepero, victorem eum faciunt. [19] Quae
post Euphraten sunt, liberaliter donat. Ubi igitur me adeatis, [nempe] obliti estis: nempe ultra
Euphraten sum. Liberalissimum ergo dotis, quam promittit, terminum castra mea transeunt.
Hinc me depellite, ut sciam vestrum esse, quo ceditis. [20] Eadem liberalitate dat mihi filiam
suam: nempe quam scio alicui servorum eius nupturam. Multum vero mihi praestat, si me
Maz<a>eo generum praeponit! [21] Ite, nuntiate regi vestro et quae amisit et quae adhuc habet,
praemia esse belli: hoc regente utriusque terminos regni, id quemgue habiturum, quod proximae
lucis adsignatura fortuna est.”

[1] Thus, although he had turned all his counsels to war since he had twice sought peace in vain,
he, having been won over by the continence of his foe, sent ten emissaries, the foremost of his
kinsmen, to present new terms of peace. Having summoned a council, Alexander ordered these
men to be brought in. [2] The eldest of them said: “No violence has compelled Darius to seek
peace from you this third time now; your justice and continence have driven him to. [3] We have
not felt that his mother, wife, and children were captives, except for the fact that they are without
him; taking care of the chastity of those who still live like a father, you call them queens and
allow them to retain the semblance of their former fortune. [4] | see your face is such as Darius’
when we were dispatched by him; he mourns for a wife, you for an enemy. By now you would
have stood in the line of battle, had not concern for her burial detained you. What is surprising if
he seeks peace from so friendly a soul? What need is there for arms between those whose enmity
has been destroyed? [5] Previously, he set the Halys river which bounds Lydia as the border of
your kingdom; now, whatever lies between the Hellespont and the Euphrates he offers as a
dowry for his daughter whom he passes on to you. [6] As for his son Ochius whom you have,
keep him as a hostage of peace and good faith, but return his mother and maiden daughters; he
prays that you receive thirty thousand talents of gold for their three persons. [7] If | did not
consider your moderation of spirit noteworthy, | would not be saying that this is the time in
which you ought not only to grant peace, but even to seize it. [8] Reconsider how much you are
leaving behind you; see how much you are seeking. An unwieldy empire is a dangerous thing;
for it is difficult to hold on to what you cannot take. Do you see how ships which surpass their
limit cannot be controlled? I do not know whether Darius lost so many things because excessive
wealth creates an opportunity for great loss. [9] It is easier to conquer certain things than to look
after them; how much more readily, by Hercules, our hands seize something than hold on to it!
The very death of Darius’ wife can remind you that your compassion has less scope now than it
did.” [10] Having ordered the emissaries to depart from the tent, Alexander turned the matter
over to the council. For a long time, no one dared to say what he felt, since the king’s wishes
were unclear. ... [16] When the emissaries had been brought back in, he replied to them in the
following way: “Announce to Darius that | attributed what | have done in kind and generous
fashion not to his friendship, but to my nature. [17] | am not accustomed to wage war with
prisoners and women; the man whom | hate ought to be armed. [18] But if he were seeking peace
in good faith at least, | would perhaps deliberate whether to grant it. But as a matter of fact, when
one moment he incites my soldiers with letters to betray me, another moment my friends with
money to kill me, I must pursue him to his annihilation, not as a proper enemy, but as an assassin
who deals in poisons. [19] Truly, if I accept the conditions of peace which you all offer, they
make him the victor. He generously gives what is beyond the Euphrates. You have forgotten,
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therefore, where it is you are meeting me. | am, of course, beyond the Euphrates—my camp is
already across the most generous boundary of the dowry which he promises. Drive me back from
here, so that | may know that this land is yours, which you cede to me. [20] With the same
generosity does he give me his daughter, his daughter who, | know, was surely going to marry
one of his slaves. Truly it is much better for me if he prefers me as a son-in-law to Mazaeus! [21]
Go, announce to your king that both what he has lost and what he still has are prizes of war; that,
since this rules the boundaries of both kingdoms, each will have that which the fortune of the
coming day will assign.”

While marching to meet Darius’ grand army in Mesopotamia, Alexander receives, as
Curtius records, a third and final message from the Persian king. Hearing that his wife, Statira,*®
has died in the Macedonian camp and that Alexander has given her an honorable funeral,**°
Darius begins his letter by praising Alexander for his magnanimity. In a similarly magnanimous
spirit, Darius then proposes peace between the two nations, this time on terms still more
favorable to Alexander. Beyond his previous concessions, Darius offers Alexander his son,
Ochius, as a hostage, territory from the Euphrates to the Hellespont, and 30,000 talents for the
return of his remaining female relatives. Following the offer itself, Darius concludes by
admonishing Alexander to take the path of moderation and to desist from his vain hopes of total
conquest. Faced with Darius’ message, Alexander hesitates for the first time in his
correspondence with Darius and refers the matter to his council. Before long, however, he
decides to reject the offer, first because Darius, he claims, is writing in bad faith, and second
because he already possesses what Darius is offering him. Finally, Alexander challenges Darius
to face him in battle to decide the fate of the empire.

From a Homeric standpoint, Darius’ third message corresponds to Ajax’s concluding

speech in the Greek embassy (Il. 9.624-642). With his first two messages having met with

138 Darius” wife Statira is not to be confused with Darius’ daughter Statira, whom the Persian king offers Alexander
as a wife in his second and third messages.

139 Curtius’ account of the death of Statira is considered in Section VI below.
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rejection, Darius, like Ajax, makes a third and final appeal to his rival based on a radically
different argument from those of his first two messages: friendship.1*® Deeply moved by
Alexander’s chivalrous treatment of his captured family, Darius (or, in this case, his emissary)
begins by presenting Alexander in the role of friend (4.11.4: amico animo, “friendly spirit”),
even relative, of the Persian royal family (4.11.2-4).14! By presenting Alexander in this
paradoxical role, Darius not only seeks to flatter his rival; he also, and more crucially, seeks to
pressure him into accepting his final offer. Having met with no success by treating his rival as an
enemy in both of the previous diplomatic exchanges, Darius now hopes that by treating him as a
friend, his rival will reciprocate with a friendly response, there being, of course, no need for
hostility between friends (4.11.4). In the Homeric embassy, Ajax similarly begins by noting the
Greeks’ friendship with Achilles, piAottog étaipwv | tfig | pv mapd vty étiopev EEoyov
aAlwv, “the friendship of his companions, that by which we honored him above all beside the
ships” (Il. 9.630-631), and concludes by beseeching the hero to reconsider his position in light of
this friendship:
oV o’ TAaov €vBeo Bupuodv,

aidoecoat 8¢ péAaBpov: HwpdElol 3¢ Tol gipev
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But make the heart within you propitious, and have respect for the rules of hospitality.

We are beneath your roof, from among the multitude of the Danaans, and we are eager

beyond all other men to be both dearest and most beloved (¢iktator) to you of all the
Achaeans. (Il. 9.639-642)

140 Cf. Whitman 1958: 280-281, who argues that aiddc, or, more broadly, the “claims of others,” represents the
central theme of Ajax’s speech in the Homeric embassy.

141 Curtius is alone among the extant Alexander historians in stressing the theme of friendship in Darius’ third
message; cf. Just. 11.12.9, who writes that Darius gratias agit, quod nihil in suos hostile fecerit, “thanked
[Alexander] because he had done nothing hostile against his own family.”
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Thus, both figures conclude the embassy with an emotional, rather than logical, appeal to their
rivals.

Finally, within the same Homeric framework, Alexander’s third message corresponds to
Achilles’ speech to Ajax in the Homeric embassy (1l. 9.644-655). Following his rival’s third,
friendship-based appeal, Alexander, like Achilles, has a surprising initial reaction: hesitation.
Where Alexander responds to Darius’ previous messages with decisiveness, he responds to this
message only after a period of internal deliberation, with his advisers choosing to remain silent
throughout the process (4.11.10).24? Similarly, Achilles, rather than rejecting Ajax’s appeal right
away, tells Ajax that, tavta i pot kot Bopov égicao pvdncacbat, “you seemed in some way to
speak everything according to my heart” (1l. 9.645). While neither figure gives an explanation
for his hesitation, both seem, at least in part, to hesitate based on their respective rival’s simple,
but powerful, appeal to friendship. However, in neither case does this initial hesitation result in
acceptance of the offer at hand; instead, each rejects his rival’s offer by reverting to thoughts of
that rival’s hateful character. In the Homeric embassy, Achilles rejects the Greeks’ appeal for the
final time based on his recollection of Agamemnon and the wrongs the Greek commander has
done to him:

GALG pot oiddveton Kpadin O m, OTTOTE KEIVOV
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But my heart swells with anger whenever | recall those things, how the son of Atreus

treated me shamefully among the Argives, as if | were some dishonored vagabond (Il.
9.646-648).

142 Cf. Diod. 17.54.4, who notes that Tév pgv odv dAkov 0ddeic toiua cvpPoviedoar S T péyedoc Tiig
vmokepévng (ntoemg, “None of the others dared to give advice on account of the importance of the topic in
question.” Despite Diodorus’ similarity to Curtius in this passage, the former differs from the latter in two
significant ways: first, Diodorus presents the Macedonian generals as hesitating to speak based on the topic at hand,
rather than on Alexander’s uncertain wishes; and second, and more significantly, Diodorus includes this episode in
the second, rather than third, diplomatic exchange between Darius and Alexander.
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Likewise, in the Curtian embassy, Alexander rejects Darius’ offer for the third and final time by
focusing on his rival’s faithlessness, and, in particular, his rival’s attempts to eliminate him by
bribing his friends and soldiers (4.11.18). Thus, for both Alexander and Achilles, their third
rejections are gradual but, once resolved upon, unwavering. There can be, as they see it, no
compromise with scoundrels.

—

This and the previous two subsections have sought to demonstrate the Homeric
dimension of Curtius’ account of the three diplomatic exchanges between Darius and Alexander.
While the specific details of the three diplomatic exchanges do not all point in a Homeric
direction, the thematic progression of both sets of messages, those of Darius and Alexander,
makes an extended Homeric allusion not only plausible, but probable. On the one hand, Darius’
progression from domineering profit-based message, to cautiounary prudence-based message, to
conciliatory friendship-based message closely resembles that of the Greek emissaries’ speeches
in lliad 9; on the other hand, Alexander’s progression from vehement and insulting rejection, to
calm and confident rejection, to hesitant yet principled rejection similarly resembles that of
Achilles’ speeches in the same book. What, then, if this argument is correct, is the thematic
significance of Curtius’ extended Homeric allusion?

The best way to answer this question, as usual, is to consider the significance of the
Homeric episode on which Curtius is drawing. In Iliad 9, the Greek embassy is a complete
victory, at least initially, for Achilles: Agamemnon, his chief rival, is publically humiliated, and,
for the next six books, Achilles watches as his wish to have his honor multiplied at
Agamemnon’s expense is fully realized. This victory, though, breeds tragedy. As a result of

Achilles’ refusal to reconcile with Agamemnon in Iliad 9, Patroclus, of course, is killed in Iliad
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16. Thus, with hindsight, the Greek embassy represents a major—if not the major—turning point
for Achilles in the Iliad. With this sequence of events in mind, Curtius’ purpose in modeling his
account of the diplomatic exchange after the Homeric embassy begins to come into view. By
casting Alexander in the role of the Achilles of lliad 9, Curtius, | submit, subtly foreshadows the
course of Alexander’s subsequent career. With his rejection of Darius’ three offers, Alexander,
like Achilles, wins for himself a temporary victory. By refusing all negotiation, Alexander is able
to continue his campaign and, shortly after the third diplomatic exchange, to defeat Darius for
the second and final time at Gaugamela, thereby becoming de facto ruler of the Persian Empire.
Yet, as the Homeric parallel hints, this victory is not to last. By becoming Great King, Alexander
will lose something no less precious than Patroclus is to Achilles: his very self.'*® Faced with the
decadence of the East, the good rex of the first pentad soon becomes the corrupt tyrannus of the
second. In the final analysis, then, for Alexander to be the Achilles of Iliad 9 is to pay a terrible

moral price.

VI. The Death of Statira (4.10.18-24)

[18] Iter facienti spado e captivis, qui Darei uxorem comitabantur, deficere eam nuntiat et vix
spiritum ducere. [19] Itineris continui labore animique aegritudine fatigata inter socrus et
virginum filiarum manus collapsa erat, deinde et exstincta: [20] id ipsum nuntians alius
supervenit. Et rex, haud secus quam si parentis mors nuntiata esset, crebros edidit gemitus
lacrimisque obortis, qualis Dareus profudisset, in tabernaculum, in quo mater erat Darei
defuncto adsidens corpori, venit. [21] Hic vero renovatus est maeror, ut prostratam humi vidit.
Recenti malo priorum quoque admonita receperat in gremium adultas virgines, magna quidem
mutui doloris solacia, sed quibus deberet esse solacio. [22] In conspectu erat nepos parvulus, ob
id ipsum miserabilis, quod nondum sentiebat calamitatem ex maxima parte ad ipsum
redundantem. [23] Crederes Alexandrum inter suas necessitudines flere et solacia non adhibere,
sed quaerere. Cibo certe abstinuit omnemque honorem funeri patrio Persarum more servavit,
dignus, hercule, qui nunc quoque tantae et mansuetudinis et continentiae ferat fructum. [24]

143 While Alexander will also lose Hephaestion, the Patroclus of the Alexander tradition, shortly before his own
death, I am reluctant to say that Curtius means to foreshadow this event here, not only because Curtius’ account of
Hephaestion’s death has been lost in a lacuna in Book 10, but also because the causal link between Alexander’s
rejection of the Persian embassy and the death of Hephaestion is far weaker than that between Achilles’ rejection of
the Greek embassy and the death of Patroclus.
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Semel omnino eam viderat [quo die capta est, ne ut ipsam, sed ut Darei matrem videret]
eximiamque pulchritudinem formae eius non libidinis habuerat invitamentum sed gloriae.

[18] While he was marching a eunuch from among the captives who were accompanying Darius’
wife announced that she was failing and that she was barely breathing. [19] Worn out by the
constant toil of marching and personal sorrow, she had collapsed in the arms of her mother-in-
law and maiden daughters and then died. [20] Another man came announcing the very same
news. And the king, just as if the death of his own parent had been announced, gave forth many
moans and, having shed many tears such as Darius would have wept, he came into the tent in
which Darius’s mother was sitting next to the deceased. [21] Here indeed his lamentation was
renewed, when he saw her [i.e., Darius’ mother] prostrate on the ground. She, having been
reminded of her previous misfortunes by her recent misfortune, had taken the grown-up girls to
her breast. They were a great source of consolation in their shared grief, though she herself
should have been a source of consolation for them. [22] Her little grandson was there before her
eyes, pitiable because he was not yet aware of the calamity which primarily flowed toward him.
[23] You would have thought that Alexander was weeping among his own kinsmen and that he
was not giving, but seeking, consolation. Without a doubt, he held back from food and observed
every honor in tending to her funeral in accordance with the ancestral customs of the Persians.
By Hercules, worthy was he now to carry off the fruit of such great compassion and continence!
[24] He had seen her only once, on the day when she was captured, and he had considered her
exquisite beauty not an incentive to lust, but to glory.

This final passage, which is closely connected to the third diplomatic exchange, recounts
the death of Statira, Darius’ wife, within the Macedonian camp.*** While marching to face
Darius at Gaugamela, Alexander receives word that the Persian queen, whose health has been
failing due to grief and the hardship of constant travel, has died. Deeply saddened at this news,
Alexander pays a visit to the Persian royal family. There, together with Statira’s family, the
Macedonian king weeps for the Persian queen and grants her a magnificent funeral in accordance
with Persian custom. Through this noble act, Alexander’s virtue stands out for all to see,
particularly Darius, who, upon hearing of Alexander’s chivalrous treatment of his wife, decides
to make his third diplomatic overture to the Macedonian king. While Statira’s death is thus
connected to the third diplomatic exchange in a simple causal sense, with the former acting as

the catalyst for the latter, it is also, | believe, connected to this passage in a deeper sense. In

144 For Statira’s life, see Berve 1926: 2.362-363 (no. 721); Carney 2000b: 94-96; and Heckel 2006: 255-256.
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particular, and as I will argue in this section, Curtius’ account of the death of Statira is modeled,
like his account of the third diplomatic exchange, on a famous Homeric passage, in this case,
Achilles” meeting with Priam in lliad 24, a passage that casts Alexander, once more, in the role
of the best of the Achaeans.*°

While Curtius suggests a connection between Alexander and the Achilles of Iliad 24 in
several ways throughout this passage, the most prominent is his description of Alexander’s grief
for Statira’s death. Within the Alexander tradition, Curtius is far from unique in describing the
king’s grief for the Persian queen; Plutarch (Alex. 30.1, De Alex. fort. 2.6 = Mor. 338E-F) and
Justin (11.12.6) both describe this grief explicitly, and Diodorus does so implicitly (17.54.7).14¢
Yet, if Curtius is not alone in describing Alexander’s grief for Statira’s death, he is alone in
presenting it in a distinctly Achillean way. First of all, Curtius presents Alexander as reacting,
like Achilles, to the news of his ostensible enemy’s suffering with thoughts of his own parent’s
suffering. Much as Achilles thinks of Peleus following Priam’s moving appeal to return Hector’s
body (ll. 24.507), so, too, does Alexander think of Olympias upon hearing of Statira’s death: Et
rex, haud secus quam si parentis mors nuntiata esset, crebros edidit gemitus, “And the king, just
as if the death of his own parent had been announced, gave forth many moans...” (4.10.20).%4/

Second, Curtius describes Alexander as grieving, a la Achilles, with his ostensible enemy’s

145 As a parallel to Curtius’ proposed double Homeric allusion, we may point to his commonly recognized cluster of
Homeric allusions during Alexander’s Indian campaign, all discussed above (Sections 111 and V).

146 Arrian alone of the main extant Alexander historians omits the story of Statira’s death, though he reports the
king’s respectful treatment of Statira in the context of his marriage to Roxane (Anab. 4.20.1-3).

147 Technically, Curtius’ parentis is ambiguous, and could refer to either Philip or Olympias. However, since Philip

had been dead for several years by the time of Statira’s death, it seems far more natural to take this as referring to
Olympias, as Atkinson 1980: 392-393 does without hesitation.
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family.'*® Where Achilles famously weeps with Priam, the father of his greatest enemy (Il
24.509-512), Alexander weeps with Statira’s mother and three children: in quo mater erat Darei
defuncto adsidens corpori, venit. Hic vero renovatus est maeror, ut prostratam humi vidit. “he
came into the tent in which Darius’s mother was sitting next to the deceased. Here indeed his
lamentation was renewed, when he saw her prostrate on the ground.” (4.10.20-21). Third, and
perhaps most significantly, Curtius’ Alexander, like Homer’s Achilles, seems, in this moment, to
recognize the basic universality of suffering. While Achilles conveys his recognition of this truth
through the parable of the two jars (1l. 24.518-551), Alexander does so through his apparent
equation of his own suffering with that of others: Crederes Alexandrum inter suas necessitudines
flere et solacia non adhibere, sed quaerere. “You would have thought that Alexander was
weeping among his own kinsmen and that he was not giving, but seeking, consolation” (4.10.23).
Ultimately, through this equation of his own suffering with that of others, Curtius” Alexander
comes to radiate the same sort of moral sublimity as Achilles does in Iliad 24.

Beyond Alexander’s grief for Statira, Curtius also suggests a connection between
Alexander and the Achilles of Iliad 24 with two minor details. First, Curtius describes Alexander
as abstaining from food in the midst of his grief: Cibo certe abstinuit..., “Without a doubt, he
held back from food...” (4.10.23). While Achilles, admittedly, encourages Priam to eat during
their meeting (1. 24.601, 616-617), he himself is described as abstaining from food shortly
before this meeting (Il. 24.128-130; cf. 1l. 24.1-8). Second, Curtius presents Alexander, much as
Homer does Achilles, as the generous caretaker of his ostensible enemy’s funeral. Where
Achilles serves as a sort of ghost-sponsor of Hector’s funeral, promising to hold the Greek army

back from the fighting for as many days as Priam needs to carry out his son’s last rites (Il.

148 Diodorus (17.54.7), Justin (11.12.6), and Plutarch (Alex. 30.1), by contrast, give no indication of where or with
whom Alexander grieved for the Persian queen.
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24.656-658), Alexander, for his part, serves as the direct organizer of Statira’s funeral (4.10.23),
and, as Curtius reveals in the third letter exchange, does so when he could have been marching to
meet Darius in battle (4.11.4). While Curtius is not alone in emphasizing Alexander’s generosity
in the matter of Statira’s funeral,**° the specific detail of Alexander carrying out her funeral in
accord with Persian custom—a detail unique to the historian—may be another nod toward
Homer’s Achilles, who also, of course, permits Hector to be buried according to Trojan custom.
A final detail suggestive of Curtius’ artistic reworking of the death of Statira is his
explanation of the Persian queen’s death. Within the surviving Alexander tradition, five accounts
of Statira’s death survive, one each by Curtius, Diodorus (17.54.7), and Justin, (11.12.6-7) and
two by Plutarch (Alex. 30.1; De Alex. fort. 2.6 = Mor. 338E), all of which probably derive from
Cleitarchus.*® While these five accounts naturally show agreement, or at least compatability, on
several key points,*®! they reveal a puzzling disagreement on the cause of Statira’s death: where
Curtius has Statira dying of a combination of sorrow and travel fatigue (4.10.19), Justin (11.12.6)
and Plutarch (Alex. 30.1) have her dying in childbirth.*®? How are we to explain this
discrepancy? Based on the agreement of Justin and Plutarch on this point, we may reasonably

assume, first, that Cleitarchus also gave childbirth as the cause of death; and, second, that Curtius

149 Diodorus records that Alexander buried Statira peyoalonpenég, “magnificently” (17.54.7); Justin, benigne,
“liberally” (11.12.6); and Plutarch, Bacilxdg, “royally” (De Alex. fort. 2.6 = Mor. 338E) and ovdepudc moivtekeiog
@edopevog, “sparing no extravagance” (Alex. 30.1).

150 Hammond 1983: 45, 99-100, 122; cf. Heckel and Yardley 1997: 160.

151 The surviving accounts all agree that Statira died shortly before the battle of Gaugamela and that Alexander then
gave her a magnificent funeral; moreover, most of the surviving accounts agree that Darius, having received word of
Alexander’s chivalrous treatment of his wife, praised his enemy fulsomely (Curt. 4.10.25-34; Just. 11.12.7-9; Plut.
Alex. 30.2-14 and De Alex. fort. 2.6 = Mor. 338E-F).

152 Diodorus (17.54.7) is silent on the cause of Statira’s death, a fact not surprising given the brevity of his account
of the Persian queen’s death.
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was responsible for changing the cause of death from childbirth to travel fatigue himself.*>3
What reason could he have had to do so? As several scholars have pointed out, the presumed
Cleitarchan version of Statira’s death poses a major, if easily overlooked, problem for
Alexander’s famous chivalry: if Statira died in childbirth at the point at which Justin and
Plutarch allege, namely well over a year since she last saw Darius, the baby can, in all
probability, have been only one person’s—Alexander’s.'® As J. E. Atkinson has posited,
therefore, Curtius’ reason for making this change may have been “to save Alexander’s reputation
and to remove an inconsistency from the story.”*>® Ultimately, while Curtius’ presumed change
to this episode proves nothing about his comparison of Alexander and the Achilles of Iliad 24, it
does suggest that the historian was not above reworking this episode for his own artistic
purposes.

Much as in previous sections, the final question to consider is what Curtius’ comparison
of Alexander and the Achilles of Iliad 24 means in thematic terms. On a basic level, this
comparison serves to highlight, | suggest, the sublimity of Alexander’s behavior in this passage:
by sympathizing with his enemy’s misfortune—by showing, indeed, something of an awareness
of the universality of human suffering—Alexander, like Achilles, reaches, in effect, a moral peak
as a character. At the same time, however, this comparison seems to point in a more troubling
direction. When Achilles achieves his moral peak in lliad 24, this achievement proves tragically

short-lived; not only does the hero meet his end shortly after his meeting with Priam, but so, too,

153 Cf. Atkinson 1980: 392, who notes that this change “was probably made by Curtius himself, for Trogus, who
made the same close connection between the death of Stateira and the third diplomatic exchange between Darius and
Alexander, still gave childbirth as the cause of Stateira’s death.”

154 Welles 1963a: 275-277, n. 3; Atkinson 1980: 392; Bosworth 1980: 221; Heckel and Yardley 1997: 160-161;
Carney 2000b: 94-96; and Briant 2015: 337.

155 Atkinson 1980: 392.
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does the common humanity forged in the two men’s meeting. For Curtius to compare Alexander
to this Achilles, then, is to hint, | believe, at the transience of the Macedonian’s own moral
exemplarity. While Alexander may be a paragon of moral excellence in this passage, this very
status, as Curtius implies, both here and in the three diplomatic exchanges to which this passage
is closely connected, cannot and will not last: the noble rex of the first pentad will, as seen

above, soon give way to the corrupt tyrannus of the second.

Conclusion

This chapter has argued that the Achilles motif serves to highlight Alexander’s moral
decline over the course his reign, a central theme of Curtius’ Historiae Alexandri Magni. Based
on the preceding case studies, the Achilles motif fulfills this function in one of two different
ways depending on the pentad in which it appears. When Curtius deploys the Achilles motif in
the first pentad, as, for example, in the Betis episode (4.6.26-29), it generally presages
Alexander’s royal degeneration upon becoming Great King,®® his transformation, in effect, from
rex to tyrannus; conversely, when the historian deploys the motif in the second pentad, as, for
instance, in the Roxane episode (8.4.22-26), it consistently confirms this royal degeneration, and
shows what this transformation means for the king and his subjects. By way of conclusion, then,
I would like to consider how the Achilles motif—and its associated themes of moral decline,
kingship, and tyranny—may relate to Curtius’ probable historical context.

While Curtius’ date is a notorious crux of Alexander scholarship, scholarly consensus

holds that the historian wrote in the first century A.D., probably under either Claudius (41-54

156 The Statira episode represents a partial exception to this rule, inasmuch as the Achilles motif highlights
Alexander’s moral exemplarity in response to the Persian queen’s death. However, as argued above, Curtius
simultaneously undercuts Alexander’s moral exemplarity by hinting at its transient quality, such that even this
episode contains a darker significance for the Macedonian king.
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A.D.) or Vespasian (69-79 A.D.).'" If this consensus is correct, as | believe it is, Curtius’ use of
the Achilles motif would seem to have as much significance for the Rome of the historian’s own
day as for Alexander. During the first century A.D., Rome was ruled, of course, by the
Principate, the monarchy established by Augustus and carried on by successive dynasties,
including the Julio-Claudians (31 B.C.-68 A.D.) and the Flavians (69-96 A.D.). Like most
monarchies, the Principate produced rulers of varying quality, with some emperors, such as
Augustus, fully meriting the title of princeps, and others, such as Caligula and Nero, proving,
over time, more deserving of the label of tyrannus. Writing in this historical context, then,
Curtius would almost certainly have seen Alexander, the most famous monarch of antiquity, as a
topical figure, a figure who could be used not only to reflect, but perhaps even comment on, the
regime under which he lived. When Curtius depicts Alexander via the Achilles motif as a rex-
turned-tyrannus, therefore, it is hard not to see this depiction as mirroring—and critiquing—
some of the Roman emperors of his own day.*® Ultimately, for Curtius, Alexander’s story, like
those of a Caligula or a Nero, fully confirms Lord Acton’s famous maxim: power does indeed

corrupt, and absolute power does indeed corrupt absolutely.

157 For bibliography on Curtius’ date, see n. 2.

158 Baynham 1998: 216 convincingly argues against reading Curtius’ Alexander as an allegory for a particular
Roman emperor. In her view, “Curtius’ interest lies in regnum itself, in the concept of absolute power and its effect
on the rex and followers. Thus it is possible to see echoes of many principes within the Historiae, without the work
being confined to only one emperor.”
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CHAPTER 2

Plutarch’s Life of Alexander
Introduction

Within the Alexander tradition, Plutarch’s Life of Alexander stands apart in respect to
genre. Where Arrian, Curtius, Diodorus, and Justin write history, Plutarch, as he famously
declares in the preface to the Alexander (Alex 1.2), writes biography (Biovc).! Partly as a result of
the work’s biographical classification, the scholarship on the Alexander has also stood apart
somewhat from the scholarship on the other Alexander sources. While many scholars have, of
course, studied the Alexander from a historical perspective, with a focus on Plutarch’s sources?
and his historical aims and methods,® many scholars, going back decades, have also studied the
work from a literary perspective, paying particular attention to characterization and structure. In
1955, for example, A. E. Wardman, in considering Plutarch’s characterization of Alexander,
suggested that 0 Bupocidég, “spiritedness” is the hero’s key trait, the trait from which all the rest
may be explained (e.g., anger, ambition).* In 1980, D. Sansone, building on Wardman’s work,

showed that Plutarch’s seemingly random digression on naptha (Alex. 35) is symbolically

! Plutarch’s preface ranks among the most famous and debated passages in the Life of Alexander. While some
scholars take this as a mission statement for Plutarchan biography as a whole (Barrow 1967: 53-54; Gossage 1967:
53; Hamilton 1969: xliv), others take it as mission statement solely for the Alexander and Caesar (Duff 1999: 14-
22). Throughout the Alexander historians’ works, the boundary between history and biography is frequently blurred,
in part because Alexander’s life had such an outsized influence on the course of history, and in part because his
character, equally charismatic and enigmatic, made him arguably the most fascinating figure of his time.

2 Plutarch’s sources have been a major topic within the historical scholarship on the Alexander. While Powell 1939
argued that Plutarch used two sources alone—a variorum sourcebook and Alexander’s letters—most scholars now
believe that Plutarch used numerous sources, including Callisthenes, Chares, Onesicritus, Cleitarchus, Aristobulus,
and Alexander’s letters (Hamilton 1969: Iv-Ixviii; Hammond 1993: 5-187; cf. Tarn 1948: 2.296-309).

3 Though Plutarch is commonly regarded as a biographer first and foremost, Stadter 1965 and Badian 2003 [2012:
479-495] have drawn attention to his historian-like qualities.

4 Wardman 1955: 102-107; contra Hamilton 1969: Ixix-Ixx.
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connected with Plutarch’s characterization of Alexander, the hero of to Gupogdéc. In 1996, P.
A. Stadter, in an article on anecdotes in the Alexander, demonstrated how such anecdotes are
skillfully arranged so as to reinforce Plutarch’s characterization of Alexander.® In 2002, T.
Whitmarsh, in a challenging article on the cultural complexities behind the Alexander, contended
that Plutarch’s portrait of his hero is highly ambivalent, with Alexander representing both a
champion of Hellenism and an embodiment of the Dionysiac.” Most recently, in 2012, J.
Beneker, in a chapter on the Alexander-Caesar in his book on eras in the Parallel Lives, argued
that, for both Alexander and Caesar, eras is directed not so much toward other people as toward
glory and power.®

Following in this tradition of Plutarchan scholarship, I focus in this chapter on a single
aspect of the Alexander’s literary design: the Achilles motif. Despite this device’s centrality to
the Alexander,® J. Mossman, in her article “Tragedy and Epic in Plutarch’s Alexander,” has been
virtually alone in considering its thematic function within the Life.X® According to Mossman,
epic motifs, like the Achilles motif, serve to highlight the positive side of Alexander’s character,

whereas tragic motifs serve to highlight the reverse.'! While Mossman’s theory is appealing on

% Sansone 1980.

6 Stadter 1996.

" Whitmarsh 2002.

8 Beneker 2012: 103-152.

9 Stewart 1993: 83 has stated that “[Achilles] is the hidden center of the Life. He is its unmoved mover, and its
ultimate court of appeal.”

