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ABSTRACT

THE CHRISTIAN ALEXANDER

THE Use oF ALEXANDER THE GREAT IN EARLY CHRISTIAN LITERATURE

By CHRISTIAN THRUE DjURSLEV

The aim of the present study is to examine how the legacy of Alexander was appro-
priated, altered and used in arguments in early Christian discourse (c. 200-600).
There is an inventory of all the early Christian references to Alexander in Appendix 1.
The structure of the thesis is conceived as an unequal triptych: it is divided into three
parts with subdivisions into three chapters of varying lengths (Part III contains two
chapters and the thesis conclusion). Each part is prefaced with a short description of
its contents. Each chapter within those parts have a preliminary remark to introduce

the principal subject area with a brief conclusion in the back of it.

Part I explores the Alexander traditions of three geographical centres of the Chris-
tian world: Alexandria (Ch. 1), Jerusalem (Ch. 2) and Rome (Ch. 3). It shows how the
Jewish tales from these cities, such as the Josephan tale about Alexander’s visit to Jer-

usalem, were used in a variety of diverging, often contradictory, ways.

Part II turns to the writings of the apologists in the second and third centuries.
It discusses three prevalent themes associated with Alexander: historiography (Ch. 4),
divine honours (Ch. 5) and Greek philosophy (Ch. 6).

Part III moves on to the central texts and Alexander themes in the fourth to sixth
centuries. It focuses on his role in Christian chronicles, church histories and repres-
entations of their world (Ch. 7), and also the rhetorical use of the figure in Christian

preaching and public speaking (Ch. 8).

Taken together, these three parts form the overarching argument that Alexander
did not only fill many diverse roles in Christian representations of the remote past,
but also featured in contemporary discourse on Christian culture, identities and soci-
eties, as well as in arguments made on behalf of the Christian religion itself. Indeed,
the Christians frequently juxtapose the figure with distinctively Christian features,
such as the life of Jesus, the Apostles, the church, sacred cities and holy spaces.
They incorporate him into discourses on peace, mercy, generosity and abstinence.
In other words, they repeatedly made Alexander relevant for what they considered

important and, thus, created their own distinct discourse on the figure.
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A Note oN CONVENTIONS

A study of this length calls for a formal outline of its academic practice and idiosyn-
crasies. This thesis straddles the following major academic topics: Alexander the
Great, Early Christianity and Late Antiquity. Since my own academic background is
in Classical Philology and Ancient History, I have made an extra effort to explain the
divergences in scholarly nomenclature, dramatis personae, dictionaries, reference
works and primary sources between these fields. Transliteration of personal names
and toponyms is in accordance with the fourth edition of the Oxford Classical Dic-
tionary (OCD? 2012) for the sake of familiarity and accessibility.

The merging of academic fields causes frequent onomastic complications: ‘Alexan-
der’ can denote king Alexander III of Macedon (the Great) or Alexander, the fourth-
century bishop of Alexandria (who, according to the fifth-century bishop Theodoret
of Cyrrhus, was also ‘the Great’). Again, ‘Justin’ can refer to Justin Martyr or Justin,
epitomiser of Pompeius Trogus’ Philippic History. The most familiar English form of
these names is used, and additional sobriquets are supplied to identify the person dis-
cussed. For instance, I write John Chrysostom instead of John’ (more than fifty prom-
inent ancient Christians with that name). This tendency is also apparent for the
names of modern scholars as well. For instance, I use the full names of Averil
Cameron and Alan Cameron to avoid confusion. The author-date system (Harvard
Style) for bibliographical references is limited to the last name of the author and the

date of their work. British orthography is maintained throughout what follows.

References to Christian and non-Christian authors in the notes are given in full to
make consultation easier. I have in most cases preferred to translate titles of ancient
works into English. Some Christian sources exist only in one or more of a range of
non-Classical languages, such as Syriac, Coptic and Armenian, but most are fortu-
nately translated into at least one modern language. The most recent critical editions
and authorised translations of these texts are used and adapted as appropriate. For
fuller bibliographical information, I refer the reader to Appendix 1: inventory of Chris-
tian references to Alexander, with further notices on critical editions and biographies
of individual authors. All other bibliographical data are deferred to the Bibliography
(abbreviations, etc.) for ease of reference.

For the sake of consistency, all references to the Old Testament (OT) and the New
Testament (NT) are to the New Revised Standard Version (NRSV) in the fourth edi-
tion of the New Oxford Annotated Bible (NOAB, 2010). References to the Alexander Ro-
mance (AR) are to the so-called ‘alpha recension’, edited by Stoneman 2007- (BIOX
AAEEANAPOY) unless otherwise specified.
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INTRODUCTION

The beginning of a book is of major importance. It sets forth the subject matter, es-
tablishes the aims and authority of the author and displays his intellectual ability. Ac-
cordingly, when the Church Father Jerome of Stridon (c. 347-419) prefaced his book
on the life of the hermit Hilarion, he employed several rhetorical devices to impress
immediately. His prayer to the Holy Spirit is an appeal to divine authority; his refer-
ences to Roman historians are to profess his historical accuracy; and his allusion to
Greek poets is to proclaim the epic power of his prose. Besides these, allusions to ac-
knowledged Greek and Latin writers, and the sacred texts of Scripture, appear in
equal quantity and on equal terms. The prologue of the saint’s life is thus embellished

with references to the literatures of Jerusalem, Greece and Rome.

One such reference is to what the great Alexander had ostensibly remarked when
he visited Achilles’ tomb at Troy. The king pronounced the hero happy that the Iliad
of Homer had bestowed lasting literary fame upon his achievement. On that note,
Jerome makes the self-satisfied claim that the Life, as the herald of Hilarion, would
outdo the Iliad and give the saint greater glory than Homer’s Achilles, whose renown
was even envied by Alexander. Similarly, centuries before, the Alexander historian
Arrian of Nicomedia had used the remark to proclaim the greatness of his own liter-
ary abilities. There are indeed other self-gratifying variants of the king’s saying, such
as in Themistius’ imperial panegyric to the Christian emperor Theodosius I (347-395).
It follows that Alexander’s words at Troy were a stock-in-trade feature in the store-
house of rhetoric for the use of Christians and non-Christians alike. Only Jerome adds
a distinct Christian detail. Alexander is here introduced by the allegorical imagery of
Daniel 7:6 (a four-headed leopard with wings) and, famously, Daniel 8:5-8 (an angry
he-goat that defeats a ram). These allegorical images were emblematic of the Mace-
donian victories over the Persian dynasty and would be effortlessly familiar to a

lettered Christian, which is exactly what Jerome assumes with the laconic reference.!

This unproblematic blend of Biblical and Classical traditions in the prologue is
suggestive of a general tendency in ‘Christian’ textual culture. The Christian juxtapos-
ition and repackaging of traditional texts and tales created a variant version of an-
tiquity for the Christian present. This is but one of the many ways in which the early
Christians use the legacy of Alexander in their writings, and they all have important
implications of the development of a Christian discourse on Alexander. To explore

the use of Alexander in early Christian literature is thus the aim of the present work.

1 Jerome Life of Hilarion prologue (SC 508.212-5). Cf. Cicero On Behalf of Archias 10.24; Arrian
Anabasis 1.12.1-5; Plutarch Alexander 15.9; AR 1.42.9-12; Vopiscus of Syracuse Life of Probus
1.1-2; Julian Oration 8.250d; Themistius Oration 19.339 Schenkl et al.; Sidonius Apollinaris
Letters 3.13.6-8. Cf. Schlumberger 1998: 314-5; Barnes 2010: 186-7; Borgeaud 2010, Alan
Cameron 2011: 764-70. For the innumerable medieval versions of the saying, see Cary 1956:
108 n. 31.



16 THE USE OF ALEXANDER IN EARLY CHRISTIAN LITERATURE

The connection between Alexander and Christianity may still not be apparent to
the modern reader, but for Jerome it was clearly self-evident. The vivid imagery of Al-
exander as the swift leopard or the raging he-goat is taken from his reading of two
Bible passages that he were to expound in his Commentary on Daniel (c. 407). In it, he
asserts that Daniel, whom the Christians considered a prophet, had foreseen Alexan-
der’s coming. In the same way, Jerome would assert that the prophet had foreseen the
Advent of Jesus Christ in Daniel 9:24-7. Through his exegesis of the Bible, the com-
mentator made Alexander relevant to the narrative of the OT and, therefore, to Chris-
tian spirituality and what the Christians saw as ‘their own’ history (Ch. 2). The juxta-
position with Alexander’s Trojan remark reveals that Christians could appropriate
Classical and Biblical textual culture together, and viewed themselves as heirs to, if

not ‘owners’ of, them both. To Jerome, Alexander had much to do with Christianity.

That Jerome could make such an assertion is in itself noteworthy. The fact that his
Christian colleagues made similar and other remarks on Alexander have I deemed
worthy of a book-length study. The figure of Alexander is very useful as a pivot for dis-
cussion because he was such a ubiquitous figure in the ancient world. The Christians
could not afford to overlook him and, indeed, they embraced him. In my opinion,
studying Alexander in early Christian textual culture is rewarding because we can get
a better impression of the reception of the figure in antiquity itself. I share the view
with other scholars that our approach should be holistic. By this I mean that, when
investigating the reception of Alexander, we must not only seek to recover the legacy
of Alexander in the period, culture or text we study, but also strive to learn more
about the objects of study by means of the representations of Alexander that the
writers choose to articulate.? I am convinced that this approach is fundamental for
understanding the literary networks about Alexander in the ancient world, which still

make weighty claims upon our attention.

What lies ahead is not the typical biography of the Macedonian king, but a study of
an ancient discourse about him. The choice of topic is perhaps slightly ambitious, and
the subject matter is certainly immense. The next few pages will try to situate the

present study in existing scholarship and show how it contributes to existing fields.

2 The phrase is adapted from Tolias 2013: 300 citing Briant 2012: 12. Cf. Stewart 1993: 6; Stone
2013: 3; Demandt 2013.



A. APPROACHES TO ALEXANDER LITERATURE

Approaching Alexander is a daunting task regardless of the line of inquiry pursued:
few historical figures have attracted the same amount of attention and fascination
from antiquity up to the present day. Indeed, we still see him on film and in the
theatre; listen to songs about him; and read about him in books, on the Internet and
in the newspapers. He remains a national symbol of more than one country in the
Balkans. The figure features in cultures that the historical Alexander never visited,
such as that of Malaysia or China. He is on the curricula of most respectable ancient
history courses in higher education across the world. Already in 1897, the British ar-
chaeologist David George Hogarth (1862-1927) remarked that he needed no apology
for choosing Alexander as the subject of his book because, ‘Alexander has inspired a
whole literature.’s Evidently, the intervening century has given us no reason to be de-

fensive about studying any aspect of Alexander and his reception.4

As for the literature, it is ever expanding. Scholars of Alexander, past and present,
have amassed book-length bibliographies to record the newest approaches, issues in-
volved and trends in modern scholarship.5 Revision of the history of Alexander schol-
arship is, however, also an important endeavour, and a recent book has done a splen-
did job of unveiling the oldest shrouds of the modern age: Pierre Briant’s Alexandre
des Lumiéres, Alexander in the Age of Enlightenment (c. 1650-1830). Briant shows
how the formative years of modern Alexander studies in Europe, championed by
France, Britain and Germany, were an era that sought to discover the ‘real’ Alexander
by giving priority to the ostensibly immaculate ‘Alexander Gospels,’ of which Arrian

is still the most well-established.® But Briant’s analysis, of the French material in par-

3 Hogarth 1897: vii.

I have made a modest attempt at exploring a neglected area of modern Alexander recep-
tion by looking at the heavy metal tracks about the king. See Djurslev 2015.

5 Burich 1970; Badian 1971; Seibert 1972; Green 1991: 567-85; Carlsen 1993; Cartledge 2004:
295-316; Wiemer 2005: 192-4; Anson 2009; Roisman 2011; Bowden 2014c¢. A. 1. Molina Marin
is currently compiling a bibliography of the Alexander studies produced in the past few
decades.