10 Mossman 1988, followed by Mossman 1992, which traces the epic motifs in both Plutarch’s Alexander and
Pyrrhus.

11 Mossman 1988: 83-91; cf. Cohen 1995: 486, who notes that “[t]he parallelism is for [Plutarch] positive
throughout, honest and innocent,” and Maitland 2015: 1, 17-18, 20, who regards Plutarch’s use of the Achilles motif
as essentially “romantic” and “sentimental.”
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first glance, the final example of the Achilles motif considered in her article, Alexander’s grief at
the death of Hephaestion (Alex. 72.1-5), seriously undermines its validity. In this passage, as
Mossman herself concedes, the Achilles motif seems to work in precisely the opposite way it is
supposed to: rather than presenting Alexander in a positive light, the motif presents him in a
distinctly negative light, inasmuch as it suggests that Alexander’s grief for Hephaestion, like
Achilles’ grief for Patroclus, is excessive and self-destructive. Recognizing the problem this
passage poses for her theory, Mossman tries to account for this anomaly in two ways: first, by
suggesting that Achilles’ grief for Patroclus is itself “the most tragic part of epic,”*? and thus, per
her theory, more of a “tragic” than an “epic” episode; and second, by playing down Plutarch’s
negative characterization of Alexander in his account of the death of Hephaestion. Neither
counter argument, however, carries conviction. Mossman’s first counter argument, in fact,
reveals a key methodological problem with her article, namely the difficulty of distinguishing an
“epic” from a “tragic” motif, given the common subject matter of both genres,** while the
second, as will be seen below, falls apart on a close reading of the text.'* If Mossman’s theory,
then, is insufficient to explain the Achilles motif’s function in the Alexander, how else can its
function be explained? In this chapter, | present a new theory to explain the motif’s function. For

Plutarch, I argue, the Achilles motif serves to highlight, above all, Alexander’s “spiritedness” (1o

12 Mossman 1988: 91.

13 While Mossman 1988: 85-86 acknowledges this methodological problem, she maintains that “theatrical imagery
or a tragic quotation or an obvious reminiscence or quotation from Homer will usually be sufficient to pin down a
passage firmly as “epic” or “tragic” (86). While this may be true in most cases, the passage concerning
Hephaestion’s death (Alex. 72.1-5) shows that it is not true in all cases.

14 See Section V below.
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Bupoedéc), ™ a quality the biographer regards as central to his subject’s character (Alex. 4.7), as
well as a nexus of qualities closely related to it, such as ambition, passion, and heroism.*’
Throughout this chapter, | support this theory with close readings of the major passages
in which the Achilles motif appears in the Alexander. To begin with, I consider the two explicit
deployments of the Achilles motif, Alexander’s tutelage under Lysimachus (Alex. 5.7-8) and his
pilgrimage to Troy (Alex. 15.7-9); from there, | proceed to examine three implicit deployments
of the motif, Alexander’s arming scene prior to the battle of Gaugamela (Alex. 32.8-11),8 his
aristeia at the Mallian town (Alex. 63.2-10), and his reaction to the death of Hephaestion (Alex.
72.1-5). Finally, in the conclusion, I reconsider Wardman’s argument on Alexander’s to
Bupoedéc, the argument that this is the hero’s key trait in the Life, in light of the findings of this

chapter.

L. The Tutelage of Lysimachus (Alex. 5.7-8)

[7] oMol p&v ovv mepi TV &mipédetay dg £ikdc Noav odTod Tpo@sig Koi moudoywyoi Ko
S134cKaror Aeyopevol, mict & épelotirel Asovidac, dvip 16 T’ 100 adGTNPOC Kol GLYYEVNG
‘Olopmdadoc, avtog pev 00 EeLY®V TO ThHG Todaywyiag dvopa, KaAdv Epyov €xovong Kai
AOUTPOV, DTTO O TV GAA®V i TO A&impa Kal TV 0ikeldTNTa TPOoPeLS AleEdvipou Kai
KaOnyng Kohovpevog. [8] 6 8¢ 10 oyfjpna Tod Todaymyod kai TV Tpocnyopioy VTOTOIOVUEVOS
MV Avcipoyog, T0 yévog Akapvéy, dAho pev 008ev Exmv doteiov, 8Tt 8’ £oavtdv pév dvopale
Doivika, TOV &’ ALEEavSpov Ayiréa, TIndéa §& Tov Dilmmov, fyandto kai Sevtépay elye
YOPAV.

15 1.8, s.v. Bupoednc, defines the term as, inter alia, “high-spirited,” “courageous,” “passionate.”
16 AXéEavdpov & 1) Bepuodtng Tod chpatog O Eotke Kol ToTucdv kai Oupocldf mopeixev. “The heat of his body, it
seems, made Alexander both fond of drink and spirited” (Alex. 4.7).

17 For the relation between o Gupoedéc and ambition, see Wardman 1955: 103; the relation between 1o Ovpogidéc
and the other two qualities, passion and heroism, should be fairly self-evident given the definition of the Greek word
(see n. 15).

18 Mossman 1988: 88 regards this as a case of a generic epic motif rather than the Achilles motif itself. As I argue in
Section 111, however, | think there is sufficient evidence to suggest that Plutarch had Achilles, rather than some
generic Homeric hero, in mind in this passage.
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[7] Now then, there were, as was probable, many who were called his tutors, attendants, and
teachers, and in charge of all of them was Leonidas, a man of stern character and a relative of
Olympias. He himself, while not avoiding the title of attendant (paidagogos), as it brought with it
fine and distinguished work, was called by all Alexander’s tutor (tropheus) and teacher
(kathégetes) on account of his reputation and kinship. [8] But the man who assumed the role and
title of attendant (paidagogos) was Lysimachus, an Acarnanian by descent, who had nothing else
refined about him, but because he called himself Phoenix, Alexander Achilles, and Philip Peleus,
was regarded with affection and held second place.

In this passage, while describing Alexander’s second main childhood tutor, Lysimachus
of Acarnania,® Plutarch deploys the Achilles motif for the first time in the Life of Alexander.?
Based on Plutarch’s description, Lysimachus, despite a basic lack of cultural refinement, wins
the favor of the young prince by devising a Homeric game of make-believe wherein Alexander
plays the part of Achilles, Philip that of Peleus, and Lysimachus himself that of Phoenix,
Achilles’ childhood tutor. Traditionally, as with many deployments of the Achilles motif
throughout the Alexander tradition, scholars have approached this particular deployment from a
strictly historical perspective, concluding, invariably, that Lysimachus’ game of Homeric make-
believe constitutes crucial evidence of Alexander’s early passion for the Homeric poems in
general and Achilles in particular.?* While this historical reading of Lysimachus’ game is, on
balance, compelling,?? | suggest that there is a second way of reading it as well. As | will argue

in this section, Lysimachus’ game, when viewed from a literary, rather than historical,

19 For Lysimachus’ life, see Berve 1926: 2.241 (no. 481) and Heckel 2006: 153.

20 plutarch’s reference to Alexander’s Aeacid descent at the beginning of the Life (Alex. 2.1) could be considered an
explicit deployment of the Achilles motif, but, given the biographer’s focus there on Aeacus and Neoptolemus,
rather than Achilles, | would argue that the present passage, where Achilles stands front and center, is the first real
deployment of the motif.

2l Lane Fox 1973: 59; O’Brien 1992: 21; and Cartledge 2004: 226.

22 This historical reading is compelling based on both its inherent plausibility and the totality of the evidence for
Alexander’s preoccupation with Achilles and the Homeric poems as discussed in the Introduction. On the other
hand, Chares of Mytilene, the probable source for Plutarch’s description of Lysimachus and his Homeric game
(Hamilton 1969: 14), is far from a completely trustworthy authority.
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perspective, plays into a central theme of the early chapters of the Life of Alexander: Alexander’s
relationship with Philip.

To comprehend the thematic significance of Lysimachus’ game, we must begin by
considering the way in which Plutarch presents this famous father-son relationship in the
Alexander. On Plutarch’s account, Alexander’s relationship with Philip is characterized, above
all, by a deep sense of rivalry.Z While this rivalry figures in several episodes throughout the
Alexander, it stands on most prominent display in Plutarch’s description of the young
Alexander’s reaction to news of his father’s victories:

06aK1G YoV dmayyeAfein Oilmmog i) mOA EvEo&ov NpNK®G | Laynv Tva TeptBontov

VEVIKNK®G, 00 TAvL @oidpdc NV kovav, dALd Tpog Todg HAucdTag Eleyev: “® moideg,

TAVTO TPOANYETAL O TTOTHP, €01 O” 0VOEV Amoleiyel pued’” dudV Epyov dmodeiachon puéya

Kol Aapumpov.”

At all events, as many times as it was announced that Philip had captured a famous city

or won a much talked-about battle, he [Alexander] was none too happy to hear it, but

would tell his peers: “Boys, my father will anticipate me in everything and will leave me

no great and illustrious deed to show forth with your help.” (Alex. 5.4)

On Plutarch’s description, Alexander, even as a boy, views his relationship with Philip in
essentially zero-sum terms. Devoted to the heroic concepts of glory and honor, finite
commaodities each, the young prince sees in his father, a man of great glory and honor himself,
not a friend or ally, but a competitor; whatever heroic deeds Philip accomplishes now, Alexander
believes, are heroic deeds that he, Alexander, cannot accomplish in the future. For Plutarch, then,
Philip serves, in effect, as a benchmark of Alexander’s success: Will Alexander, Plutarch seems
to ask, surpass his father, or fall short of him?

Within this context, Lysimachus’ Homeric game of make-believe takes on something of a

prophetic role. Located in the same chapter as the preceding passage on Alexander’s rivalry with

23 On Alexander’s historical rivalry with Philip, see Fredricksmeyer 1990.
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Philip (Alex. 5), the tutor’s game hints, I would argue, at the eventual resolution of this rivalry:
while both father and son may be worthy of heroic comparison, it is Alexander, not Philip, who
will prove the greater man, the Achilles to his father’s Peleus.?* This reading of Lysimachus’
game, and the Homeric roles he assigns father and son, finds support in the one other episode in
which the prince’s tutor makes a definite appearance in the Life of Alexander.?® During the siege
of Tyre, Lysimachus, by now an old man, insists on accompanying Alexander on a minor
campaign against the Arabs of the Antilebanon because, in his words, Tod ®oivikoc ovk givoi
yeipwv ovde TpecPotepoc, “he is neither weaker nor older than Phoenix.” (Alex. 24.10). By
recalling his own Homeric role from his pupil’s childhood, Lysimachus, of course, also recalls
Alexander’s Homeric role, a role that now takes on an aspect of spellbinding reality. During the
march into Arab territory, when Lysimachus fails to keep up with the main force, Alexander
heroically risks all to protect his former tutor.?® With night falling and cold setting in, Alexander
single-handedly raids an enemy encampment, kills two enemy soldiers, and returns to his
beleaguered tutor with a brand with which to start a fire and pass the rest of the night in peace

(Alex. 24.). While Alexander’s raid finds no specific parallel with any Achillean action in the

24 Cf. Beneker 2012: 110.

25 While Plutarch also refers to a Lysimachus as slandering Callisthenes in the context of the Conspiracy of the
Pages (Alex. 55.2), scholars are divided as to which Lysimachus is meant in this case: Berve 1926: 2.241 (no. 481),
Hamilton 1969: 153-154, and Heckel 2006: 154 maintain that the reference is to the present Lysimachus; Pearson
1960: 57, on the other hand, holds that the reference is to the more famous Lysimachus, Alexander’s bodyguard and
the future ruler of Thrace. The former view is more likely, particularly since, as Berve points out, Lysimachus the
bodyguard is said to have been Callisthenes’ student (Just. 15.3.6), making him a rather unlikely candidate to have
slandered the court historian.

2 Cf. Lane Fox 1973: 186, who also notes Alexander’s Achillean behavior in this episode, but treats it from a

historical rather than literary perspective: “...it was only proper that the new Achilles should have risked himself in
the manner of his hero for the tutor who had first given him his Homeric nickname.”
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Iliad,?” Plutarch’s characterization of his hero as not only superhumanly brave and daring, but
almost parentally concerned for and protective of his comrades,?® is quintessentially Achillean.
Thus, when read in conjunction with Lysimachus’ game, Alexander’s raid serves as the symbolic
fulfillment of the tutor’s early prophecy for his pupil: as Plutarch suggests, Alexander, by this
point, has not only taken on the mantle of Achilles, but has, in so doing, definitively answered
the burning question of his childhood—Who will be the greater man, Philip or Alexander?
While Lysimachus’ game thus plays a symbolic role in connection with Alexander’s
rivalry with Philip, it plays an equally symbolic role in connection with Alexander’s education,
something in which Philip is depicted as being actively involved.?® In the Alexander, Plutarch
describes his hero’s education in two separate phases: first, his early tutoring by Leonidas and
Lysimachus (Alex. 5.7-8); and second, his more famous tutoring by Aristotle (Alex. 7-8). As.
Stadter has argued, these two phases of Alexander’s education are thematically linked by
Alexander’s taming of Bucephalas (Alex. 6), the anecdote that comes between them.*® According

to Stadter, the Bucephalas anecdote serves, inter alia,®! as a metaphor for Alexander’s education

27 While Alexander’s raid could be compared to the Doloneia, the two episodes show considerable difference in
terms of tone and emphasis: whereas Homer depicts Odysseus’ and Diomedes’s raid as an act of cunning and deceit,
Plutarch presents Alexander’s as more an act of bravery and nobility.

28 0On Achilles’ parental care, see Mills 2000. Plutarch’s comment that Alexander té moveiv adtoc dei
nopapvbodpevog Ty dmopiav Tdv Makedovmv, “was himself always consoling the Macedonians’ perplexity
through his own toils” (Alex. 24.12) recalls, albeit subtly, Achilles’ description of himself during the Embassy: @&g &’
6pvic dmtiiotl veooooiot Tpogépnot | pdotox’, €mel ke AAPnot, kakdg 6’ dpa ol TéAel avth, | g kai &y TOAAAG PEV
abmvoug voktag oov, | fjuata 8 aipotdevia Siérpnocov mtorepilmyv, | avdpaot papvapevog 0apmv Eveka
opetepanv, “As a bird presents a morsel to her unfledged chicks whenever she gets one, but it turns out badly for
herself, just so did I, too, used to pass many sleepless nights and spend bloody days waging war, fighting men for
the sake of others” wives” (ll. 9.323-327).

29 Plutarch stresses Philip’s choice of Aristotle as Alexander’s tutor (Alex. 7.1-4), though he is silent on Philip’s
responsibility, if any, for choosing Leonidas and Lysimachus for the same role.

30 Stadter 1996: 293-294, followed by Whitmarsh 2002: 180.

31 Stadter 1996: 291-295 suggests that the Bucephalas anecdote also highlights, in one way or another, Alexander’s
brashness, his rivalry with Philip, his resemblance to Greek heroes, and his spirited (6vpogidng) nature.
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as a whole: Alexander, like Bucephalas, “required a great trainer...Leonidas, Lysimachus, and
the others were like the inexperienced and weak handlers of Bucephalas, who were not up to
their task; only an Aristotle could handle an Alexander, as only an Alexander could handle a
Bucephalas.”3? More to the point, the Bucephalas anecdote, as Stadter suggests, reveals the
Platonic undercurrent in Plutarch’s account of Alexander’s education:

Bucephalas, the spirited horse, recalls the noble horse of Platos [sic] Phaedrus (246A),

which needed the guiding hand of reason to follow the right path...When Alexander

points Bucephalas toward the sun, he enacts on a physical plane what Aristotle must
attempt to do spiritually: turn Alexander toward the good, and the light of philosophy.33

While Stadter is certainly right to stress the Platonic aspect of the second part of
Alexander’s education, his tutoring by Aristotle, I would suggest in the remainder of this section
that the first part of Alexander’s education, his tutoring by Leonidas and Lysimachus, plays a
complementary role in this Platonic design.

Key to the role Leonidas and Lysimachus play in this Platonic design is Plato’s theory of
the soul as presented in the Republic. In the Republic, Plato posits that the soul, like the ideal
state, consists of three parts (Resp. 440e-441c), first the desiring part (16 émbountikév), second
the spirited part (0 Bvpoedéc),® and third the reasoning part (o Aoyioticév). From there, the
philosopher argues that the soul, again like the ideal city, is just when and only when its three
constituent parts work in harmony together, when the reasoning part of the soul, that is, rules

over the other two parts (Resp. 441e). When read with Plato’s theory of the soul in mind,

Plutarch’s account of Alexander’s education takes on the appearance of a Platonic allegory. For

82 Stadter 1996: 294.

33 Stadter 1996: 294. Stadter also notes that Alexander’s gesture of turning Bucephalas toward the sun “recalls the
philosopher’s route up from [the] cave in the Republic”; cf. Whitmarsh 2002: 180-181.

3 For Alexander’s connection to 1o Gupogidéc, see Wardman 1955: 102-107 and Sansone 1980: 66-68.
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Plutarch, Alexander’s education is, in a sense, a Platonic struggle for his hero’s soul, with each
of Alexander’s tutors symbolically presiding over one of the three parts of the Platonic soul.*®
While Aristotle clearly presides over the reasoning part of the soul (10 Aoyiotikdv), as Plutarch’s
description of him as t@v gilocoewv Tov évdoEdtatov kai Aoyidtatov, “the most famous and
learned of the philosophers” indicates (Alex. 7.2), Leonidas and Lysimachus preside, | submit,
over the desiring (to émBvunticov) and spirited (to Bvopoeldéc) parts of the soul respectively.

Let us begin with Leonidas’s connection to the desiring part of Alexander’s soul.
Described as “a man of stern character” in the passage in which he is introduced (Alex. 5.7: &vnp
76 T’ fPoc avotpoc), Leonidas plays the role of disciplinarian in both of the anecdotes in which
he subsequently appears in the Alexander. In the first such anecdote, when the Carian queen Ada
takes to sending Alexander culinary gifts, the king gently turns them down, telling the queen
that, as a child, he had learned the virtue of abstemiousness from his tutor Leonidas (Alex. 22.7-
10). In the second Leonidas anecdote, Alexander, following the siege of Gaza, sends his tutor a
vast quantity of frankincense and myrrh in wry remembrance of an episode from his childhood
when his tutor had reproached him for being unnecessarily lavish with incense during a sacrifice
(Alex. 25.6-8). With both of these anecdotes may be detected a pattern: whenever the young
Alexander is tempted by desire, Leonidas is there to check that desire.® From a Platonic
perspective, them, Leonidas performs his tutorial role to a tee; in the philosophical struggle that

is Alexander’s education, Leonidas ensures that the desiring part of his pupil’s soul, by

35 Cf. Stadter 1996: 294 n. 10., who suggests that the Bucephalas anecdote may also be read from the perspective of
Plato’s theory of the soul.

3% Though Alexander’s choice to send Leonidas a huge amount of frankincense and myrrh after the siege of Gaza
complicates this reading, inasmuch as the pupil here gives in to precisely the sort of desire of which his tutor
disapproves, | believe this choice can be explained as part of Alexander’s general decline over the course of
Plutarch’s work (cf. Hamilton 1969: Ixix). On this view, while Alexander keeps his desires more or less in check
throughout the first half of the Life, he begins to succumb to them more and more in the second half (cf. Section V
below on Alexander’s grief at the death of Hephaestion).
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remaining firmly under control, is in a position to work in harmony with the other parts of his
soul.

We come now to Lysimachus’ connection to the spirited part (10 6vuogidéc) of
Alexander’s soul. When describing Lysimachus’ role in Alexander’s education, Plutarch focuses,
as seen above, on the tutor’s Homeric game of make-believe and, in particular, his pupil’s role as
Achilles. From a Platonic perspective, this Homeric role is significant. Based on his most
familiar characteristics, Achilles stands, | submit, as a veritable embodiment of 16 upogdéc—
the part of the soul concerned, in Plato’s view, with courage and honor, anger and passion. By
comparing Alexander to Achilles, therefore, Lysimachus encourages, in symbolic terms, the
spirited part of his pupil’s soul. Platonically speaking, however, such encouragement is
problematic. As T. E. Duff has shown, for Plutarch, as for Plato, education must aim “to train the
‘spirited’ part of the soul (16 Bvposidéc) to be obedient to reason,”3” With his game of Homeric
make-believe, then, Lysimachus symbolically threatens to destabilize his pupil’s philosophical
wellbeing, to prioritize the emotional over the rational part of his pupil’s soul. Ultimately, while
Aristotle, the representative of the reasoning part of the soul, is subsequently summoned to
rectify this situation,3® Lysimachus’ symbolic influence continues to be felt:3° for all of

Avristotle’s influence on him,*® Plutarch’s Alexander remains preeminently a man of to

37 Duff 1999: 76.
38 Cf. Stadter 1996: 294,

39 Cf. Sansone 1980, who argues that Alexander, as suggested in Plutarch’s peculiar digression on naptha (Alex. 35),
struggles to keep his spirited, naptha-like nature under control throughout the Life.

40 According to Plutarch, Aristotle’s influence on Alexander was considerable. Plutarch reports, for example, that
Aristotle was responsible for instilling in Alexander his love of philosophy (Alex. 7.5-9) and medicine (Alex. 8.1);
and that Alexander held Aristotle, for a time, in even higher regard than Philip, on the grounds that, while he owed
his life to his father, he owed his knowledge of how to live a good life to the philosopher (Alex. 8.4). Modern
scholars, however, are deeply divided on the question of Aristotle’s influence on Alexander, with some, like
Plutarch, regarding it as considerable (e.g., Wilcken 1967: 54-58; Hamilton 1973: 32-34; Green 1991: 54-62), and
others as far less so (e.g., Ehrenberg 1938: 62-102; Bosworth 1988a: 20-21).
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Bupoedéc, a man who, for all of his philosophical traits, forever falls short of that highest of all

Platonic goals: the philosopher king.*

[I. The Pilgrimage to Troy (Alex. 15.7-9)%2

avapag &’ eig "Taov, £Bvoe T AOnva Kai Toic fipwotv Eomeloe. [8] v & AyAAéwmc oTHANV
aAelydpevog Ama, Kol HETA TAV ETAP®V GLVAVASPAU®V YOUVOG Bomep £00G £0Tiv, £0TEPAVOOE,
pokapicog antov 61t kail (dV eilov TeTod Kol TEAEVTHoAG LEYAAOV KNPVKOC ETuyeV. [9] &v ¢
1@ meptiévon Kol Bedobot To Kot TV TOAY EPOpUEVOL TIVOS avTOV, €l fodAetan TV AAeEavopov
Mopav 13giv, Eldyiota ppovtilety dketvng Eopm, TV 8 Ayddéog (NTeiv, 1 Td KAEw Kol oG TPAEELC
Duvel TdV dyaddv avopdv Ekeivoc.

When he had gone up to Troy, he sacrificed to Athena and poured libations to the heroes; [8]
and, after having anointed himself with oil and, as is the custom, run naked with his companions,
he crowned the tomb of Achilles, deeming him blessed inasmuch as he had found both a faithful
friend while he was alive and a great herald after he died. [9] When someone asked him during
his site-seeing tour of the city whether he wished to see the lyre of Alexander, he said that he
cared very little for that, but that he was seeking after the lyre of Achilles, by which he used to
sing the famous deeds of noble men.

This passage, the second of Plutarch’s two explicit deployments of the Achilles motif,
records Alexander’s famous pilgrimage to Troy at the start of the great Panhellenic campaign.
Throughout this pilgrimage, Alexander’s connection to Achilles is on full display, first with his
crowning of the hero’s tomb, next with his blessing of the hero for having had both Patroclus as
his friend and Homer as his commemorator, and finally with his wish to see only Achilles’ lyre,

not Paris’.*® On first glance, this connection’s meaning may seem fairly transparent. Through the

act of honoring Achilles above all other Homeric heroes, scholars have argued that Alexander

41 Whitmarsh 2002: 179-181 notes that, while the Alexander of the Life is not presented in the mold of a philosopher
king, the Alexander of the On the Fortune or the Virtue of Alexander is; cf. Wardman 1955: 97-103 and Hamilton
1969: XXXV-XXXIX.

42 For Arrian’s account of Alexander’s pilgrimage to Troy, see Chapter 3, Section I.
43 Plutarch’s account of Alexander’s pilgrimage to Troy is paralleled by various other sources: Alexander’s
crowning of Achilles’ tomb (Arr. Anab. 1.12.1; Diod. 17.17.3; Ael. V.H. 12.7; cf. Just. 11.5.12); Alexander’s

blessing of Achilles (Arr. Anab. 1.12.1); and Alexander’s wish to see Achilles’ lyre rather than Paris’ (Plut. De Alex.
fort. 1.10 = Mor. 331D; Ael. V.H. 9.38).
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effectively takes on the role of Achilles, a role which, in turn, highlights certain key aspects of
Alexander’s character.** First and foremost, as Mossman has noted, this role conveys
Alexander’s supreme heroism, his bravery and martial valor: “The parallelism with Achilles is
very strong here...Coming at the very beginning of the expedition, this acts as a declaration of
Alexander’s heroic intentions... This Alexander will be as completely different from the
mythological one [i.e., Alexander/Paris] as Achilles was: his preoccupations will be with glory
and conquest; he will shun the pleasures of the palace and the bedroom with which Paris is
particularly associated in Homer.”*® Furthermore, as Duff has suggested, this Homeric role
underscores Alexander’s “semi-divine status and his Greekness,”#® inasmuch as Achilles is not
only the son of a goddess, but also the preeminent champion of the Greek cause at Troy. Yet,
while both Mossman and Duff are correct in their assessments of the Achilles motif’s meaning in
this passage, the motif possesses, | will argue, at least two further layers of meaning, the first
revolving around Achilles’ lyre and the second around that of Paris.

While Achilles’ lyre has traditionally been read as a straightforward symbol of Achillean
heroism, I suggest that it may also be read as a Homeric allusion. With Alexander’s remark that
Achilles, on his lyre, ta kKAéa kai tag Tpdéeic Buvel tdv dyaddv dvopdv Exeivog, “used to sing
the famous deeds of noble men” (Alex. 15.9), Plutarch patently alludes to Homer’s famous
description of the Greek hero playing the lyre in lliad 9:4’

Mupuidovav &’ éri te kKhMoiag kol vijag ikéotny,

OV 8’ €Dpov Ppéva TEPTOUEVOV POPULYYL AyEin,
KoAf) doudarén, émi & dpyvpeov Quyov nev,

44 Mossman 1988: 87; Bréchet 2008: 98 and Scott-Kilvert 2011: 590.
45 Mossman 1988: 87.
46 Scott-Kilvert 2011: 590.

47 While Hamilton 1969: 38, Bréchet 2008: 98, and Scott-Kilvert 2011: 590 have all noted this allusion, none has
considered its thematic significance for the present Plutarch passage, as | do below.
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v Gpet’ €€ évapav tolv ‘Hetiwvog 0Aéccas:
1] O ye Bupov Erepmev, Gede 6 dpa KAEQ AvOpAV.

The two of them“® reached the huts and ships of the Myrmidons, and they found
him [Achilles] enjoying himself in his heart with a clear-sounding, fine, and well-
crafted lyre (and there was a silver cross-bar upon it), which he had won from the
spoils after having sacked the city of Eetion. With this he was delighting his heart
and singing the famous deeds of men. (Il. 9.185-189)
The first aspect of this passage that has a bearing on Alexander’s pilgrimage to Troy is the
genealogy, as it were, of Achilles’ lyre. According to Homer, Achilles’ lyre originally belonged
to a certain Eetion. While Homer gives only the barest description of Eetion here, he elsewhere
reveals that Eetion was not only the ruler of Cilician Thebes (Il. 1.366), a town allied to Troy, but
the father of Andromache herself (1. 6.414-419). Based on Alexander’s own genealogy, this
connection between Greek and Trojan, between Achilles’ lyre and Andromache’s family, is, |
suggest, significant. Though Alexander most famously claimed descent from Achilles and
Hercules, he also counted Andromache among his ancestors, as she, together with Achilles’ son
Neoptolemus, was the traditional progenitor of the Molossian royal house, the family to which
Alexander belonged on his mother’s side.*® From this perspective, then, Alexander’s wish to see
the lyre of Achilles is more than a testament of his heroic nature; it is also a testament of his
ambitious nature, a declaration, in effect, of his grand imperial designs. Like most of the

Alexander historians, Plutarch repeatedly emphasizes the theme of the king’s destiny to rule the

world. While this theme emerges most clearly in episodes such as Alexander’s solving of the

8 This passage, with its notorious dual ixés6nv and several other dual forms in the surrounding lines, is a famous
crux of Homeric scholarship. The basic problem is that, while Homer names five Greek as taking part in the
embassy to Achilles (Odysseus, Ajax, Phoenix, Odius, and Eurybates) prior to this passage (Il. 9.168-170), he refers
to the embassy, both here and elsewhere, with verb forms that suggest it comprises only two members. On this
problem, and its potential implications for Homeric composition, see Hainsworth 1993: 84-87.

49 According to Carney 2006: 5, this tradition was certainly current by the 420’s, when Euripides wrote his

Andromache (1243-1249), but may date back to the time of Pindar, two of whose Odes refer to Neoptolemus
(though not Andromache) in connection with Molossia (Nem. 4.51-53, 7.33-40).
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Gordion Knot (Alex. 18.1-4) and sojourn to the oracle of Ammon (Alex. 27.5-9), the present
episode, | would argue, showcases the same theme, albeit in a subtler way. By declaring his wish
to see the lyre of Achilles, the possession of first a Trojan, then a Greek, Alexander not only
asserts his mixed Greek and Trojan ancestry, but presents himself, through this very ancestry, as
the rightful ruler of both West and East.>® Thus, from the beginning, Alexander seeks, the lyre
hints, not only to conquer the Persian Empire, but to establish a combined Macedonian-Persian
empire in its place.

Likewise significant for Plutarch’s Alexander is the story of Achilles’ sacking of Cilician
Thebes, the context of his acquisition of Eetion’s lyre. Though this story is alluded to at various
points throughout the poem,®* Andromache alone recounts it in full during her celebrated reunion

with Hector in Iliad 6:

000¢ pot £oTtL TaTnP Kol TOHTVIK UiTnp.
fTol yap matép’ auov dméktave diog AytAAenc,
8k 8¢ moMv mépoev Kidikmv €0 vaietdovoay,
OnPnv dyimviov: katd 6’ Ektavev Hetiwva,
o0d¢ pv €€gvapiée, oefdocato yap T ve Buud,
GAL dpol v KOTEKTE LV EVTEGL dOOAAEOLGLY
N’ émi ofju’ Exeev- mepi 6 mredéag EpvTtevoay
Voot OpecTIAdES, KoDpatl Aldg aiyldyot0.
o1 6¢ pot €nta kaciyvntot Eoav €v HEYAPOLGLY,
ol pEv mavteg i® kiov pott 'Atdog elcm-
TAVTOC YOp KATETEQVE TOSAPKNG 610C AYIALEDS
Bovciv €n’ elMmddecot Kai ApyeVVIiG Oleoat.
untépa o’, §j Baciievey vo ITAdkw VAnéoon,
TV €nel dp dedp’ fiyoy’ G’ dALOIOL KTEATEGTLY,
ay 6 ye v anélvoe Aofov arnepeiol’ dmowa,
Tatpog O’ &v peydpoiot BAL’ Aptepug ioyx€arpa.

Nor do | have a father and mother. For truly godlike Achilles killed my father and
completely sacked Thebe of the high-gates, the well-inhabited city of the

50 Cf. Pearson 1960: 41, who argues that Callisthenes, too, emphasized Alexander’s descent from Andromache and
used this Trojan descent to suggest that the king’s Asian conquests represented “the recovery of his ancestral
kingdom—the kingdom of Troy...”