6 The sobriquet is inspired by Lane Fox 1992 as well as McKechnie 2001. Usually referred to
as the ‘Alexander historians,’ this group of Roman authors reinterpreted lost first or
second-hand accounts. They are arranged chronologically as follows:

(1) The seventeenth book of the Library of History (c. 50 BC) by Diodorus Siculus (hereafter
Diodorus Siculus Library);

(2) Quintus Curtius Rufus, perhaps a Claudian author, composed a Latin History of Alex-
ander in ten books, of which the first two are lost and the tenth incomplete (hereafter Cur-
tius Rufus History);

(3) The Roman polymath Plutarch (c. 45-120) wrote the Life of Alexander (hereafter Plut-
arch Alexander). He also authored a two-part epideitic oration On the Fortune or Virtue of
Alexander and incorporated many Alexander-anecdotes across his diverse essays;

(4) The Roman aristocrat Arrian (c. 92-160?) wrote a history of Alexander, normally re-
ferred to by the Xenophontic title, the Anabasis (hereafter Arrian Anabasis). His work is
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ticular, demonstrates that the ‘Gospellers’ were really mined for anything that could
help to establish and justify European trade, expansion and culture—in short, imper-
ialism—since that was the political reality at the time. This representation of Alexan-
der as an idealistic imperialist has had a great impact on the conceptions of the
Macedonian king in modern times. For instance, the projection can be found in the
classic Alexander-biographies by the Prussian Johann Gustav Droysen (1808-84) and

Alexander’s hagiographer, the Victorian Sir William Woodthorpe Tarn (1869-1957).7

Briant’s tour de force has justly won acclaim by reviewers,® and his focus on the
Zeitgeist in which the scholarship was carried out, its contexts, intricacies and agen-
das, is indeed a welcome approach in modern Alexander research. For instance, crit-
ics of the modern ‘Alexander industry’ have often raised concerns that scholars use
the same five Roman sources to produce the same type of material repeatedly, such
as biographies, prosopographies and military histories. In a review article of Briant
and several other recent Alexander books, Hugh Bowden accepts the suggestion that
we should re-evaluate the high status that has been given to the ‘Alexander Gospels’

since the Enlightenment.9 He stresses the need for studies of Alexander in other texts

principally based on the first-hand witnesses, Ptolemy I Soter and Aristobulus of Cas-
sandreia. He also makes reference to Alexander in On India and the Events after Alexander.
For everything about Arrian, I draw mainly upon my experience as one of the translators
of Arrian into Danish (see Djurslev et al. 2014), not the dated scholarship with Quellen-
forschung, such as Hammond 1993.

(5) The unknown Justin epitomised the Phillipic History, a Latin work written by the Au-
gustan Pompeius Trogus, of which book eleven and twelve record the deeds of Alexander
(hereafter Justin Epitome).

7 Briant 2012: 507-12. For Droysen, see Seibert 1972: 62-3; Schachermeyr 1973: 610-5; Wiemer
2005: 201-2; Bosworth 2009, 2012. For Tarn, see Oxford Dictionary of National Biography,
s.v. Tarn (vol. 53, 789-80). His two volumes on Alexander appeared in 1948 when he was al-
most eighty years old. On Tarn’s Alexander ideal, see e.g. Bosworth 1983; Holt 2003: 112-4;
Ogden 2omna: 3-4; Stoneman 2012b: 1-19; Kosmin 2014: 4; McKechnie 2014. Some still sub-
scribe to this romantic view (see e.g. Thornton 1988), although it is disappearing in schol-
arship.

8 Tolias 2013; Bonnet Bryn Mawr Classical Review (BMCR) 2013.12.07; Vlassopoulos 2014;
Bowden 2014a; Spawforth 2015.

9 Bowden 2014a: 145-6. He aptly summarises the critiques of James Davidson and Mary
Beard. To renew the very traditional field, the former suggested that Alexander’s sexuality
and relationships were key to understanding the man anew, whereas the latter argued
that the Roman filters of Alexander literature should be studied more attentively. I do feel,
however, that these points have considerable weaknesses. Even though Ogden 2011a was
unaware of Davidson’s review, he provided an adequate analysis of Alexander’s sexuality
with refreshing results, although it is still too soon to say whether they will have great im-
pact on subsequent studies. Beard 2011 was in my view too ready to dismiss Spencer 2002
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and contexts in order to understand the engagement with the king’s complex legacy

in ancient and modern societies.

But it is not entirely fair to say that the field of Alexander studies has been as static
as such critics have asserted nor is Bowden’s proposal very original. Studies of the le-
gendary and nationalised Alexanders have proliferated alongside the more histori-
ographical tradition. Inquiries into the diffusions of the Alexander legends even over-
shadowed study of the historical Alexander in the latter half of the nineteenth-cen-
tury. For instance, several European and oriental traditions of the fictional Alexander
Romance (AR) and related texts (in Armenian, Syriac, Arabic, Persian, Ethiopian)
were translated, studied and given priority over any topic related to Alexander his-
toriography at the time.’® Moreover, the following century saw significant contribu-
tions to the study of the Alexander traditions of medieval Europe. Its most prolific
scholar was undoubtedly Friedrich Pfister (1883-1967) whose studies remains a source

of authority today." The lamentably short-lived George Cary (1928-53) was the first to

(see now Welch & Mitchell 2013), while overlooking a considerable wealth of literature
connected to Alexander in Rome, e.g. the very sophisticated Baynham 1998, a lucid study
of the Romanness of Curtius Rufus’ History. There is a detailed overview of previous schol-
arship of Alexander and Rome at Ortmann 1988: 802-806. The following studies can be
highlighted: H. Christensen 1909; Bruhl 1930; Breccia 1933; Nadell 1959, Lanza 1971; Cun-
ningham 1971; Weippert 1972; Ceaucescu 1974; Braccesi 1975; Wirth 1976 (with the ensuing
discussion of the paper by Badian, Bosworth, Schachermeyr, Errington and others in the
Entretiens Hardt series); Kienast 1969, 1982: 377 n. 42; Gillis 1977-8; Vermeule 1986. Newer
studies include: Croisille 1990; Isager 1993; Carlsen et al. 1993; Stewart 2003: 31-4, 55-66;
Stoneman 2004a; Den Hengst 2010: 68-83; Callu & Festy 2010; Smith 2011; Wulfram 2013;
Welch & Mitchell 2013; Overtoom 2013. Cf. Bowden 2014c¢: 1-9.

10  Hogarth 1897: 281 n. 2, ‘Within a very few years, we have had elaborate works produced in
England by Dr. Wallis Budge on the Syriac and Ethiopic versions [of the AR]. The early
French, the early English, and texts of the Latin versions, have been published in a genera-
tion which has seen no critical edition of Arrian or Plutarch. Articles and inaugural disser-
tations on this subject succeed one another in Germany [...]. Indeed, to obtain the reward
of public interest for a real addition to knowledge, a scholar could not do better now than
re-edit the original Pseudo-Callisthenes (AR), disentangling its skeins, arriving through the
versions at its earliest form, and showing what amount of real tradition and genuine folk-
lore it embodies.’ For the Zeitgeist, see Zacher 1867; Meyer 1886 i: xi-xiii; Carraroli 1892: 6-9.
Cf. Pfister 1976: 17-8. There is an overview of the works produced in this great period of AR
studies at Seibert 1972: 222-3. The field of AR studies is strangely omitted in some biblio-
graphies of Alexander studies or dismissed as an unimportant enterprise. See e.g.
Cartledge 2004: 310.

1 Seibert 1972: 220 commends Pfister for his pioneering work on the legends in Germany.
Pfister says in his autobiography (1989: 14) that his teacher Adolf Ausfeld (1855-1904) was
his fount of inspiration, more specifically the Festrede on the Alexander legends Ausfeld
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create a synthesis of the medieval Alexander traditions in the Latin West, and his
work remains an invaluable resource because its collocation of evidence, ‘scholar-
ship’s first and highest goal,? is by modern standards impressive.'3 Such scholars ad-
vocated that their successors should set out on new avenues in search for

Alexander(s) with care and criticism.

There are then, broadly speaking, two different scholarly traditions about Alexan-
der. One concerns the historical person who lived at a specific time (356-323 BC) and
executed a startling military campaign (especially the sources, the facts and the tradi-
tions);4 the other focuses on the Nachleben of this figure in all later contexts: reli-
gious, political, social and textual. Briant’s book on the French Enlightenment move-
ment is but one of many ways of looking at latter days Alexanders. Countless other

possibilities exist, such as that of the Jewish,'s Syro-Arabic’6 and Scandinavian tradi-

delivered at Pfister’s school to celebrate the birthday of Kaiser Wilhelm II (1859-1941). An
intriguing idea that Pfister had from Ausfeld was that the AR tradition could only be un-
derstood by grasping the tradition and transmission of the Gospels (Pfister 1989: 87).
Pfister’s lifelong study of Alexander’s tradition often touched upon the Christian tradition,
but the great span of his interests did not result in a comprehensive study of the interface
between the two. For a list of Pfister’s works, see the Literaturverzeichnis in Pfister 1976. All
references to Pfister's works are to this volume edited by Merkelbach et al. unless other-
wise indicated.

12 Ogden 2013a: 2 n. 2.

13 Cary 1956 on the Medieval Alexander is a true magnum opus, posthumously published by
D. J. A. Ross. Its rather ambitious aim was to ‘summarize, not one but all the general and
popular conceptions of Alexander the Great current in the Middle Ages,” (Cary 1956: 4).
This grandiose claim has to be read alongside a passage in the preface in which Donald
Robertson (1885-1961) notes that Cary’s plan had been to include eastern Alexanders as
well. According to Smithers 1959, it is hard to imagine so great an undertaking. The first
half of the study, an overview of medieval texts and critical editions, is still viable as well
as the extensive notes in the back (pp. 275-351). Cary’s conclusions have been recapitu-
lated favourably by Stone 2013: 3-6, which is a sign of their continued value. The most re-
cent work on the medieval Alexander, Stone aside, is Zuwiyya 2o11; Gaullier-Bougassas
2011; the papers printed in Stock 2015. For a basic overview of Alexander’s reception, see
e.g. Stoneman 2004b, 2008, 2011; Demandt 2009; Grafton et al. 2010 s.v. Alexander the
Great. For the most recent work on Alexander in European literatures, the so-called Alex-
ander Redivivus series, see e.g. Jouanno 2012; Gaullier-Bougassas 2014. For Alexander in
world culture more generally, see the collection of papers in Stoneman et al. 2012, Stone-
man in preparation.

14 See e.g. Holt 1997; Cartledge 2004 for some of the current trends in the field.

15 See e.g. Henrichsen 1860; Donath 1873; Kazis 1962; Stoneman 1994a; Amitay 2010a; Donitz

2011: 21-26; Kleczar 2012a.
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tions,7 to name a select few. As already said, there has been a great scholarly tradi-
tion of studying Alexander in alternative literary settings, especially the Middle Ages.
Indeed, during the past few decades, the rich field of Alexander in Weltliteratur, as
Pfister called it, has continued to thrive, primarily gaining its impetus from the la-
bours of Richard Stoneman. His publications and organisation of international con-
ferences continue to rejuvenate the field, sowing new seeds for further study of the
reception of Alexander. And so it is in this vibrant field of scholarship, Alexander in

world literature, that the present study fits.

Unlike Briant and the medievalists, the present aim is not to discuss the paradigms
that came about in later periods of history, but what had gone before in the Christian

tradition. This discussion will attempt to answer the following research questions:

¢ What has Alexander to do with Christianity? Why did he matter to Christians?

¢ How is he represented in Christian narratives? What is new from what we are
used to from the pagan sources? Wherein lie the differences/similarities?
What is still there and what is omitted? Why is it so?

¢ What methods, literary forms, tropes, arguments, presuppositions and
strategies were used to create Christian agendas, narrative effects and allusive

discourse? Why were some rhetorical features deployed more than others?

¢ Which matters do Christians mainly associate Alexander with? Which over-
arching themes are apparent or absent? Why are Christians interested/unin-
terested in some things more than others? Why is their interest in him ‘Chris-
tian’?

¢ Do Christians take a theological interest in Alexander? If yes, does he have any

significance for dogmatic matters? For instance, for exegesis of the Bible?

16 See e.g. Spiegel 1851; Robles 1888; Noldeke 1890; Lidzbarski 1893; A. Christensen 1910;
Friedldander 1913; Anderson 1931; Czeglédy 1957; Brock 1970; Nagel 1978; Mazzaaoui 1991;
Bin Seray 1994; Zuwiyya 2001; Stoneman 2003a; Reinink 2005; Van Bladel 2007; Douki-
far-Aerts 2010.

17 Swedish texts: Bring 1847; Rietz 1850; Klemming 1855-62; Ahlstrand 1862. Cf. Cary 1956: 39;
50. Even though some research have been carried out on the writings of the philalexan-
drotateé Christina of Sweden (1626-1689), daughter of the Swedish king Gustavus Adolphus,
a fuller study of Alexander in the Scandinavian tradition would be a welcome contribution
to research. For Christina’s literary activities, see Orth 1988. For an Icelandic text with
Norwegian introduction: Unger 1848. Cf. Van Weenen 2009. There is an unpublished ver-
nacular translation of a German version of the AR into Danish from 1630. The only modern
Danish translation is from Greek Lambda, see Harsberg 1987.