511 1.366-367, 9.186-188, 16.152-154, 23.826-829.
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Cilicians. He cut down Eetion, nor did he despoil him, for he felt in his heart a
sense of reverential dread at the act, but he burned him, as a matter of fact,
together with his cunningly wrought arms, and he heaped a tomb over him; and
around it the mountain nymphs, the daughters of aegis-bearing Zeus, planted elm
trees. As for the seven brothers | had in the halls, they all went down to Hades on
a single day, for swift-footed godlike Achilles slew them all among the shambling
cattle and white sheep. As for my mother, who ruled beneath wooded Placus, after
he led her here along with the rest of the possessions, he released her after
receiving a countless ransom, but Artemis who pours out arrows struck her in the
halls of my father. (Il. 6.413-428)
From this story, the picture of Achilles that emerges is complex, almost chiaroscuro-like.
On the one hand, Achilles appears here in a particularly harsh light. By killing Andromache’s
father and all seven of her brothers, and in a single day at that, the hero makes clear his frightful
capacity for death and destruction. At the same time, though, the best of the Achaeans displays,
in the wake of this killing, a countervailing magnanimity unique in the Iliad.>? Based on a feeling
of awe or reverence (cefdacocato), Achilles both pays Eetion the respect of a funeral after
refraining from despoiling his corpse, and sets Eetion’s wife free upon receipt of a ransom. The
hero’s humanity, in short, shines through in spite of his savagery. From this perspective,
Achilles’ lyre, or, more specifically, the lyre’s backstory, resonates with Alexander’s own story
as told in Plutarch’s Life. Like this pre-quarrel Achilles, Plutarch’s Alexander proves himself not
only a devastatingly proficient warrior, as capable of slaying an enemy champion as he is of
toppling an empire, but also a remarkably magnanimous victor, as witnessed most famously in
the king’s treatment of the Persian royal family after the battle of Issus (Alex. 21). Thus, for
Alexander to show interest in Achilles’ lyre, symbol, we might say, of the Homeric hero’s

complex heroism, is to align himself with this same type of heroism. Alexander may be a

conqueror, but, for Plutarch, he is, in essence, a benevolent one.

52 Of all the heroes in the lliad, Achilles, for example, is alone in showing mercy to a suppliant (Priam: 1l. 24.507-
570) and honor to a defeated foe (Eetion: 1l. 6.418-420; and Hector: Il. 24.656-670). For a compelling analysis of
Achilles’ magnanimity, see Zanker 1994: 127-154.
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Much as Achilles’ lyre is more meaningful than previously realized, so, too, | would
argue, is Paris’. The starting point of this argument is Plutarch’s way of referring to the Trojan
hero in this passage. Here, in this version of the lyre story—and in contrast to the version of the
story told in the On the Fortune or the Virtue of Alexander (De Alex. fort. 1.10 = Mor. 331D)—
Plutarch refers to the Trojan hero as Alexander rather than Paris (Alex. 15.9). Why? Part of the
reason, as Mossman and others have argued, is that calling the Trojan hero by this name allows
Plutarch to emphasize the ironic nature of Alexander’s choice of Achilles’ lyre over Paris’:
despite what his name might suggest, Plutarch’s hero is very much a martial hero, not an
amorous one.> There is, however, a second, complementary way to read Plutarch’s choice of
name for the Trojan hero. By referring to the Trojan hero as Alexander rather than Paris, Plutarch
invites readers to see Alexander as symbolically rejecting not the Trojan’s lyre, but his own.

To make sense of this suggestion, a survey of the tradition concerning Alexander’s lyre
playing, and more specifically, his kithara playing,>* is in order. While Alexander’s musical side
is completely ignored in all five of the major extant sources, it receives attention from three
separate, and quite disparate, sources. The first—and most remarkable—is Aeschines’ Against
Timarchus. Toward the end of this speech, in a passage that represents Alexander’s first recorded
appearance in contemporary history,* Aeschines describes how he and his fellow Athenian
envoys to Philip’s court, Demosthenes and Philocrates, were treated to a musical performance by
the nine-year-old Macedonian prince during the course of a banquet in their honor: og &v t®

ot [Mudv] kibapifot kol Aéyotl pioelg TIVAG Kol AvTiKpoLGELS TPOG ETepov maida, “how he

53 Mossman 1988: 87 and Scott-Kilvert 2011: 590.

54 LSJ defines kithara simply as “lyre,” but it is really a type of lyre. As will be seen below, this is the type of lyre
Alexander is supposed to have played.

55 | ane Fox 1973: 46.
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[Alexander] was playing the kithara (xi0apiCot) and reciting speeches and arguments

(avticpovoetc)®® against another boy at the drinking party” (Aeschin. In Timarch. 168).% This

contemporary testimony finds support from two later sources as well. In the Life of Pericles,

Plutarch recounts an anecdote concerning Alexander’s skill as a lyre player, and Philip’s

consequent displeasure, as part of his preface:
0 8¢ dimmog TPOG TOV VIOV EMTEPTMC &V TIVL TOTM YHAAVTO KOl TEXVIKGG ElEV: “ODK
aioyOvn KOA®G 00T YaAL®V;” ApKel Yap, av Paciieds dkpodchal yoAlovimv oyoldaln,
Kol TOAD VEUEL Taig Movcaug ETépav ayoviLopévav Ta Totadta Ogatg yyvouevoc.
Philip said to his son as he was playing the lyre (yfAovta)®® pleasantly and skillfully at
some drinking party: “Are you not ashamed to be playing so well?” For it is enough if a
king takes the time to listen to those playing, and he grants much to the Muses by being a
spectator when others are competing in such matters. (Plut. Per. 1.6)°°

Finally, in the third book of his Historical Miscellany, Aelian tells a story of Alexander’s

flippant questioning of his music teacher on the right way to play a lyre:

AAEEavdpog 6 Dihinmov, aig v ovmw tpoonPog, Epdviave kiBapiletv. Tod O
1ACKOVTOC KpoDGOL KEAEDGAVTOG YOPONV TIva GVV HEAEL Kol fiv am)Tel T0 Kibapioparta,

“kai i droloel” Epn “Eav TavTNV KpoOow;” £Tépav 0ei&ac. O 6& 0VOEV E@n dlapEpeLy TG
HEALOVTL Bacthevoey AAAL T@ £l TEYVN Kibapioey PEAAOVTL.

Alexander the son of Philip, when he was not yet near manhood, was learning to play the
kithara (ki@apilewv). When his teacher bade him strike a certain string in tune to the

% In his commentary to Against Timarchus, Fisher 2001: 313 notes that the meaning of avtikpovoeic is unclear.
While he suggests “sallies” as a translation, this effectively requires the insertion of another verb (e.g., mpdzrot,
mo1o1) in addition to Aéyor; thus, | have translated dvtikpobdoeig instead as “arguments,” which, like pioeic, can more
easily be translated with Aéyot.

57 As Aeschines makes clear in the lead-up to this quotation, Demosthenes had also testified to the Athenian council
on Alexander’s lyre playing.

%8 According to LSJ, waAho means literally “to pluck, pull, twitch,” but it also has a secondary meaning of “to play a
stringed instrument with the fingers, and not with the plectron.” While this secondary meaning would seem to imply
that Alexander is playing a harp rather than a lyre in this passage, since harps were played with the fingers and lyres
with a plectron (Maas and Snyder 1989: 68, 148-149), Power 2010: 88 suggests that Plutarch chose this term as a
way of “underlining the inappropriate excess of Alexander’s lyre playing by assimilating it to the harp, which was
not as a rule played by aristocratic male amateurs in Greece.”

% Ameling 1988: 665-666 fancifully suggests that the context for Philip’s rebuke of Alexander’s lyre playing may

have been the very banquet at which Demosthenes, Aeschines, and Philocrates were present. Unfortunately, there is
no evidence to support this suggestion.
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music and the string which the pieces of music demanded, “What difference will it

make,” he said, pointing to another, “if | strike this one?” This makes no difference at all,

the teacher said, for one who is going to be king, but it does make a difference to one

who is going to play the kithara with skill. (Ael. V.H. 3.32)

Two general points emerge from these passages. First, Alexander’s lyre playing is
associated exclusively with his childhood. Despite Alexander’s habit of holding music
competitions throughout his reign,®® his own musical career appears to have ended well before
he came to the throne.®! Second, and more to the point, Alexander’s lyre playing is connected,
both directly and indirectly, to adult ridicule. While this connection is clearest in the anecdotes of
Plutarch and Aelian, where Alexander is chided, respectively, by his father for practicing a skill
unconducive to kingship and by his music teacher for presuming to question him on how to play
the lyre, it is also detectable in Aeschines’ speech. Before commenting on Alexander’s lyre
performance at the royal banquet, Aeschines reveals that Demosthenes slandered the young
prince upon his return from the Athenian embassy to Philip’s court (Aeschin. In Tim.167).
Neither here nor elsewhere does Aeschines give the substance of this slander, but the speaker’s
term for this slander, aioypag vmoyiag, “shameful suspicions” (Aeschin. In Tim. 167) suggests
that it was at least partly sexual in nature. As N. Fisher notes: “The story presumably was that
rather tasteless jokes were made at Alexander’s expense, or perhaps double entendres discovered

in his remarks directed at the other boy.”%? This supposition finds further support in Aeschines’

closing remarks on the banquet, where the orator not only claims to have had no conversation

80 Alexander’s music competitions: Soli, 333 B.C. (Arr. Anab. 2.5.8); Memphis, 332 B.C. (Arr. Anab. 3.1.4);
Memphis, 331 B.C. (Arr. Anab. 3.5.2); Tyre, 331 B.C. (Arr. Anab. 3.6.1; cf. Plut. Alex. 29.1); Carmania, 325 B.C.
(Arr. Anab. 6.28.3; cf. Plut. Alex. 67.7; Diod. 17.106.4); Ecbatana, 324 B.C. (Arr. Anab. 7.14.1; cf. Plut. Alex. 72.1;
Diod. 17.110.7); for a survey of the artists and athletes in Alexander’s entourage, see Tritle 2009: 122-129.

61 Renault 1975: 33 speculates that Alexander stopped playing the lyre because he had “a rather high-toned voice,”
but I have been unable to find any such statement in Aelian, her professed (and un-cited) source for this speculation.

62 Fisher 2001: 314.
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with Alexander, but denies having flattered or paid court to (¢éxfepanedwv) the prince (Aeschin.
In Tim. 169). In Fisher’s view, these remarks seem “to hint at another, more serious, albeit more
implausible allegation against Aeschines, of making secret sexual overtures to Alexander.”%
Thus, if Fisher is correct, Demosthenes was presumably ridiculing Alexander, the charming lyre
player, as an effeminate pretty-boy, as the eromenos, in contemporary Athenian terms, to
Aeschines’ erastés.%

This putative charge of effeminacy brings us back, in turn, to Plutarch’s anecdote about
Alexander’s lyre playing. While Philip’s displeasure with his son’s lyre playing is ostensibly due
to its superfluous quality, its ability to distract from the more important task of ruling, M.
Renault has also connected his displeasure to the activity’s contemporary associations with
effeminacy.® By the fourth century B.C., as T. Power has shown, Greeks commonly viewed lyre
players as “soft, effeminate, vaguely immoral, given over to excessive luxury, notionally, if not
actually, “foreign.””% While the Macedonian view of lyre playing is harder to assess in light of
the near-total lack of relevant evidence,®’ it is unlikely, considering the more primitive, even

Homeric, nature of Macedonian society, to have been significantly more positive than the Greek

63 Fisher 2001: 314; cf. Lane Fox 1973: 46.

8 For the classic study of Greek homosexuality, see Dover 1978; for Macedonian homosexuality, see more recently
Reames-Zimmerman 1998: 152-179 and 1999, who rightly, in my opinion, questions the applicability of Dover’s
model of homosexuality for Macedonian society.

% Renault 1975: 33; cf. Lane Fox 1973: 46-47. Franklin 2011 suggests that the kithara’s effeminate associations are
detectable as far back as Homer (1l. 3.54, 13.730-734; cf. 1. 2.600).

66 power 2010: 85.

57 Besides the three anecdotes dealing with Alexander’s lyre playing cited above, | am aware of only two other
pieces of evidence that bear on Macedonian lyre playing: first, the anecdote of Philip’s failed attempt to win an
argument with a professional lyre player about the art of lyre playing (Plut. Quomodo adult. 27 = Mor. 67F-68A,;
Ap. reg. 29 = Mor. 179B; De Alex. fort. 2.1 = Mor. 334C-D; Quaest. conv. 2.12 = Mor. 634C-D); and second, the
anecdote of the professional lyre player Stratonicus’ criticism of his inept Macedonian student (Ath. 8.351B). While
these anecdotes seem to speak to a Greek stereotype of Macedonians as musically—and, culturally—unrefined,
none of them constitutes evidence of how the Macedonians themselves viewed lyre playing.
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view.% If, then, Renault is correct, as seems likely, Philip’s displeasure at Alexander’s lyre
playing stands comparison with Demosthenes” mockery of the same: for both, the prince’s
musical predilection is a sign not of cultural sophistication, but of personal effeteness.

While these anecdotes of Alexander’s lyre playing may thus seem strangely discordant
with the generally positive tradition surrounding his youth, they stand in close relation to a pair
of anecdotes set during his transition from youth to adulthood.®® Following Philip’s
assassination, Demosthenes, we are told, pointedly resumed his campaign of ridicule against
Alexander begun a decade earlier in the wake of the prince’s musical performance for the
Athenian embassy. According to Plutarch, the orator mocked the newly crowned king’s maturity,
comparing him to a maida, “boy,” during his lllyrian campaign, and to a peipdxiov, “young
man,” upon his march into Thessaly (Plut. Alex. 11.6). More contemptuously still, Demosthenes,
as several sources report, took to referring to Alexander by the nickname of Margites (Aeschin.
In Ctes. 160, Plut. Dem. 23.2, and Marsyas of Pella FgrH 135-136 F3 = Harp., s.v. Mapyitng).
As the anti-hero of an eponymous mock-epic poem, Margites served Demosthenes’ derisive
purpose well. “By calling Alexander the new Margites,” R. Lane Fox has noted, “Demosthenes
meant that so far from being an Achilles, he was nothing but a Homeric buffoon,”® a suggestion
which, as Fisher has argued, simultaneously mocked the new king’s “pretensions, aptitudes, and
capacity for full-scale masculinity.””* What Demosthenes saw in Alexander at the time of his
accession, in short, was not so much a potential world conqueror, but the same lyre-playing boy

he had met all those years ago, a pretentious and effeminate nonentity.

8 Cf. Lane Fox 1973: 46-47, who notes in passing lyre playing’s rather un-Macedonian nature.
89 Cf. Fisher 2001: 314.
0 Lane Fox 1973: 61.

"1 Fisher 2001: 314.
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With this tradition of Alexander’s lyre playing in mind, we may return now to Plutarch’s
anecdote about Alexander’s wish to see the lyre of Achilles rather than that of Paris. While the
traditional way to read this anecdote is to say that Alexander proclaims, by means of this wish,
his affinity for Achilles-esque heroism over Paris-esque hedonism, Plutarch’s choice to refer to
Paris as “Alexander” hints at a further, and rather less obvious, way of reading this anecdote: in
addition to choosing between Achilles’ lyre and that of Paris, Alexander is also choosing
between Achilles’ lyre and his own. If this suggestion is correct, what might Alexander’s
secondary choice mean in symbolic terms? Based on the tradition of Alexander’s lyre playing
surveyed above, two answers naturally suggest themselves. First, if Alexander’s lyre is closely
associated with effeminacy, or at least charges thereof, his rejection of this lyre serves, | would
suggest, as a symbolic assertion of his masculinity. While reading this lyre as Alexander of
Macedon’s here yields much the same meaning as if it were Alexander of Troy’s (heroic
masculinity over un-heroic effeminacy), such is not always the case. When we recall that
Alexander’s lyre is also closely associated with his childhood, the king’s rejection of this lyre
becomes, | believe, as much a declaration of his own maturity as it as of his masculinity. Despite
Demosthenes’ belittling words, Alexander, on this reading, is no longer a noig, “boy,” or a
uepakiov, “young man”; instead, and in fulfillment of his stated wish to disprove the Athenian
orator,’? he is now a full-fledged man, a worthy successor not only of his father, Philip, but of his

heroic exemplar, Achilles.

2 According to Plutarch (Alex. 11.6), Alexander “wishes to appear to Demosthenes as a man before the walls of
Athens” (AnpocBévet... Bodietar Tpog Toic ABnvainv teiyeov dviip eavijvar).
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[1I. Alexander’s Arming Scene at the Battle of Gaugamela (Alex. 32.8-11)

[8] Tadt’ émoteirac [Mapueviovi, TO kpavog meptédeto, TOV 6 dALOV OTAMGHOV €DOVE GO
oKNViiG elxev, Dévupa TV TikeAkdv (0oTdv, £mi 88 TovTe Odpaka Smhodv Avody 8k TdvV
Medévtov v Tocd. [9] 10 8& kpdvog v pév cdnpodv, EotilPe & Homep dpyvpoc kadapoc,
gpyov Oeopilov: GUVIHPUOCTO O’ ADTH TEPLTPAYNALOV OUOIMS G1ONPODV, ABokdAANTOV- [10]
péyoupav 8 Bavpactiv Paefi kol kovedttl, Swpnoapévov tod Kitidov Baciiéng, [{v] elxev,
NokNuévog Ta ToALa xpfloOan poyaipa mapd tag poyas. [11] émmdpropo 8° Epopet T pev
gpyooia coPapdtepov fj kot TOV dAkoV OGOV TV Yap Epyov EAk@vog tod mooiod, Tiun 8¢
¢ Podinv nokeme, Ve’ fig £560n Sdpov- &xpfito 8 Kai ToVT® TPOG TOVG AydVaL.

[8] Having sent this message to Parmenion, he put on his helmet, but the rest of his armor he had
on straight as he came from his tent: a girdled undergarment, and over this a double linen
corselet from the spoils at Issus. [9] His helmet was made of iron, and it shone like pure silver, a
work of Theophilus; and attached to it was a neckpiece, likewise made of iron, and set with
precious stones; [10] he also had a sword, marvelous in its temper and lightness (the king of the
Citeans having given it to him), since he had trained himself to use a sword in battle for the most
part. [11] He also wore a cloak more elaborate in its workmanship than the rest of his armor; for
it was the work of Helicon, the ancient, and a mark of honor from the city of the Rhodes, by
which the gift had been given. He used this, too, in battle.

In this passage, Plutarch gives a description of Alexander’s panoply at Gaugamela, the
king’s third and final set-piece battle against the Persians (331 B.C.). Though Plutarch describes
Alexander’s panoply elsewhere, this passage represents the most prominent and detailed such
description in the Life. With good reason, therefore, Mossman has compared this passage to a
Homeric arming scene: “[t]he “arming-scene’ at 32.8-11 before Gaugamela certainly owes
something to those in the Iliad, with its careful description of armour and weapons, who made
them and who gave them to the wearer...”"* Yet, for all of this passage’s similarity to Homeric
arming scenes, the nature of this similarity is harder to pin down. Where Mossman has suggested

that this passage is based on Homeric arming scenes in general, A. B. Bosworth, W. Ameling,

and A. Stewart have seen it as specifically recalling Achilles’ own arming scene in lliad 19.7

73 Battle of the Granicus (Alex. 16.7); cf. Alexander’s assault on the Mallian town (Alex. 63.2-4).
4 Mossman 1988: 88; cf. Baynham 2015: 58-59.

> Bosworth 1977: 59-60; Ameling 1988: 685; and Stewart 1993: 82.
108



Though these two positions are not mutually exclusive, I will argue that Alexander’s arming
scene’® can well be seen, following Bosworth, Ameling, and Stewart, as a specific allusion to
Achilles” arming scene. As in previous sections, | will begin by presenting the relevant pieces of
evidence to support this argument—something that none of the Achilles-motif proponents have
really done in this case’’—and, from there, will proceed to consider the allusion’s meaning
within this passage and the Life as a whole.

Despite this passage’s similarities to Homeric arming scenes in general, three factors
suggest a specific connection with Achilles’ arming scene in Iliad 19. First is the context of both
arming scenes. When Alexander dons his arms at Gaugamela, he, like Achilles—and Achilles
alone of the four Homeric heroes who receive arming scenes’®—stands on the threshold not only
of a final confrontation with his main antagonist, ’® but of a confrontation that he is destined to
win.® Much as Achilles will slay Hector before the gates of Troy, so will Alexander defeat
Darius on the plains of Gaugamela. A second factor is Bucephalas’ appearance in close
proximity to this arming scene. Right after describing Alexander’s arms and armor, Plutarch
presents the king mounting his beloved horse in the lead-up to the Macedonian attack:

dypt PEV 0LV GLVTATTOV TL THC PAAayYog | TapoKeAEVOUEVOC T} S1BACKMV T} épopdV

napeEnlavvey, GAlov inmov iye, 100 Bovkepdla etddpevog, §on mopiiucog Svtog:
YopodVTL 8 TPOC EpYoV EKEIVOG TPOGTYETO, KOi HeTaPAG €DOVS NPYEV £PASov.

6 While the term “quasi-arming scene” may be more accurate, inasmuch as Alexander is shown wearing, rather than
putting on, his arms and armor in this passage, | use the term “arming scene” throughout this section for the sake of
simplicity.

7 Bosworth 1977: 59-60 cites as evidence Alexander’s heroic behavior and relationship to a god, though both of
these details strike me as more generally Homeric than specifically Achillean in nature; Ameling 1988: 685 and
Stewart 1993: 82, for their part, provide no evidence whatsoever.

8 The four Iliadic arming scenes belong to Paris (11. 3.328-338), Agamemnon (1l. 11.17-43), Patroclus (ll. 16.130-
144), and Achilles (Il. 367-391).

9 Cf. Stewart 1993: 82.

8 In contrast to Achilles, Paris, Agamemnon, and Patroclus, the three other heroes who have arming scenes, are
either wounded or killed following these scenes.
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As long as he was riding along arranging some part of the phalanx, or exhorting,
instructing, or reviewing his men, he had another horse, since he was trying to spare
Bucephalas, who was by now past his prime; but he [Bucephalas] would be led out to
him as he was heading into action, and he [Alexander], after having exchanged horses,
would immediately begin the attack. (Alex. 32.12)
Despite Alexander’s apparent habit of riding Bucephalas into battle, Plutarch is the only
surviving Alexander historian to mention the horse at Gaugamela. While Bucephalas’ unique
appearance in this context has previously been explained in simple Quellenforschung terms,8!
this explanation raises a larger question: Why would Plutarch, who clearly worked from multiple
sources,® choose to follow a source(s) here that reported Bucephalas’ appearance at Gaugamela
when the rest of the Alexander historians did not? Though there can be no definitive answer to
this question, | would suggest that Plutarch may have chosen to follow such a source here as a
way of further reinforcing the parallel between Alexander’s arming scene and that of Achilles. In
this way, just as Achilles meets Xanthus and Balius, his famous horses, directly after his arming
scene (1. 19.392-423), so does Plutarch’s Alexander meet his famous horse directly after his.%
The third factor that suggests a connection between the two arming scenes is Alexander’s
pre-battle speech following his meeting with Bucephalas. According to Plutarch, Alexander’s

speech is delivered neither to his officers nor the army as a whole, as the rest of the Alexander

historians report, but to the Thessalians and the rest of the Greeks in particular:®

81 Hammond 1993: 41-42, for example, explains Plutarch’s mention of Bucephalas in this context by suggesting that
the biographer was following Chares, Alexander’s chamberlain, who is known to have mentioned the horse
elsewhere.

82 Hamilton 1969: Iv-Ixviii; Hammond 1993: 5-187.

83 Mossman 1988: 86 suggests a connection between Bucephalas and Xanthus and Balius, but in the context of
Alexander’s taming of Bucephalas rather than his preparations prior to Gaugamela.

8 According to Arrian (Anab. 3.9.5-8) and Diodorus (17.56.4), Alexander addresses his officers; Justin (11.13.6-11),
the army as a whole; and Curtius (4.13.38-14.7), some of his officers and part of the army.
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Tote 8¢ 101g OetTar0ig mAsioTa draAeydeic kol Toig dAloic "EAAncy, og Eméppwaav
avToV Bodvreg dryswv €mi Tovg PapPapove, 10 EVOTOV €1g TV APLOTEPAY HETAAUPDV, TH|
de&1d mapekarel Tovg Beovc, g Kailiobévng enoiv, Emevyouevog, eimep Svimg Ad60ev
€0Ti yeyovag, audval Koi cuvemppdoat Tovg "EAAnvac.
Then he [Alexander], after having spoken at length to the Thessalians and the rest of the
Greeks, shifted his spear to his left hand as they encouraged him with shouts to lead them
against the barbarians and called upon the gods with his right hand, as Callisthenes says,
praying, if he was in fact truly born from Zeus, that they defend and help to strengthen
the Greeks. (Alex. 33.1)
While Plutarch’s choice with regard to Alexander’s addressees has also tended to be explained in
Quellenforschung terms, in this case, as the result of the biographer’s dependence on
Callisthenes, who is explicitly named in this passage, this sort of explanation raises the same
question as in the Bucephalas passage: Why would Plutarch choose to follow Callisthenes’
account of this speech when the other surviving Alexander historians did not? If Plutarch’s
Philhellenism is probably part of the reason, another reason, | would suggest, is the Homeric
allusion we have been tracing throughout this section. When Alexander speaks to the
Thessalians, after all, he is not only speaking to the best cavalrymen in the army;® he is also
speaking to those traditionally regarded as the descendants of Achilles and the Myrmidons.8
From this perspective, then, Plutarch’s choice for this speech’s addressees further reinforces the
parallelism between the Macedonian king and the Homeric hero; just as Achilles would address

the Myrmidons, so does Alexander, the new Achilles, address the Thessalians, the hero’s

descendants.®” Providing some measure of support to this suggestion is Plutarch’s presumed

8 While the Companions were the Macedonian corps d’elite, the Thessalians were reportedly the superior horsemen
(Diod. 17.33.2).

8 Homer gives Achilles’ home as Phthia (Il. 1.169-170; cf. Il. 1.155, 2.683-685, 9.252-253, 9.363), which is
probably historical Pharsalus (Heckel and Yardley 1997: 90).

8 For another instance of an Alexander historian making the connection between Alexander and Achilles through

the Thessalians, cf. Just. 11.3.1, who has Alexander seeking to win over the Thessalians at the beginning of his reign
with a reminder of their common Aeacid lineage.
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source for this speech, Callisthenes. Since Callisthenes seems to have presented Alexander in a
Homeric light throughout his work, Plutarch’s proposed Homeric allusion here becomes that
much more plausible; rather than creating this allusion whole cloth, Plutarch may instead have
done so by taking his cue from Callisthenes.®®

If Alexander’s arming scene, then, does represent an allusion to Achilles’ arming scene in
Iliad 19, what is the significance of this allusion? When Achilles dons his arms in preparation for
returning to battle, his motivation is straightforward: revenge. Devastated by the death of
Patroclus, Achilles returns to battle to kill Hector for his killing of Patroclus in Iliad 16. In this
resolve, the hero, of course, proves only too successful. By the end of Iliad 22, Achilles has not
only killed Hector, but has even begun defiling his body. From a narrative perspective, then,
Achilles” arming scene, we can say, marks the first stage of the hero’s quest for vengeance, the
final movement of the Iliad itself.

With this context in mind, the significance of Plutarch’s allusion begins to come into
focus. By comparing Alexander to the Achilles of Iliad 19, Plutarch, I would suggest, aims to
highlight the king’s own role as avenger, and, more specifically, Panhellenic avenger.
Throughout roughly the first half of his Asian campaign, Alexander, of course, sets as his goal
the requital of the Persians for their invasions of Greece a century and a half before. In this spirit,
the king repeatedly frames his victories over the Persians as Panhellenic, rather than strictly

Macedonian. Following the battle of the Granicus, for example, Alexander sends a symbolically

88 Cf. Bosworth 1977: 59-60.

112



significant 300 shields® back to Greece with an inscription purposefully designed to emphasize
the Greeks’ role in the recent victory:*

KowoOuEVOG 8¢ TNV viknVv 1ol "EAAncy, idig uev toig Adnvaiolc Enspye 1@V
AlYLOADTOV TPLOKOGI0G AoTId0C, KO 0& Toig AALOIG Aa@UPOLg EKEAEVOEY EMLypayaL
QuroTipotatny Emtypoaenv: “AréEavdpog [6] Phinmov kai ol "EAAnvec mAnv
Aoxedopoviov aro tdv BapPapov Tdv TV Aciov KatotkoOvioy.”

Wishing to share the victory with the Greeks, he sent to the Athenians in particular three
hundred shields from the booty, while he ordered the rest of the spoils to be inscribed in
common with a most ambitious inscription: “Alexander, the son of Philip, and the Greeks
apart from the Spartans, from the barbarians who dwell in Asia” (Alex. 16.17-18).

Similarly, following the battle of Gaugamela, Alexander takes on the role of Panhellenic avenger
still more clearly through a series of symbolic gifts and promises to Greek city-states that played
arole in the Persian Wars:

QULOTILOVHEVOG 0€ TTPOG TOVG “EAAN VO, Eypaye TaG Tupavvidag Tacag Katalvbijvor kol
TOMTEVEY VTOVOLOVG, 101 6& [TAataiedot TV TOAY AvolKoSoUETY, TL TV Y®POV Ol
TaTEPEC OOTOV Evaymvicachat toig "EAAnow vmep g éAevbepiag mapéoyov. Enepuye 68
kot Kpotovidtog gic Tradiov pépog tdv Aagvpwv, v @aiilov 10D aOANTOD TILdY
mpobupiav kol apetnv, 6¢ mepi T MNdIKa, T®V GAA®V TTaM®OTAV ATEYVOKOTMV TOVG
"EAMvag, 10166ToA0V £V vadv EmAevoey €i¢ ZaAapiva, Tod Kivduvov cupupueféEmv.

In seeking after honor among the Greeks, he [Alexander] wrote that all tyrannies had
been destroyed and that they were free to conduct their own political affairs, and to the
Plataeans in particular that he would rebuild their city since their fathers had provided the
Greeks with their country to fight on behalf of freedom. He also sent part of the spoils to
the Crotoniates in Italy to honor the zeal and valor of the athlete Phayllus, who, when the
rest of the Italiotes had given up on the Greeks, had sailed to Salamis with a ship fitted
out by himself to take part in the danger. (Alex. 34.2-3)

8 These shields provide a rare and fascinating glimpse into the workings of the historical Alexander’s mind. The
king’s sending of precisely 300 shields, combined with his singling out of the Spartans in the shields’ inscription, is
almost certainly meant to recall the famous Spartan 300, the heroes of the battle of Thermopylae (480 B.C.). What
Alexander suggests via this allusion, | would argue, is that the contemporary Spartans are failing to live up to their
heroic past. Whereas the Spartans of old fought against the Persians, the Spartans of the present, by refusing to take
part in Alexander’s grand Panhellenic crusade, are, in effect, fighting for the Persians. Spartan heroism, in short, is
dead and gone.

% Cf. Arr. Anab. 1.16.7, who records the same inscription—and in identical language—but claims that it was
attached to the shields sent to Athens, rather than to the other poleis.
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With Alexander’s Achillean arming scene, then, Plutarch, 1 would argue, seeks to present the
king’s final battle against the Persians as part of this same Panhellenic narrative. Much as
Achilles’ duel with Hector marks the fulfillment of the Greek hero’s vengeance against the
Trojan hero, so will Alexander’s battle with Darius, the biographer suggests, mark the fulfillment
of the Greek’s vengeance against the Persians.

By casting Alexander in the role of the Achilles of Iliad 19, and, by extension, the role of
Panhellenic avenger, Plutarch also emphasizes a central characteristic of his subject: ambition
(prvotipia). For Plutarch, as Wardman has shown, Alexander’s role as Panhellenic avenger is a
clear mark of ambition, and a positive type of ambition at that.®* While Plutarch is generally
critical of ambition directed against other Greeks, he is favorably disposed toward ambition
directed against non-Greeks. In Plutarch’s view, therefore, Alexander’s ambition, directed, as it
is, against Persia, “results in benefits to Greece,” and “is a kind of public service performed by a
foreigner for the benefit of a whole community.”%?

Finally, and more broadly, Alexander’s role as the Achilles of lliad 19—and his
associated role as Panhellenic avenger—reflects his status as a paragon of Hellenism.
Throughout the Life, and especially the first half, Plutarch’s Alexander embodies, as several
scholars have shown, a number of core Greek values.® For example, in his celebrated treatment
of the Persian women after Issus (Alex. 21), Alexander shows himself to be a man of

cw@pocvvn, “moderation,” while in his love of Homer (Alex. 8.2), a man of naideia, “learning,”

91 Wardman 1955: 106.
92 Wardman 1955: 106.

9 Humbert 1991; Whitmarsh 2002; and Beneker 2012: 105-139.
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or “culture.”® For Plutarch, then, Alexander is not so much a Macedonian king leading a
combined force of Macedonians, Greeks, and other Balkan peoples, as was in fact the case;
rather, he is, to a large extent, a Greek king leading a Greek crusade for the greater glory of

Greece.

IV. Alexander’s Aristeia at the Mallian Town (Alex. 63.2-10)%

7POC 6¢ 101 KaAovuévolc MoAroic, obg @acty Tvodv poynotdtong yevésbat, pikpov £dénce
Katakomivat. [3] Tovg pev yap avOpmmovg PELECY GO TAV TEWYDV ATECKEIACE, TPMTOG 08 O1d
KApokog tebeiong avafag éml T0 telyoc, ig 1 te KApag cuvetpifn kai tdv PapPapwv
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HEGOVG APTKE TOVG TOAEUIOVG, Kol Kot TOYNY 0pBog Eatn). [4] Tivagauévov 6€ toig dmhoig
g€oo&av ot BapPapotl cEAag TL Kol @A TPO TOD GCOUATOG pEPESHaL. 10 Kol TO TPHTOV EPuYoV
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10 TEPL TOV Hasbov dotéotc. [7] mpog O Ty ANV £voOvTog anTod Kol TO 6MdU0 KAUYavTog, O
pev Barav Enédpape, BapPapiknyv pdyopav crocdapevoc, [evkéotag ¢ kol Apvaiog
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BapPapov ArEEavIpog anéktevey. [9] adtog 6€ tpavpata TOAAA Ao dV, TELOG O TANYEIC VTEP®
Kot ToD TpayNAoL, TPOGHPEISE TM TELYEL TO odua, PAER®V TPOC TOVG moAepiove. [10] év tobtm
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Among the so-called Mallians, who they say are the most warlike of the Indians, he [Alexander]
came within a little of being cut down. [3] He scattered the men from the walls with missiles and
was the first to climb up a ladder placed against the wall. When the ladder broke and he began to
receive blows from the barbarians standing below along the wall, he collected and hurled himself
into the midst of the enemy, despite being accompanied by only a few men, and, luckily, landed
on his feet. [4] When he shook his weapons, the barbarians thought that some light and
apparition was being carried ahead of his person. And for this reason they at first fled and
scattered; [5] yet when they saw him with only two Shield Bearers, some ran up and tried with
swords and spears to wound him through his armor in close combat as he defended himself, [6]
while one man, having taken up a position a bit farther off, shot an arrow from his bow so strong
and forceful that it cut through his corselet and lodged in the bones around his breast. [7] As he
succumbed to the wound and bent over, the man who had hit him drew a barbarian knife and
charged, while Peucestas and Limnaeus protected him; [8] when each of them was wounded
(Limnaeus was killed, but Peucestas held out), Alexander killed the barbarian. [9] Yet he

% On Alexander’s cog@pocvvn, see Humbert 1991: 172-173; Whitmarsh 2002: 181; Beneker 2012: 105-139; on
Alexander’s naideio, see Humbert 1991: 174-177 and Whitmarsh 2002: 178-181.

9 For Arrian’s account of Alexander’s aristeia at the Mall
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himself, after receiving many wounds and finally being struck in the neck with a club, leaned his
body against the wall, facing his enemies. [10] At this point, when the Macedonians had crowded
round, he, by now unconscious of what was going on around him, was snatched up and carried to
his tent.

In this passage, which N. G. L. Hammond has called, with some hyperbole, “the finest
piece of writing in the Life,”%® Plutarch recounts Alexander’s celebrated aristeia at the Mallian
town. During his voyage down the Indus, Plutarch’s Alexander carries out the seemingly
effortless subjugation of each and every Indian city in his path—until, that is, he reaches an
unnamed city of the Mallians, reputedly the most warlike Indian tribe. There, while leading the
final assault, the king performs perhaps his most heroic deed of the entire work. Finding himself
virtually alone on the Mallian battlements, Alexander jJumps not back to safety, but straight into
the midst of the enemy. Through this extreme bravado, Alexander temporarily causes the
Mallians to flee in terror, yet, upon perceiving his vulnerability, the defenders regroup, press the
attack, and deal their assailant several wounds, thereby ending his aristeia and, very nearly, his
life. This passage, in short, ranks among the most Homeric in the entire Life. While this Homeric
quality is clearly due to Alexander above all, given the relatively similar accounts of this episode
found in all five of the surviving Alexander historians,® Plutarch is also partly responsible for it.
In her previously cited article on epic and tragedy in the Alexander, Mossman suggested that

Plutarch’s account of Alexander’s aristeia echoes Homer’s descriptions of Achilles in the final

books of the Iliad, particularly Iliad 19;% since then, this suggestion has found favor with both

% Hammond 1993: 115. Hammond’s verdict is all the stranger given his equally groundless view that this passage is
not so much the work of Plutarch himself, but rather of his source(s), which he suggests, in this case, was probably
Aristobulus.

9 Arr. Anab. 6.9-11; Curt. 9.4.26-5.30; Diod. 17.98-99.4; and Just. 12.9.3-13.

% Mossman 1988: 90. Hamilton 1969: 177 has less plausibly compared this passage to Homer’s description of
Athena descending from Olympus at lliad 4.75-78.

116



Stewart and Duff.%® While I, too, believe that Mossman is correct to see a connection between
Alexander and Achilles in this passage, | aim to build on Mossman’s argument in this section,
first by showing that the Homeric parallels point as much to Iliad 18 as Iliad 19, and second by
considering in greater detail what these Homeric parallels mean.

For Mossman, as for Stewart and Duff, the basis of this Homeric allusion is Plutarch’s
description of Alexander’s arms at the beginning of the king’s aristeia. When Alexander
brandishes his weapons upon entering the Mallian town, he reportedly creates a célog, a “light”
or “flame,” that appears to proceed before his person (Alex. 63.4). Significantly, as Mossman
notes, this is the same word that Homer repeatedly uses in describing Achilles’s shield during the
hero’s arming scene in Iliad 19:1%
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But then he [Achilles] took up his great, stout shield, and from it there came a light
(selas) as from the moon. Just as when a light (selas) appears to sailors across the sea, a
light of a burning fire which burns high up in the mountains in a lonely farmstead, and
winds carry them over the fishy sea, against their will, far from their friends; just so from
Achilles’ fine, skillfully wrought shield did a light (selas) reach the upper air.

(1. 19.373-380).

In Mossman’s view, therefore, this oélag parallel serves to connect Alexander not only to the

Achilles of lliad 19, but, more generally, to the Achilles of the final books of the poem. %!

99 Stewart 1993: 83 and Scott-Kilvert 2011: 597.

100 Mossman 1988: 90. Mossman notes two uses of céhac in this passage (lII. 18.375, 379), when in fact, a single line
before the beginning of her quotation of this passage, the word appears a third time (1l. 18.374).

101 In the Iliad, the term oéhag is most closely associated with Achilles, and, in particular, the Achilles of the final
third of the poem. Of the poem’s nine instances of the word, six occur in connection with Achilles (1l. 18.214, 19.17,
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While I agree with Mossman on both counts, | suggest that there is another Homeric
passage to which Plutarch can just as easily—and perhaps more naturally—be taken to allude:
Achilles’ appearance at the Greek trench in Iliad 18. In the first place, when Achilles shows
himself to the Trojans, we find the same word, céAag, being used to describe the hero as in Iliad
19: &g an’ AyidArijog ke@aAfg oélog aifép’ ikave, “Thus a light (selas) reached the upper air
from Achilles’ head” (11. 18.214).19 In the second, while this Plutarch passage’s similarity to
Achilles’” arming scene consists primarily of this single word, its similarity to Achilles’
appearance at the Greek trench extends beyond the verbal to the narrative level as well. The
relevant portions of both Plutarch’s and Homer’s narratives run as follows:

TPMOTOG O¢ O10 KApokog tebeiong avaPag Eml 10 TETYOG ... OAYOGTOG OV GLGTPEYOC
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Having been the first to climb up a ladder placed against the wall ... he [Alexander]
collected and hurled himself into the midst of the enemy, despite being accompanied by
only a few men, and, luckily, landed on his feet. When he shook his weapons, the
barbarians thought that some light (selas) and apparition was being carried ahead of his
person. And for this reason they at first fled and scattered... (Alex. 63.3-4)

O¢ A’ AytAAnog keQOATig oéhag aifép’ Tkave:
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19.366, 19.374, 19.375, and 19.379); the remaining three occur in connection with either Zeus (ll. 8.76, 15.600) or
the Trojans (1. 8.509).

102 strangely, Mossman 1988: 90 says nothing specifically about the connection between this Plutarchan passage and
Iliad 18.
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Thus a light (selas) reached the upper air from Achilles’ head. Leaving the wall, he took a
stand at the trench, nor did he mingle with the Achaeans ... Therefore, when they [the
Trojans] heard the brazen voice of the son of Aeacus, all their hearts were affrighted, and
the fine-maned horses began to turn the chariots around, for they beheld pains in their
heart. The charioteers were struck with amazement when they saw the terrible, untiring
flame burning above the head of the great-hearted son of Peleus; and this the grey-eyed
goddess Athena caused to burn. Three times above the trench godlike Achilles shouted
loudly, and three times the Trojans and their renowned allies were panic-stricken. There
and then twelve of the best men perished around their chariots and arms (Il. 18.214-216,
222-231)

In both narratives, the hero not only shows himself to his enemies in highly dramatic
fashion, basically alone and in plain view, but also causes his enemies to flee in terror at his mere
sight. While this lliad 18 passage may thus be a closer parallel to the present passage than
Mossman’s lliad 19 passage, this second Homeric allusion serves as further confirmation of her
contention that the Achilles to whom Alexander is being compared is not so much the Achilles of
a particular passage, but the Achilles of the final books of the poem.% What, then, does
Alexander’s Homeric role mean in this context?

On a basic level, Alexander’s Homeric role clearly highlights the king’s superhuman
heroism.*% Much as Achilles is at his most heroic in the final books of the Iliad, the point at
which the hero renounces his wrath and returns to battle, so, too, is Alexander at his most heroic
at the Mallian town. While Alexander’s heroism is, of course, prominent in all accounts of this
episode, Plutarch, more than either Arrian or Curtius, the historians who provide the fullest

accounts of this episode, makes this the salient and unequivocal theme of his account.'% Before

103 Mossman 1988: 90.

104 Cf. Mossman 1988: 90, who notes that “Alexander is never more like Achilles than this, in his magnificent
courage...”

105 Both Arrian and Curtius present a more nuanced view of Alexander’s heroism at the Mallian town
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Alexander reaches the Mallian town, Plutarch hints at his subject’s superhuman heroism by
mentioning his seemingly effortless conquest of each and every Indian community he comes in
contact with (Alex. 63.2). When Alexander reaches the Mallian town, however, Plutarch brings
his subject’s heroism into full view. Here, beyond recounting the standard heroic feats found in
the other Alexander historians—the king’s daring leap into the enemy town, his killing, once
wounded, of his Indian assailant—Plutarch reworks certain aspects of the story to place further
emphasis on the king’s heroism. Where Arrian and Curtius, for example, assert that Alexander’s
motivation for ascending the Mallian walls was frustration with his malingering troops, Plutarch,
by contrast, gives the king no motivation for this act whatsoever, thereby suggesting that, for
Alexander, heroism requires no excuse or justification; heroism is simply what Alexander lives
for. Similarly, where Arrian and Curtius have a Macedonian general reprimanding Alexander for
his conduct during the king’s convalescence, Plutarch chooses to omit this episode altogether
and, in the process, ensures that the king’s actions continue to appear more heroic than reckless.
Finally, where Arrian and Curtius spend time describing Alexander’s recovery process, Plutarch
almost immediately portrays the king back in action. Indeed, with a nod to Homer’s technique of
epic ring composition, Plutarch ends his account as he began it, with Alexander subduing one
Indian community after another. What Alexander’s Homeric role in this passage suggests,
therefore, is that the Pythia’s earlier pronouncement to the king was not far off the mark (Alex.
14.7): Alexander truly is aviknroc, “invincible,” or as close to it as a mortal can come.

These themes of heroism and invincibility also resonate with the surrounding narrative.
In the preceding passage recounting the Macedonian mutiny at the Hyphasis (Alex. 62),
Alexander suffers the first real defeat within the Life. Following the grueling battle of the

Hydaspes, the Macedonians, after hearing reports of a more formidable Indian army waiting
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beyond the Ganges, reasonably beg their king to turn back. Far from seeing the reasonableness of
this request, however, Alexander persists in the view that turning back before reaching the
Ganges is tantamount to defeat:

70 p&v odv Tp@dTOV VIO ducOvpiog Kol Opyfic adTOV €ic THV oxnviv kabeipEoag Exetrto,
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Now then, having at first shut himself up in his tent out of despair and anger, he lay there,

feeling no gratitude for his accomplishments unless he should cross the Ganges, but

rather considering retreat an admission of defeat. (Alex. 62.5)
When Alexander relents and gives the order to turn back, therefore, his fabled invincibility is, in
a very real way, compromised; the king who has never suffered defeat at the hands of any enemy
ironically suffers defeat at the hands of his own army. By juxtaposing the army’s mutiny with the
king’s aristeia in this way, Plutarch further elucidates the connection between Alexander’s
heroism and his invincibility. At both the Hyphasis and the Mallian town, whereas the
Macedonians’ heroism has a clear limit, Alexander’s is effectively limitless. This reality cuts in
two ways, however. At the Hyphasis, Alexander’s limitless heroism leads, paradoxically, to the
shattering of his invincibility, as the king once again asks the world of his soldiers, only to find
that his soldiers are no longer willing to give him the world. At the Mallian town, by contrast,
this same heroism leads to precisely the opposite result: far from shattering his invincibility, the
king’s heroism here redeems it. By playing the role of best of the Macedonians, and,
symbolically, best of the Achaeans, Alexander ultimately reclaims his title of aviknroc.

While Alexander’s Homeric role most clearly reflects his superhuman heroism and
invincibility, it also shines a spotlight on a trait that Plutarch views as central to the king’s

character: Alexander’s fieriness. When Plutarch writes that Alexander produces a céAag by

brandishing his weapons in the Mallian town, we may be tempted at first to take célag as simply
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“light,” as this would, of course, be the natural effect of such an act. Yet, when this passage is
read with the present Homeric allusion in mind, it becomes hard not to take célag as “fire” or
“flame”: much as Achilles, a character frequently associated with fire in the Iliad,® has a flame
crowning his head when he shows himself to the Trojans, so does Alexander, we may assume,
have a flame emanating from his shield when he shows himself to the Mallians.'°” This reading
of oélag, in turn, points back to Plutarch’s description of Alexander’s physical appearance at the
beginning of the work (Alex. 4.4-7). There, the biographer, drawing on contemporary

physiognomic theory, %8

suggests that a fiery temperament (kpaoic...topmdonc) was the cause of
two of the king’s most salient characteristics: his spiritedness (Bupoe1d1)) and his fondness for
drink (mrotwcdv). Yet, for all its physiognomic significance, this fieriness plays an equally great
metaphorical role throughout the Life. In his thoughtful analysis of Plutarch’s peculiar digression
on naphtha (Alex. 35), Sansone, for example, has convincingly shown that this fiery substance
symbolizes Alexander’s own character: “Both Alexander and naphtha are obviously of a fiery
and volatile nature. But the fiery nature of Alexander is two-sided: he is equally susceptible to
the destructive flames of anger and to the kindling of ambition.”*% Something similar can be
said, I believe, for oéhag in this passage. While this célag clearly reflects Alexander’s heroic

brilliance, both here and in general, it also hints at his dangerous potential, his fire-like capacity

to destroy both himself and those around him. Ultimately, though Alexander’s fire-like capacity

106 Whitman 1958: 129-145 and King 1987: 17-19.

197 This reading finds further support in the second term that Plutarch uses to describe the effect of Alexander’s
brandishing of his arms: ¢doua, a “phantom” or “apparition” (Alex. 63.4), which also suggests the supernatural
nature of the king’s action.

198 On Plutarch and physiognomy in the Life of Alexander, see Sansone 1980: 63-68.

109 Sansone 1980: 68.
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may not prove his end at the Mallian town, it does prove his end before long: following his
return to Babylon, the king dies from a fever exacerbated by wine-drinking (Alex. 75.6)—or, in
physiognomic terms, from his fiery temperament (kpaoic...mopmdonc) and the fondness for drink
(motwcdv) to which it gives rise. 0

The thematic complexity of this passage becomes still richer when Plutarch’s Caesar, the
Alexander’s parallel Life, is taken into account. As Plutarchan scholars have grown more aware
in recent years, the Parallel Lives are meant to be read in pairs rather than individually.**! When
read in this way, both Lives in a given pair take on further meaning, since “the parallel structure,”
in Duff’s words, “encourages comparison and contrast between paired Lives, a process which
itself illuminates and clarifies the moral questions at their core.”*'? Yet, while Duff claims that
synkrisis, the Greek term for such comparison and contrast, is central to all of the Lives, C. B. R.
Pelling has suggested that it plays a smaller role in some than in others, notably the Alexander-

Caesar.*® Besides lacking the formal Synkrisis that generally serves as an epilogue to a pair of

Plutarchan Lives,'* the Alexander-Caesar, on Pelling’s view, also lacks many of the parallels

110 Cf. Whitmarsh 2002: 188, who comments that “Alexander’s death, as we have seen, occurs as a result of the
action of wine upon fiery fever (75.6). The seeds of Alexander’s degeneration, Plutarch suggests, were implanted in
him from the very start: the physiological make-up of his person was such as to self-destruct naturally.”

111 Erbse 1956; Pelling 1986; and Duff 1999. Within the past few years, Stadter 2010 has even argued for the need to
read a Life not only in conjunction with its paired Life, but also in conjunction with a wider selection of Lives,
particularly those dealing with the same historical figures as the Life in question. For a recent attempt to read the
Alexander in this way, see Buszard 2008, which analyzes the Alexander-Caesar in conjunction with the Pyrrhus-
Marius.

112 pyff 1999: 10. The second part of Duff’s book, which comprises case studies of four pairs of Lives (Pyrrhus-
Marius, Phocion-Cato the Younger, Lysander-Sulla, and Alcibiades-Coriolanus), shows this principle in action.

113 pelling 1986: 83-84.
114 The reason for the Alexander-Caesar’s missing Synkrisis is unclear. While Erbse 1956: 403-406 thought that
Plutarch may have chosen not to write a Synkrisis in this case, most scholars believe that problems with the

manuscript tradition are to blame—a view that becomes more plausible based on Pelling 1973’s argument that both
the end of the Alexander and the beginning of the Caesar are also lost.

123



that typically link a pair of Lives together.''®> While this is not the place for a full rejoinder to
Pelling,'® I would like to suggest in the remainder of this section that the present passage from
the Alexander, the storming of the Mallian town, combined with another from the Caesar, the
battle of Munda (Caes. 56), represents not only a compelling parallel between the two Lives, but
a parallel, more specifically, that serves to complicate the Homeric allusion contained in the
Alexander.

Though previously unnoticed, the parallelism of these two Plutarchan passages is striking
and multifaceted. First of all, both heroes come into extreme danger in these two passages (Alex.
63.13: tov kivduvov; Caes. 56.1: kivovvov...tov Eoyatov). Where Alexander’s danger is spelled
out in the course of the narrative, with the hero sustaining wounds to both chest and neck (Alex.
63.6-13), Caesar’s is summed up in his post-battle apothegm that, while he had previously
contended for victory, he had never before contended for his life (Caes. 56.4). Second, both
heroes face particularly formidable enemies in these two passages, with the Mallians being
described as the most warlike of the Indian tribes (Alex. 63.2), and the Pompeians as wondrously
numerous and remarkably daring (Caes. 56.1). Third, the battles in which the two heroes come
into their extreme danger mirror each other on both a temporal and spatial level: on the one hand,
both battles represent their heroes’ last significant military operation as narrated in their

respective Lives—something that Plutarch explicitly states in the Caesar (56.7) and artfully

115 pelling 1986: 83-84 notes a few parallels between the two Lives, notably Caesar’s famous encounter with the
statue of Alexander (Caes. 11.5-6), but maintains that “the comparison is distinctly less emphasized than we might
have expected, given Alexander’s importance as a model for Roman statesmen, and the importance of the theme of
‘monarchy’ in explaining Caesar’s fall.”

116 Duff 1999: 131-204 undermines Pelling’s position by showing that, in the case of two pairs of Lives signaled out
by the latter as examples of pairs in which synkrisis is relatively unimportant (Lysander-Sulla and Phocion-Cato the
Younger), this concept does indeed play a vital role. In what follows, I will argue that there is reason to question
Pelling’s position in the case of the Alexander-Caesar, too.
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contrives in the Alexander;!’ on the other hand, both battles take place at the edges of the known
world: India in Alexander’s case, Spain in Caesar’s. Fourth, both passages serve as turning
points toward darker, more Dionysian phases of their respective narratives. In the Alexander, as
Mossman has argued, while the Mallian town serves as the culmination of a distinctly epic phase
of the narrative, what follows is a more tragic phase associated with Dionysus, as seen, for
example, in the king’s Dionysiac revel through Carmania (Alex. 67.1-6).*8 Similarly, in the
Caesar, the hero’s victory at Munda not only segues straight into the final sequence of events
that will lead to his assassination, but is itself said to have taken place on the same day as the
feast of Dionysus (Caes. 56.5), a detail which, as Pelling has argued, “is not inappropriate to the
growing note of unease at this stage of the Life.”*°

Lastly—and most significantly for present purposes—both passages contain allusions to
the final books of the Iliad. Whereas the Alexander casts its hero in the role of the Achilles of
Iliad 18 and 19, the Caesar seems to cast its hero in the role of the Hector of lliad 22. Following
the battle of Munda, Caesar, as noted above, remarks that, despite having often struggled for

victory, this was the first time he had struggled mepi woyfic, “for his life” (Caes. 56.4).12°

17 While Plutarch briefly alludes to further military operations of Alexander’s, such as his conquest of the remaining
Indian tribes along the Indus (Alex. 63.14) and the Cossaeans (Alex. 72.4), none of these military operations receives
nearly the emphasis that the king’s assault on the Mallian town does.

118 Mossman 1988: 90.
119 pelling 2011: 418.

120 Appian (B.Civ. 2.15.104) gives a virtually identical version of this quote, with the same mepi yuyfic as found in
Plutarch. The similar phraseology suggests either that Plutarch and Appian followed the same source for the battle
of Munda, possibly Asinius Pollio (cf. Pelling 2011: 44-45), or that Appian, who wrote later than Plutarch, followed
the biographer’s Life of Caesar for this episode. However, in either case, we are entitled to see this phrase as
Plutarch’s own, since, even if he were following Pollio at this point, the Roman historian would almost certainly not
have inserted an isolated Greek phrase such as this into his Latin history.
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Caesar’s phrase, mepi yoyic, '

coupled with his priamel-esque contrast between what he had
previously struggled for (victory) and what he was now struggling for (life), readily recalls
Homer’s description of Hector during his fateful duel with Achilles in Iliad 22:

pocbe puev €60A0C Epevye, dlwke 6¢ pv péy’ ausivov

KOPTOAIL®G, el ovy iepniov 00dE Poeinv

apvocny, & e Toooiv aEOMa yiyveTar Avopdv,

AL Tepl WuyRg B€ov “"Extopog inmoddpLoto.

In front, a noble man fled, but a much better man pursued him swiftly, since they were

not striving after a sacrificial animal nor an ox-hide, which serve as prizes for the feet of

men, but were running for the life of Hector the tamer of horses. (1l. 22.158-161)

Besides having their life and death struggle described with the same phrase, both Caesar
and Hector also have their movement described with nearly identical verbs: where Caesar is said
to be mep1Odwv, “running around” (Caes. 56.2),122 Hector (and Achilles) 8¢ov, “were running”
(1. 22.161).

While the parallelism of these two Plutarchan passages is thus relatively assured, what
remains to be considered is the significance of this parallelism. Key to this significance, |
believe, are the Plutarchan heroes’ respective Homeric roles, and the way in which these
Homeric roles interact with one another. Considered on its own, Alexander’s role as Achilles
highlights, as seen above, not only his superhuman heroism and invincibility, but also his fiery

nature; considered in the same way, Caesar’s role as Hector serves, rather obviously, to

foreshadow his impending death.*?® Like Hector in Iliad 22, Caesar is, at this point in the

121 According to TLG, the phrase mepi yoyfic occurs eighteen times throughout the Plutarchan corpus. However, the
phrase occurs with the meaning of “for (his) life” in only one other passage besides the present one (Rom. 7.6); in
every other passage, the phrase has its more common meaning of “concerning the soul.”

122 According to the apparatus criticus of the Teubner edition of the Alexander, Zonaras reads de0¢wv instead of
nepOimv, but, either way, the Homeric parallel is still present.

123 Cf. Pelling 2011: 415, who comes to a similar conclusion without recourse to Caesar’s Homeric role as Hector:
“there is also a particular irony that the apparently closural apophthegm—*‘I have often fought to win, never before
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narrative, not long for this world; right after the battle of Munda, Caesar becomes dictator for
life, thereby setting in motion the chain of events that will ultimately lead to his assassination.
On a basic level, then, if Alexander represents Achilles and Caesar Hector, the victor and
vanquished of Iliad 22 respectively, Plutarch may be taking a position, albeit subtly, on the
relative greatness of his two heroes, siding, as Caesar himself is made to do while reading a book
about Alexander during his proconsulship in Spain (Caes. 11.5-6),1* with the Macedonian over
the Roman.

Yet, on a subtler level, if Plutarch’s Alexander and Caesar can truly be seen to parallel
each other in these two passages, each hero’s Homeric role can also be seen to have significance
for the other. That is to say, Alexander plays the role of Hector as well as Achilles at the Mallian
town; and Caesar, the role of Achilles as well as Hector at Munda. What do these additional
Homeric roles mean, though? In Alexander’s case, this Hectorean role would seem to point in
the same direction as in Caesar’s: despite his miraculous survival at the Mallian town,
Alexander’s end, Plutarch implies, is also not far off; Babylon, the site of the king’s death,
beckons.'? In Caesar’s case, however, this Achillean role seems to point in a different direction
than in Alexander’s. Rather than underscoring his heroism and invincibility, Caesar’s Achillean
role, | believe, serves to underscore his profoundly disturbing behavior following the battle of
Munda. Like Achilles, Caesar uncharacteristically maltreats his enemies in the wake of his

victory, first by accepting the decapitated head of Gnaeus Pompey (Caes. 56.6), and second by

to survive’—presages the real threat to his survival, which will come in Rome, in a milieu where the great general is
less at home.”

124 Both Suetonius (Div. lul. 7.1) and Dio Cassius (37.52.2) report this anecdote, though with slight variations, most
notably that Caesar was inspired to make his comment after seeing a statue of Alexander rather than reading a book
about him; for modern discussion of these different versions, see Pelling 2011: 183-184.

125 The significance of Alexander’s role as Hector thus overlaps to some extent with that of his role as Achilles, in
that both roles point, albeit in different ways, to the king’s impending death.
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taking the unprecedented step of celebrating a triumph for his victory over his fellow Romans
(Caes. 56.7-9). Ultimately, despite his vaunted clemency, Caesar, this Homeric role hints, has a

crueler and more merciless side to him.

V. The Death of Hephaestion (Alex. 72.1-5)1%6

[1] Q¢ & fxev gic ExBarava thic Mndiog xoi Sipxnoe té koteneiyovo, méAv qv év 0edtpolc Koi
TOVNYOPESLY, Ate 0N TPIoYIM®V aOT® TEXVITAV Ao THS EALASOG dprypévav. [2] Etuye 08 mepi
o Nuépag éxeivac Hpootiov mupéccmv: oo 88 VEOS Kol GTPATIOTIKOS 00 PéPV KPP
dtoutav, AL <Guo> T tov lotpov [hadkov aneAbelv gig T0 Béatpov mepi GpLoToV YEVOUEVOS Kol
KOTAPAUYDV GAEKTPVOVA £POOV Kol WYOKTHpa HEYOV EKTLOV 0IVOL, KOKDC E0YE Kal LUKPOV
dtlmav drédave. [3] TodT’ 00devi Aoylop® TO oG AAEEAVOPOC Tiveykey, AAL’ g0BLG peV
inmovg 1€ kelpat TavTag Emi TEVOEL Kol NUIOVOLG EkEAEVTE, Kol TOV TEPLE TOLEWV APEILE TOC
EMAAEELS, TOV O° AOAI0V L0TPOV AVESTAVPMGEV, AOAOVG O KATETOVGCE KOl LOVGIKTV TAoaV &V TA
oTPATONES® TOADV YpOVOV, Eng &E Appmvog NAOe pavteia, Tipndy ‘Heootiova kol 00 o fipot
mapokeAevovoa. [4] Tod 8¢ méEvOoLg Tapnyopia TG TOAEU®D YPOUEVOS, Domep Emi OMpav Kol
Kovnyéoiov avlpormv EERABe kai 0 Koooaimv €0vog kateotpépeto, mhvtog ooV
amoocpdttv. To0to &’ Heoatotimvoc évayiopog ékaigito. [S] Toufov 8¢ kol Taenyv adtod Kol TOv
nepl TaDTA KOGUOV GO pupiwv TOAGVTOV EMTEAESAL dLoVOOVEVOG, VIepParéchal 08 T@
QIAOTEYV® KOl TTEPLTTD THG KATAGKELTIC TNV damdvny, £E0nce HAAoTO TOV TEXVITOV
YracikpdTny, peyolovpyioy Tiva kol TOALOY Kol KOUTOV £V TOAG KOVOTOING EmOyYEALOUEVOV.

[1] But when he [Alexander] came to Ecbatana in Media and put the pressing matters in order, he
was again engaged with theatrical performances and festivals, since three thousand artists had
come to him from Greece. [2] Around that time, Hephaestion happened to have a fever. Yet,
since he, being a young man and of a soldierly nature, would not tolerate a strict diet, but rather
ate up a boiled fowl and drank down a large cooler of wine for breakfast as soon as his doctor
Glaucus went off to the theater, he took a turn for the worse and died shortly thereafter. [3] This
misfortune Alexander bore with no reason, but straightaway he gave the order to shear all horses
and mules in grief, and he removed the battlements of the cities round about, and he crucified the
wretched doctor, and he caused pipes and all music in the camp to cease for a long time, until an
oracular response came from Ammon giving the order to honor Hephaestion and to sacrifice to
him as a hero. [4] Treating war as a consolation for his suffering, he set out, as it were, for the
hunting and chasing of men and subdued the tribe of the Cossaeans, slaughtering them all from
the youth upwards. This was called Hephaestion’s offering. [5] When he was thinking of paying
ten thousand talents for a tomb and funeral for him, as well as for the adornment of these things,
and of surpassing the expense by the ingenuity and extraordinariness of the construction, he
longed for Stasicrates most of all artists, since he promised some magnificence and daring and
bombast in his innovations.

126 For Arrian’s account of the death of Hephaestion, see Chapter 3, Section II.
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With this passage on the death of Hephaestion, Plutarch writes the final Achillean
chapter of Alexander’s life. During a period of festivities at Ecbatana following the
Macedonians’ return from India (324 B.C.), Hephaestion, the king’s favorite, falls ill and dies
after breaking the strict regimen set by his doctor. On Plutarch’s account, Alexander’s
consequent grief is not only colossal, but noticeably reminiscent of Achilles’ grief for Patroclus.
As in previous Alexandrine episodes, while Alexander clearly had a hand in this Homeric
parallelism,*?” Plutarch seems to have played a role as well. Where Plutarch’s role emerges most
clearly is with Alexander’s subjugation of the Cossaeans, a recalcitrant Iranian tribe, during his
period of mourning for Hephaestion. While both Arrian (Anab. 7.15.1-3) and Diodorus
(17.111.4-5) record the king’s subjugation of the Cossaeans, Plutarch alone describes it as an
gvaylopog, “offering,”*?® for Hephaestion’s shade (Alex. 72.4). With this word, as Mossman has
noted, Plutarch appears to draw a parallel between Alexander and Achilles: just as Achilles
sacrifices twelve Trojans to Patroclus’ shade (Il. 23.175-177), so does Alexander sacrifice the
Cossaeans to Hephaestion’s.*?° Convincing as this parallel is, Mossman’s treatment of its
significance is less so. As discussed in the Introduction, Mossman’s thesis regarding Plutarch’s
allusions in the Life of Alexander is twofold: whereas epic allusions regularly serve to highlight

Alexander’s positive side, tragic allusions regularly serve to highlight the reverse. This passage,

127 perrin 1895: 59; Radet 1931: 378-379; Lane Fox 1973: 434; Ameling 1988: 687-689; Cohen 1995: 500 n. 14;
and Heckel 2015: 30.