22 THE USE OF ALEXANDER IN EARLY CHRISTIAN LITERATURE

+ Ultimately, what changes occurred in the Alexander discourse under the influ-
ence of Christianity in the long term and why? Is there any reason to group

Christian narratives together? Is there coherence or chaos?

These questions are all inspired by the line of inquiry in Briant’s brilliant book just
discussed. In a line, I pursue two general questions: how did Christian discourse de-
velop the legacy of Alexander and how did Alexander’s legacy shape the early Chris-

tian discourse?



B. CURRENT CONTENTIONS

The topic of this study, Alexander and Christianity, was first suggested and attempted
by Richard Klein in 1988.18 He sought to establish the general Christian judgement,
Beurteilung, of Alexander by surveying the opinions in the writings of a group of
Church Fathers, including Augustine of Hippo (354-430). He could conclude from his
perusal that the Latin West resented the king because of an overly negative tradition
in pagan Latin literature, whereas the Greek East praised Alexander and even repres-
ented him as a precursor for the first emperor tolerant to Christianity and, later, a
convert, Constantine I (r. 306-37). To Klein, the great Alexander’s empire became em-

blematic of the Byzantine empire under God through the prism of Constantine.9

It is somewhat amusing that the birthday dedicatee of the celebratory Festschrift
Klein contributed to, the then sixty-year-old Gerhard Wirth, remained unconvinced
of Klein’s hypothesis. Indeed, Wirth insisted that the Church Fathers only made refer-
ence to Alexander for three reasons. First, anecdotes about Alexander were recycled
in Christian texts because it was rhetorical convention to do so, and the so-called in-
ternalised classicisms, Bildungsfloskeln, became embellishments of Christian compos-
itions (as in Jerome’s prologue). Secondly, the king was ostensibly alluded to in the
OT prophecies, just as Jerome posited by the reference to Scripture, and Christians
used Alexander to expound pertinent Biblical passages of Daniel with purely exeget-
ical concerns. Thirdly, the stories from the fictional AR were popular, and could not
be dismissed. According to Wirth, these interests in Alexander distorted knowledge
of the historical Alexander, and references were made to the figure without any sense

of judgement or sense of a Christian community.2°

Both studies were important because they were the first to treat Alexander in the
writings of the Church Fathers as a united whole, even if Wirth could not find the
same unity as Klein. Even though the two scholars did use non-Christian literature to
compare the salient features of the non-Christian Alexander(s) with those represent-

ations of the king in the Christian texts, they gave the priority to Christian authors,

18 Klein 1988 in Will & Heinrichs 1987-8 ii. For other studies in Alexander from this great year
of Alexander studies, see e.g. Bosworth 1988a, 1988b; Heckel 1988; Holt 1988; Aerts & Gos-
man 1988; Ross 1988.

19 Klein 1988: 925, ‘Die vorliegende Arbeit ist, soweit ich sehe, der erste Versuch, dieses
Thema (i.e. Alexander in patristic literature) in einer Gesamtschau zu behandlen.” Cf.
Klein 1988: 929 n. 5. ‘Eine Zusammenstellung einiger wesentlicher Stellen findet sich bei
Eicke. Weitere Arbeiten sind mir nicht bekannt.’” For previous treatments but within
longer works, see e.g. Sainte-Croix 1810: 531-45; Zingerle 1885: 106-16; Carraroli 1892: 141-9;
Weber 1909: 84; Cary 1954; Frugoni 1978: 21; Lexicon des Mittelalters (LexMA) i cols. 354-66.
Cf. Eicke 1909: 83-90; Heuss 1977: 29; Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium (ODB) i s.v. Alexander
the Great; Gissel 1991; Wirth 1993: 65-6; Dopp 1999: 193. For the Latin and Greek Christian
conceptions, see Klein 1988: 970-1, 977-80, 987-9.

20  Wirth 1993: 58-71.
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which no one else had done before. Broadly speaking, the prevailing approach of
other scholars had been to study non-Christian material with laconic reference to
later Christian developments. The idea was that the non-Christian story about Alex-
ander would eventually be integrated into a Christian framework anyway and, there-
fore, the non-Christian story took priority, not its Christian development. Christian
texts were only important insofar they could shed light on earlier material, the AR in
particular.? But what Klein and Wirth argued for was that we engage with a new set
of culturally and religiously coherent texts, and prioritise the Christian histories over
those written by non-Christians. And it is often in the shift of emphasis that academic

texts on well-studied subjects, such as Alexander, differ from their predecessors.

Given the divergence in the conclusions of Klein and Wirth, it is remarkable that
no subsequent scholar has accepted, challenged or even expressed an opinion on the
two hypotheses. In fact, their efforts have gone largely unnoticed. Although we may
grant other scholars the excuse that both studies appeared in obscure publications
and contributed little to the much greater field of the historical Alexander, it is
slightly surprising that the two scholars were not at least acknowledged in the schol-
arship for which they were relevant. For instance, in Corinne Jouanno’s magisterial
monograph on the Greek AR traditions and its transmissions,?2 in the brilliant works

of Elias Koulakiotis and Alexander Demandt,23 or in more recent studies, the most ex-

21 One example is the various Christian texts that reinterpret Alexander’s visit to the
Brahmanic philosophers in India. The popular vignette is related in pagan, Jewish, and
Christian literature, and exists as separate texts (Ps.-Palladius On the Brahmans) or as epis-
odes within longer texts (AR 3.6). There are also papyri versions that contain other vari-
ants. For a general overview, see e.g. Zacher 1867: 105-7; Meyer 1886 ii: 28-34; Bekker 1889;
Hoffmann 1907: 11-2; Wilcken 1923; Abel 1955: 39-40; Cary 1956; Cracco-Ruggini 1963;
Hansen 1965; Berg 1970; Van Thiel 1972; Pfister 53-75; Cizek 1986: 125; Klein 1988: 941-7;
Schnell 1989: 47; Wirth 1993: 66; Powers 1998; Demandt 2009: 256-71; Bosman 2010: 176;
Molina Marin 2010: 148; Szalc 2011: 7; Steinmann 2012: 29-50; Stoneman 1994b, 1995, 2008:
97-103, 2012a: xxv-xxvi (with updated bibliography), forthcoming; Bosworth 2013; Kalmin
2014: 204-5. The anomalies are Cracco-Ruggini 1963 and Berg 1970 who devote consider-
able attention to the Christian versions but they only analyse this single episode.

22 Jouanno 2002. For other overviews of Byzantine AR traditions, see Gleixner 1961; Boyle
1974, 1977; Mitsakis 1967a, 1967b, 1970: 376-9; Veloudis 1969; Frugoni 1978: 16-8; Galavaris
1989; Gero 1993; Stoneman 2008: 230-2; Demandt 2009: 353-71.

23 Koulakiotis set out to exhaust the so-called ‘non-historiographical’ Greek Alexander tradi-
tions, but he did deliberately overlook the Greek Christians because he viewed them as
their own distinct tradition. He also ignored Klein and Wirth on a list of scholarship that
he offered as recompense, see Koulakiotis 2006: 13 n. 5. Koulakiotis noted the existence of
Cracco-Ruggini 1963; Frugoni 1978; Harf-Lancner 1999 (a conference volume principally on
the Middle Ages); Angliviel 2003; Stoneman 2004. Absent from his list are, e.g., Usener
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treme case being Rowland Smith’s article on Alexander and the Roman emperor Ju-
lian (r. 361-3).24 In an innovative contribution to the use of Alexander in ancient
philosophy, Richard Stoneman did not notice the existence of Klein and Wirth either.
Instead he suggested that a study of Christian discourse on Alexander was desired be-
cause it would contribute to our understanding of the reception of Alexander in an-
tiquity. In the new introduction to the second edition of his Legends of Alexander the
Great, his preliminary thoughts appeared on the medieval Christian Alexander, but
they can be supported and supplemented with a wealth of material from early Chris-

tianity, which he has overlooked.25

Although this short sketch of scholarship is necessarily a simplification of the dox-
ography, a tangible pattern emerges. Investigations into this comparatively fresh field
of study has not been consistently maintained in Germanophone scholarship (we
shall situate the present study in the scholarly context established by Klein and Wirth
in the next section). Serious study of Alexander in early Christian literature has not
hitherto been undertaken in the Anglophone world, even though Stoneman has hin-
ted at its potential and noticed some of the main problems. The present thesis is the

first attempt to do so. Pioneering work within a field of research is a task that entails a

1902; Simon 1941; Ehrhardt 1945; Straub 1970; Pfister 104-12, 333-6; Buntz 1973: 6-9; Colln et
al. 2000: 8-9; Pfrommer 2001; Jouanno 2002: 377-87; Wiemer 2005: 191-2. None of these do,
however, deal with Christian literature as a whole. For studies after Koulakiotis’ otherwise
excellent work (as Miiller 2006 also points out) with occasional reference to the Church
Fathers, see e.g. Hoiris 2006: 285-97; Lienert 2007: 7-13; Harding 2008; Cataudella 2010.
Klein and Wirth are also ignored in an ambitious, all-encompassing study of Alexander,
Der ganze Alexander, by Koulakiotis’ Doktorvater Alexander Demandt. For the laborious
task, see Demandt 2009: xii. For his thoughts on the early Christian Alexander, see De-
mandt 2009: 418-22. Cf. Bowden 2014a: 143.

24  Smith 2011 84 n. 132 seems only to have seen Klein’s work second hand, if at all, and cites
the article from the wrong volume of Wirth’s Festschrift and 500 page numbers in the
wrong direction (with different bibliographical reference to Klein’s work at Smith 2011:
105). He saves no words for, or makes reference to, Wirth’s contribution even if he treats
much of the same material (Smith 2011: 73-85). This makes his brief conclusion on the
Christian Alexander superficial and misleading (summarised on p. 84). For less incrimin-
ating omissions, see Cataudella 2010; Molina Marin 2010; Amitay 2010a; De Focara 2013;
Aerts 2014; Broad 2015. There is surprisingly no article on Graeco-Roman Christianity in
Brill’s Companion to Alexander Literature in the Middle Ages, even though there is an intro-
duction to the Alexander texts of antiquity by Stoneman.

25  For Alexander in ancient philosophy, see Stoneman 2003b: 344, forthcoming. I thank
Richard Stoneman for supplying me with the proofs of the forthcoming article on Alexan-
der, Cynics and Christian ascetics (Ancient Novel colloquium held in Lisbon 2008). For
the Christianised legends, see Stoneman 2012a: xxxix-xlii.
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host of difficulties that will present themselves shortly. The rest of the introduction

outlines how such difficulties will be addressed.



c. THE Project: PrRACTICE AND THEORY

The title of the present work is: The Use of Alexander in Early Christian Literature in
contrast to Klein's The Judgement of Alexander in Patristic Literature. The change of

title denotes different methodologies, aims and approaches.

Klein’s focus on ‘patristic’ texts shows that his source material is the writings in
Greek and Latin by the Church Fathers, that is the early Christian theologians. His
range of sources does not only include the learned ‘orthodox’ bishops, including Am-
brose of Milan (337-397) and the patriarch of Constantinople, John Chrysostom (c.
349-407), but also the ‘heretics,” for instance the second-century Tatian. Klein’s latest
source is the ostensible disciple of Augustine, Paul Orosius (d. 420).26 The term
‘patristic’ also implies that his focus is on those Fathers who developed the thought of
the Church itself and were engaged with its major theological disputes over dogma.
Reading Klein’s survey, it becomes apparent that he has preferred material that is
normally considered of a high intellectual and theological currency (Ambrose, Au-
gustine, John Chrysostom). He leaves little room for what he held to be more pedes-
trian genres, such as Church Histories, Christian chronicles, Christian poems and ha-
giographies. But such genres are also important and warrant academic attention if we

want to give a more holistic impression of the Christian Alexander discourse.

In other cases, Klein does not seem to have had the space to discuss texts in suffi-
cient detail. For instance, we may turn to his analysis of the rhetorically sophisticated
and philosophical treatise Against Celsus (c. 248). The text was written by Origen, a
Christian native of Alexandria, whose prolific apologetic writing and Biblical scholar-
ship made him both famous and infamous. Klein rightly notes in passing that the text
has the first Christian reference to the fictional tale about Alexander’s visit to Jerus-
alem, a central tale told by the Jewish historian Flavius Josephus that reverberated
down the history of Christianity (Ch. 1.6).27 Klein does not, however, notice that Ori-
gen recycles Celsus’ laconic allusion to a famous saying of Alexander. The second-
century pagan philosopher puts the remark into the mouth of an invented Jewish
character in order to mock Jesus’ aspirations to Godhead. Talking about the moment
the alleged King of the Jews died upon the Cross, Celsus’ Jew asks pointedly, ‘Was Je-

sus’ blood like ichor such as flows in the veins of the blessed gods?'28 As is well-known,

26  Wirth 1993: 73 offers a sporadic survey until Isidore of Seville (560-636).

27  Klein 1988: 983-4 n. 180 discusses Origen’s testimony in the context of other Christian
works that reproduce the story, for e.g. in Augustine, Sulpicius Severus and Theodoret of
Cyrrhus. Origen is, however, not the principal route through which the tale passes into
Latin (it is from Eusebius to Jerome), which escaped Klein’s notice.