128 Hamilton 1969: 201 claims that the word évayioudg refers to a sacrifice to a hero rather than to a god, which, if
true, would further strengthen the parallel between Alexander and Achilles in this passage. However, according to
LSJ, s.v. évayioudg, the word simply means “offering to the dead,” not “offering to a hero.”

129 Mossman 1988: 91; cf. Hammond 1993: 140, who also believes that Plutarch may be alluding to Achilles’
slaughtering of the twelve Trojans, but maintains that Cleitarchus, not Plutarch, was probably the inventor of this
allusion. Whether Plutarch or Cleitarchus was the inventor, though, matters little for present purposes; the fact that
Plutarch chose to include this allusion when all the other surviving historians did not is sufficient reason for treating
this allusion as thematically significant.
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however, poses a problem for Mossman’s thesis. While Plutarch may make a Homeric—and
hence epic—allusion in this passage, this very allusion, as Mossman herself concedes, seems to
highlight not Alexander’s positive side, as it is supposed to, but his negative side. Faced with this
contradiction, Mossman resorts to special pleading, first by suggesting that this Achilles allusion
should be considered more a “tragic” than an “epic” allusion, inasmuch as Achilles’ mourning
for Patroclus is “the most tragic part of epic”;** and second by calling the negative nature of the
passage itself into question.'3! Neither of these suggestions, put simply, carries conviction. While
the first reveals a fundamental problem with Mossman’s thesis, namely the difficulty of
differentiating between “epic” and “tragic” allusions in light of the common subject matter of
both genres (e.g., Achilles’ grief for Patroclus),**? the second falls apart on a close reading of the
text. What, then, is the significance of the Achilles allusion in this passage? Based on a close
reading of the text, this Achilles allusion serves, | will argue, to shine a spotlight on the very
thing Mossman argued it could not: Alexander’s darker side, and, in particular, his increasingly
irrational and unphilosophical behavior toward the end of the Life.

Before we turn to the Achilles allusion itself, we must consider Plutarch’s general
assessment of Alexander’s reaction to the death of Hephaestion. While the biographer,

surprisingly, gives no explicit verdict on his hero’s behavior in the present passage, he gives just

130 Mossman 1988: 91.

131 Mossman 1988: 91: “At the same time it is appropriate that the ethos is not purely tragic: for Alexander’s
mourning for Hephaestion is not part of the self-destructive side of his nature in the same way that the murder of
Cleitus is.” Cf. Mossman 1992: 98, however, who now seems open to the possibility that this Achilles allusion may
highlight Alexander’s darker side, though without specifying how or to what effect.

132 Besides in the Iliad, the subject of Achilles’ grief for the death of Patroclus was certainly treated in Aeschylus’
lost Achilleis trilogy (Myrmidons, Nereids, and Phrygians or Ransom of Hector), and probably also in a fair number
of the twenty some other lost tragedies in which Achilles is known to have figured. For Achilles in Greek tragedy
generally, see Michelakis 2002.
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such a verdict toward the end of his Life of Pelopidas. There, having presented Pelopidas’
funeral as a model of good taste, Plutarch adduces Alexander’s funeral for Hephaestion as an
example of despotic excess and barbaric pride:

AMEEAVOPOG O’ 0 péyag Hopaotimvog amobavoviog ov povov inmovg Ekelpe Kol UdvVoue,
AL Kol TG EMAAEELG APETAE TOV TEWYDV, OG AV d0KOTEV ol TOAELS TEVOETY, AVTL TG
npdev Lopeiic KovpIpov oyfina kol ETipov dvoloppavovsat. TodTo pHEv ovv
TPOCTAYUATO OECTOTMV OVTA, KOl LETO TOAATG AVAYKNG TEPOVOLEVO KOl HETA POGVOL
BV TVYOVTIOV Kol picoug Tdv Pralopévav, oddepdc xdpitog qv 008 Tiufic, dyKkov 88
BapPBapucod kai tpuefic kai dhaloveiog Emideilis, eic keva kol alnia v meplovciov
dwtifepéveov:

When Hephaestion died, Alexander the Great not only cut the manes of his horses and
mules, but also removed the parapets from city walls in order that the cities might seem
to be grieving by taking on a shorn and dishonored appearance in place of their former
beauty. Now then, these acts, given that they were the commands of despots and were
being accomplished with great compulsion and with the envy of those who received them
and the hatred of those who were being forced, were a display of no grace or honor, but
of barbaric pride, luxury, and boastfulness, which spend superfluous wealth on vain and
unenviable things. (Pel. 34.2-3)
As J. R. Hamilton has noted in his commentary to the Alexander, a similarly negative verdict on
Alexander’s reaction to Hephaestion’s death may be detected in this work as well.3® The first
sign of this negative verdict is Plutarch’s remark that the king bore his grief for his friend oddevi
Loyioud, “with no reason” (Alex. 72.3).13* As Duff has shown, Aoyiopéc/ioyiopoi has a
consistently positive connotation in Plutarch, denoting, as it does, “reason and reasoned
behavior.”*** Moreover, a man’s ability to retain such Aoyisuéc/Loyiouoi, particularly in times of

crisis, “is an important moral indicator for Plutarch.”*3® By this standard, then, Alexander’s

133 Hamilton 1969: Ixix.
134 Hamilton 1969: Ixix.
135 Duff 1999: 80.

136 Duff 1999: 79; cf. Beneker 2012: 68.
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reaction to Hephaestion’s death is especially troubling. Despite his celebrated training with
Aristotle, the king, it seems, is no longer acting in accordance with the dictates of reason.

Plutarch’s negative verdict on Alexander’s reaction to Hephaestion’s death also emerges
with his description of the Cossaean campaign.™*’ In the first place, Plutarch presents
Alexander’s motive for waging this campaign in a disturbing light. Rather than attacking the
Cossaeans out of necessity or even strategic advantage, Alexander does so, Plutarch says, simply
as tod o6& mévhoug mapnyopiq, “a solace for his grief” (Alex. 72.4). More significantly, Plutarch
alone of the Alexander historians depicts the campaign as a massacre. ' Not only does
Alexander treat the Cossaeans like animals, attacking them domnep ént Opav kai kvvnyéotov, “as
if for a hunt and chase” (Alex. 72.4); he also slaughters them 7ndo6v, “from the youth up” (Alex.
72.4). While Plutarch here, admittedly, refrains from criticism of Alexander, his previous
comment on the king’s lack of Aoyioudc obviates the need for such criticism; Alexander, by his
transparent Aoyiopoc-less behavior in the Cossaean campaign, convicts himself.

Final confirmation of Plutarch’s negative verdict may be seen in the Stasicrates anecdote
that concludes this episode.*3® As Plutarch tells the story, Stasicrates, a famous architect in
Alexander’s entourage, comes to the king proposing to carve Mount Athos in his image, but
Alexander, for his part, sensibly declines the offer. While Alexander’s rationale for declining is
here left unclear, Plutarch spells this out when recounting the Stasicrates anecdote in his separate
essay, On the Fortune or the Virtue of Alexander:

DT’ AKoveag AAEEAVOPOG TO UEV PPOVTILLL TOD TEYViITOV Kai TO Odpcsog dyachelg
gmnvecey, “Ea 0 Kot yopav,” Een “tov ABw pévev: dpkel yop £vog Bactiémg

137 Hamilton 1969: Ixix.
138 Hamilton 1969: 201.

139 Hamilton 1969: Ixix.
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gvuBpicavroc eivor pvnugiov: éug 8 6 Kavkacog Seifet kai 1o Humda kai Tavoic koi to
Kdéomov méhayog: avtot tdv Eudv Epywv gikodvec.”

Having heard these things, he [Alexander] marveled and commended his architect’s plan
and boldness, but said: “Let Athos remain in place. For it is enough that it be a memorial
of one king’s arrogance. But the Caucasus, the Emodion range, the Tanais, and the
Caspian Sea will mark me out; these will be the images of my deeds.” (De Alex. fort. 2.2
= Mor. 335E).
Here, in this second version of the Stasicrates anecdote, Alexander refuses the architect’s
proposal based on its hubristic quality; to have his own image carved in Mount Athos, the king
reckons, would be as arrogant as Xerxes’ attempt to dig a canal through it. In the On the Fortune
or the Virtue of Alexander, then, this anecdote functions as yet another example of Alexander’s
apetn over his toyn: by refusing this extravagant offer, Alexander shows himself still to be the
philosopher par excellence, a man fully in control of his virtue. In the Life of Alexander,
however, Plutarch subverts the king’s moral exemplarity in refusing Stasicrates’ proposal with a
final, troubling comment: tadta puév odv mopNTHGHTO, TOAAD 8’ dTomMTEPO Kai SamovnpoTepa
TOVTOV GOPILOUEVOS TOTE KOl GUUUNYAVOUEVOG TOIG Teyvitaug diéTpiPev. “These things, then, he
had refused [i.e., the Mount Athos project], but he [Alexander] spent his time then devising and
working with his architects on much stranger and costlier things than these” (Alex. 72.8). While
Plutarch, once again, refrains from commenting on his hero’s newfound cooperation with
Stasicrates, it becomes difficult, given his handling of the Stasicrates anecdote in the On the
Fortune or the Virtue of Alexander, not to see in this cooperation a critique on the biographer’s

part: far from displaying his characteristic apetrj, Alexander now, in the wake of Hephaestion’s

death, gives himself over to the forces of irrationality and extravagance. As his own death draws
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near, the king is shown, at heart, to be not so much a philosopher king, but a stereotypical tyrant,
passionate and out of control.4°
What role, then, does the Achilles allusion play in this passage? Like the Stasicrates
anecdote, the Achilles allusion serves, | would argue, to reinforce Plutarch’s negative assessment
of Alexander’s grief for Hephaestion. Central to this argument is Plutarch’s well-known
Platonism.*! As a Platonist, Plutarch would undoubtedly have been familiar with the master’s
verdict on Achilles’ grief for Patroclus as laid out in the Republic.**? In Republic 3, during his
discussion of poetry’s proper place in the ideal state, Plato presents Achilles’ grief as not only
excessive, but dangerous:
[Téwv 1 Opnpov 1€ dencdueda Kol TdV ALV TOMTAOV UN| Totelv Ayidiéa Oedg Toida
Aot émi mhevpdc KoTakeipevov, BALote 8 avte
vtov, dAlote 0€ PNV,
101¢ &’ OpBOV AvaoTavTa
mAolovt’ aAvovt’ £mi Oiv’ aAOg dtpuyétoto,

UNOE AUPOTEPOLGLY YEPGIV EAOVTO KOVIV aiBAAOEGTAV YEVAUEVOV KAK KEQUATS, UNOE
Al Khaiovtd te kol ddvpouevov OGa Kai ola EKEIVOG €moincev

143

&l yap, ® pike Adeipovte, To TowodTa HUIV 01 VEOL GTOLST] GKOVOIEY, KOl [UT) KATOYEADEY
O¢ avasing Aeyouévav, oot v ontov Y€ Tic AvBpmmov dvia Avagiov 1y\catto ToVT®V
Kol Emmnéetev, &l kol &miot anT® Tt To10DTOV 1 Ayl 1 TOIETY, AAL’ 0VOEV QiGYLVOUEVOS
000¢ KaPTEPDV TOALOVG £l GLUKPOIoY TTaOHacty Oprvoug v doot Kai 0dVPHOVG.

We will, again, ask Homer and the other poets not to depict Achilles, the son of a
goddess,
one moment lying down on his side, another in turn on his back, another on his
front,

140 several of Alexander’s other actions in this passage may also be taken as proof of Plutarch’s negative assessment
of the king’s reaction to Hephaestion’s death, particularly his orders to demolish city battlements and to cut the
manes and tails of horses and mules, both of which, as seen above, are adduced as examples of despotic excess in
the Pelopidas.

141 For Plutarch’s Platonism in general, see Russell 1973: 63-83 and Dillon 2013; on Plutarch’s debt to Platonic
political philosophy, including the idea of philosopher kings, see Boulet 2013 and Pelling 2013.

142 |_amberton 2001: 16 remarks that, while Plutarch shows a knowledge of all but three of Plato’s works throughout
his oeuvre, the Republic, as well as the Timaeus and Laws, “get disproportionate attention.”

143 plato alludes with these verses to Il. 24.10-12, which describe Achilles’ ceaseless grief for Patroclus.
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and then, having stood up,
drifting distraught over the strand of the barren sea,

nor taking bloody dust in both hands and pouring it down on his head, nor crying and

weeping for all the other sorts of things he [Homer] represented him doing

For if, my dear Adeimantus, our young men should listen to such things seriously and not

ridicule them as unworthily said, hardly would anyone, being a man, believe himself

unworthy of these things and rebuke himself, even if it should occur to him to say or do
some such thing, but, being ashamed at nothing and unsteadfast, he would sing many

dirges and lamentations over small sufferings. (Resp. 388a-b, d)

For Plato, Achilles’ grief at the death of Patroclus is dangerous for the simple reason that it
represents the triumph of pathe over logos. By behaving with emotion, rather than reason, in this
situation, Achilles harms not only himself, Plato suggests, but potentially the youth of the ideal
state as well, who may, the philosopher fears, take Achilles’ grief as license to behave in the
same manner themselves. Thus, on Plato’s view, Achilles’ grief for Patroclus is a purely negative
exemplum, embodying, in effect, the antithesis of philosophy and the life of reason.

How closely, then, does Plutarch, as a Platonist, conform with his philosophical master’s
verdict on Achilles’ grief? While Plutarch nownhere explicitly endorses Plato’s verdict, selections
from his Consolation to His Wife, a consolatory letter to his wife, Timoxena, on the death of their
young daughter, suggests that he would have been in broad agreement with Plato on the subject.
In the beginning of the letter, Plutarch makes his view on grief—and, more specifically,
excessive grief a la Achilles—abundantly clear:

Mbévov, & yovat, THPEL Kaps Td Tadel Koi ceanTiy &l Tod KofeoTdTOG. YD Yap adTO PV

oida kol Opile T cvpPePnroc Aoy dotiv: dv 88 6e T® dvcpopeiv epPdilovcay

ebpw, T00TO pot paAlov EvoyAncetl Tod yeyovoTog.

In our suffering, my wife, only keep me and yourself in a calm state. For while | know

and reckon how serious the very thing which has happened is, yet if | find you behaving

in an excessive manner in respect to our misfortune, this will trouble me more than what
has happened. (Cons. ad uxor. 2 = Mor. 608C).
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Like Plato, Plutarch shows himself to have precious little patience for excessive grief, even
when, as in a case like this, the death of a family member is at issue. From Plutarch’s
perspective, as from Plato’s, such grief is essentially aioypd, “shameful” (Cons. ad uxor. 4 =
Mor. 609B), since it aligns the grieving party, once again, with emotion rather than reason. Yet,
for both Plutarch and Plato, reason is, or at least ought to be, the guiding principle of human life.
In How a Young Man Should Listen to Poetry, for example, Plutarch describes reason as a key
component of tij¢ dpiotnc kai Belotdtng £Eemg év Muiv, “the best and most divine state within
us” (Quomodo adul. 6 = Mor. 24E), while in To an Uneducated Ruler, he proclaims that any
ruler must himself be ruled by &uyvyoc...Adyog, “animate reason” (Ad princ. inerud. 3 = Mor.
780C). Thus, given Plutarch’s highly Platonic view of not only grief, but the proper role of
reason and emotion in human life, we may reasonably conclude that he, too, most likely regarded
Achilles’ grief for Patroclus as a negative exemplum.

To bring these various strands of argumentation together, then: Plutarch, I suggest, chose
to work this Achilles allusion into his account of Alexander’s grief for Hephaestion precisely as
a way of underscoring the king’s moral decline in the wake of his friend’s death. Like the
Achilles of the final books of the Iliad, Alexander here surrenders himself to grief to such an
extent that, in Plutarch’s view, he fails to live up to his characteristic virtues, coppoctvn and
gykpareia, and thus to his generally philosophical nature. As this allusion suggests, the
Alexander who once believed it “kinglier to master himself than to conquer his enemies” (Alex.
21.7: 100 VIKGY TOVG TOAEUIOVE TO KPATELY £00TOD POCIAMKMOTEPOV T)YOVEVOS), IS NO More; in his
place, Plutarch implies, stands a radically different Alexander, a man who may be ruler of the

world, but whose passions, paradoxically, prevent him from ruling himself anymore.
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Conclusion

While the Achilles motif fulfills a number of functions in the Alexander, this chapter has
argued that its most essential function is to highlight Alexander’s “spiritedness” (to Bvpog1déc), a
quality that manifests itself in a variety of ways, both positive and negative, throughout the work.
On the positive side, in passages such as the pilgrimage to Troy (Alex. 15.7-9), Plutarch uses the
Achilles motif to underscore both Alexander’s complex heroism, simultaneously noble and
destructive, and his driving ambition. Conversely, on the negative side, in passages such as the
death of Hephaestion (Alex. 72.1-5), the biographer employs the motif to underscore his subject’s
adherence to passion over reason (Adyoc), and the dangers, from a Platonic perspective, of such
adherence. This chapter, therefore, raises the question of whether Wardman’s argument about
Alexander’s spiritedness may be correct after all. According to Wardman, spiritedness, as noted

above, 1

stands as the Plutarchan Alexander’s key quality, the quality from which all of his
others arise.'* This chapter, which also stresses the importance of spiritedness to Plutarch’s
characterization of Alexander, may thus be taken as further support for Wardman’ argument.
However, | do not believe this chapter should be taken in this way. Where Wardman sees
spiritedness as the key quality of the Plutarchan hero, this chapter, whose scope has, of course,
been fairly limited, can claim only to show that it is a key quality. Ultimately, if “[t]he Alexander

of Plutarch is a many-sided character,”*4® his spiritedness, and the nexus of qualities associated

with it, is just one of these sides.

144 See Chapter 2, Introduction.
145 Wardman 1955: 102-107.

146 Hamilton 1969: Ixx.
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CHAPTER 3

Arrian’s Anabasis of Alexander

Introduction

From the early nineteenth to the mid-twentieth century, Arrian, author of the Anabasis of
Alexander,* held pride of place among the surviving Alexander historians.? The basis of Arrian’s
special status within Alexander historiography was simple and, on first glance, compelling. By
basing his work on two seemingly reliable primary sources®—Ptolemy, the famous Macedonian
general and founder of the Ptolemaic dynasty,* and Aristobulus, a Greek technician who took
part in Alexander’s campaign®—and clearly articulating his method in using these sources,
Arrian produced, scholars long believed, the best and most reliable account of Alexander’s
career to survive to the present day. Yet, around 1960, Arrian’s special status within Alexander
historiography began to come under attack. On the one hand, scholars such as E. Badian

critiqued Arrian’s choice of sources, arguing that both Ptolemy and Aristobulus were, in their

! The title of Arrian’s Alexander history is debated. While most scholars accept the title Anabasis of Alexander,
Bosworth 1980: 7-8 has called this title into question, suggesting, based on discrepancies in the manuscripts, that it
should instead be t& nepi Ale&avdpov, vel sim, which he translates as History of Alexander. However, given
Arrian’s well-established preoccupation with Xenophon (Stadter 1967), as well as the fact that Arrian’s work, like
Xenophon’s Anabasis, consists of seven books, | believe the Anabasis title should be allowed to stand.

2 Throughout this period, Arrian’s preeminence as an Alexander historian was a virtual axiom of English (e.g.,
Robinson 1947, Tarn 1948, Burn 1962) and German (e.g., Schwartz 1895, Strasburger 1934, Kornemann 1935,
Wirth 1959, Wilcken 1967) scholarship.

3 Ptolemy was held in particularly high esteem due to the theory, famously propounded by Wilcken 1894 and
subsequently reaffirmed by a number of scholars (e.g., Berve 1926: 1.50-51; Robinson 1932; Tarn 1948: passim),
that his work was based, at least in part, on the Royal Journal, the official chronicle of Alexander’s reign. While this
theory still has a few supporters, notably Hammond 1988, most scholars now believe that the Royal Journal was
either a literary forgery (Pearson 1955) or a propaganda tool (Samuel 1965, Bosworth 1971 and 1988b: 157-184,
and Badian 1988 [2012: 325-337]), and, either way, was not a source for Ptolemy’s work.

4 For Ptolemy’s life, see Berve 1926: 2.329-335 (no. 668); Heckel 1992: 222-227; Ellis 1994; and Heckel 2006: 235-
238; for his work, see Pearson 1960: 188-211 and Pédech 1984: 215-329.

> For Aristobulus’ life, see Berve 1926: 2.64-66 (no. 121) and Heckel 2006: 46-47; for his work, see Pearson 1960:
150-187 and Pédech 1984: 331-405.
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own ways, fundamentally biased and apologetic;® on the other hand, scholars such as A. B.
Bosworth challenged Arrian’s own competence as a historian, citing numerous mistakes and
misunderstandings on the historian’s part.” While this revisionist scholarship effectively
dethroned Arrian from his position as the preeminent Alexander historian, it also provided an
opening for Anabasis scholarship of a more literary nature. In 1980, P. A. Stadter, in the first
full-length study of Arrian’s life and career, devoted two chapters to the Anabasis, the first of
which dealt with the historian’s aims and methods in his history and the second his
characterization of Alexander.® In 1988, Bosworth, in a study of Arrian’s historical and literary
techniques meant to complement his ongoing historical commentary on the Anabasis, turned his
attention to such subjects as Arrian’s handling of his sources and use of speeches.® That same
year, H. Tonnet published a major study of Arrian’s Atticist writings, including the Anabasis,
focusing on topics such as Arrian’s style, literary models, and debt to the Atticist movement.*°
Lastly, in 2013, B. Burliga, in a study of the Anabasis from a philosophical perspective, argued
that the work contains a pronounced Stoic dimension,** reflecting Arrian’s training with the

Stoic philosopher Epictetus.*?

& Ptolemy’s bias: Badian 1961b: 664-666 [2012: 53-55]; Welles 1963b; Errington 1969; Pédech 1984: 294-308;
contra Roisman 1984. Aristobulus’ bias: Badian 1961b: 664 [2012: 52-53], Pédech 1984: 348-365.

" Bosworth 1976a and 1976b, and, more generally, Bosworth 1980 and 1995, two commentaries on the Anabasis
covering Books 1-3 and 4-5 respectively.

8 Stadter 1980: 60-114.

® Bosworth 1988b: 94-156.

10 Tonnet 1988: 1.223-421.

11 Burliga 2013; contra Brunt 1977.

12 For Arrian’s training with Epictetus, see Stadter 1980: 19-31 and Burliga 2013: 36-37.
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This chapter, then, aims to contribute to this relatively small body of Arrianic scholarship
of a literary nature by studying the Achilles motif’s thematic function within the Anabasis.
Traditionally, despite the Achilles motif’s appearance throughout the Anabasis, scholars have
focused primarily on its appearance in a single passage: Alexander’s pilgrimage to Troy (Anab.
1.12.1),*® a passage of major significance due to its connection to the famous, and much-
discussed, “Second Preface” (Anab. 1.12.2-5).1* In this passage, as a number of scholars have
argued, Arrian uses the Achilles motif to highlight his own role as Homer,*® his own role, in
effect, as the supreme commemorator of the Macedonian congueror. Convincing as this
argument is, scholars have, in general, refrained from carrying out similar analyses of other
Anabasis passages in which the Achilles motif occurs. Consequently, the broader question—the
question of the Achilles motif’s function within the Anabasis as a whole—nhas, until recently,
been ignored. In 2015, however, J. Maitland, in her article on Alexander and the anger of
Achilles, proposed an answer to this question. According to Maitland, the Achilles motif serves
an essentially “romantic” and “sentimental” function within the Anabasis, highlighting
Alexander’s positive traits at the expense of his negative ones.® In this view, Maitland, 1 believe,
is partly, but not entirely, correct. While Arrian does, indeed, frequently deploy the motif to
underscore Alexander’s positive traits, he does not do so exclusively. Thus, in this chapter, I

argue that the Achilles motif plays a more nuanced role in the Anabasis, and, more specifically,

13 On Alexander’s pilgrimage to Troy, see Section | below.

14 On the Second Preface, see Schepens 1971; Bosworth 1980: 104-107; Stadter 1980: 60-66 and 1981; Brunt 1983:
538-541; Moles 1985; Tonnet 1988: 1.426-429; Marincola 1989; Gray 1990; and Burliga 2013: 65-69, 104-106.

15 Schepens 1971: 263; Bosworth 1980: 104; Stadter 1980: 62-63; Moles 1985: 163; and Burliga 2013: 105.

16 Maitland 2015: passim.
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that it serves to reinforce not only the encomiastic, but also the Stoic, strands of Arrian’s portrait
of Alexander.

To make this case, | carry out close readings of the major Achilles motif passages in the
Anabasis. In the first part, | examine the two passages in which Arrian explicitly casts Alexander
as Achilles: the pilgrimage to Troy (Anab. 1.12.1) and the death of Hephaestion (Anab. 7.14,
16.8). From there, | turn to three additional passages in which scholars have previously detected
Arrian’s deployments of the Achilles motif: the murder of Cleitus (Anab. 4.8.1-9.8);' the mutiny
at the Hyphasis (Anab. 5.24.8-29.2);® and Alexander’s aristeia at the Mallian town (Anab. 6.9.1-
10.4).%° Finally, in the conclusion, | consider Arrian’s use of the Achilles motif in relation to the

historian’s overall portrait of Alexander, arguing that the former closely mirrors the latter.

[.  The Pilgrimage to Troy (Anab. 1.12.1)%°

[1] Avidvta &” avtov £g "TAlov Mevoitidg te 6 KuPBepving YpLo@ OTEPAVE EGTEQPAVOGCE Kai £
TouT® Xapng 6 Abnvaiog £k Xryeiov EA0mV kai Tiveg Kol dALot, ol uev "EAAnveg, ol d&
gmydprot-2 ... o1 8¢, 811 kai TOV Ay énc Epa tapov Eotepdvacey: Heaotiova 8¢ Aéyovoty
ot 100 [Motpdxhov TOV TAPoV £0TEQPAVMGE: Kol E0dUUOVIGEY dpa, OC Adyog, AAEEAVIPOG
AyAéa, 6t Opnpov KNpukog &g TV Emetta, LUV ETVYE.

[1] When he [Alexander] came up to llium, Menoetius the helmsman crowned him with a golden
crown and, in addition to him, Chares the Athenian who came from Sigeum as well as some
others, too, some Greeks, others locals ... others, that he [Alexander] crowned the tomb of
Achilles, while they say that Hephaestion crowned the tomb of Patroclus. Moreover, Alexander
deemed Achilles fortunate, as the story goes, because he had acquired Homer as the herald of his
memory hereafter.

17 Bosworth 1995: 64 and Carney 2000a: 279.

18 Bosworth 1995: 350.

19 Mossman 1988: 90.

20 For Plutarch’s account of Alexander’s pilgrimage to Troy, see Chapter 2, Section II.

2L There is a lacuna in the text between émydpior and oi 8¢. According to Bosworth 1980: 103, the missing text must
have recorded further stories of Alexander’s pilgrimage to Troy.
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In Anabasis 1, while narrating Alexander’s pilgrimage to Troy, Arrian makes the first and
most famous deployment of the Achilles motif in his history of the Macedonian conqueror.
Following his description of Alexander’s welcome at Troy, Arrian recounts his subject’s
celebrated visit to the tomb of Achilles. During this visit, on Arrian’s account, Alexander not
only crowns Achilles’ tomb, just as Hephaestion crowns Patroclus’, but declares Achilles blessed
for having had Homer as the herald of his fame.?? Through this account, as scholars have long
recognized, Arrian depicts his subject, in effect, as a second Achilles, a hero possessed of both a
friend of alter-ego status and a desire for eternal glory.? While Arrian’s present depiction of
Alexander qua Achilles may reflect a degree of historical reality,?* scholars have rightly stressed
its corresponding literary dimension.?® On the one hand, as W. Heckel has noted, Arrian retails
Alexander’s Achillean acts at Troy?® as legomena, “stories,” %’ a classification that signals, as the
historian makes clear in the Preface, not only their dubious historicity, but also, in his view, their
literary value.?®

£€0T1 8¢ O Kol TPOg GAAV Euyyeypoppéva, 0Tt Kol adtd a&toenyntd € pot £60&e Kai 0
TavTn AmoTa, Og Aeyopeva LOVov VIEP AAeEAVOPOL AVEYpPAYQ.

22 Arrian’s account of Alexander’s visit to Achilles’ tomb finds parallels in a variety of other sources: Alexander’s
crowning of Achilles’ tomb (Plut. Alex. 15.8; Diod. 17.17.3; Ael. V.H. 12.7; cf. Just. 11.5.12); Hephaestion’s
crowning of Patroclus’ tomb (Ael. V.H. 12.7); Alexander’s blessing of Achilles (Plut. Alex. 15.8; Cic. Pro Arch. 24
= FgrH 153 T1).

23 Stadter 1980: 61-66 and Bosworth 1988h: 32-35.

24 Radet 1931: 33-35; Edmunds 1971: 372-373; Lane Fox 1973: 112-114; Ameling 1988: 673-678; and Cohen 1995:
484-485.

25 Stadter 1980: 61-66; Bosworth 1988b: 32-35; and Heckel 2015: 21-25.

% Arrian reports a further, if subtler, Achillean act right before the visit to Achilles’s tomb: Alexander’s sacrifice to
Priam in the hopes of averting his wrath from the race of Neoptolemus (Anab. 1.11.8).

27 Despite being preceded by a lacuna, the anecdote of Alexander’s crowning of Achilles’ tomb is clearly meant to
be introduced by Aéyovot, vel sim., given the current oi 8¢, 6tt..., “others, that...” construction (Anab. 1.12.1).

28 Heckel 2015: 21-25.
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I have also recorded only as stories (legomena) about Alexander some things which have
been written by others because they, too, seemed to me both worthy of narration and not
completely unbelievable. (Anab. Pref. 3)
On the other hand, as Bosworth has pointed out, Arrian’s description of Alexander’s pilgrimage
to Troy, and especially his description of the visit to Achilles’ tomb, is purposefully designed as
a springboard for the historian’s Second Preface.?® Thus, if Arrian’s choice to include the
Achilles motif here is, at least to some extent, literary in nature, what, we might ask, is its
thematic significance?

The Achilles motif’s thematic significance manifests itself most clearly in Arrian’s
Second Preface (Anab. 1.12.2-5), the passage in which the historian gives his fullest rationale for
writing the Anabasis. Following Alexander’s blessing of Achilles for having Homer as the herald
of his fame, Arrian comments on the paradoxical fittingness of this blessing:

Kol pévrot koi qv AAeEAvSpm oy fikioto To0ToL Evexa 080IOVIGTEOS AIAAEDG, BTt

avTd Ye AAeEAVIP®, OV KATO TNV GAANV Emttuyiay, TO Yopiov ToDTo EKMIES ELVEPN 0VOE

gEnvéxON 8¢ avBpdTovg To AheEdvEpov Epyo Ematime, 0BT’ 0DV KaTAAOYAdNV, OVTE TIG &V

HETP® €moinoev. ..

And as a matter of fact, Achilles was not least to be deemed fortunate by Alexander for

this reason, namely that, for Alexander himself at any rate, contrary to the rest of his

good fortune, this subject happened to be overlooked, nor had Alexander’s deeds been
presented to mankind in a worthy way; no one had done so, either in prose or in poetry...

(Anab. 1.12.2).