28  Translation is by Chadwick 1965 of Origen Against Celsus 2.36 incorporating Homer Iliad
5.340 (in italics). Cf. Origen Against Celsus 1.66. For the traditional use of the anecdote, see
e.g. Seneca the Younger Letters 59.12; Plutarch Moralia 18oe; Lucian Dialogues of the Dead
12.6 LCL. Cf. Bosworth 2011: 45-7.
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the remark is normally attached to Alexander in his own tradition rather than to Je-
sus’. The allusion is normally to how sycophants had flattered Alexander with divine
honours. Celsus’ Jew is suggesting that Christians flattered Jesus by considering him
divine even if it was clear to all that Jesus was a mortal man because he died upon the
Cross. The transmission of the saying is thus very fluid: a Christian apologist cites a
fictional Jewish character, invented by pagan philosopher to dismiss Jesus’ divinity
with a Homeric line (traditionally said by or about Alexander).29 This says something
important about the blurred boundaries of the rhetorical discourse between Christi-
ans and non-Christians, and helps us to recognise at the outset that the features of Al-

exander’s tradition could be changed and re-applied liberally within that discourse.

Origen’s masterful piece of apologetic, written almost seventy years after Celsus’
pagan polemic, the so-called True Doctrine, prompts us to make clear what is meant
by early Christian literature. What is it that makes Origen’s response to Celsus ‘Chris-
tian’? In composing his reply to Celsus who, presumably, had been dead for decades,
he made use of a culturally determined set of stories from myth (both Greek and
Hebrew), approaches, presuppositions and terminologies that non-Christian philo-
sophers, including Celsus, would be acquainted with. It is Greek philosophy as op-

posed to a mature Christian counterpart.3°

Herve Inglebert has argued that what sets Christians apart must be interpretation.
In his erudite monograph, Interpretatio Christiana, he has meticulously analysed
many of the developments of Christian historiography, ethnography, geography and
heresiology, the study of heresy, over a wide span of time and cultural divide. He has
identified certain phases in which Christians operated with methods of synchronism,
synthesis and selective translation in interpreting the remote past. He has shown how
Christians omit, preserve, rearrange, prioritise, subvert and develop factual accounts,
legends, anecdotes, and other stories to create new Christianised pasts in order to ex-
plain and justify the presence of Christians in the present. While it is no longer cer-
tain that Christians did so exclusively to combat pagans as vigorously as Inglebert be -
lieved, Christian revisions of the traditional cultures of Rome and Jerusalem fre-

quently seek to convey new messages with roots in rather different agendas.3

29  For the fluidity of Alexander’s sayings, or those about him, see now Bosworth 2011.

30  See e.g. Origen Against Celsus 4.51-2 for the discussion of what Christians and non-Christi-
ans read for allegorical interpretation.

31 Dawson 1992 is an excellent study of the earliest developments of the cultural revision in
Alexandria (Philo Judaeus, Valentinus and Clement of Alexandria). For the later parts of
the Christian period, see now the magnum opus of Alan Cameron 2on that discusses the
crucial revisions of fourth-century Christianity in relation to the later Roman world. The
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To take an example, there was nothing that could not be subverted for apologetic
advantage. The church—and the Hellenistic synagogue before it—argued for the pri-
ority of OT Scripture over the wisdom of ancient Greek prose and poetry. The result is

a precarious argument, elegantly expressed by Henry Chadwick:

Moses and the prophets could be proved to be earlier than the
Greek philosophers and poets, and therefore must have been the
sources of their learning, so that all the mysteries of Greek philo-
sophy are to be found expressed, even if obscurely, in the
Pentateuch(.]32

Made by numerous Jewish and Christian apologists before Origen, arguments
about the hallowed antiquity of Moses simultaneously posit a sense of the great au-
thority of Scripture and offer us evidence of how Christian apologists took pains to
situate the OT within a common cultural and intellectual sphere, that is to say the
one expressed in Greek terms. The discursive nature of these debates, taking place at
great distance from each other in time and space,33 reflect the Christian need to
define their social identity within the societies they were part of and create the eth-
ical constituents of their own community.34 Since Christianity at first defined itself in
close connection to Judaism, it had to reinterpret itself in relation to its origin as well
as the world at large. And, as is well-known, the need was sorely felt because Chris-

tian life in the early period was turbulent, marked internally by continuous trans-

work has set the field of Late Antiquity on a new footing and is justly praised by its
founder Peter Brown (Brown 2011) as well as Paschoud 2013, and the review volume edited
by Testa 2013. Cf. Flower 2015 reviews this volume positively and acknowledges the contri-
bution of Alan Cameron.

32 Chadwick 1965: ix. Cf. Van Den Hoek 1988: 48-68; Ridings 1995; Goodman 1999: 48; Potter
2014: 33-9. For the contexts in Origen, see Against Celsus 4.39, 6.19. Similar stories concern
Alexander. For instance, Alexander took Solomon’s books of wisdom out of Jerusalem and
gave them to Aristotle, who translated them into Greek. Subsequently, the learned philo-
sopher passed them off as his own writings. This story correlates with the well-known
Christian story that Plato had shamelessly stolen all of his ideas from Moses during his os-
tensible sojourn of Egypt. For Solomon’s books, see Stoneman 1994a: 44-5. For Moses, see
Chadwick 1984: 13-4. For Plato in Egypt, see e.g. Ammianus Marcellinus Roman History
22.16.22 with Riginos 1976: 64-69. For the apologetic agenda of such stories, see in general
Mubhlberger 2006: 12; Burgess & Kulikowski 2013: 103-110.

33  E.g. Origen primarily argues against Celsus, but most of his sixth book really concerns the
doctrines of Plato. Cf. Frede 1999: 132-3.

34  For recent studies of the Christian creation of religious identity, see Ludlow 2009: 222;
Heine 2010: 220-1; Eshleman 2012; A. P. Johnson 2013. For the pagan creation of religious
identity, see e.g. Swain 1999; Galli 2004.
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formation of the church and faith, as well as externally in the transition from being a
persecuted religious sect to the state religion of the Roman empire. Later periods
brought on new challenges: the church was the uniting institution in the kingdoms of

the Latin West after the fall of Rome and an imperial power in the Byzantine East.

As is clear from Origen and Jerome, Christian rhetoric was an integral part of the
discourse. Christians and non-Christians were using the same literary models, modes
and material, such as anecdotal material. For instance, the witty but terse remarks
Jerome and Origen put into the mouth of Alexander and others are part of a literary
model known as chria in Latin (pl. chriae; Greek: chreia, pl. chreiai) that was used for
education and entertainment. Similarly, in sermons (Latin) and homilies (Greek),
Christians made use of rhetorical devices to characterise Christian figures. The clas-
sical schema of comparison, the synkrisis or comparatio,35 was frequently employed.
If a Christian preacher compared Alexander to bishops, saints and Jesus Christ (Ch.
8), there is often something distinctively Christian at work in terms of subject matter,
but the manner in which it is said cannot be easily severed from its roots in rhetoric.
Such devices were taught in the urban schools across the empire, and they were but
one of many features that constituted the common education, paideia, for men of let-
ters.36 Christians and pagans taught—and were taught by—each other in a fairly nar-

row and extremely conservative curriculum.

Education was important for it ensured great social mobility and economic poten-
tial for the student. By knowing the conventional texts of the educated and showing
that they knew them in their writings, men of paideia, pepaidoumenoi or in the Latin

world literati, aspired to be members of a literary elite.37 In the same way, Christian

35  Brill’s New Pauly (BNP) s.v. Synkrisis. Cf. Focke 1923; Mikrogianakes 1983; Flower 2013: 48.

36  Wealthy Christian aristocrats had access to the same paideia as their non-Christian peers,
and Christians taught in the urban schools. It should be noted that not all Christians fit
into this rigid education category, e.g. Aphrahat, a Syrian whose works show no sign of Ro-
man paideia. For the some of the discussions of the link between Christianity and Graeco-
Roman paideia, see e.g. Dodds 1965; Jaeger 1977; Markus 1974: 129-31; Chadwick 1984;
Brown 1992: 4, 1995: 47; EEC 629; Gleason 1995: xx-xxiv; Averil Cameron CAH 13.667-73;
Browning CAH 14.867-9; Demoen 1996; Salzman 2002: 209-11; G. Clark 2004: 12; Lieu 2004:
27-33; Grafton & Williams 2006: 73-4; Young CHC i: 484-500; Gemeinhardt 2007; Trapp
2007: 485-8; Averil Cameron 2008; Ludlow 2009: 43; Van Nuffelen 2011: 1, 2012: 63-114 (with
examples from Orosius), 2014: 296-8; Eshleman 2012: 6-7; Van Hoof 2013; Potter 2014: 174-
210; Van Hoof & Van Nuffelen 2014; Watts 2015b: 37-58; and the collection of papers in Ge-
meinhardt et al. 2015,

37  Wardman 1976: 75-6; Woodman 1988: 196-8; Kaster 1988; Russell 1989: 214-6; Irvine 1994: 13;
Young 2004: 256-7; Watts 2015a.
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men of letters were—even those who professed to have no formal education—con-
cerned with the formation of a Christian textual culture to assert their own views of
the world, their Weltanschauung. But they did so within the frameworks of existing

intellectual milieus and, as it became gradually established, their own.38

To account for the correlations between Christian and non-Christian ways of
thinking, arguing and writing in this period, the texts studied here will be from a
broad range of authors who identify themselves as Christians, even if they did not
write specifically on ecclesiastical subjects as such. Those writers who do not articu-
late a Christian identity, but clearly were Christians, such as the Byzantine editor of
the beta recension of the AR, are also incorporated.39 This is to recognise that Chris-
tian literature of this period was very versatile and dynamic, varying in genre, pur-
pose and style. Hence, what presently counts as Christian is not the content of the
text written, but the religious convictions of its author insofar it can be construed and

even if it is never properly advertised.

Faith and beliefs in the antagonistic and argumentative rhetorical debates
between Christian and non-Christians seem to me to be one of the principal features
that characterise Christian discourse. So, in the Acts of the Apostles, when Paul was
invited to speak to the Athenians and assertively told them about the Resurrection of
Jesus, the assembled mob simply mocked the Apostle in disbelief.4° No matter how
hard he pleaded his case, he only convinced a few to convert on this occasion. Cen-
turies later, the Roman emperor Julian could still subvert (or ignore) Paul’s argument
about the Resurrection of the Dead by asserting that the Christians worshipped a
dead Jew, not a divine saviour.4 What separates Christians and non-Christians is of-
ten a wider religious point of contention that the Christians would insist on, but non-
Christians oppose. Hence it is equally important to study the texts against the Christi-
ans (Pliny the Younger, Celsus, Julian and the third-century philosopher Porphyry of
Tyre) that stereotype Christian beliefs and identity from a non-Christian point of

38  Brown 1992: 70-5 argues that the Christian pepaidoumenoi created the idea of non-learn-
ing, even though they were themselves highly educated. He sees the humble narrative of
Christ as the story that demanded a break with the conventional connotations of the elite
and power. Cf. Brown 2012: 221-3.

39  His synchronism of Alexander’s death with the birth of Jesus is what gives away his reli-
gious identity, see AR B 3.35. dmd 8¢ t7j¢ teAevthic AAeEdvdpou Ewg THg Tod Bzob Adyou éx
mopBévov capxwaews €T Tploxdata eixoat TéaTapa.

40  Acts17:32.

41 Julian Against the Galileans 194d LCL.
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view, as it is to follow the argument of a Christian text. It should not be surprising

that Alexander is used often in arguments on either side.