In Arrian’s view, for all of his good fortune, Alexander was distinctly unfortunate in terms of his
literary memorialization. Whereas Achilles had been commemorated in the Iliad, the masterpiece

of Greek literature, Alexander had, for some four hundred years, been commemorated in nothing

but second-rate histories.*® With the Anabasis, therefore, Arrian sets himself the goal of

25 Bosworth 1980: 100: “The whole episode is carefully contrived to lead up to the excursus in which Arrian justifies
his decision to write a history of Alexander.”

30 On the lost Alexander historians’ low reputation in antiquity, see Pearson 1960: 4-6 and Bosworth 1980: 104-105.
Strabo (15.1.28 = Onesicritus FgrH 134 T10), for example, condemns the Alexander historians as a group for their
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rectifying Alexander’s literary fortunes, of producing, in other words, a history of Alexander
truly worthy of his subject. This, then, as several scholars have argued, is part of what the
Achilles motif is meant to signify: by casting Alexander in the role of Achilles, Arrian also—and
more importantly—casts himself in the role of Homer.3!

This second Homeric role carries with it symbolic meaning of its own. In the first place,
as scholars have noted, Arrian’s role serves to highlight the historian’s fundamentally
encomiastic aim in the Anabasis.*? By playing the role of Homer, a poet concerned, like all epic
poets, with conferring kAéoc on his subjects, Arrian suggests that he will, in Stadter’s words,
“celebrate Alexander as Homer had Achilles.”®® Yet this is not all that Arrian’s role as Homer
suggests. In the final section of the Second Preface, Arrian gives his qualifications for writing an
Alexander history:

00TIC 6¢ WV ToDTO VTTEP EULAVTOD YIYVAOCGK®, TO LEV GVOLO OVOEV dEoUL AVOYPAyaL, OVOE

YOp 0VOE AyveoTov £G AvOpdTOLG E0Tiv, 0VOE TATPid TG ot E5TIV 0VOE YEVOG TO €UV,

08¢ €l 31 Tva pynv &v T duovtod fpEa GAL’ dkeivo dvoypdem, 8Tt duol TaTpic Te Kol

vévog Kai dpyoi oide ol Adyot gici Te Kol Ao véou £Tt £yévovTo. kal £ml TdOE 0VK Amaid

BUOTOV TAY TPOTOV &V TH Povii Th EALGSL, £inep odv kai AAEEaVSpov TAV &v Toig

OmAo1C.

Whoever | am, | know this about myself, that I have no need to record my name, for it is

not at all unknown to men, nor what my country is, nor my family, nor if I held some
office in my own country (év tij éuavtod).>* But this | do record, that these writings (oide

mendacity, while Longinus (Subl. 3.2 = Callisthenes FgrH 124 T32 = Cleitarchus FgrH 137 T9) criticizes
Callisthenes and Cleitarchus, probably the most famous of the lost Alexander historians, for their risible styles.

31 Schepens 1971: 263; Bosworth 1980: 104; Stadter 1980: 62-63; Moles 1985: 163; and Burliga 2013: 105.

32 Bosworth 1980: 104; Stadter 1980: 62-66; and Moles 1985: 163.

33 Stadter 1980: 89.

34 The referent of év tij épuavtod is a notorious subject of debate, with some suggesting Nicomedia, Arrian’s native
city (Bosworth 1980: 106; Moles 1985: 165-166; Burliga 2013: 67-69), others Rome, the political center of Arrian’s

world (Stadter 1980: 181 and 212 n. 19; Brunt 1983: 538-539), and still others Athens, Arrian’s home at the time of
his retirement (Wirth 1964: 224). On balance, | favor taking the phrase as referring to Nicomedia.
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oi Adyo1)® are my country, family, and offices, and have been from the time I was young.

For this reason, too, | deem myself not unworthy of the first place in Greek literature, just

as | deem Alexander worthy of the first place in war. (Anab. 1.12.5)

In this passage, Arrian justifies his decision to write an Alexander history by recourse to one
thing, and one thing alone—his own literary preeminence.*® Much as Alexander was supreme in
the realm of war, so is Arrian supreme, or so he claims, in the realm of letters. Here, once again,
Arrian’s role as Homer comes into play. By casting himself in the role of Homer, the colossus of
Greek literature, Arrian hints implicitly at what he claims explicitly: he, too, is a highly talented
writer, and he, too, will produce a masterpiece worthy of his subject.®’

While the Achilles motif thus possesses considerable thematic significance for Arrian, or,
rather, Arrian’s literary persona, it is worth asking a further, and, as far as I can tell, previously
unasked, question: What is the Achilles motif’s thematic significance for Alexander and/or
Hephaestion? On my reading, its significance is threefold. First, by comparing Alexander to
Achilles as the Persian campaign begins, Arrian spotlights both his subject’s supreme arete,
“martial valor,” and his animating fixation with kleos, “glory”—two Achillean qualities essential
to the Macedonian’s remarkable success throughout the Anabasis. Second, by casting Alexander

and Hephaestion in the dual roles of Achilles and Patroclus, Arrian foreshadows, in effect, the

pair’s ultimate fate.*® Like their Homeric models, both Alexander and Hephaestion, the historian

35 While Bosworth 1972: 167-168 (cf. 1980: 107 and 1988b: 32-35) and Stadter 1980: 65 and 212 n. 21 have
suggested that oide oi Adyot refers to Arrian’s oeuvre as a whole, | concur with Schepens 1971: 262, Roisman 1983-
1984: 256-257, and Moles 1985: 167 in taking it as referring to the Anabasis alone.

3 If Arrian’s oide oi Aoyot (Anab. 1.12.5) refer, as | believe, to the Anabasis alone, then the historian’s claim to
literary preeminence depends solely on this work (cf. Anab. Pref. 3); if, however, this phrase refers to Arrian’s
oeuvre in general, then his claim depends on his previous works.

87 Bosworth 1988b: 34-35; cf. Stadter 1980: 65.

38 The notion that Arrian foreshadows Alexander and Hephaestion’s fate by comparing them to the Homeric heroes
finds a certain degree of support on a structural level. As Stewart 1993: 83 notes, Arrian’s only two explicit
deployments of the Achilles motif occur in the present passage (Anab. 1.12.1) and in the passage concerning the
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signals, will perish on the grand Panhellenic campaign to the East;* furthermore, Hephaestion,
like Patroclus, will die shortly before his king, and Alexander, like Achilles, will grieve on a
monumental scale when this tragedy befalls.

Finally, by comparing the Macedonian duo to Achilles and Patroclus, two figures whose
relationship was, from the Classical to the Imperial period, widely understood as homoerotic,*°
Arrian hints, | would argue, at the equally homoerotic nature of Alexander’s relationship to
Hephaestion. In making this argument, however, we are immediately faced with a basic question.
Where Aelian makes the Alexander-Hephaestion relationship’s homoerotic quality explicit in his
account of the pilgrimage to Troy (V.H. 12.7),** Arrian consistently leaves it implicit, both in this
passage and in others, such as Alexander’s meeting with the Persian royal family (Anab. 2.12.6-
8) and Hephaestion’s death (Anab. 7.14; cf. 16.8).42 Why? A potential answer to this question, |
believe, may be found in Arrian’s final assessment of Alexander at the end of the Anabasis.
Here, Arrian praises his subject for, among other things, his sexual restraint, commenting that he
was ndov@dv 8¢ TdV pev Tod ochuatog eykpatéotatog, “very much in control of his physical

pleasures” (Anab. 7.28.2). While this characteristic emerges most clearly in Arrian’s description

death of Hephaestion (Anab. 7.14; cf. 7.16.8), a fact that suggests that the two passages are meant to be considered
together.

3 Cf. Burliga 2013: 110.
40 Fantuzzi 2012: 187-265.

401 AMEEavSpog TOV Apthréag thpov éotepdvmae kol Heatotiov tov 1od [otpdhov, aivittopevog 81t kai
adTog fv Epdpevog tod AheEdvSpov, donep Axdiémg O TTdtpoxiog, “That Alexander crowned the tomb of Achilles
and Hephaestion that of Patroclus, hinting that he himself was also the beloved of Alexander, just as Patroclus was
of Achilles” (Ael. V.H. 12.7).

42 At the meeting with the Persian royal family, Alexander declares enigmatically that Hephaestion is also an
Alexander (Anab. 2.12.7), a statement that may be taken to suggest either a romantic relationship or an extremely
close friendship. Similarly, following Hephaestion’s death, Alexander mourns on such a massive scale (Anab. 7.14;
cf. 7.16.8) that a romantic relationship seems far and away the most natural explanation. On Alexander’s grief at
Hephaestion’s death, see Section 11 below.
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of Alexander’s relationships with the Persian royal family (Anab. 2.12.6-8, 4.20-1-3) and Roxane
(Anab. 4.19.5-6, 20.4), we can also see it, | would suggest, in his relationship with Hephaestion,
at least as Arrian presents it. In sum, though Alexander, as Arrian implies, had a relationship
with Hephaestion, this relationship was, like all those the king had, strictly moderate and,

consequently, no hindrance to the king’s still greater desire—eternal glory.

II. The Death of Hephaestion (Anab. 7.14.2-8, 16.8)*

[2] "EvBa. 6n) koi dALotL GALo dvEypoyay VTEP ToD TEVOOLE ToD ALeEAvopov: uéyo pev yevéchan
avT® t0 TEVOOG, mhvTES TOVTO owsypouyow Td 08 npax@svw En’ aOTd dAloL aMa wg €K0oTOG 1
govoiog mpdg Hoearotimva §j pOOvov eiyev §| kKoi Tpdc antov ALEEavSpov. [3] GV oi T drdcduia
owaypa\yavrsg 01 HEV G KOGLOV PEPEL<V> oL OKODGLV omenvou AAeEavopw 6oa Unsp(ﬁwncaq
Edpacev 1 einev sm @ TAVIOV O AvOpOTOV (ptkrarw o1 0¢ &g oucsxl)vnv uaMov TL ®G 0V
npémovto 00T’ 0OV Paciiel obte AAEAVIP®, 01 pév, TO TOAD PépPog Tiig NUEPOS Exeivng
Epprupévov mi 10D cOpaTog Tod £Taipov 00VpecBat 0vd’ €0ENeV dmaldayfival, Tpiv ye O mTPOg
Biav ammvEyOn mpog TV Etaipwov: [4] ol 0€, TV Te NUEPaV OANV Kai Trv voKTo dAnV EppipOar £mi
T® cOpOTL ol 8¢ Kai, TOV loTpov Ihavkiov 6Tt Ekpépace, kol TodTo[v] ®G &l PapUdK® KOKDG
d00évti, ol 8¢, &T1 oivov mepieidev Eumincbévta Oempdv avTog: Kol KeipacOar AAEEavdpov Emi
@ Vekpd TNV KOUNV Té T€ AAAL 0VK dmetkdTa Tifepon kol katd CAoV TOV AYIAAE®G, TPOG dvTva
gk moudog rlotipio adTd fv- [5] ol 88 Kkai, O &ppo £ Etm TO cdpa EpépeTo adTOC EoTLV BT
<G> NvioyeL, To0T0 0VdaUf ToTOV Epotye Aéyovteg: GAAOL &€, OTt kai ToD AckAnmod 10 £€60¢ &v
"ExBatdvoig kotaokdyar ékédevoe, PapPapikov TodTo ye Kol ovdouf) AAeEavopm Tpdopopov,
AL TH E€pEov HOAAGY TL dtacBalig Th &g TO Ogiov Kol Taic TEdaig ag ALyovoty &g TOV
‘EAAMomovtov kabgivar ZEpEny, Tipmpoduevov 6fjbsv tov EAAomovtov. [6] dALd kol ékeivo 0D
navtn EEm tod gikdTOG AvaryeypaeOat pot dokel, g &l Bafuidvog HAavvey AAEEaVOPOG,
EvTUYElV odTd KaTd TV 080V ToAAAC TpesPeiag Gmd thic EALASOG, sivon 8¢ 81y év TovTOIg
"Emdavpiov npéoPeic: kai tovtoug OV te £340vto &€ ALeEavdpov Tuyelv Kod dvadnua dodvar
avToic AAEEQVOpOV KOpILEY T® ASKINTL®, Ememdvta Tl Kaimep 00K EMEIKDS KEXPNTAL Lot O
AcKANTOC, 00 6MGOG Lot TOV £Taipov dviva icov i Epontod keoAfi qyov. [7] dvayilew te 61t
ael g fpwi Ekélevey Hooatotiovi, 10010 peEV TPOG TV TAEIGTOV AvayEypomTaLl: ol 0& Aéyovoty
Ot kol £ig Appmvog Erepyev EpNoopévous Tov Beov el Kai wg Be® Bvey cuyywpel Hoootiovt,
oV 8¢ 00 Euyywprioat. [8] Exelva 6 mpog mavimv Evpuemvovueva, £ Tpitny amd tod Oavatov
100 ‘Hepaotiovog fuépay punte oitov yevoacsOor AAEEavdpov unte Tiva Bepaneiov GAANV
Oepanedoat 10 odua, ALY KeIGOaL yap 1} 0dvpoUEVOV T TEVOIKDG GlyDVTO: Kol TUPAV KEAEDOOL
avT® Etopalectan v BafuAdvi dmd tadldviov popiov, ol 0¢ kol TAeldvev aveypoayay: Kol 6Tt
nmévhoc moteicon mepyyEAN Katd Tacay Thv yopov v BapPapov-

[8] 8mel kai odTd) AheEavdpo 1 Hopaotiovog tehenty 00 ouikpd Evppopd yeyévnto, Ng Koi
a0TOg AAEEOVOPOG TpoameABETV AV doKeT pot €0edficon paArov 1 {dv melpadival, o0 peiov fj kol

3 For Plutarch’s account of the death of Hephaestion, see Chapter 2, Section V.
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Ayiliéa dok®d av ElEécBot Tpoamobaveiv [Tatpoxiov pdiiov §j Tod Bavatov avTd TIHOPOV
vevéaOat.

[2] Here, too, some have recorded one thing about Alexander’s grief, others another; that his
grief was great, this all have recorded, but what happened in this circumstance some have
recorded one way, others a different way, as each was motivated by good will or jealousy toward
Hephaestion, or even toward Alexander himself. [3] Some of those who have recorded his
presumptuous acts seem to me to have thought that as many things as he did or said in his
excessive pain for the man who was dearest to him of all men redounded to Alexander’s credit,
others that they redounded more to his shame, on the grounds that they were not fitting either for
a king or for Alexander, and others that, having thrown himself on the body of his companion, he
lamented and refused to depart, until, in fact, he was forcefully carried away by his companions;
[4] others, that for the whole day and the whole night he threw himself upon the body; others,
too, that he crucified Glaucias, the doctor, and that for a drug maliciously given, but others
because he himself [Glaucias], while watching him [Hephaestion], allowed him to fill up on
wine; and that Alexander also cut his hair upon the corpse | consider not unlikely especially in
view of his emulation of Achilles, with whom he had a rivalry since childhood; [5] others, too,
that he himself sometimes drove the chariot upon which the body was carried, though what they
say here is not at all credible to me at least; others, that he ordered the temple of Asclepius at
Ecbatana to be raised to the ground, a barbarian deed this, and in no way befitting Alexander, but
rather Xerxes’ presumptuousness against the divine and the fetters which they say Xerxes
dropped into the Hellespont, as if were really punishing the Hellespont. [6] But even the
following story seems to me to have been recorded not entirely outside the realm of probability,
namely that when Alexander was marching toward Babylon many embassies from Greece met
him on the road, and that among them in fact were Epidaurian ambassadors; and that these
received what they had requested from Alexander and that Alexander gave them a votive
offering to bring to Asclepius, adding: Yet Asclepius has not treated me fairly, since he did not
save the companion of mine whom | considered equal to my own life. [7] This, too, has been
recorded by most, namely that he ordered that sacrifices always be made to Hephaestion as a
hero; others say that he sent men to the oracle of Ammon to ask the god whether he also
permitted sacrificing to Hephaestion as a god, but that he did not permit it. [8] The following
things, however, are agreed upon by all, namely that until the third day after Hephaestion’s death
he neither tasted food nor took any care of himself, but instead lay there either lamenting or
keeping silent with grief; and that he ordered a pyre of ten thousand talents to be prepared for
him, though others have recorded that it was worth more. And he proclaimed that mourning be
observed throughout the entire barbarian land.

[8] For in fact the death of Hephaestion had proved no small misfortune for Alexander himself,
and I think that Alexander himself would have wished to depart from life before this rather than
experience it while he was alive, no less than I think Achilles, too, would have chosen to die
before Patroclus rather than become the avenger of his death.

In Anabasis 7, in two closely related passages that, between them, contain the work’s

final explicit deployments of the Achilles motif, Arrian recounts Hephaestion’s death and its
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effects on Alexander.* On Arrian’s account, like those of all but one of the extant Alexander
historians (Diod. 17.110.8; Just. 12.12.11-12; Plut. Alex. 72.1-5), this episode contains a
general, and unmistakable, Achillean dimension. In the wake of Hephaestion’s death, Alexander,
like Achilles with Patroclus, not only mourns his alter ego on a colossal scale,*® but meets his
own death shortly after him. Where Arrian’s account stands apart from those of his fellow
historians, however, is in its extensive elaboration of this general Achillean dimension.
Throughout his account, as scholars have shown, Arrian repeatedly describes Alexander’s
actions following Hephaestion’s death in ways that evoke Achilles’ actions following
Patroclus’.*” Indeed, by A. M. Chugg’s count, Arrian records no fewer than nine such Achillean
actions on Alexander’s part.*® Most conspicuously, Alexander is represented as cutting his hair
over his friend’s corpse (Anab. 7.14.4; cf. 1l. 23.140-152)—an action Arrian explicitly singles
out as Achillean (katd Cijlov TOvV Axidiéwc)**—Dbut he is also represented, inter alia, as

abstaining from food and drink (Anab. 7.14.8; cf. 1l. 19.305-308, 319-321),%° building a huge and

4 For a study of the sources for Hephaestion’s death, see Reames-Zimmerman 1998: 263-279. The cause of
Hephaestion’s death is variously reported as illness (Arr. Anab. 7.14.1), overdrinking followed by illness (Diod.
17.111.8), and both overdrinking and overeating during illness (Plut. Alex. 72.2).

45 Curtius’ account of the death of Hephaestion has not survived due to a major lacuna in Book 10.

46 For a modern psychological perspective on Alexander’s grief at Hephaestion’s death, see Reames-Zimmerman
1998: 180-235, who argues that the king’s grief was not pathological, as many have maintained, but well within the
norms of typical bereaved behavior.

47 Perrin 1895: 59; Edmunds 1971: 373 n. 46; and Chugg 2006: 113-115, 129-130.

48 Chugg 2006: 129-130, who provides a table of Alexander’s actions paired with their putative Achillean models.
While some of Chugg’s Alexander-Achilles parallels are questionable (e.g., Alexander’s driving of Hephaestion’s
funeral chariot (Anab. 7.14.5) ~ Achilles’ holding of Patroclus’ head during his funeral procession (ll. 23.136-137)),
most are plausible.

49 Perrin 1895: 51; Edmunds 1971: 373 n. 46; and Chugg 2006: 115, 129. For further discussion of Arrian’s
comment that Alexander had a lifelong rivalry with Achilles, and especially its implications for Alexander’s
historical connection to Achilles, see the Introduction.

%0 Perrin 1895: 59 and Chugg 2006: 122, 129.
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costly pyre for his friend (Anab. 7.14.10; cf. 1. 23.154-225),% and even claiming to have valued
his friend’s life as much as his own (Anab. 7.14.6; cf. II. 18.80-82).52 While scholars have
historically, and not unreasonably, viewed Arrian’s present deployments of the Achilles motif as
further proof of the Alexander-Achilles connection’s historicity,> I contend that the motif can, in
this case, also be understood from a literary perspective. When considered from this perspective,
the Achilles motif, as I will argue in this section, may be seen to reinforce two major themes of
the final book of the Anabasis: Alexander’s mortality and the tragic nature of his life’s end.

To begin with, the Achilles motif, | suggest, serves to foreshadow Alexander’s death
shortly after that of Hephaestion. In the Iliad, Achilles’ death, of course, is closely linked to that
of Patroclus. Not only does Patroclus’ death set in motion the events that will lead to Achilles’
death; it also symbolically prefigures it. As S. Schein notes, “Homer suggests and foreshadows
the death of Achilles by adapting certain mythological motifs, diction, and perhaps specific
passages of poetry associated in the poetic tradition with the death of Achilles to the death,
lamentation, and burial of Patroklos.”** By comparing Alexander to Achilles, then, and
specifically the Achilles of the final books of the Iliad, Arrian suggests that Alexander’s own
death is imminent: without his Patroclus, the new Achilles will not be long for this world.

Moreover, by combining this Homeric foreshadowing with a series of omens presaging

51 Perrin 1895: 59 and Chugg 2006: 122, 130.

52 Chugg 2006: 122, 130. Alexander describes Hephaestion as tov étaipov éviva ioov tij £pavtod ke@oAfi fyov,
“the companion whom | considered equal to my own life” (Anab. 7.14.6), a phrase which pointedly recalls Achilles’
description of Patroclus as étdaipog, | ...1ov éye mept méviov tov Etaipov, | icov &uf kepaAd, “the
companion...whom | honored above all my companions, equal to my own life” (11.18.80-82).

53 Perrin 1895: 59; Edmunds 1971: 373; Lane Fox 1973: 434; and Chugg 2006: 110-124, 129-130.

54 Schein 1984: 129.
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Alexander’s end,>® Arrian gives the impression that his subject’s death is not only imminent, but
almost preordained, the product of numerous forces working against him.

Second, the Achilles motif serves to highlight Alexander’s tragic quality toward the end
of the Anabasis.*® At the beginning of Anabasis 7, Arrian digresses from his narrative to
consider Alexander’s so-called Last Plans (Anab. 7.1.2-4).°" Following his secondary—and, in
his view, less reliable—sources, the historian presents his subject, around the time of his death,
as contemplating still further conquest and expansion: the circumnavigation of Arabia and Africa
(Anab. 7.1.2), the subjugation of Carthage and Libya (Anab. 7.1.2), and expeditions to either
Scythia or Sicily and Italy (Anab. 7.1.3). On these specific plans, Arrian ultimately expresses
agnosticism, but he claims with certainty, that, whatever Alexander’s plans were, they would
have been neither small nor trivial, and that, no matter what he had already achieved, he would
always have sought to achieve more, vying with himself in the absence of a rival (Anab. 7.1.4).
With this claim, Arrian then segues into the heart of his digression: a Stoic appraisal of
Alexander’s restless ambition.®® Through a series of three anecdotes concerning Alexander’s

meetings with philosophers**—the Gymnosophists (Anab. 7.1.5-6), Diogenes (Anab. 7.2.1), and

55 This series of omens includes the Chaldaeans’ dire warnings to Alexander about entering Babylon (Anab. 7.16.5-
17.6); Peithagoras’ ominous sacrifices concerning both Alexander and Hephaestion (Anab. 7.18.1-4); Calanus’
comment before his suicide that he would meet Alexander again in Babylon (Anab. 7.18.6); Alexander’s loss of the
royal diadem while sailing through marshland near Babylon (Anab. 7.22.2-5); and an anonymous individual’s sitting
on the throne while Alexander and the Companions were away (Anab. 7.24.1-3).

%6 By “tragic,” | mean “associated with pathos” rather than “associated with Greek tragedy.”

57 0On Alexander’s Last Plans, see Tarn 1948: 2.378-398, Badian 1968: 183-204 [2012: 174-192], and Bosworth
1988b: 185-211.

58 Brunt 1977: 44 and Burliga 2013: 101-103 claim that this part of the digression shows specifically Stoic influence,
a claim in keeping with Arrian’s training under Epictetus and publication of the Discourses of Epictetus.

59 While none of these philosophers, of course, were Stoics, Diogenes being a Cynic and Dandamis and the

Gymnosophists outside of the Greek philosophical tradition altogether, their views, as presented by Arrian, are
broadly compatible with Stoic philosophy.
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Dandamis (Anab. 7.2.2-4)—Arrian suggests that the king’s ambition, his tireless pursuit of glory
and honor, is insufficient for true happiness.® In the first of these meetings, for example, the
Indian Gymnosophists, with Arrian’s explicit approval (Anab. 7.1.5),%! argue that, since each
man possesses only as much earth as he stands upon, seeking to possess much of the world, as
Alexander has done, is not only futile, but harmful, both for the man seeking to do so and for all
those who cross his path (Anab. 7.1.6). Remarkably, faced with a worldview completely
antithetical to his own, Alexander commends, rather than rejects, the Gymnosophists’ argument
(Anab. 7.2.1). However, as Arrian proceeds to make clear, the Gymnosophists, like Diogenes and
Dandamis, have, in the end, precious little effect on the king; for all his admiration for these
philosophers and their views, Alexander remains, in the historian’s words, “terribly controlled by
his love for glory” (Anab. 7.2.2: éx 80&nc...0evidg ékpateito). What emerges from this
digression, then, is a surprisingly tragic portrait of Alexander, a portrait of a king who, from a
Stoic perspective, may be ruler of the world, but cannot rule himself.5

When we return to the death of Hephaestion, we find Arrian reinforcing this tragic
characterization of Alexander, and doing so, at least in part, by means of the Achilles motif. To
begin with, by comparing Alexander to Achilles, a character who, in his stubborn pursuit of
honor, becomes an agent not only of Patroclus’ death, but of his own, Arrian, | suggest, hints at
Alexander’s own part in both his and Hephaestion’s deaths. With the digression at the beginning

of Anabasis 7, Arrian depicts Alexander as choosing, or, more precisely, reaffirming his choice

60 Bosworth 2007: 451-452 suggests that Arrian, probably writing around the time of Hadrian’s accession, may also
have been seeking, via these anecdotes, to register his support for the emperor’s new foreign policy of consolidation
in place of conquest and expansion.

81 Arrian registers his approval with the comment érowvé tovc cogiotag tdv Tvddv, “I commend the sophists of the
Indians” (Anab. 7.1.5).

%2 This portrait of Alexander resonates with that seen in the “Great Digression,” on which see Section I11 below.
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of, a life of conquest over a life of quietism. By making this choice—a sort of updated version of
the choice of Achilles—Alexander paves the way, albeit indirectly, first to Hephaestion’s, then to
his own, premature death in the context of a foreign campaign. Yet, in addition to hinting at
Alexander’s tragic part in his and his best friend’s deaths, the Achilles motif also underscores the
king’s tragic failure in terms of evdaupovia, “happiness,” and the philosophical wellbeing
associated with it. Shortly after the present passage, while describing the king’s ill-omened
return to Babylon, Arrian makes the surprising claim that Alexander may have been fortunate in
meeting an early death (Anab. 7.16.7). The historian’s rationale in making this claim is, in part,
that his subject thereby avoided the sort of “human misfortune” ({vugopav avOpwmiviv) that
can, as Solon famously warned Croesus,®® negate a man’s former ddoupovia (Anab. 7.16.7). In
the very next sentence, however, Arrian concedes that Alexander, even in dying young, had not
completely avoided such misfortune:
gnel kol ovTd AheEavdpo 1 Hopaotiovog tehent) 00 ouikpd Evppopd yeyévnro, 7g koi
a0TOg AAEEOVOPOG TTpoameADETV Av OOKET pot £0edficon paAlov 1| {dV melpadival, o
ueiov 1 kot AytAréa dokd av Erésbot mpoamobavely [Tatpokiov pdailov 1j tod Bavdtov
aOTd THOPOV YevécHal.
For in fact the death of Hephaestion had proved no small misfortune (§vppopa) for
Alexander himself, and I think that Alexander himself would have wished to depart from
life before this rather than experience it while he was alive, no less than I think Achilles,
too, would have chosen to die before Patroclus rather than become the avenger of his
death. (Anab. 7.16.8)
With the death of his alter ego, Alexander, like Achilles, suffers a misfortune that, in Arrian’s
view, comes close to reducing his eddopovia to ruins; for the Macedonian king, as for his
Homeric model, life without his alter ego is practically a fate worse than death.

At the same time, Alexander’s failure in terms of eddaupovia goes beyond the misfortune

he suffers with his best friend’s death. In the Iliad, Achilles arguably grows as a character

8 Arrian here alludes to Herodotus’ famous account of Solon’s meeting with Croesus (Hdt. 1.30-33).
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through the misfortunes he endures in the course of the poem. By the time Achilles meets Priam
in lliad 24, his former passion, the heroic pursuit of kleos, holds little or no meaning for him any
longer. As Achilles tells Priam: 004 vu 10v ye | ynpdokovta kopilm, énel udio o0t Tatpng |
Nuot évi Tpoin, 6é te kNSwv 18& oa tékva, “Nor do | now take care of him [Peleus] as he gets
old, since I sit here at Troy, very far from my fatherland, causing trouble (kédon) to you and your
children” (1l. 24.540-542). Through the tragedy of Patroclus’ death, Achilles comes to see his
actions at Troy as not so much glorious as pointless: his passion for kleos has been replaced by a
recognition of its cost, both to his friends and his enemies.%* In the Anabasis, however, this sort
of realization never comes for Alexander. Indeed, as soon as his grief for Hephaestion has
passed, the conqueror returns immediately to conquest, wiping out the Cossaean tribe during a
surprise winter campaign (Anab 7.15.1-3). Though Arrian, admittedly, refrains from rendering an
explicit verdict on the Cossaean episode, ®® this verdict is suggested by the words he approvingly
puts in the Gymnosophists” mouth at the beginning of Anabasis 7:

Boacihed AAEEaVOpE, AVOPp®MTOG UEV EKOGTOG TOGOVE THC YT KaTéyel Ocovrep TOVTO

gotv 0 0T PePrkapev: ob 8¢ dvOpmOTOC BV TAPATANGLOG TOIG AALOLG, TANV YE O OTL

TOALTPAYU®V Kol ATtdcOolog, amod Thg oikelag TocavTV YNV Ere&épymn TPAYLATO EXOV TE

Kol Tap€xv dALOLG.

King Alexander, each man possesses only so much earth as that upon which we stand,;

but you, though you are a human being like the rest of us (except that you are

meddlesome and presumptuous), are traversing so much land away from your own,
causing troubles (pragmata) to yourself and others. (Anab. 7.1.6)

64 Cf. Macleod 1982: 134, who notes that Homer’s use of the verb fuon, “to sit,” conveys “how detached Achilles is
from his role as the warrior.”

8 Cf. Burliga 2013: 110, n. 27, who also interprets Arrian’s verdict on the Cossaean campaign as negative. On
Burliga’s view, Arrian describes the campaign as a “merciless extermination,” and thus an event that highlights
Alexander’s loss of self-control. While | agree that this passage may be meant to highlight Alexander’s loss of self-
control, Burliga’s characterization of the campaign as a “merciless extermination” strikes me as a slight misreading
of Arrian’s account. Throughout this passage, Arrian gives no hint that the Cossaean campaign was particularly
savage (Anab.7.15.1-3; contra Plut. Alex. 72.4), and elsewhere he even describes it as something of a civilizing
mission (Ind. 40.6-8).
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Here, in a passage that subtly echoes Achilles’ speech to Priam quoted above, Arrian, in his role
as Stoic philosopher, hints at the cost, even pointlessness, of Alexander’s devotion to conquest:
in his pursuit of ever-greater glory and power, Alexander, like Achilles, consigns himself to a life
of both perpetual absence from home and never-ending troubles for himself and others. Yet,
where Achilles harbors doubts about this way of life, at least by poem’s end, Alexander remains
unwaveringly committed to it right up to the end of his life. Ultimately, then, Alexander’s
tragedy, as Arrian conceives it, is that, by setting conquest as the guiding star of his life, the king
chooses a path that appears to lead to evdapovia, but actually leads in a different, distinctly un-

Stoic, direction.