Klein does not establish any chronological parameters for his study. Inglebert con-
siders early Christianity as the period from the death of Jesus to the death of the His-
panic polymath Isidore of Seville in 636. Since he is concerned with the development
of scientific (geography, ethnography, etc.) genres, these parameters make sense. In
the monumental manifesto of early Christian studies from 2008, the Oxford Hand-
book in Early Christian Studies (OHECS), E. A. Clark argues that ‘late ancient’ Chris-
tianity ends in 600 around the death of the Frankish Church Father, Gregory the
Great.4? It is perhaps arbitrary to apply the western dating of Gregory to the Byz-
antine Christians, but the dating fits remarkably well as far as the tradition of Alexan-
der is concerned. The seventh-century discourse of the Greek East is distinct in that
rich Syriac Alexander-legends diffused back into Greek and, eventually, into Latin.
For this reason, the seventh century may be considered the point at which the early
Christian Alexander is replaced by the (early) Medieval Alexander studied by Cary,
and it is therefore the most logical cut-off date. Hence the period under review ranges
from the late second century—because Alexander is not mentioned in the extant
texts before then—to c. 600. I incorporate later texts (seventh and eighth centuries)
to highlight individual or arresting developments. While texts from the Middle Ages
can shed light on earlier traditions, the late ancient Christian sources are given prior-
ity because of the huge contribution they make to studies of the tradition of Alexan-
der.

Nowadays there is nothing new about studying Christian texts as literature. The
call for Classicists to study Christian texts seriously and sympathetically was raised in
the late 1980s by Dame Averil Cameron in her Sather Classical Lectures, and many
have answered the call since then.43 In transferring the subject from ‘patristics’ to
‘early Christian studies’, new approaches must be applied to the Alexander material
and the study must be situated within contemporary debates, scholarship and meth-
ods. What this means in practice is that, while it is necessary to place Christian nar-
ratives within their cultural context and literary milieus as Klein did, it is equally im-
portant to show what it is about the narratives that sets them apart and makes their
Alexander discourse ‘Christian’. When dealing with early Christian literature, it must

be asked what methods, literary forms, tropes, arguments, presuppositions and

42 E. A. Clark 2008: 14. Cf. CHECL. See also Brown 2012: xxii for the arbitrary chronological
parameters studies of late antique Christianity sometimes have.
43  Averil Cameron 1991. Cf. Brown 2012: 72; Averil Cameron 2014a.
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strategies were used to create Christian agendas, narrative effects and allusive dis-
course within an overarching Christian framework. The reason is that, if we cannot
show in what ways the Christian authors did something new with their own literat-
ure, it is hard to justify a separate study of them as Klein and, later Wirth, professed to

have done.

Having established what early Christian literature means for the present work, we
come now to our title’s important promise of The Use of Alexander. Pivotally, it differs
in its prioritisation of ‘use’ over ‘assessment,’ ‘conception’ or ‘judgement,’ Beurteilung.
Klein’s wording is indicative of a common scholarly approach. There is a misleading
notion that we, from our ever more distant vantage point, can somehow capture the
personal opinions of an ancient author on a specific topic from a single quotation or a
line of poetry within a longer narrative. For instance, Demandt insists on the basis of
a single quotation from Jerome that the Church Father always thought of Alexander
positively as the greatest Hellenistic king, even though Jerome expressly makes re-
marks to the opposite effect elsewhere.44 Further, it is often believed that each author
would hold on to that one opinion on that particular matter throughout their entire
intellectual life, not allowing for any changes to that perception. This is simply not
how discourse on a subject develops, and we have many examples of ancient authors
who change their minds even about the things that they had written about.45 The an-

cient world was not as static as it sometimes seems at our remove.

To Klein’s credit, he did notice that no general assessment of Alexander could be
extracted from the many diverse references to the king in another important Alexan-
drian Father, that is to say Origen’s intellectual predecessor, Clement (c. 150-215).
Klein conceded that it was possible that Clement simply made use of the embedded
ambiguities and dichotomies the Macedonian Alexander usually brought to a text,
such as the question of Greek ethnicity, and that he thus made reference to Alexan-

der by way of making sophisticated Christian arguments within a Roman context.46

44  Pace Demandt 2009: 420. Cf. Klein 1988: 972-3; Wirth 1993: 65. For Jerome’s negative im-
pressions of Alexander, see e.g. Jerome Against Jovian 2.14 (PL 23.348), Letter 107 (CSEL
55.296; 305). For the Oxfordian idea that we cannot access the personal thoughts of an-
cient authors, (save for Cicero, Augustine and, perhaps, Julian), see Lane Fox 1973: 11; Og-
den 20mna: 5.

45  See e.g. Cicero Tusculan Disputations 5.32-3 in which one of the protagonists criticises the
opinion of the author by referring to a passage in the On Duties. He defends himself by say-
ing that his opinions are not limited to one particular work, but change all the time. I
thank Tue Sevse for this reference.

46  Klein 1988: 948. ‘Moglich wurde diese doppelte Sicht allein dadurch, dass Clemens nicht
auf ein bestimmtes Alexanderbild festgelegt war, sondern die bekannten gegensatzlichen
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My contention is that Klein’s suggestion for Clement should be applied to all the au-
thors under scrutiny. Instead of studying ancient personal perceptions—a matter of
ancient psychology, which is unavailable to us today—we may still apprehend,
through careful analysis and synthesis, in what ways an author projects him. ‘Projec-
tion’ is a more nuanced way of saying ‘literary representation’, but the term has a
greater sense of agency behind it, a greater sense of conscious action as well as delib-
erateness on the part of the representer. It was in an author’s interest for Alexander to
be represented in a particular way, for instance as a Pellaean, Macedonian, Greek, Ro-
man, king, tyrant, warlord, scientist, pagan, Jew, man, youth, active or passive. If we
cannot determine what the authors thought of him personally or collectively, we may
at least try to understand how he appears within the narrative of a text. By collating
and comparing those texts, we may discover some general patterns in the use of Alex-
ander’s legacy in Christian antiquity. This line of inquiry is implied in The Use of Alex-
ander and will be pursued in Christian authors as much as in the writings of the non-

Christians.

With the full implications of the present title in mind, we may employ it to counter
Wirth's critique recounted in the slim but complex book: The Way into Oblivion — on
the Fate of the Ancient Alexander Figure.47 The tone of the title suggests its hypothesis.
The idea is that knowledge of the historical Alexander was in decline from the king’s
own times and throughout antiquity. The decline was caused by varying interests in
the figure. Wirth argues that authors took interest in a standardised set of topics,
topoi, associated with Alexander, and that the rhetorical play with these matters en-
gendered distortions of the historicity. A topos (singular) could, for instance, be the
relationship of Alexander and Philip. It could be explored in various ways by an
orator: he could say that relationship between father and son was poor or stress that
Alexander had learned everything from Philip. According to Wirth, the constant repe-

tition and reinterpretation of such topoi created shifts in public perception and tradi-

Charakterziige des Makedonen ausschliessich fiir seine christliche Argumentation ver-

wendete. Er bediente sich nach Gutdiinken eines reichhaltigen Quellenmaterial, das wie

bei kaum einer enderen Gestalt in derart gegensatzlichen Aspekten zur Verfiigung stand.’
47  Original title: Der Weg in die Vergessenheit: zum Schicksal des antiken Alexanderbildes.
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tion.48 Fewer and fewer orators held knowledge of the historical Alexander, and

Christians were equally responsible for the decline of the discourse.49

Wirth’s sweeping sketch of the development of Alexander’s literary Nachleben is
negative and echoes Gibbon’s model of decline as an explanation for the end of Clas-
sical civilisation and learning in the ‘Dark Ages.” Instead of appreciating the fact that
Christian pepaidoumenoi were still using Alexander as ‘a tool to think with,’5® Wirth
criticises the sources for apparent lack of historicity. This is unfair, especially since he
knows the full implications of the rhetorical discourse, but it is also to misunderstand
what we can do with the Christian texts. His book’s conclusions are thus methodolo-
gically unsatisfactory. Further, his method by which the result was reached is also the
most limited in its treatment of individual sources and salient themes. This is not to
disparage him, but to recognise the nature of his impressive study that is meant to
cover, in the most general way possible, a millennium’s-worth of texts that make ref-
erence to Alexander in detail or in passing. This can only be done with a perfunctory
interest in each topic. But, by doing so, Wirth has missed important patterns and
even striking points that need longer labour. This fallacy is but one of the many

things that the present study seeks to remedy.5

48  For a list of topoi, see Wirth 1993: 15-9. Cf. Bowie 2004: 82-3 who makes a list of the themes
and topics for Alexander-related orations in the Second Sophistic. He shows that declama-
tions set in Alexander’s time were common, and there was even a formalised process of
the competitions. For the period, see e.g. Anderson 1993; Borg 2004; Whitmarsh 2013.

49  Wirth 1993: 68. ‘[D]Joch auch dort verblasst in der kirchlichen Literatur des 5. Jhdts. Alex-
ander immer mehr.” Cf. Wirth 1993: 62.

50  Stoneman 2003b: 328

51 Pace the words cited on the epigraph, see Wirth 1993: 58 n. 186. ‘Eine klare zusammen-
fassende Lemmatasammlung zu Alexander etwa fiir die Patrologie gibt es nicht, doch ist
zu vermuten, dafl eine solche iiber das dargelegte hinaus kaum Neues wiirde bieten

kénnen.’






D. METHODOLOGY

The practical and theoretical methods of my approach have been set forth above, but
something needs to be said of the structure of the thesis and its inclusions and exclu-
sions. A great quantity of data needs organisation by a governing set of principles.
Some texts and authors are relevant throughout the whole study, and must be con-
sidered on a case-by-case basis. My organisation of the material is as follows. Chris-
tian readings of the Jewish tales from the Hellenistic and Imperial periods will be
considered together in Part I; the writings of the second- and third-centuries apolo-
gists will be grouped together in Part II; and the texts of the fourth to sixth centuries
will be collated in Part III. The first Part thus focuses on specific texts and tales,
whereas the last two are largely thematic and diachronic. The data is predominantly
harvested from literary texts compiled from critical editions of manuscripts, as I have
deliberately chosen to exclude hermeneutic investigations into Christian papyri and
inscriptions. Although such texts can clearly be considered literature as well, it would
require a different sort of exploration of the Christian corpora on the microlevel than

what will be attempted in this study (Appendix 1).

The development of a ‘Christian discourse’ or ‘literature’ is also determined by ex-
ternal conditions. The early Christian period is one of the most turbulent periods of
world history with its own political, social and religious histories. For instance, the
conditions under which Christianity spread changed radically during the fourth cen-
tury when it was legalised (AD 313).52 This is reflected in the fact that more Christian
literature survives from this century than the preceding three. Indeed, more ancient
texts of all kinds survive from this period than from all preceding centuries. Even if
many texts from the fourth century are lost as well, we at least know the fourth cen-
tury much better. But this should not license us to attribute the fourth-century use of
Alexander uncritically to previous periods. One must also keep in mind that Christian
literature is afflicted by the common curses well-known from antiquity: dubious au-
thor attributions, the fragmentary nature of important texts and anachronistic fic-
tions that claim they are something they are not. Further, Christianity is character-
ised by its malleability, even though early Christians would insist on unity and uni-
versality. For instance, this is not the place to discuss the differences between, say,
the Orthodox and Catholic Churches, but both denominations and all of their sub-
sects would surely consider themselves Christian. Since this study is meant to lay the

foundations, the primary focus must be Graeco-Roman Christianity.

Every ambitious study must regrettably make exclusions. In giving priority to
Christian testimonies, we have to lessen the focus on the ‘canonical,’ non-Christian

sources for the history of Alexander, such as Arrian’s Alexander’s Anabasis. I assume

52  For historical narratives of the period and Christianity's involvement in them, see e.g.
Mitchell 2007; Schott 2008.
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that the reader has a certain familiarity with this sort of material, which is widely ac-
cessible to the reader elsewhere. I mainly incorporate such sources for comparison.
For instance, one could mention Jerome’s Alexander chria at Troy and its tradition.53
I do hope, however, that some of the conclusions on the Christian material will help
to dispel some scholarly myths about the more studied non-Christian Alexander ma-
terial. Conversely, the Christian material, which I presume is largely unknown to the
student of Alexander, is collated and articulated here for the first time. The texts must
often be paraphrased or summarised for which I beg the patience of the indulgent
reader.54 [ have in many cases used bullet points to get my points across and to list
the bulky material, although other writers might have preferred a perfectly formed
paragraph.

Needless to say, my strong emphasis on literature, I am barely able to even begin
to recount the conclusions that could be drawn if material culture, including icono-
graphy, was included. Artistic representations of Alexander are a separate field of
study that has its own methodologies.55 A start has been made to the study of the per-
tinent pieces of Christian art, but there is currently no comprehensive study of early
Christian iconography of Alexander, even though it appears to have much poten-

tial.56 This is a desideratum.

53  Strabo Geography 13.1.27; Diodorus Siculus Library 17.17.3; Pliny Natural History 7.108; Dio
Chrysostom Oration 2.79; Plutarch Alexander 5, 8, 15.4, 26, Moralia 58b, 327f, 331d; Arrian
Anabasis 1.12.2; Justin Epitome 11.5.12; Itinerary of Alexander § 8; Malalas 8.1 (192 Dindorf).
Cf. Bosworth 1980- i: 100, 103; Koulakiotis 2006: 204-7; Heckel 2015.

54  There are many strands of Alexander literature to be aware of: the legendary texts about
Alexander demand attention, especially the AR. As already said, the legendary traditions
are currently the object of study for numerous contemporary scholars, and some cannot
be considered here, such as Ory Amitay’s book (in preparation) on the Hebrew versions of
Alexander in Jerusalem (Ch. 1.6). As for the scattered status of the anecdotal material,
there are important sources, such as orators (Cicero, Dio Chrysostom, Lucian, Aelius Ar-
istides), encyclopedic writers (Pliny the Elder, Aulus Gellius, Ptolemy Chennus), philo-
sophers (Seneca the Younger, Sextus Empiricus, Epictetus, Porphyry of Tyre), and emper-
ors (Marcus Aurelius, Julian, Constantius). The following surveys have been helpful in
gathering these sources: Hoffmann 1907; Eicke 1909; Weber 1909; Gagé 1975; Zecchini 1984;
Horst 1988; Lane Fox 1997a; DOpp 1999; Stoneman 2004a; Angliviel 2003; Koulakiotis 2006;
Demandt 2009; Pernot 2013.

55  The exception is Stewart 1993 for the Hellenistic image of Alexander in art and literature.
Cf. the praise in Trofimova 2012; Worthington 2014: 319.

56  See e.g. Ross 1963, 1988; Frugoni 1978; Hannestad 1993; Sande 1993, 1999; Fulghum 2o01:
144-6; Stewart 2003: 61-66; Dahmen 2007: 152; Kithnen 2008: 19-32; Smith 2011: 84 n. 128;
Alan Cameron 2011: 560-1; Melville Jones 2015. For early medieval and European art, see
e.g. Hadjinicolaou 1997; Kress 2014.
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In prioritising the acknowledged Christian authors of the period, I have chosen to
reduce considerably the focus on the AR tradition in Late Antiquity, even if there are
Christian AR versions from the beta-recension onwards. At a recent conference on
the AR at the University of Wroclaw,57 it was clear that a constitutional study of the
wider early Christian tradition was desired and useful to supplement the studies of
the AR. A single study of early Christian literature cannot, however, exhaust the fer-
tile field nor can I here venture further into examining the reception of Alexander in
Late Antiquity, an umbrella term now widely used to describe the transformations of
the Eurasian continent between antiquity and the Middle Ages. There are Alexander
rich traditions in the non-Christian literary traditions as well; in the political, reli-
gious and social spheres of Constantinople, Rome and the Successor Kingdoms in the
West; and in the literatures of the Orient and among the Arabs. It would be unwise
and counterproductive to try to end such discussions even before they began. In-
stead, the present study is intended as a sort of a beginning, and I hope it will serve as

a stimulus for further study.

57  The Alexander Romance: History and Literature, 14-17 October 2015, organised by K. Na-
wotka, A. Wojciechowska & Richard Stoneman. I thank the organisers for the invitation to
present on the material in Ch. 3.1. I refer to this conference as ‘Wroclaw 2015.’






E. OVERVIEW OF THE ARGUMENT

The thesis is about how the Christian writers appropriated, altered and reinterpreted
the legacy of Alexander in the literature of the early Christian period (c. 200-600).
There is an inventory of the references to Alexander in Appendix 1. The structure of
the thesis is conceived as an unequal triptych: it is divided into three parts with sub-
divisions into three chapters of varying lengths (Part III contains two chapters and
the thesis conclusion). Each part is prefaced with a short description of its contents.
Each chapter within those parts have a preliminary remark to introduce the principal

subject area with a brief conclusion in the back of it.

Part I explores the Alexander traditions of three geographical centres of the Chris-
tian world: Alexandria (Ch. 1), Jerusalem (Ch. 2) and Rome (Ch. 3). It shows how the
Jewish tales from these cities had a great influence on the Christians and were used in
various ways in Christian texts. Christian authors greatly alter or omit the features of
these tales in order to appropriate them. The tales from the first two cities have im-
portant ramifications for the development of a Christian Alexander discourse,
whereas the large literary networks of Rome also enabled the miscellaneous Jewish

tales to diffuse, even if the Christians paid less attention to them.

Part II turns the attention to the Alexander discourse of the apologists in the
second and third centuries. It discusses three prevalent themes associated with Alex-
ander: apologetic historiography (Ch. 4), divine honours (Ch. 5) and Greek philo-
sophy (Ch. 6). From the first Christian writings about history we may observe that Al-
exander played an important role in Christian constructions of time. The divine hon-
ours conferred upon the king were, however, greatly disliked by the apologists, who
used the fact that he had died to say that he was not a divinity. Similarly, his associ-
ation with important Greek philosophers was ridiculed to assert that their philosoph-

ical doctrines were naught in comparison to Christian doctrine.

Part III moves on to the central texts and themes of Alexander in the fourth to
sixth centuries. It focuses on Alexander’s integration into Christian history and rep-
resentations of their world (Ch. 7), and the Christian use of the figure in preaching
and public speaking (Ch. 8). Since the conditions for being Christian improved signi-
ficantly over the course of the fourth century, the privileged intellectuals began re-
writing their own history in inventive ways. These Christians more readily associate
the figure with distinctively Christian features, such as the life of Jesus, the Apostles,
the church, sacred cities and holy places. They incorporate him into discourses on
peace, mercy, generosity and abstinence. In other words, they made Alexander relev-
ant for what they considered important, and thus created their own distinct dis-

course on the figure.






PART1

CHRISTIAN APPROPRIATION OF JEWISH ALEXANDER TALES

- CREATING CHRISTIAN CONTEXTS -

The early Christians had a complicated relationship with
Jews. On the one hand, they adhered to the principles of
Jewish life and intellectual culture. On the other, they re-
jected the traditional ways of thinking about their literat-
ure. The aim of this first part is to trace the diffusion of
stories about Alexander from the synagogue into the
church and examine the Christian adaptations. Chapter 1
focuses on the stories from the Alexandrian diaspora in
which rosy tales of the Macedonian king proliferated.
Chapter 2 turns to the literatures of Jerusalem that repres-
ented the king as a villain. Chapter 3 explores the tales
that circulated in the extensive text networks of the Ro-
man empire. Part I as a whole demonstrates that Christi-
ans read these tales selectively and made many altera-
tions. The modifications evidence that Christians attemp-
ted to appropriate these tales by omitting Jewish features,
such as Alexander’s respect for the Jewish people. The
representations of Alexander, either favourable or unfa-
vourable, conformed to the versions of the past that the
Christian texts were trying to generate. Part I argues that
the Christians integrated the Jewish Alexander material
into their narratives in their own ways, so as to authorise
Christian versions of the past that licensed the creation of
a Christian present.






CHAPTER 1: ALEXANDER’S CITY

PRELIMINARIES

The foundation of Alexandria in Egypt was considered one of Alexander’s greatest ac-
complishments. While the multicultural city rose to even greater power and prestige
under the aegis of the Ptolemaic dynasty and under Rome, its key to political success
was the memory of Alexander. The local intellectual milieux developed many legends
about the city’s founder, and the Alexandrian Synagogue did no differently. What was
at stake was the important claim to status in the city, a sense of belonging, based
upon the authority of its founder. This was essential to the Jewish community with its
own religious and social identities in the Alexandrian diaspora. The literary results
were powerful narratives that sought to bring the founder and the Jews into the same
cultural and political orbit. The first chapter examines the ways in which this Jewish
literature was exploited by Christians to stake their own claim to the traditions of Al-
exander’s celebrated city.

A |
N

The first great historian of the early church, Eusebius of Caesarea (in Roman Judea
as opposed to the Cappadocian Caesarea), makes a curious synchronism in one of his
works on the Gospel. He writes that ‘at the time of Jaddus, Alexander founded Alex-
andria, as Josephus records, and having arrived in Jerusalem he worshipped God.” Ac-
cording to the famous historian Flavius Josephus (c. AD 37-100), Jaddus was the High
Priest of the Temple at Jerusalem in the days of Alexander. At no single point in
Josephus’ works—the Jewish War (c. 75 Aramaic, later adapted to Greek), the Jewish
Antiquities (c. 94) and the Against Apion (c. 100)—does he record that Alexander
founded Alexandria. The founder of that city needed no identification because it was
self-evident from the city’s name. Famously, what Josephus does say in the Jewish An-
tiquities (11.304-45) is that Alexander visited Jerusalem and sacrificed with due rites to
God in the Temple. So, in juxtaposing Alexandria and Jerusalem on the authority of

Josephus, is Eusebius being careless or is he being deliberately misleading?

Eusebius’ geography seems confused and could indicate haste in composition.
Travelling by land from Macedon to Egypt via Asia Minor, one would necessarily have
to go through Syria, Phoenicia and the Levantine coast. We know that the historical
Alexander had dealings with North Africans while he was besieging Tyre, but no an-
cient authority places the Alexandrian foundation at this time. The only text that re-
ports an alternative route is the AR. In it, Alexander first went West over Italy (Rome)
and North Africa (Carthage, Siwah Oasis in Libya, Alexandria, Memphis) before he

1 Eusebius of Caesarea Proof of the Gospel 8.2.67. xata todtov Tév 'Iaddod 6 Moxedwvy
ANeEavdpog AeEavdpeta xtilel, we Twoymog lotopel, dgpudpevds Te &ig ta Tepogdivpa T@ Hed
TPOTHVVEL
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launched the campaign against the Persians in Syria and Mesopotamia (AR 1.26-46).
Should this be Eusebius’ source it would thus be possible for Alexander to go to Egypt
before arriving at Jerusalem. Scholars have suggested that Eusebius used the geo-

graphy of the AR in other works, and he may have used it here too.2

The argument against this is the fact that the geographical account of Alexander’s
travels in Eusebius’ two-book Chronicle (c. 313, revised in 325) is not arranged in the
same way.3 The tale of Jerusalem has its own lengthy entry, and so has the Alexan-
drian foundation. More importantly, Alexander goes to Jerusalem before Alexandria,
which he does not do in the Proof. Eusebius thus gives us two disparate versions in
two different texts. This would indicate that he has been creative in the Proof. The al-
ternate explanation of the passage in question would be that Eusebius has rearranged
the event by hysteron proteron, ‘later earlier, a literary device that reverses the order
of episodes to add emphasis to the important foundation of Alexandria.4 If this was
the case, his geography is not confused and the mistaken reference to Josephus could
easily be explained: Eusebius has intentionally swapped the sequence of the founda-
tion and the pilgrimage but placed Josephus’ authorial authority up front to corrobor-

ate the information given in the entire sentence.

Yet, if we accept this, the intended juxtaposition of cities calls for further question-
ing. What were Eusebius’ motives in doing this? Why was Alexandria added to the
already powerful religious narrative of the Josephan tale? As is now well-established,
the Alexandrian origins of the Jerusalem tale are undeniable, but the Alexandrian
Jewish community had originally not brought Alexandria into it.5 Instead, the Jews
used the tale to convey the message that the Hebrew God had worked wonders in an-
tiquity and directed the king to carry out his deeds. To graft Alexandria on to this
story was thus Eusebius’ doing. His rearrangement of the cities—placing them side-
by-side—makes a different but compelling argument: the God of the Hebrews had

been respected by the powerful King Alexander, who founded one of the civic centres

2 Wirth 1993: 63. Cf. Ausfeld 1907: 137.

3 The text survives principally in Jerome’s Latin translation of the second book, the so-called
Chronological Tables. The standard critical edition of the Latin is Helm’s edition for the
GCS series, vol. 47. This Alexander-narrative, hitherto neglected by scholars of Alexander,
occurs at GCS 47a21-4 (PL 27.399-400) with extensive cross-references and sources at
Helm GCS 34.2: 366-74. For the passage in the Armenian text, with Greek and Latin trans-
lation, see Aucher 1818 ii: 222-5, and for the German translation of the Armenian, see Karst
GCS 20.197-8. The Chronicle will be studied more closely in Chapter 4.
Smyth Greek Grammar § 3030.