[1I. The Murder of Cleitus (Anab. 4.9.1-6)

[1] Kai éyo KAeitov pév g OPpemg g £g TOV faciiéa TV avTtod HeEYOA®OTL HEUPOLLOL:
AMEEAVOPOV OE THC GLUEOPAC OIKTEIP®, OTL SVLOTV KOKOTV £V T® TOTE NTTNUEVOV EMEdEIEEY OOTOV,
VO’ 6tV O Kol ToD £T€pOoV 0vK EMEokeV Avdpa coppovodvta eEnttactal, OpyTc Te Kai
napowviog. [2] dALL To &mi Toicde ad mouvd ALeEAvpov, &TL TapovTtica Eyve oxEtAtov Epyov
gpyacdpevog. Kai Aéyovotv giciv ol [ta AAeEavdpov] dti €peicag TV 6ApIoGaV TPOG TOV TOTYOV
EMmImTEY £YVAOKEL OOTH, ®G 00 KAAOV a0Td (v dmokteivavtt gidov adtod v oive. [3] oi moAroi
0¢ Euyypaeig ToDTO HEV 0V Aéyouoty, ameABovTa O &g TNV vV kelcobat ddvpduevov, avTdv ¢
tov KAgitov ovopoaoti dvakaiodvro kol Ty KAgitov pev adelenv, avtov o6& avabpeyapévny,
Aoviknv v Apomnidov maida, ¢ kaAd dpa aOTh Tpoeeln AmoTeTIKMOG £l Avdopwbseic, [4] 1} yve
TOVG HEV TOTO0G TOVG EQVTTC VTIEP ADTOD HOYOUEVOVC EMETOEV AmoBavovTag, TOV AdEAPOV 08
a0OThg a0TOC avToYEpia EKTEVE: POVEN TE TOV PIA®V 0V dloAgimey avTOV Avakaiodvia, do1TOV
T€ Kol Amotov KapTepeilv £ote Emi TPEIG NUEPAS, 0VOE Tva GAANY Bepameiov Oepomedoat TO oM.
[5] Kai émi tovt01¢ T@V péviedv tiveg pijviv 8k Atovocov f1dov, 811 1) Bucio éEekeipOn
AAeEAVIP® 1) TOD Alovioov. kol AAEEAVIPOG HOYIG TTPOG TMV £TaipmV TEIGOEIC GiTov TE Yot
Kol 10 oOdp0 Kak®s £0epdmevce: kal @ Atovio® Ty Buciov dnédmkey, £nel 000E adTd diovTtt
NV &¢ pivy Tod Ogiov LEAAGVY TL | THV odTod KakdT T Avopépesdo TV Evppopdy. [6] todta
HeyoAmoTti Emov®d AleEAvOpov, TO pnte dravbadidoactal £l KoK, UNTE TPOSTATNV TE Kol
Euvnyopov kakiova Ett yevéoBoat Tod apaptBévtog, aAla Supeiicot yap Enxtoukévar GvOpwmov ye
ovta.

[1] And I greatly blame Cleitus for his insolence toward his own king, but I pity Alexander for
his misfortune, because he showed himself in that moment conquered by two evils, by even one
of which it is not fitting for a man of self-control to be conquered: anger and drunkenness. [2]
But | praise Alexander’s subsequent behavior, because he immediately recognized that he had
performed a savage deed. Some also say that he, having leaned his sarissa against the wall,
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resolved to fall upon it, on the grounds that it was not noble for him to live after having killed his
own friend in his cups. [3] Most historians, however, do not say this, but rather that he went off
to his bed and lay there weeping, calling on both Cleitus himself and Cleitus’ sister, Lanice, the
daughter of Dropides, the woman who had nursed him, on the grounds that he had indeed paid
her fine nurturing back now that he had become a man, [4] she who had seen her own sons killed
fighting on his behalf, while her own brother he himself killed with his own hand; and he did not
cease from calling himself the murderer of his friends, and for three days he persisted without
food or drink, nor did he take any other care of his person. [5] And in these circumstances some
of the seers began to sing the wrath from Dionysus, because the sacrifice of Dionysus had been
omitted by Alexander, and Alexander, after having been barely persuaded by his companions,
touched food and took poor care of his own person. To Dionysus, too, he paid sacrifice, since he
was not at all averse to the misfortune being attributed somewhat to the wrath of the divinity
rather than his own wickedness. [6] For these reasons | greatly praise Alexander, namely that he
neither willfully persisted in his wickedness nor became still more wicked by acting as a
defender and advocate of his crime, but in fact admitted that he, as a human being, had erred.

Within the so-called “Great Digression” (Anab. 4.7.4-14.4),% an excursus on Alexander’s
supposed moral decline following his conquest of Persia, Arrian recounts the king’s notorious—
and Homerically resonant—murder of Cleitus, a senior Macedonian general,®” in the context of a
drunken banquet.%® During this banquet, when certain courtiers claim that Alexander has
surpassed the deeds of Hercules and the Dioscuri, Cleitus, a staunch traditionalist, denounces this
claim as sacrilegious flattery. Shortly thereafter, when the same courtiers extol Alexander’s
accomplishments at the expense of Philip’s, Cleitus, as a representative of the Macedonian Old
Guard, rises to the previous king’s defense, praising the deeds of the father over those of the son.
Faced with this drunken abuse, Alexander manages, for a time, to contain his growing anger.

However, when Cleitus proceeds to taunt him with having saved his life at the battle of the

% On the Great Digression, see Brunt 1976: 532-544, Stadter 1980: 103-110, and Bosworth 1995: 45-101. | borrow
the term from Bosworth 1995: 45-51.

5 For Cleitus’ life and career, see Berve 1926: 2.206-208 (no. 427), Carney 1981, and Heckel 1992: 34-37 and
2006: 86-88.

8 While Arrian specifies neither the precise time nor location of the banquet, Curtius (8.1.19-22) reports that it took

place in the Sogdian city of Maracanda (modern Samarkand) during the second year of the Bactrian-Sogdian
campaign (328 B.C.).
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Granicus, the king reaches breaking point. Calling on the Hypaspists to come to his aid but
receiving no response, Alexander seizes a weapon from one of them and, either immediately or
shortly thereafter, runs Cleitus through with it. In the end, for Alexander, as for the heroes of
Greek tragedy, suffering follows swiftly upon recognition. Realizing what he has done,
Alexander reacts with behavior reminiscent of Homer’s Achilles, secluding himself from his
army (Anab. 4.9.3; cf. Il. 1-16 passim), blaming himself for his companion’s death (Anab. 4.9.3-
4; cf. 1. 18.79-84, 99-106), and possibly even contemplating suicide for his role in this tragedy
(Anab. 4.9.2; cf. 1l. 18.32-34).5° While scholars have traditionally, and rightly, stressed the
historical basis of Alexander’s Achillean behavior in this episode,° this behavior can, and
should, be understood in literary terms as well. During Alexander’s seclusion in the wake of the
murder, Arrian remarks that certain seers, recalling the king’s forgotten sacrifice to the god prior
to the fatal banquet, pfjviv éx Alovocsov idov, “began to sing the wrath from Dionysus” (Anab.
4.9.5)—a phrase that, as several scholars have noted, clearly alludes to the first line of the Iliad,
uivv dede, Ogd, InAniddew Ayidioc, “Sing, goddess, the rage of Peleus’ son Achilles” (.
1.1).”* With this Homeric allusion, Arrian confers on Alexander’s Achillean behavior a distinctly
literary quality. By calling to mind this Homeric verse in the context of Cleitus’ murder, the
historian draws a parallel not only between Achilles” wrath and that of Dionysus, but also, |

suggest, between Achilles’” wrath and that of Alexander,’?> who becomes, in effect, the human

8 Homer hints at the possibility of Achilles’ suicide with his description of Antilochus holding Achilles’ hands for
fear the best of the Achaeans may cut his throat in response to the news of Patroclus’ death (11.18.33-34). Moreover,
as Celsiana Warwick reminds me, Achilles’ decision to take vengeance on Hector is, in a sense, a suicidal one,
inasmuch as he knows that his death will come shortly after the Trojan’s (e.g., Il. 18.95-99).

0 Lane Fox 1973: 312-313 and Carney 2000a: 278-281; cf. Radet 1931: 250.

"1 Bosworth 1995: 240; Carney 2000a: 279; and Romm 2010: 164 n. 4.9.5.

72 Cf. Carney 2000a: 279.
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agent of Dionysus’ wrath with his drunken killing of Cleitus. Thus, if Alexander’s wrath toward
Cleitus is meant to be seen as parallel to Achilles’ famous wrath in the Iliad, we may profitably
ask what Arrian means by this deployment of the Achilles motif.

A natural starting point for answering this question is the preamble to Arrian’s Great
Digression, the context, as mentioned above, for the historian’s account of the murder of Cleitus.
Following his disapproving report of Alexander’s mutilation of Bessus (Anab. 4.7.3-4), the
Bactrian pretender to the Achaemenid throne, as well as his adoption of certain aspects of
Persian and Median dress (Anab. 4.7.4), Arrian begins a heavily Stoic digression aimed at
assessing his subject from a moral perspective:’®

Kol To AAeEAvOpov peydia Tpaypoto &g TeKunpiooty Tibepon g obte TO oMo 6T €N

KapTtePOV, 0UTE OOTIG YEVEL EMPAVIG, 0VTE KATA TOAEUOV €l 0N TIC dtevTvyoin ETt PAAAOV

| AMEEavdpog, 00dE &l TV APomy Tic Tpdg T Aciq, kabdmep oOv dnevoet Ekeivog,

gknepimAedong Katdoyotl, ovdE el v Evponny éni ) Aciq 1¢ kai Apon tpitnv, T00TOV

TAVTOV 000EV TL OPELOG £G eDSaOVIOY AVOPOTOV, €1 UT) GOEPOVELV £V TANTH VITdpPyoL

TOVT® TQ AVOPOT® TG TO PEYAAL, DG QOKET, TPAYLOTO TPAEAVTL.

And | consider Alexander’s great deeds as proof that neither for the man who is

physically strong, nor for the man who is distinguished by birth, nor indeed if anyone

should be still more continually fortunate in war than Alexander—and not even if anyone
should sail around and occupy Libya in addition to Asia, as he was in fact contemplating,
nor if anyone should add Europe as a third part to Asia and Libya—not a single one of all
these things is a benefit to a man’s happiness, unless that man, who has accomplished
great deeds, as it seems, should, at the same time, possess self-control (co@poctvn).

(Anab. 4.7.5)

With this preamble, Arrian makes clear that the Great Digression’s central theme will be

coppocvvn, “self-control,” a precondition of happiness from a Stoic perspective,* and its

central question, whether Alexander, in his newfound position of power, will prove capable of

3 On the Stoic nature of this passage, see Brunt 1977: 44; Bosworth 1995: 50-51; and Burliga 2013: 96-97.

"4 For the Stoics, as Bosworth 1995: 50 notes, “happiness depends upon what is under our control, correct use of
external impressions.” Cf. Burliga 2013: 96-97.
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coppocvvy, whether, that is, “the ruler of Asia [will] rule himself...”” Throughout the
following digression, and each of the episodes contained therein, the historian renders a
consistent verdict on this question: despite his many virtues, Alexander repeatedly shows himself
incapable of cogpoctvn, killing a friend at a drunken banquet in the Cleitus episode (Anab.
4.8.1-9.8), entertaining the hubristic notion of forced obeisance in the proskynesis episode (Anab.
4.9.9-12.6), and facing a conspiracy against his life over his supposedly tyrannical behavior in
the Conspiracy of the Pages episode (Anab. 4.12.7-14.3). With the present passage, the Cleitus
episode, Arrian, of course, renders this verdict on Alexander’s cogpoctvn explicitly,
commenting that Alexander, by succumbing to the vices of anger and drunkenness, failed to
behave in a way befitting an é&vSpa coppovodvra, “a man of self-control” (Anab. 4.9.1).7® What
I argue in this section, however, is that the historian also renders this verdict implicitly, and does
so through the Achilles motif, the comparison, in this case, between Alexander’s wrath and that
of Achilles.

On a basic level, Arrian’s Homeric comparison serves to highlight the scale of
Alexander’s anger—and, by extension, lack of Stoic self-control—during the Cleitus episode.
Central to Arrian’s Homeric comparison, once again, is the word pijvic (Anab. 4.9.5), the same
word famously used to describe Achilles’ anger in the Iliad (Il. 1.1, 9.517, 19.35, 19.75). Of the
Greek terms for anger, uijvig ranks among the strongest, connoting, in Schein’s words, “a

vengeful anger with deadly consequences,”’” an anger that, as W. V Harris puts it, revolves

75 Stadter 1980: 83.

6 While Arrian calls into question Alexander’s general self-control during the Great Digression, he continues to
vouch for the king’s sexual self-control (Anab. 4.19.5-6, 20.4; 7.28.2).

77 Schein 1984: 91.
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around “perceived major offenses” and “is normally lasting.”’® For Arrian to compare
Alexander’s anger to Achillean pijvig, then, is not only to underscore the extreme nature of the
king’s anger; it is also, given the historian’s previously mentioned antithesis between anger and
coepocvvn (Anab. 4.9.1), to emphasize the king’s correspondingly profound lack of self-
control.

With this Homeric comparison, Arrian also hints at Alexander’s notorious transgression
of the boundary between mortal and immortal, a transgression that represents a further sign of his
deficiency in coppocvvn. Beyond its general sense of serious and lasting anger, pfjvig, as
scholars have long recognized, connotes specifically divine anger,”® whether the anger of an
actual god or goddess, or, as in the famous case of Achilles,® that of a hero with especially close
ties to the gods.®! By comparing Alexander’s anger to the ufjvic of Achilles, then, Arrian presents
the Macedonian king not only in an Achillean light, but also, I would argue, in a quasi-divine
light. Like Achilles, Alexander here exhibits an anger that, symbolically, renders him godlike,
both terrifying and all-powerful. Yet, by exhibiting this sort of anger, by playing the wrathful
god to Cleitus’ provoking mortal, Alexander crosses the traditional dividing line between the
human and the divine. While the sophist Anaxarchus subsequently defends Alexander’s formal
attempt to cross this line in the proskynesis episode (Anab. 4.10.6-7), Callisthenes, with Arrian’s
explicit approval (Anab. 4.10.1), denounces this attempt (Anab. 4.11.2-9). In Callisthenes’ view,

as in Arrian’s, the boundary between mortal and immortal is, and forever will be, absolute. For

8 Harris 2001: 51.
¥ Considine 1966 and Watkins 1977.

80 As scholars have noted (e.g., Schein 1984: 91; King 1987: 31; Carney 2000a: 279, n. 45), Achilles is the only
mortal to be associated with the word uijvig in the Iliad; all other instances of the word are associated with the gods.

81 Considine 1966: 20: “Achilles was a hero set apart from men and related to the gods in three ways—divine
parentage, relation to Zeus, attitude to death.”

160



Alexander to try to breach this boundary, therefore, represents hubris of the highest order, a
failure to realize that, for all his power, he remains every bit as mortal as the next man.

The central theme of the Cleitus episode—and the theme I have argued the Homeric
comparison is meant to reinforce—is Alexander’s deficiency in the key Stoic trait of
coepocvvn. Here, as in the Great Digression as a whole, Arrian shows that his subject, the
newfound ruler of the Persian Empire, cannot rule himself. Yet, Arrian’s verdict on Alexander’s
behavior in the Cleitus episode is far from purely negative. Indeed, his verdict is remarkably,
almost perversely, positive. In Arrian’s view, for all that the Cleitus episode shows Alexander’s
lack of self-control, it also shows his capacity to admit and repent of a mistake:

TaTO LEYOAMOTL Emav®d AleEavipov, O unte anavbadidoactot Eml Kak®d, unTe

TPOCTATNV T€ Kol Euviyopov Kakiova £t yevésBat Tod apaptnBEvtog, AL Evpehcot

YOp €ntokévol avopomov ye dvoa.

For these reasons | greatly praise Alexander, namely that he neither willfully persisted in

his wickedness nor became still more wicked by acting as a defender and advocate of his

crime, but in fact admitted that he, as a human being, had erred. (Anab. 4.9.6)

Here, then, Arrian’s Homeric comparison tells only half the story. By casting Alexander in the
role of Achilles, the hero of ufvic, Arrian suggests that his subject lacks the necessary self-
control for true happiness;®? yet, by simultaneously drawing attention to the Macedonian king’s

capacity for repentence—another trait possibly valued by the Stoics®—the historian makes clear

that Stoic happiness may not be completely out of his subject’s reach after all.

82 Arrian’s preamble to the Great Digression makes the connection between cogpocvvn and evdoipovia,
“happiness,” explicit: o0tV TavTov 0036V TL dperog &g ebdarpoviay AvOpOTOV, €l UT) COEPOVELY &V TavTd VIaP)OL
00T T® AvOpdR® T® T4 peydra, dg dokel, Tpdypota Tpagavrl, “not a single one of all these things is a benefit to a
man’s happiness, unless that man, who has accomplished great deeds, as it seems, should, at the same time, possess
self-control” (Anab. 4.7.5).

8 The Stoic view of repentence is a subject of debate among scholars. On the one hand, Burliga 2013: 97 believes
that repentence was in fact a virtue for the Stoics, connecting it to another Stoic virtue, pihavBpemnio, “humaneness”
or “kindliness”; on the other, Brunt 1977: 38 and Bosworth 1995: 62 both question this view, noting that, of the
Stoics whose views we are aware, most seem to regard repentence as a mark of baseness and foolishness, the
exception being Seneca (Ep. 28.9, 53.8).
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IV. The Mutiny at the Hyphasis (Anab. 5.28)

[1] Towdta eimdvtoc tod Koivov Bopupov yevéohHat €k TdV mapovtwv Eml Toig AdYols: TOANOIG O
on Kol ddkpva TPoyvOEVTa ETL LAAAOV INADGCAL TO TE AKOVGLOV THG YVOUNG £G TOVG TPOGM®
Kvd0voug kod O kad’ NSoviv ooty etvor TV dmoydpnotv. AAEEavSpog 88 ot uev dyBecbeic
100 1€ Koivov 1] mappnoig kot 1@ dkve tdv ALV 1yepdvav dtEAvce tov EOAAoYoV: [2] € 8¢
™V Votepaioy Evykarécog avdic EDV dpyRi Todg avTodg anTdg Hev idvar Epn Tod TPOC,
Bracechar 0¢ ovdéva dikovia Maxedovav EuvénesBar: EEtv Yap TOVG dkoAovOGovTag TG
Boacthel cp®dV £kdVTAG: TOIG 08 Kal amiévar oikade E0EAovoty Dmdpyely amévar kai EEayyEALEY
101G 0iKel01G, OTL TOV PaciAén PAV &V HEGOLG TOTG TOAENIONG EMAVIKOVGY ATOAMTOVTES. [3]
TadT EITOVTA ATEADETY £C TNV GKNVIV UNdE TIvaL TV £Taip@V TPocéabat anTiic T £Keivg THS
NUEPOG Kal £ TNV TpitnVv Tl an’ €ketvng, vopévovta, €1 0N TIG TPOTT TAIG YVOLUS TAV
Moakedovav Te kol Evppdymv, ola 81 &v dyAm oTpaTioTdV Té ToAAY QIAET yiyvesOar, éunecodoo
e0mefeotépong mapéEet antovc. [4] g 88 oryn ad TOAAT <HV> dvdl 1O oTpaTOTESOV KOl
dy06pevol pev T Opyii ocdTod Sfjlot foav, od pnv petafarrdpevoi ye vn’ avtiic, EvradOa o
Aéyer [Ttodepoiog 6 Adyov, Ot émi Th) dtaffdcel ovdey peiov £€00et0, Buopéve 8¢ oK &yiyveto
avTd TO 1Epd. [5] ToTE 01 TOVG TPEGPUTATOVG TE TOV £TAPMOV KO TOVG LAALGTO EMTNOEIOVS DTD
oLuVayaydV, ¢ TavTo &G TV OTIcW Avay®pNov avTd EPePEV, EKPaivel £C TNV GTPATLAY, OTL
gyvootol Omiow ATOGTPEPELY.

[1] When Coenus had said such things, a cheer arose at his words from those present. And
indeed the tears shed by many showed still more clearly their lack of resolve for further dangers
and that retreat was to their liking. Vexed both by Coenus’ freedom of speech and the hesitation
of the other commanders, Alexander then dissolved the assembly. [2] On the next day, when he
had angrily summoned the same men again, he said that he himself would go on, and that he
would compel no Macedonian to follow him against his will. For he would have those who were
following their king willingly. It was possible for those who wished to go back home to do so
and to proclaim to their kinsmen that they had returned after having left their king in the midst of
his enemies. [3] Saying these things, he went back to his tent and did not admit any of his
companions on that day or till the third day after that one, waiting to see if a change, such as is
often wont to occur in a mass of soldiers, would befall the minds of the Macedonians and allies
and make them more amenable to persuasion. [4] But when there was a great silence again
throughout the camp and they were clearly annoyed by his anger, not moved by it, then Ptolemy
the son of Lagus says that he nonetheless had sacrifices performed for the crossing, but that the
sacrifices proved unfavorable for him when he had them performed. [5] Then having brought
together the eldest of the Companions and his very closest friends, he revealed to the army that,
since everything was pointing, in his view, toward withdrawal, it had been decided to turn back.

When Alexander and his army reach the Hyphasis, the second-to-last river of the Punjab,

Arrian, in common with all of the extant Alexander historians,? gives an account of the famous

84 Curt. 9.2.12-13.19; Diod. 17.94.5; Just. 12.8.10-17; and Plut. Alex. 62.

162



Macedonian mutiny.® Faced with the prospect of a further campaign beyond the Hyphasis, the
Macedonians, worn out from their previous campaigns, begin to voice their resistance to pressing
on. Hearing of the army’s disaffection, Alexander convenes a meeting of his officers and delivers
a speech aimed at stirring his men to further conquest.® For the first time, however, Alexander’s
words fall on deaf ears. Following a period of tense silence, Coenus, a distinguished Macedonian
general,®” delivers a speech on behalf of the Macedonian rank and file in which he urges the king
to abandon, at least temporarily, his plans for further conquest. Frustrated by Coenus’ proposal,
Alexander seeks in vain, as described in this passage, to win his officers over once more, first
with another speech and second, and more importantly for present purposes, with another
withdrawal to his tent in the manner of Achilles (Anab. 5.28.3). Traditionally, scholars have
tended to view Alexander’s Achillean withdrawal at the Hyphasis as purely historical in nature,®
as the king’s self-consciously Homeric way of shaming his Macedonians into following him
further. While this way of reading Alexander’s Achillean act is, on balance, compelling, there is,
I believe, another way of reading it. When viewed from a literary, rather than historical,
perspective, Alexander’s Achillean withdrawal to his tent forms part of a broader network of

Homeric allusions in Arrian’s account of the Macedonian mutiny, a network of allusions that, as

8 | have chosen to refer to this episode as a “mutiny” due to the conventionality of the term. | am aware, however,
that a number of scholars, including Holt 1982: 47-49, Hammond 1983: 218-220, Carney 1996: 33-37, Spann 1999,
and Heckel 2003, have questioned the term’s suitability for describing what took place at the Hyphasis.

8 Counter-intuitively, both Spann 1999 and Heckel 2003 have argued that Alexander never actually wanted to
advance beyond the Hyphasis, and, indeed, purposefully triggered the mutiny as a way of saving face for his own
decision to turn back at the Hyphasis. Though ingenious, this argument, as Anson 2015 argues, is ultimately
unconvincing.

87 For Coenus’ life and career, see Berve 1926: 2.215-218 (no. 439); Heckel 1992: 58-64 and 2006: 91-93.
8 Particularly Carney 2000a: 281-283, but also Radet 1931: 304; Tarn 1948: 1.100; Lane Fox 1973:370; Hamilton

1973: 118; Renault 1975: 201-202; Bosworth 1988a: 133; O’Brien 1992: 168; and Worthington 2004: 216; contra
Maitland 2015: 14-16.
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I will argue in this section, serves to highlight the complexity of Alexander’s leadership during
this episode.

Within Arrian’s account of the mutiny at the Hyphasis, several additional Homeric
allusions cluster around two passages: Alexander’s first speech to the Macedonian officers
(Anab. 5.25.3-26), and Coenus’ speech on behalf of the Macedonian rank and file (Anab. 5.27.2-
9).89 With these allusions, Arrian consistently aims, as will be seen below, to cast Alexander in
the role of Achilles. However, rather than casting Alexander in the role of the same Achilles in
both passages, Arrian, | argue, aims to cast him in the role of a different Achilles in each: in
Alexander’s speech, a pre-lliadic Achilles, a version of the hero whose heady idealism remains
firmly intact; and in Coenus’ speech, the Achilles of Iliad 16.%

In Alexander’s speech, Arrian depicts the king in the mold of the pre-Iliadic Achilles
through a series of three Homeric allusions. First, as Bosworth has noted, Alexander’s rhetorical
question regarding the relative merits of campaigning in Asia versus remaining in Macedonia
clearly recalls the famous choice of Achilles (Il. 9.410-416), a choice made, of course, well
before the Iliad begins:®! émel kol Huiv adToic Ti dv Péya Kol KOAOV KATEMEMPOKTO, €1 &V
Maxkedovig kabnuevol ikavov Emotovpuedo andvmg Ty oikeiav dtacolew...; “For in fact what

great and fine thing would we ourselves have achieved, if we, while sitting in Macedonia, had

8 Bosworth 1988b: 123-134 has convincingly argued that both of these speeches represent “purely fictitious
composition” on Arrian’s part (133), an argument which, if correct, makes the present suggestion regarding Homeric
allusions more credible.

% professor Morgan wonders whether an ancient reader would really have conceived of Alexander’s Achillean roles
in the way | am proposing. While | suspect that some readers would have read Arrian’s allusions in a “general” way
(i.e., Alexander plays the role of a generic Achilles), | believe that, given Homer’s central place in Greek education
(Marrou 1982: 162-163, 255-257), certain readers—particularly highly educated readers—would have read these
allusions in the “specific” way | argue for here (i.e., Alexander plays the role of a specific Achilles, the Achilles, that
is, of a particular passage or book). My thanks to Celsiana Warwick for discussing this complex issue with me and
helping to clarify my thinking on it.

%1 Bosworth 1995: 350 calls this statement “a personal variation on the choice of Achilles.”
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considered it sufficient to preserve our homeland without labor...?” (Anab. 5.26.6). Second,
Alexander’s celebrated claim, kai {fjv e EOv dpeti) N6V kai dmobviokely kKAE0C abdGvatov
vmoleuropévoug, “And it is sweet to live with virtue and to die leaving behind undying fame”
(Anab. 5.26.4), further aligns the king with the pre-lliadic Achilles. Whereas the Achilles of the
Iliad spends much of the poem questioning the value of kAéog, and the heroic code of which it is
a central pillar, the pre-lIliadic Achilles remains a staunch proponent, based on the few flashbacks
provided in the poem,® of his society’s heroic ideal. Finally, Alexander’s description of his own
leadership deliberately echoes, | suggest, Achilles’ own view, clearly worked out before the Iliad
begins, of what constitutes good leadership: viv 8¢ kowoi pgv uiv ol moévot, icov 8¢ uétestt TOV
Kvdovov, To 8¢ adla év péowm keitar Evumacty. “But, as it is, the labors are common to us all,
and the dangers are likewise shared, and the rewards lie available for everyone” (Anab. 5.26.7).
With this statement, Alexander presents himself, in effect, as possessing the two traits that
Achilles suggests, via his repeated criticisms of Agamemnon (Il. 1.122-129, 163-168, 9.328-
333), are essential to a good leader—regularly sharing in the toils of his soldiers, and fairly
sharing out the prizes arising from these toils.

When we turn to Coenus’ speech, we find Arrian not only casting Alexander in the role
of a different Achilles, but doing so by different means. In this speech, as Bosworth has noted,
Arrian appears to cast Coenus in a Homeric role of his own: the Patroclus of Iliad 16, the
Patroclus who seeks to persuade his uniquely powerful friend and leader to relent in his selfish

desire and take pity, at long last, on his hard-pressed companions®® To begin with, in making this

2E.g., Il. 1.149-171, 9.323-333, 21.74-82.

9 Bosworth 1995: 354.
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speech, Coenus, like Patroclus, stands upon the threshold of death.%* Whereas Homer comments
on Patroclus’ impending death directly following the hero’s speech (Il. 16.46-47), Arrian, alone
of the surviving Alexander historians besides Curtius (9.3.20), notes Coenus’ actual death shortly
after the mutiny at the Hyphasis (Anab. 6.2.1).%° Moreover, and more specifically, Coenus’
speech contains a suggestive verbal parallel to Patroclus’ speech at the beginning of Iliad 16.

Much as Patroclus concludes his speech to Achilles by saying peia 6¢ «” dxufteg kekundtog

avopag avtii | doapey mpoti dotv vedv Gmo kol kKhModwv, “but easily would we, unwearied,
push wearied men back to the city from the ships and the huts with a battle cry” (Il. 16.44-45),
Coenus does so by suggesting that Alexander begin a new campaign with véot te avti yepoviwv

Kol dxufteg avtl kekunkotov, “young men instead of old men and unwearied men instead of

wearied men” (Anab. 5.27. 8).%¢ Finally—and a point overlooked by Bosworth—both Coenus
and Patroclus cite their army’s debilitated state as a further reason for their addressee to relent in

his selfish desire: %’

9 Bosworth 1995: 354.

% According to both Arrian (Anab. 6.2.1) and Curtius (9.3.20), Coenus died of illness. However, some scholars,
such as Badian 1961a: 20 [2012: 62], Bosworth 1996: 117, and Worthington 1999a: 44 and 1999b: 136-139, have
argued that, based on the proximity of the general’s death to his speech opposing Alexander’s planned advance
beyond the Hyphasis, the king may very well have had a hand in his subordinate’s demise. While the timing of the
general’s death is certainly suspicious, Holt 1999: 112-113 and 2000 is right to point out that there is no actual
evidence to support this supposition.

% Bosworth 1995: 354. While this verbal echo is, as Bosworth concedes, not certain, given its recurrence in both
Homer (1l. 11.802) and Arrian (Anab. 5.18.1), not to mention other authors (e.g., Plut. Cim. 13.1 and Dion. Hal. Ant.
Rom. 8.65.3), it is, | think, generally persuasive given the other parallels noted above and below.

9 As Bosworth 1995: 352-353 notes, Coenus’ description of the Macedonians’ debilitated state is embellished for
rhetorical effect: “This flight of fancy...implies that the Macedonian army had been literally whittled away to a
skeleton force, ignoring the vast reinforcements down to 331 and the continued recruiting of mercenaries. Arrian’s
rhetoric is totally contrary to fact.”
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a0Tol T€ Kol 1] MaKeSOVIKT GTPATLH, TOVG UEV €V TOAC LLAYULG ATOAMAEKAGLY, Ol O €K
TPOVUATOV ATOpayot yeyevnuévol dAAoL dAAN TG Aciag DmoAeAsupévor giciv, ol
mheiovg 8¢ voom dmordAacty, OAiyot 8¢ £k moAA®Y dmosimovtad... %

Both they [the Greek mercenaries] and the Macedonian army have lost some in battles;
others, having been rendered unable to serve due to their wounds, have been left behind,
some in one part of Asia, others in another; the majority have been lost from sickness,
and few out of many are left... (Anab. 5.27.5-6)

ol p&v yap oM mavtec, 6oot Tapog noov dpiotot,

&v vnuoty kéatal fefAnpévol ovTapevol Te.

BEPANTOn pev 6 Tudeldng kpoTepOg Alounong,

ovtaotat 6° OdLVGEDG dOVPIKALTOC O Ayapépvmy,

BEPANTOn 8¢ Kol EvpOmuAog katd unpov olotd.

For indeed all those who were previously the bravest lie struck and wounded among the

ships. Diomedes, the mighty son of, Tydeus, has been struck, and Odysseus has been

wounded as has spear-famed Agamemnon, and Eurypylos, too, has been struck by an

arrow in the thigh. (1l. 16.23-27)

If, then, Bosworth’s suggestion about Coenus’ Homeric role is correct, Alexander’s Homeric
role is not far to seek: the Macedonian king must, by default, be meant to play the role of the
Achilles of Iliad 16, the Achilles who, following a plea from a close companion, finally relents,
at least to some extent, in his selfish pursuit of honor and glory.