5 Momigliano 1979.
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of the proto-Christian religion and converted to the true faith in Jerusalem. If the re-
verse is implied by the hysteron proteron, we notice that Alexander came to Jerusalem
before Alexandria. It follows that Alexander had worshipped God in Jerusalem before
he founded his city. The foundation was thus an event authorised by God and imbued
with a sense of holiness. This is a Christian appropriation of the past: it was as much a
story about Alexander as it was a story of the great antiquity of the two sacred centres
of early Christianity. And it was very successful. Indeed, Eusebius’ synchronism was

often recycled to say that Alexander and his city mattered in Christian history.6

The juxtaposition of cities thus reflects the huge importance of Alexandria in Euse-
bius’ world. ‘Alexander’s City, v AAeEdvdpov méAlg, was Alexandria’s sobriquet in
Christian and non-Christian literature,? and the foundation of the city was a common
point of chronological reference, just as we know from Livy that the foundation of
Rome was. Broadly speaking, references to civic foundations were deployed in non-
Christian literature to generate chronological analogues between major events, such
as the ones we know from classical historiography. For instance, the mythical founda-
tion of Troy and the Trojan wars were juxtaposed with Greek history to strengthen
the sense of continuum in the Hellenic past. Eusebius is thus doing nothing new in
using Alexandria as a chronological marker to create links between major occasions;

the originality of his juxtaposition lies in the choice of correlating Alexander’s fic-

6 See e.g. Scaliger’s Chronograph 1.6.6, 1.8.1-4 (see Ch. 7.1.1); Easter Chronicle pp. 357, 390 Din-
dorf.

7 Non-Christian testimonies: Greek Anthology 9.202; Pausanias Description of Greece 8.33.3
(hereafter Pausanias Description); Aelius Aristides Oration 25.26, 36.18; Herodian Roman
History 7.6.1; Libanius Epistles 100.2, 1352.3, Oration 42.6. Christian testimonies: Epi-
phanius On Weights and Measures § 9; Gregory of Nyssa Life of Gregory the Wonderworker
PG 46.901, In Praise of Stephen Proto-Martyr p. 26 Lendle, On the Christian Profession to
Harmonius p. 132 Jaeger; Gregory Nazianzen Oration 7.6.2; Jerome Letter 97.1; Sozomen
Church History 7.20.4; Socrates Church History 3.2; Theodoret of Cyrrhus Church History
(SC 501.320); Cyril of Alexandria Commentary on Jeremiah (PG 70.1456); John of Antioch
Chronological History fr. 157 Mariev = Suda s.v. Alexandros (A 2762 Adler); Procopius of
Gaza Letter 99; Cosmas Indicopleustes Christian Topography 2.1; Evagrius Scholasticus
Church History 2.5, 2.8 (twice), 2.9, 3.12, 3.13, 3.14, 3.22, 3.294.4, 4.38, 5.2, 6.24; Ps.-Venantius
Fortunatus In Praise of the Virgin Mary 1. 268.

8 The locus classicus is the history by the Athenian general Thucydides that dates the Pelo-
ponnesian War after the fall of Troy for which see Thucydides Peloponnesian Wars 1.3.1-4.
For the juxtaposition of Roman history with the foundation of Alexandria, see e.g. Eu-
tropius Epitome 2.7.3. Cf. Paeanius Epitome 2.7.3. xatd & tov adtov eviautov AleEdvdpeta
mapd tod Moedévog Ade&dvdpov cuvwxiody, xal taldtv edékato v mpooyyoploy 1 THS
Atydmtov maavng ujmpe. The other Greek adaptation of Eutropius by the sixth-century
Capito Lycius has not survived.
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tional pilgrimage attested in Jewish and Christian literature with the much more es-
tablished Alexandrian foundation that gives the synchronism a new meaning within

the greater Christian message of his Proof of the Gospel.

Alexandria’s importance for Eusebius and his fellow Christians cannot be underes-
timated.9 According to church tradition, Mark the Evangelist had first preached the
Gospel in Alexandria,” and the city remained a bastion of the Christian faith
throughout Late Antiquity. The Jewish tradition shaped in the city developed early
Christian thought, and Greek Christians in particular were able to maintain a strong
connection with the Jewish diaspora. The texts authored by Hellenistic Jews, some
also writing in the Imperial period, were read and re-read by Christians. The most
famous author, who also spent time in Alexandria, is undoubtedly the aforemen-
tioned first-century Jewish aristocrat Flavius Josephus, whose historiographical and
apologetic writings about Hebrew history and the life of Jesus survive solely in the
Christian tradition. According to Heinz Schrekenberg, Josephus was, ‘in many re-
spects the schoolmaster of early Christianity, which presumably made thankful use of
his texts and regarded them as a gift from Heaven." Indeed, Josephus was a bound-
less quarry of apologetic arguments readily accessible in the common Greek lan-
guage, and his works were later translated into Latin and adapted (Ch. 3). An equally
important Jewish figure, albeit for different reasons, is the first-century Alexandrian
philosopher Philo of Judea, whose endeavours into Greek philosophy are crucial for

the development of Christian allegory and interpretation of Scripture.'

Conversely, there are many Alexander legends of Alexandria by anonymous au-
thors. Their contexts and dating are thus difficult to determine. Also unclear is just
how early these legends were circulated among the Alexandrian Jews.’3 Yet, it is quite

clear that Eusebius and other Christians accepted the Jewish tales that favourably

9 For the Jewish and Christian milieux in Alexandria, see e.g. EEC 455-6; Paget 2004;
Gambetti 2007; Petersen 2009; Rubenson 2009; Heine 2010; Williams 2013 (Jews among
Greeks and Romans); the collection of papers in Stemberger 2014; Capponi 2014; Niklas
2014. Cf. relevant entries in Méla & Moli 2014.

10  Eusebius Church History 2.15-6, 2.24.1; Jerome On Illustrious Men 11.1-2. See e.g. Barnard
1964.

1 Schrekenberg 1992: 134. For his survey of Josephus’ Nachleben in Christian literature, see
pp. 51-85 in the same volume. Cf. Schrekenberg 1984. It may be noted that the Christian
apologists use Josephus in particular, see e.g. Theophilus of Antioch To Autolytus 3.23; Ori-
gen Against Celsus 4.11; Eusebius Church History 2.20. An important study of the Latin
Josephus is about to be published, see Pollard 2015.

12 Extensive studies of Philo’s afterlife in Christian thought at Goodenough 1938: 298-307;
Chadwick 1984: 4; Ruina 1989: 403, 1993, 1995. For Philo himself, see EAC 3:173-5.
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projected Alexander as a friend and instrument of the Hebrew God. Just as Eusebius
placed the foundation of Alexandria before Alexander’s visit to Jerusalem, we must
first explore the Alexandrian literary filters before we can discern the ramifications
the tradition had for the Christian appropriation of the largely unfavourable Alexan-
der material from the literature of Jerusalem (Ch. 2). The following argument is made
upon the presumption that much early Christian literature on Alexander was filtered
through the positive Alexandrian projection that hailed from the city’s Jewish dia-

spora and, in this form, diffused into the wider Christian tradition.

1.1. THE FOUNDATION OF ALEXANDRIA

2011 witnessed two different conferences on two different continents concerning Al-
exander in Africa. The first was convened in Wroclaw, Poland, and addressed issues
with Alexander’s sojourn of Egypt and Africa in general. The second, held one month
later, took place in Pretoria, South Africa, and concerned Alexander’s African legacy
more broadly."4 From the conference proceedings, both appearing with different pub-
lishers in 2014, it is clear that Alexandria and its influence on Alexander’s Nachleben

was a ubiquitous theme of discussion at both conferences.

Going against the scholarly tradition, one contributor at the Pretoria conference
proposed that Alexander did not invest much time and effort in the foundation of Al-
exandria but established a military fortification there that the Ptolemies would turn
into a metropolis.'5 Conversely, many of the delegates at the Polish conference sought
to reinforce the traditional view that Alexander founded the city with an ambition of
making it a great centre of commerce. The multitude of inconsistencies in the extant
sources does indeed license several interpretations. But Timothy Howe at the Pre-

toria conference did not consider the conclusions reached in Fraser’s fundamental

13 See e.g. the story told in 2 Targum Esther 1.4 that Alexander retrieved the throne of So-
lomon from Babylon and brought it back to Alexandria in Egypt. This story is reminiscent
of his retrieval of the statues of Harmodius and Aristogeiton that were sent back to Athens
from Babylon (Arrian Anabasis 316.7-8). Cf. Stoneman 1994a: 44. Such a tale could be in
the narrative archaeology of a seventh-century Syriac tale. The anonymous author relates
that Alexander brought a silver throne to Jerusalem from Alexandria, which was built for
the Messiah, so that He could reign in Alexander’s stead. At the Advent of the Messiah, He
would also receive Alexander’s crown and the subsequent crowns of all the Alexandrian
kings from Alexander to Him. For this text, see Budge 2003:146-7 [reprint].

14 Grieb et al. 2014; Bosman 2014. The conference organisers were clearly unaware that the
conferences happened almost simultaneously. See e.g. Bosman 2014: viii, ‘the first confer-
ence about Alexander in Africa, and that on African soil.’

15 Howe 2014. Cf. Holbl 2001: 5-15, Ogden 2013b, 2013¢; Lane Fox 2015: 170-2.
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Cities of Alexander nor does he seem to pay due attention to the fact that Ps.-Aris-
totelian text Oeconomica refers to Cleomenes, Alexander’s governor of Egypt,'6 by the
cognomen ‘of Alexandria,’ Alexandreus, rather than ‘of Naucratis. Moreover, the
third-century BC chronicle, extracted from a stele made of Parian marble, records
that Alexandria was being built while Babylon was taken.'7 Considering the consider-
able building and restoration programme Alexander inaugurated elsewhere in Egypt,

it seems strange to argue that he did not build the city he was most famous for.

The numerous inconsistent histories of Alexandria’s foundation are an expression,
Erskine argues, ‘of the multiple personalities of Alexandria itself.”® As our point of de-
parture, we may take the example Erskine ends his paper on: the famous bird omen
revealed to Alexander when he used barley to mark out the site of the city. Flocks of
birds descended upon it and ate every grain. The king’s soothsayers then explained to
the king that it was a good omen since the city would supply the world with food. Yet,
this is but one version retold in the same way by Plutarch and the sixth-century lex-
icographer Stephanus of Byzantium. Many others exist.'9 For instance, the Augustan
geographer Strabo does not record the detail of the birds nor the prophecies, but
states succintly that the Macedonians used barley to mark out the city, which the Al-
exander historian Curtius Rufus claimed was an old Macedonian custom. The vari-

ations are attributable to the Alexandria or Alexander the authors wanted to project,

16 Heckel s.v. Cleomenes [1].

17 Parian Marble FGH 239 B 5.

18 Erskine 2013: 170. Cf. Trapp 2004 for the various traditions about the city itself, especially
in the Greek tradition.

19 Stephanus of Byzantium, s.v. AAeEavdpéia. Principal texts: AR 1.32.4; Vitruvius On Architec-
ture 2.preface.4; Strabo Geography 17.1.6 (the workers use barley for marking roads. No
birds); Valerius Maximus Deeds and Sayings 1.4. ext. 1 (Dinocrates outlines the city with
barley. Birds come and eat it. Egyptian priests interprets this as a good omen); Curtius Ru-
fus History 4.8.6. (same as Valerius Maximus, but notes that the barley is a Macedonian
custom); Plutarch Alexander 26.8-10 (the workers use barley to outline the city walls be-
cause there is no chalk left. Otherwise same as Valerius Maximus and Curtius Rufus. Alex-
ander leaves for Siwah); Arrian Anabasis 3.2.1-2 (one of the workers get the idea to use bar-
ley. No birds. Aristander of Telmessus interpret the use of barley as a good omen); Frag-
mentum Sabbaiticum FGH 151.11 (Alexander comes back from Siwah. He orders his men to
outline the city with barley, no chalk. The following night birds eat the barley. Alexander
said that the sign was good; others found it bad. He goes off to fight Darius); Itinerary of Al-
exander § 20 (no chalk, soldiers supply them with barley, birds, interpreters see this as a
negative omen, but Alexander does not); Ammianus Marcellinus Roman History 22.16.7
(Dinocrates, no chalk, flour, no birds, the flour suggests a rich supply of food). Cf. Ausfeld
1907: 138 n. 7; Jouguet 1941-2; Cohen 2006: 360; Billault 2010; Erskine 2013: 183 n. 45; Grieb

2014.
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to their time of writing and to their respective intellectual milieux. Since Alexandria

was a multicultural metropolis, there were innumerable versions of its inception.

In 1914, Pfister drew attention to a unique foundation legend told in the gamma-re-
cension of the AR (c. 800).2° The legend, which Pfister believed was originally written
by a first-century Alexandrian Jew, related the following episode about Alexander’s

construction of the site:

Alexander spent some time there rebuilding the city, adorning it
with numerous columns and strengthening the walls with high
towers. The highest of all he built at the eastern gate, and placed
on the top of it a statue of himself [...] When all of this was fin-
ished, and the city had been made exceedingly beautiful in the
eyes of all, Alexander ascended the tower, stood up and con-
demned all the gods of the country. He proclaimed the one true
God, who cannot be known nor seen nor sought out, who is sur-
rounded by the seraphim and glorified with the name of the
‘thrice holy.” Alexander made a prayer, ‘O God of gods, creator of
all that is visible and invisible, be my helper now in all that I in-
tend to do.’