Having surveyed Arrian’s Homeric program in this passage, let us turn now to the
program’s thematic significance, first in Alexander’s speech and then in Coenus’. When
Alexander addresses the Macedonian officers at the Hyphasis, chief among the arguments he
employs to win them over is his superior leadership. At the beginning of his speech, for example,
he challenges his officers to find fault with him qua leader: i pév on peumtoi gicwv HUiv oi uéypt

debpo movNOEVTEG TOVOL KOl aDTOG YD 1YOVUEVOS, 0VOEV ETL Tpopyov Adyev poi éoty, “If you

should find fault with the labors you have undergone up to this time and with me myself as your

9 Curtius (9.3.10) also mentions the Macedonian army’s debilitated state, but places less emphasis on it than Arrian
does.
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leader, there is no point in speaking further” (Anab. 5.25.3). Similarly, at the end of his speech,
he stakes his final appeal on his past and future generosity as a leader:
1] 1€ xOpa VUETEPO. KOl DUETC 0OTHG oOTPATEDETE. KOl TOV YPNUATOV TO HEPOG VOV TE £
VUAG TO oAV Epyetan kai Emedav EneEEAbmpuey TV Aciav, TOTE OVK EUTANGOG o AU
VUGG, GALG Kol VepParmv Ooa Ekactog EATtiletl ayada Eoecbat TOVG LEV AmEvol oikadE
€0éhovtag €ig TV oikelay AmoTEUY® T ETaVAE® OTOG, TOVG 08 ATOD PEVOVTOG
MA®TOVG TOTG AEPYOUEVOLS TOMOM.
The country is yours and you are the satraps of it. Now the majority of the wealth comes
to you; and whenever we pass through Asia, then, after having not only satisfied you, by
Zeus, but even overwhelmed you with so many good things as each man hopes to have, |
will send home those who wish to go home or will lead them back myself, and will make
those who remain here objects of envy to those who depart. (Anab. 5.26.8).
On my view, it is this basic argument that Alexander’s role as the pre-lliadic Achilles serves to
reinforce. In the first place, Alexander’s Achillean role conveys the heroic nature of his
leadership. For Alexander, as for Achilles, the Homeric values of kAéog and apetn are as central
to the way he leads his own life as to the way he leads his army. When Alexander proclaims
TOVOLVT®V TOL KOl KIVOLVEDOVTOV T KaAd Epya, Kai v e &bV apeti) 10V Kol dmobviokewy
KAéog aBdvatov volewmouévouc. “Fine deeds, | tell you, belong to those who labor and run
risks, and it is sweet to live with valor and to die leaving behind everlasting fame” (Anab.
6.26.4), it is as much a personal credo as a call to collective action. Second, Alexander’s
Achillean role conveys the fundamentally fair and egalitarian nature of his leadership. Like
Achilles in his quarrel with Agamemnon, Alexander presents himself as a leader committed to
ensuring that the campaign’s toils be shared in common and its spoils divided in an equitable
fashion. By playing the part of this Achilles, therefore, Alexander presents himself as a leader of
the highest caliber—a leader, in short, whom his troops should be ashamed to refuse.

In Coenus’ speech, by contrast, Alexander’s Achillean role carries with it a more

negative significance. By presenting Coenus in the guise of the Patroclus of Iliad 16, Arrian, as
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suggested above, simultaneously, if implicitly, presents Alexander in the guise of the Achilles of
Iliad 16. How is the Macedonian king’s Homeric role to be understood? On the one hand, by
casting Alexander in this role, Arrian, I would argue, hints at the king’s pitilessness and
stubbornness—at the king’s decidedly non-superior leadership—as the mutiny at the Hyphasis
begins. Like the Achilles of Iliad 16, who, prior to Patroclus’ speech, refuses to render aid to the
hard-pressed Greeks, Alexander, prior to Coenus’, refuses to heed his war-weary soldier’s
wishes to turn back, preferring instead to press on, no matter the cost. On the other hand, by
casting Alexander in this Achillean role, Arrian also hints, I believe, at Alexander’s eventual
change of heart. Much as the Achilles of Iliad 16 decides, following Patroclus’ speech, to
provide aid to his fellow Greeks, so does Alexander decide, following Coenus’, to take pity on
his fellow Macedonians, giving the long-awaited order to begin the march home. Yet, in this
similarity lies a crucial difference. Where Achilles’ change of heart comes about precisely
because of Patroclus’ speech, and the special bond between the two heroes, Alexander’s change
of heart comes about only indirectly because of Coenus’ speech. Indeed, as Arrian reports,
Alexander remains determined to march on for several days after Coenus’ speech (Anab. 5.28.3),
and decides to relent only when, in his view, all factors, both human and divine, seem opposed to
his plan (Anab. 5.28.4-5). Thus, through this Achillean role, Arrian suggests that Alexander, far
from a truly perfect leader, as the previous speech implies, is, in reality, an all-too-human leader,
a leader who, for all his noble qualities, is marred by another quality that, from a Stoic

perspective, is highly problematic: an insatiable desire for glory.®® Ultimately, while this quality

% From a Stoic perspective, an insatiable desire for glory is hardly conducive to happiness, as a person afflicted with
this desire will tend to be controlled by, rather than in control of, said desire.

169



causes no further tension at the Hyphasis, it soon threatens, as Arrian shows in the following

passage, to be the ruin of both Alexander and his army.

V. Alexander’s Aristeia at the Mallian Town (Anab. 6.9.2-6)1%

¢ 6& 1 dxpa EYOUEVN TPOG TAV TOAEUI®VY Kol TPO TAVTNG TETAYUEVOL €IC TO Amopdyectat moAlol
gpdvnoav, Evtadba 61 ol pev VTOPVCCOVTES TO TETYOG, 01 O¢ Tpochiacel Omn Tapeikol TV
KMudkov BracacHot énelpdvto ¢ v dkpav. [3] AAEEavdpog 0€, g PAakede aDTd £60KOVV
TV Makeddvmv ol pEpovTeg TaG KATAKOS, Apmdoag KALaKO EVOC TV pEPOVI®OV TPOGEONKE TA
Telyel avToOC Kal €idndeic V1o T domidt avéParvev: éml 0 avt® [Tevkéotog O TV iepav aomidn
Pépov, fiv &k 10D ved T AOnvag thc TAddog AaPav Gua ol elxev AAEEaVSPog Kai Tpd adTod
EPEPETO &V TG payouc: £mi 8€ To00TEM AEOVVATOG AVIEL KATO TNV aDTV KAILOKO O GOUATOPOANE:
Kot 08 GAANV KAipaka APpéag T@V SUOPITAV TIC 6TPATEVOUEV®V. [4] 7)oM) Te TpOC TH EmdrEet
70D TElY0Vg O PacIAeds NV Kai peicag &n odTh TV domida ToVG pév dGel elcm Tod TElYOVS TMV
Tvodv, ToVg 6¢ kai avTod T® Elpetl AmokTeivag YEYVUVOKEL TO TONTN TETYOG" KOl Ol VTOCTIoTOL
VIEPPOPot yevopevol LITEP 10D PacIAEWDS 6TOVIT MOBOVLEVOL KATO TV VTV KAILOKO
ouvtpifovcty adTAV, AOTE Ol PEV 1jON AVIOVTEC DTMV KAT® ETecoV, TOIg 08 GAAOIC dmopov
gmoinoav v dvodov. [5] AAEEavdpog 8 g Eml TOD TELYOVE 6TAC KOKAWD TE Ao TMV TANGioV
Topywv ERAAAETO, 00 Yap TEAdGOL Y€ ETOAUA TIG ADTH TMOV TvodV, Kol VIO TAV £K THC TOAEMC,
000& TOPP® TOHTOV Y E6aKOVTILOVI®V (ETUYE YaP TL KoL TPOCKEY®OUEVOV TOOTY TPOG TO
1€1(0¢), SfAOC pev v AAEEOVEPOC OV TAOV Te STAMV Tfj AapmpOTNTL Kod TG ATOT® THC TOAUNG,
&yvo 0& 0Tt adToD PEV PHEVAOV KIvOUVELGEL UNOEY O Tt Kod Adyov EE1ov AmodEIKVOUEVOG,
Katamndncog 6¢ icm Tod TeiYoVE TVYOV HEV AT ToOTE EkTANEEL TOVG Tvdovg, €l 8¢ un, Kai
KIvOLVeVEY d€ot, peydia Epya kai toig Enetta muBécban d&la Epyacdpevog o0k Aomovdel
amoBaveitor—radta Yvous Kortamndd amd tod teiyoug £¢ v dkpav. [6] &Evba on £peiobeig Tpog
1@ Telyel TOVG PEV TvaG &G XETpag EABOVTAG Kal TOV Ye Nyepdva TdV Tvodv Tpocpepdpevdv ot
Opacitepov maicag @ Eipel amokteivel: dAlov 6& meddlovia MOy Parmv Eoye Kai dAlov MO,
OV 8¢ &yyutépm mpocdyova 6 Elpet ad0iC. oi 8¢ BapPapor meAGLe pEv odTd odKéTt §Oghov,
ERoAAOV O TavTobev TEpleaTNKOTEG O TL TIC EYV PEAOG ETHYYavVEV T} &V TQ TOTE EAafEV.

But when the citadel was clearly held by the enemy and many were clearly deployed before it to
fight back, [the Macedonians] then began trying to force their way into the citadel, some by
undermining the wall, others with the application of ladders wherever it was suitable. [3] But
Alexander, when those carrying the ladders seemed to him to be shirking, seized a ladder from
one of the men carrying them, placed it against the wall himself, took cover beneath his shield,
and began making his way up it; after him came Peucestas, who carried the sacred shield that
Alexander took from the temple of Athena at Troy and kept with him and had carried before him
in battle; after him, Leonnatus the bodyguard began to go up the same ladder; and up a different
ladder, Abreas, a double-pay man. [4] The king was already on the parapet of the wall and, by
leaning his shield against it, pushed some of the Indians back within the wall and, having killed
others there with his sword, cleared the wall in that sector. The Shield Bearers, having become

100 For Plutarch’s account of Alexander’s aristeia at the Mallian town, see Chapter 2, Section IV.
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terribly afraid for the king pushed up the ladder in haste and broke it, so that some of those who
were already going up fell down and made the ascent impossible for the rest. [5] When
Alexander, standing upon the wall, was being shot at in a circle both from the nearby towers (for
none of the Indians dared approach him) and by those from the city—these, in fact, not even
shooting from long range (for there happened to be a mound there next to the wall)—he was
conspicuous both by the brilliance of his arms and by the strangeness of his daring. He realized,
however, that, if he stayed there, he would be in danger without showing forth any deed worthy
of record, but, if he leapt down within the walls, he would perhaps astound the Indians by this
very act, and, if not—and if he had to be in danger—he would die not without effort, having
performed great deeds worthy to be heard of by future generations. Realizing these things, he
leaps down from the wall into the citadel. [6] There, having propped himself against the wall, he
kills some who come at him hand to hand, and also the leader of the Indians with a stroke of his
sword as he attacks him over boldly; one after another as they drew near he hit with a stone and
checked, while whoever came closer he checked again with his sword. The barbarians were no
longer willing to approach him, but, as they stood around him, they hurled whatever missile
anyone happened to have or seized in the moment.

In this passage, Arrian recounts Alexander’s famous aristeia at the Mallian town. During
the final assault on this town, Alexander, perceiving his soldiers to be malingering, seizes a
ladder and scales the Mallian walls himself. Thereupon, finding himself virtually alone on the
enemy battlements, the king takes the supremely heroic step of jJumping into the enemy citadel,
where he proceeds to slay several Indians before finally receiving a near-fatal arrow wound to
the lung. Throughout Arrian’s account of this episode, a general Homeric resonance is patent: in
true Homeric fashion, Alexander not only seeks kleos through martial areté, but is willing to lay
down his life for the same.2 Yet, if this passage’s Homeric resonance is patent, there is
controversy as to which Homeric hero, if any, Arrian means to cast Alexander as in this passage.
While J. Mossman has suggested the Achilles of the closing books of the Iliad,'%? and Stadter

and Bosworth the Hector of Iliad 22,1% | argue that Arrian actually means to cast Alexander in

101 Stadter 1980: 111-112 and Tonnet 1988: 1.20.
102 Mossman 1988: 90.

103 Stadter 1980: 111-112 and Bosworth 2007: 448-449.
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both of these Homeric roles, and that, as in the two preceding passages, the king’s dual Homeric
roles are central to this passage’s thematic significance.

Let us begin with Alexander’s role as Achilles. While Mossman is correct to suggest that
“Alexander is never more like Achilles than this,”2% the evidence she adduces for this parallel is
in need of supplementation. Besides the rather general observation that Alexander here displays
“magnificent courage,” by which she seems to mean Achilles-like courage, Mossman’s sole
evidence for this claim is that Arrian describes Alexander with similar vocabulary to that with
which Homer describes Achilles in the final books of the Iliad.'% Where Achilles’ armor, for
example, &Elaume, “shined brilliantly” as he approaches Troy for his duel with Hector (l1. 22.32),
Alexander’s weapons gleam Aaunpotntt “with brilliance” as he stands on the Mallian
battlements (Anab. 6.9.5); and where Achilles’ voice is apilnin , “very clear” as he shouts from
the Greek trench (Il. 18.221), Alexander himself is dfjAog “clear,” “conspicuous” (Anab. 6.9.5),
an Attic cognate of Homeric api¢nhoc.1%

While Mossman lets her case for the Achilles motif rest with verbal parallels of this sort,
broader narrative parallels, | suggest, provide more compelling evidence for the motif’s presence
in this passage. Like Plutarch’s account of Alexander’s aristeia, Arrian’s account can be seen to
contain parallels to Achilles’ famous epiphany in Iliad 18.1%7 First of all, both Alexander and
Achilles stage their respective epiphanies in highly conspicuous places, the Mallian battlements

in the former’s case (Anab. 6.9.5) and the Greek trench in the latter’s (Il. 18.215). Second, both

104 Mossman 1988: 90.

105 Mossman 1988: 90.

106 Mossman 1988: 90 does not actually draw any specific parallels between Arrian and Homer, but the part of
Arrian’s account that she singles out as Homeric, §fjlog u&v fiv AAéEavdpog dv @V e STAwv T AaumpdTt Kol 1)

atome the TOAung, suggests that such parallels are the sort she has in mind.

107 | wish to thank Professors Morgan and Purves for calling my attention to these Homeric parallels.
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heroes shine with an arresting, more-than-human brilliance in the course of their respective
epiphanies:
Sfilog pev v AAEEavSpog MV TV Te dTAV TH AUTPdTNTL KOod T GTOTE THG TOAUNC. ..

Alexander was conspicuous both by the brilliance of his arms and by the strangeness of
his daring... (Anab. 6.9.5)

O¢ &’ AytAANog KePOATC o€hag aifép” Tkave. ..

Thus a flame reached heaven from Achilles’ head... (Il. 18.214)
Third, both heroes, despite being totally or virtually alone, manage to strike terror in their
enemies with their respective epiphanies:

0V Yap TEAAGOL YE ETOALA TIG AVTD TAV TVODV...

For none of the Indians dared approach him [Alexander]... (Anab. 6.9.5)

018 Mg odV diov dmo. ydhkeov Alakidao,

TacLy 0pivon Bupdc: dtap kaAlitpiyeg inmot

ay dyea tpoTEOV: OGGOVTO Yap GAYEX OLUU®D.

Therefore, when they [the Trojans] heard the brazen voice of the son of Aeacus, all their

hearts were affrighted, and the fine-maned horses began to turn the chariots around, for

they beheld pains in their heart. (Il. 18.222-224)
Finally, much as Achilles must await the arrival of his divinely made shield during his epiphany
(11. 18.134-137), so is Alexander depicted, in a detail unique to Arrian, as being accompanied by
the sacred shield of Troy,% a purported relic of the Trojan War taken by the king during his

pilgrimage to Troy (Arr. Anab. 1.11.7-8; Diod 17.18.1) and subsequently carried before him in

battle by the Hypaspists.'% Based on these Homeric parallels, then, this passage, | would argue,

108 While Stadter 1980: 111-112 notes that the sacred shield of Troy contributes to the passage’s general Homeric
quality, he stops short of comparing it to the shield of Achilles.

199 Droysen 2012: 116 claimed that this shield was actually thought to have been the famous shield of Achilles. The
ancient sources, however, do not support this view. While both Arrian and Diodorus, the two sources for the shield,
connect it to the Trojan War, neither connects it to Achilles specifically (Arr. Anab. 1.11.7-8 and 6.9.3; Diod.
17.21.2).
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should be seen as containing a specific, rather than general, allusion to Achilles: rather than
playing the role of the Achilles of the final books of the Iliad, as Mossman maintains, Alexander
plays, in fact, the role of the Achilles of Iliad 18.

Having considered Alexander’s role as Achilles, let us turn now to his role as Hector. As
Bosworth and Stadter have shown, Alexander here takes on the role of Hector through Arrian’s
Hector-esque way of describing the king prior to his fateful leap into the Mallian town:*

ueydio Epya kol toig Emerta Tbécbot dEia Epyacapuevog ovk aomovdel dmobaveitat. ..

he [Alexander] would die not without effort, having performed great deeds worthy to be
heard of by future generations... (Anab. 6.9.5)

U1 pov domovdi ye kol dkheldg dmoloiuny,
aAla péya pé€ac Tt kol Eéccopévolat Tvbésbau.

so that | may not perish, indeed, without effort and without glory, but after having done
some great deed to be heard of even by men to come. (1l. 22.304-305)

The similarities between these two passages are, to put it mildly, striking. On a basic level,
Arrian’s language clearly echoes Homer’s,*'! with three Arrianic words or phrases finding
parallels in Homeric words or phrases: domovdei (Anab. 6.9.5) ~ domovdi (1. 22.304); peydra
gpya...epyacdpevog (Anab. 6.9.5) ~ péya pé&ag (1l. 22.305); and toic Eneira muHEcOon (Anab.
6.9.5) ~ éoocopévorot muBéaban (11. 22.305). Moreover, and as a direct result of this similarity of
language, Alexander’s behavior and motivations at the Mallian town come to resemble those of
Hector prior to his final confrontation with Achilles: faced with a foe against whom victory is
doubtful, Alexander, like Hector, chooses to face this foe all the same, deeming it preferable,

should victory be denied him, to die gloriously and, in so doing, become the stuff of legend for

110 Stadter 1980: 111-112 and Bosworth 2007: 448; cf. Tonnet 1988: 1.20.

111 While both Stadter 1980: 111-112 and Bosworth 2007: 448 note this similarity of language, neither spells out
these similarities.
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generations to come. Thus, much as Alexander plays the role of a specific Achilles in this
passage, so does he also play the role of a specific Hector: the Hector of Iliad 22.

With Alexander’s two Homeric roles in this passage established, we may now consider
their thematic significance, both separately and together. While the few scholars who have
considered this passage’s Homeric dimension have generally been content to note Alexander’s
role as Achilles or Hector, Bosworth has recently attempted to go further, discussing, in his case,
the significance of the king’s role as the Hector of Iliad 22. According to Bosworth, this Homeric
role works on two levels: on the one hand, Alexander’s role as Hector foreshadows the king’s
near-death at the Mallian town and, shortly thereafter, his actual death in Babylon;*'? on the
other, this role implicitly underscores the king’s rashness, inasmuch as the Hector of Iliad 22
finds himself facing death through the will of the gods, whereas Alexander does so simply
through his unwillingness to wait for reinforcements.*'* Compared to Alexander’s role as the
Hector of Iliad 22, his role as the Achilles of Iliad 18, a topic never considered from a thematic
perspective, calls for more attention. On my reading, the thematic significance of Alexander’s
second Homeric role is twofold. In the first place, Alexander’s role as Achilles clearly highlights
the king’s heroic grandeur. Like Achilles at the Greek trench, Alexander here has but to show
himself for his enemies to be seized by fear. In the second, Alexander’s role as Achilles, like his
role as Hector, hints at the king’s basic rashness in this passage. In Iliad 18, when Achilles shows
himself at the Greek trench, he refrains, following Thetis’ advice, from taking part in the fighting

until he receives his new, divinely made shield. In Arrian’s reworking of this Homeric episode,

112 Bosworth 2007: 448-449.

113 Bosworth 2007: 449.
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however, the new Achilles fails to heed Thetis’ advice: while Peucestas the Hypaspist,*** like
Thetis, is in the process of bringing the hero his special shield during the hero’s epiphany (Anab.
6.9.3), Alexander refuses to wait for this shield—and the protection it represents—thereby
courting disaster for himself and his army. Now, in the event, disaster strikes not when
Alexander is alone in the Mallian town, but when Peucestas and the sacred shield are there to
protect him (Anab. 6.10.2). Still, by leaping into the Mallian town without Peucestas and the
sacred shield, Alexander behaves, as this Achilles parallel hints, in a thoroughly reckless way—a
theme, in fact, to which Arrian returns in the aftermath of this episode.*® Following Alexander’s
recovery from his wound, the king’s friends, with Arrian’s approval, reproach him for having
needlessly risked his life, for having played, in effect, the part of a soldier rather than that of a
general (Anab. 6.13.4). Ultimately, in Arrian’s view, for Alexander to play the role of Achilles in
this passage, to prioritize, that is to say, the role of soldier over that of general, is not only a sign
of recklessness; it is also a sign of a deeper defect, and one especially serious from a Stoic
perspective: Alexander’s inability to check his pleasures, both his lust for battle and his passion
for glory (Anab. 6.13.4).116

While both of Alexander’s Homeric roles can thus be interpreted on their own, these
same roles can also be interpreted as a pair. On a basic level, by casting Alexander in the role of
both Achilles and Hector, the two greatest heroes of the Trojan war, Arrian highlights his hero’s
preeminent heroism: Alexander, the historian suggests, represents the perfect culmination of

Homeric heroism, the Homeric ethos made flesh. Yet, the combined thematic significance of

114 Heckel 2006: 329, n. 550 makes a strong case for considering Peucestas a member of the Hypaspists, the elite
infantry unit of Alexanders army.

115 Cf, Stadter 1980: 111-112.

116 Cf. Arr. Anab. 7.2.2 gk 86&nc...8ewvidg ékpateito, “he [Alexander] was terribly controlled by his love for glory.”
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these two roles is not solely complimentary. Besides being the two greatest heroes of the Trojan
war, Achilles and Hector are also, of course, mortal enemies. For Arrian to cast Alexander as
both of these heroes, therefore, is to suggest that Alexander is, in a symbolic sense, the agent of
his own destruction: Alexander qua Achilles will be the ruin of Alexander qua Hector.
Furthermore, if, as J. Redfield has argued, Achilles and Hector represent two different modes of

heroism’

—with Achilles standing for a more personal and Hector a more communal heroism—
Alexander’s dual Homeric roles take on still deeper meaning. From this vantage point, for
Alexander to play the role of both Achilles and Hector suggests not only that the king is capable
of both modes of heroism, but that, just as Achilles will triumph over Hector in their final duel,
so will Alexander’s personal heroism triumph over his collective heroism at the Mallian town. 8
In the final analysis, then, Alexander’s dual Homeric roles show Alexander in a nuanced light, as

both a hero of peerless brilliance and a hero of terrifying destructive potential, both for himself

and others.

Conclusion

This chapter has argued that the Achilles motif serves to highlight two strands of Arrian’s
portrait of Alexander: the encomiastic and the Stoic. On the one hand, Arrian deploys the motif
as a means of stressing Alexander’s greatness, and several facets thereof, from his supreme
heroism, as in the Troy (Anab. 1.12.1) and Mallian town (Anab. 6.9.1-10.4) episodes, to his fair

and egalitarian leadership, as in the Hyphasis episode (Anab. 5.24.8-29.2). On the other hand,

117 Redfield 1975: passim.

118 professor Morgan rightly notes that Hector becomes more closely aligned with personal heroism in Iliad 22,
deciding, as he does, to face Achilles for personal reasons (i.e., glory, shame) rather than communal reasons (i.e., the
wellbeing of Troy). From this perspective, then, Alexander’s role as Hector may be seen as pointing in the same
direction as his role as Achilles, with both stressing the Macedonian’s decisive choice in favor of personal over
communal heroism.
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and perhaps more unexpectedly, Arrian uses the motif to reflect Alexander’s moral defects as
seen from a Stoic perspective, from his lack of self-control, as in the Cleitus episode (4.8.1-9.8),
to his all-consuming passion for glory and conquest, as in the Hephaestion (Anab. 7.14, 16.8),
Hyphasis, and Mallian town episodes. What, then, can this chapter tell us about Arrian’s portrait
of Alexander overall? While scholars have traditionally viewed the historian’s portrait of the
king as overwhelmingly positive, this chapter, in line with more recent scholarship on the

Anabasis,1°

suggests that this portrait is more complex than scholars have previously thought.
Without question, the portrait’s essence is firmly laudatory, as the historian’s claim to be the
Homer to Alexander’s Achilles makes clear; at the same time, however, its laudatory strain is
partially balanced by a more critical one, a strain that periodically stresses the king’s
philosophical—and specifically Stoic—shortcomings. Ultimately, as Bosworth, the late doyen of

Alexander studies, has remarked, the Anabasis “is no literary proskunésis, but a reasoned and

nuanced study of Alexander’s reign, reflecting the complexity of Alexander himself.”12°

119 Bosworth 2007 and Burliga 2013.

120 Bosworth 2007: 453.
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CONCLUSION

[The lliad’s] power ensured that as long as war remained a central concern to the societies
involved, Achilles, best of Greek warriors, would be a figure to be reckoned with, able to be
fruitfully manipulated for poetic, political, and philosophical ends.*

This dissertation has been concerned with the Achilles motif, the Alexander tradition’s
familiar device of comparing the Macedonian king to his favorite Homeric hero. While scholars
have traditionally studied the Achilles motif from a historical perspective, seeking to determine
which of Alexander’s Achillean acts are based in fact and which are based in fiction, | attempted
in this dissertation to study the motif from a literary perspective. Starting from the premise that
each of Alexander’s Achillean acts constitutes, in a fundamental sense, a literary phenomenon, |
posed two questions about the Achilles motif, taking Arrian, Curtius, and Plutarch, three of the
extant Alexander historians, as the focus of my study: First, what is the thematic significance of
the Achilles motif in the specific passages of each historian’s work in which it appears? Second,
what is the thematic significance of the Achilles motif in each historian’s work overall? To
answer both of these questions, | considered the three Alexander historians’ uses of the Achilles
motif in three separate, chronologically arranged chapters.

In Chapter 1, on Curtius’ Historiae Alexandri Magni (Histories of Alexander the Great), |
argued that the Achilles motif serves to highlight Alexander’s moral decline over the course of
the work, his transformation, in effect, from the good rex of the first pentad to the corrupt
tyrannus of the second. Throughout the first pentad, in passages such as the Betis episode

(4.6.26-29), Curtius, I showed, uses the motif to foreshadow Alexander’s royal degeneration

upon becoming Great King; conversely, throughout the second, in passages such as the Roxane

1 King: 1987: 219.
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episode (8.4.22-26), the historian employs the motif to confirm this royal degeneration, and to
explore its effects on both Alexander and those around him. Thus, in Curtius, the Achilles motif
contributes to a relatively dark characterization of the Macedonian king—a characterization that
may owe something to the historian’s own historical context, the Rome of the Early Empire.

In Chapter 2, on Plutarch’s Life of Alexander, | argued that the Achilles motif serves, by
and large, to characterize Alexander as a “spirited” man (Bvpogd1c), in both its positive and
negative senses. On the positive side, in passages such as Alexander’s quasi-arming scene (Alex.
32.8-11), Plutarch uses the Achilles motif to highlight Alexander’s ambition and heroism. On the
negative side, in passages such as Alexander’s tutelage under Lysimachus (Alex. 5.7-8) and the
death of Hephaestion (Alex. 72.1-5), the biographer employs the motif to underscore his subject’s
adherence to passion over reason (Adyoc), and the dangers, from a Platonic perspective, of such
adherence. Based on this examination of the Achilles motif in Plutarch’s Alexander, I conclude
that, while Wardman overstated his case when he claimed that 6 6vpocidég is Alexander’s key
quality, it is nevertheless an important one.

In Chapter 3, on Arrian’s Anabasis of Alexander, | argued that the Achilles motif serves
to reinforce Arrian’s complex portrait of Alexander, a portrait at once encomiastic and Stoic. On
the one hand, Arrian deploys the motif as a way of celebrating the Macedonian king,
highlighting positive aspects of his character such as his preeminent heroism, as in the
pilgrimage to Troy episode (Anab. 1.12.1), and his fair and egalitarian leadership, as in the
mutiny at the Hyphasis episode (Anab. 5.24.8-29.2); on the other hand, and more unexpectedly,
the historian uses the motif as a means of critiquing his subject from a Stoic perspective, drawing
attention to more negative aspects of his character, such as his lack of self-control (co@pocivn),

as in the Cleitus episode (Anab. 4.8.1-9.8), and his all-consuming love of glory, as in the Mallian
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town episode (Anab. 6.9.1-10.4). Ultimately, while scholars have traditionally viewed Arrian’s
portrait of Alexander as overwhelmingly positive, the historian’s use of the Achilles motif
suggests that this portrait should be seen as more complex in nature.

What conclusions, then, can be drawn from this study of the Achilles motif as found in
Arrian, Curtius, and Plutarch? A preliminary conclusion relates to the Achilles motif’s function
within Alexander historiography as a whole. In his survey of Alexander as the “New Achilles,”
A. Stewart claims that the Macedonian king’s connection to the Homeric hero became, for his
historians, “a topos, offering a prepackaged guide to his motivations and goals.”? While Stewart
is right to describe Alexander’s connection to Achilles as a topos of Alexander historiography,
this topos’ function, as this dissertation has shown, is significantly more complex than Stewart
suggests. Based on the preceding analysis, rather than serving a single fixed purpose, as Stewart
holds, the Achilles motif serves a variety of purposes. Without doubt, the motif can—and does—
highlight Alexander’s heroism, the function emphasized by Stewart, but it can also, to pick but a
single example from each of the historians considered in the preceding chapters, underscore his
transgressive behavior (Curtius), foreshadow his impending death (Plutarch), and hint at his
tragic nature (Arrian).® In short, the Achilles motif represents a highly flexible literary device,
capable of furthering a range of thematic agendas.

This study also permits conclusions to be drawn about the three Alexander historians’
relationship to their sources. Throughout the nineteenth and much of the twentieth century, the
extant Alexander historians tended to be viewed as essentially copyists of the lost Alexander

historians. On this view, Arrian, for example, was a pure reflection of Ptolemy and/or

2 Stewart 1993: 81.

3 Curtius: see Chapter 1, Section, I11; Plutarch: see Chapter 2, Section I1V; Arrian: see Chapter 3, Section II.
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Aristobulus, his two main sources, while Curtius and Plutarch represented more complex re-
workings of both Cleitarchus, the father of the Vulgate tradition, and other lost historians. In
recent decades, however, scholars have generally moved away from this view, coming to regard
each of the Alexander historians as, at least to some extent, authors with their own literary
agendas, their own themes, styles, and structures. While the Alexander historians’ literary
complexity can be seen from a number of angles, their use of the Achilles motif, I suggest, is a
perfect example of this quality. On a basic level, all three historians seem to deploy the motif
either in places unique to them, such as Curtius’ account of the diplomatic exchanges between
Alexander and Darius (4.1.7-14; 4.5.1-8; 4.11.1-10, 16-21), or in ways unique to them, such as
Arrian’s evocation of the choice of Achilles in Alexander’s speech at the Hyphasis (Anab.
5.26.6) or Plutarch’s allusion to Achilles’ appearance at the Greek trench via the word célog
(Alex. 63.4). Furthermore, and more tellingly, all three historians connect the Achilles motif to
major themes of their works, with Curtius tying the motif to Alexander’s moral decline, Plutarch
relating it to Alexander’s Platonic struggle between passion and reason, and Arrian linking it to
Alexander’s single-minded passion, problematic from a Stoic perspective, for glory and
conquest. What a study of the Achilles motif suggests, therefore, is that the recent view of the
Alexander historians is fundamentally correct: far from simple compilers, the Alexander
historians are, in fact, sophisticated artists whose works deserve to be read with an eye to both

their historical and their literary content.
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