ARy 2.28.2

Alexander’s homily on the falseness of the pagan gods and the prayer to God are a
claim that the earliest Alexandria was consecrated by the same religion as the author
who recorded the vignette. It remains unclear whether this was a Jew or a Christian:
Reinhold Merkelbach, and the rest of the editorial board of Pfister's Kleine Schriften,
noted that the gamma-recension of the AR was dependent on the slightly earlier epsi-
lon (c. 700), which Pfister had been unaware of. To the editors, this proved that
gamma was of Christian origin rather than Jewish, especially with the reference to the
‘thrice holy’ used in Byzantine liturgy. These conclusions have been maintained by
Demandt.2? Stoneman accepts that much of the material may have been reworked
gradually by Christians, but argues that this does not preclude the possibility that the
foundation story stem from Hellenistic Jewish circles. If this is true, the eighth cen-

tury was merely the final date of the incorporation of a far older story.23 The latter ar-

20  Pfister 80-103.

21  Trans. Stoneman 1991: 173-4 (adapted). N.B. Stoneman 2008: 58 wrongly references this
passage to 1.28. Cf. Stoneman 1994a: 47; Mossé 2004:177.

22  Demandt 2009: 170.
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gument remains speculative, however, since it does not explain why the story is

uniquely attested in this recension, with no trace of it elsewhere.

Whether Jewish or Christian in origin, the vignette is an indication of the attempts
to appropriate the city within a cultural and religious discourse that differed from the
pagan. For instance, the AR features a lengthy narrative of the pagan god Sarapis’ in-
volvement in the foundation of Alexandria, which is non-existent in the Christian tra-
dition.24 The Christians had other topographical interests in Alexandria. In a seventh-
century pilgrim’s guide, Alexandria had its entry next to other sacred spaces that
mattered to Christians. There are lengthy descriptions of Alexandria’s central sites,
such as shrines of the Christian martyrs and the church of St. Mark. The co-author of
the guide book, the Irish Adamnan (624-704), the ninth abbot of the Celtic monastery
on the Scottish isle of Iona, tells us that he had written the work with assistance from
the Gallic pilgrim Arculf. The work not only records his experiences from the Holy
Land, but also the Near East after the Muslim conquests. The entry on Alexandria in

Egypt runs thus:

This great city, once the capital of Egypt, was originally called No
in the Hebrew tongue. This populous city, named after its famous
founder Alexander, king of Macedon, by a name known in the
entire world: Alexandria, because it obtained its grandeur and
name from its re-foundation. [...] This Alexandria, which before
it was built to a gargantuan size by Alexander the Great, was
called No, as already said, and was situated by the mouth of the
Nile river at a place called Canopus and the city borders Asia,
Egypt and Libya.

Adamnan On the Location of Holy Places 2.30.1, 2.30.26.25

Adamnan’s seemingly factual description based on an eye-witness account does
echo earlier works of Christian geography and ethnography. For instance, Isidore re-
cords in his famous encyclopedia that Alexandria was built upon the Egyptian city No

and established the boundary of Egypt and Asia.26 That Alexandria was called by an-

23 Stoneman 2008: 58. Ory Amitay has recently reinforced Stoneman’s position in a confer-
ence paper delivered at ‘Wroclaw 2015.’

24 AR 133. The same passage in the Christian recension $ has been heavily edited and most
of it omitted.

25  Jerome Commentary on Hosea 2.9.5-6 (CCSL 76.94).

26  Isidore of Seville Etymologies 15.1.34.
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other name in Greek and Demotic is elsewhere attested,?? but Rhacotis, ‘construction
site,’ was no more than a small settlement and fishing port. The alternate name No is
supplied by Isidore’s reading of Jerome’s Latin Vulgate Bible (commenced in 382).
The name occurs in a scriptural passage in the minor prophet Nahum (3:8-11) and
Jerome renders the Hebrew name No-Amon from this passage as ‘Alexandria.” In-
deed, Jerome also made sure that this was clear in his commentary on the passage,
providing an erudite digression on Alexandria and Alexandrian history.28 Hence, cer-
tain Christians chose to associate Alexandria with a Biblical place from the OT. This is
a deliberate association of cities done in order to map the contours of the Biblical

landscapes on to the world around the Christians.

Isidore’s and Adamnan’s identification of the city thus depend on a common tex-
tual background in the Vulgate Bible of the Christian West. Yet, there was a general
disagreement about the actual location of the Biblical No-Amon. Many eastern Chris-
tians believed that No should be identified with Thebes in Upper Egypt rather than
Alexandria in Lower Egypt, and this reading is maintained in our modern editions of
the Bible.?9 This is significant because it shows that the exegetical process of identify-
ing the sacred sites of the Christians was by no means a linear procedure. Indeed, the
fifth-century Syrian bishops Theodore of Mopsuestia and Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Anti-
ochene advocates of a literal interpretation of the Bible, dismiss No-Amon’s associ-
ation with Alexandria. They do so on the grounds that notable commentators, such as
Cyril of Alexandria (378-444), had vainly tried to identify obscure places (the Hebrew
No) with better known ones (Alexandria).3° Indeed, Cyril argues forcefully that No-

27 Strabo Geography 17.1.6; Pausanias Description 5.21.10; AR 1.32.2, 3.34.5; Stephanus of Byzan-
tium s.v. Paxarig. Cf. Dillery 2004: 256; Ryholt 2013.

28  Jerome Commentary on Nahum 3.8-9 (CCSL 76a.562-3).

29  Nahum 3:8-10 NRSV. ‘Are you better than Thebes (No-Amon) that sat by the Nile, with wa-
ter around her, her rampart a sea, water her wall? Ethiopia was her strength, Egypt too,
and that without limit; the Libyans were her helpers. Yet she became an exile, she went
into captivity; even her infants were dashed in pieces at the head of every street; lots were
cast for her nobles, all her dignitaries were bound in fetters.” For the modern identification
of No-Amon, see e.g. D. L. Christensen 2009: 354-55; Coggins & Han 2011: 32.

30  Both bishops do, however, make their own attempts at identifying No-Amon. The former
notes that there is a city in Egypt called Amon, but makes now further identification of it
(Theodore of Mopsuestia Commentary on Nahum 3.8 PG 66.417-20). The latter, apparently
familiar with the oracle of Siwah, makes the vague case that No-Amon was what the
Greeks had considered a famous Libyan oracle, noting Alexander’s trip to it (Theodoret of
Cyrrhus Commentary on Nahum 3.8 (PG 81.1804). These locations do not mesh well with
the idea that No-Amon was populous or the Hebrew designation. Yet, the Antiochene
Bible tradition was different from the Vulgate, and the same wording might not have ap-
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Amon is Alexandria because he wanted to assert the Biblical origins of the city he

himself presided over.

No’s re-foundation and expansion evidently casts Alexander in the role of a great
founder, ktistes or conditor. He enlarged a city of the OT that bound together the con-
tinents of Africa and Asia. This meshes well with the typical features of the
(re-)foundation narratives of ancient discourse. The AR (1.30-33) contains the fullest
collection of the Alexandrian foundation myths, but never refers to him explicitly as
founder, perhaps because the myths make it so apparent.3' Pfister and Fraser have
collected most of the scattered references to Alexander ktistes from canonical king’s
lists and astronomical dairies of Alexandrian origin, such as the second-century

mathematical treatise, the Almagest of Claudius Ptolemy (d. 168).32

The principal text of their interest is, however, the eighth-century Scaliger’s Chro-
nograph, usually referred to by the derogatory title its eponymous editor Joseph Jus-
tus Scaliger (d. 1609) gave it: Excerpta Latina Barbari. Richard Burgess has recently re-
named the text Scaliger’s Chronograph, which I have adopted.3s This text contains a
very detailed Alexander narrative in colloquial Latin. The Alexandrian origin is obvi-
ous. For instance, it constantly refers to Alexander by the sobriquet conditor. Al-
though the Latin translation was made rather late—Burgess has argued persuasively
that this is a Merovingian witness to a late fifth or early sixth-century Alexandrian
chronograph—the original Greek text had roots in the Severan age because the reg-
nal lists of Persians, Ptolemies, and Romans end with the reign of the Roman emperor
Alexander Severus (d. 235).34 These lists, Burgess argues, derive from the elaborate
Chronograph by the Christian Sextus Julius Africanus (d. 240). In the newest edition
of the fragments of this work, the editors demonstrate that Africanus is indeed the
source of Alexander’s title, ktistes, in Scaliger’s Chronograph since the Severan author
uses the same term on his list of Macedonian kings.35 This is highly significant in that

it attests a general tendency in the use of a local title for Alexander in Greek literature

plied to the Bible of Theodore and Theodoret. For the alternative reading, see e.g. Cyril of
Alexandria Commentary on Nahum 2.56-7.

31 Pfister conjectures that the title of the AR could have contained a reference to Alexander
as the founder, which Fraser 1996: 206 n. 14 accepts.

32 Claudius Ptolemy Hypotheses 2.160 Heiberg. Cf. Pfister 1964: 64-66; Fraser 1996: 14-5.

33  See the erudite description of this text in Burgess 2013, especially p. 42-52 for the sources
of the first part of the text. His study is now the fundamental work on Scaliger’s Chrono-
graph and supersedes all previous scholarship on the text, even Garstad’s recent introduc-
tion to and translation of it (for which, see Garstad 2012).

34  Burgess2013: 9.

35  Julius Africanus Chronograph F 82 (GCS NF 15.245-9).
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of Egypt from the imperial period, shared by both Christians and non-Christians. We
will return to Julius Africanus (Ch. 4.1.1) and Scaliger’s Chronograph (Ch. 7.1.1) below.

The title and the role as founder have wider ramifications for the representation of
Alexander in antiquity. His imperial role of a civilising emperor that built cities and
spread culture to the uncultured is best captured by Plutarch’s famous two-part ora-
tion On the Fortune or Virtue of Alexander,36 but Alexandrian Jews and Christians cer-
tainly projected Alexander in a similar fashion as far as their own city was concerned.

We turn now to certain stories that reflect some of the features of this role.

1.2. Civic RIGHTS TO ALEXANDRIAN JEWS

Josephus records on the authority of Strabo that the Jews had been given special civic
rights in order that they could dwell freely in Alexandria.37 This should be read along-
side his other claim that both Alexander and his successor in Alexandria, Ptolemy I,
had granted citizenship to the Jews because of the Jewish piety and virtue.38 Hence
the Jews had been allowed to pursue their own political and religious life since the
very foundation of the city. Josephus’ appeal to the royal authority of Alexander, ar-
ticulated again in the polemical Against Apion, is not supported by Strabo. The first-
century BC geographer does not explicitly refer to Alexander, even if he said that the
Jews had been granted certain rights. Besides the mention of letters of Alexander and
the first Ptolemies, Josephus also draws attention to several additional (but surely fic-
tional) documents to support his argument that the Roman Caesars had not done

anything to diminish the rights of the Jews in Alexandria.

The historicity of Josephus’ claims has been questioned. In a comprehensive study
of the Josephan apologetic, Tcherikover contextualised the Jewish claim for citizen-
ship with passages from the anonymous 3 Maccabees and Philo’s Against Flaccus and
the Delegation to Gaius to argue that Josephus had made these powerful claims to re-
spond to contemporary threats to the Alexandrian diaspora.39 In his view, it is base-
less to project the claim for Alexandrian citizenship back onto the time of Alexander,
and he saw no reason why the debate about them would antedate the reign of Augus-
tus. More recent scholarship has, however, sought to accommodate the idea that such

rights, or the assumption of having the right to inhabit the city, would be essential for

36  Aelian Miscellany 3.23.

37  Strabo of Amasia BNJ 91 F 7 from Josephus Jewish Antiquities 14.114.

38  Josephus Jewish War 2.487. Cf. Josephus Against Apion 2.35-44, 70-2 incorporating Hec-
ataeus of Abdera BNJ 264 F 22.

39  Tcherikover 1966: 315-22.
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Alexandrian Jews at all times and could have had political significance before Augus-
tus.4° In any case, the authority is clearly stated rather than argued for. Josephus does
actually not quote the letters or provide any further proof. The claim is a fiction that
must have mattered to the diaspora before and after the Roman sack of Jerusalem in
AD 7o.

Two Christian authors use the story from Josephus. The first reference occurs in
one of the three Latin translations or adaptations of Josephus by the late fourth-cen-
tury Ps.-Hegesippus; the second occurs in the early fifth-century Church History of the
Constantinopolitan layman Socrates. The former deploys the story in a lengthy ora-
tion, put into the mouth of the Jew Eleazar, who seeks to persuade his audience to
commit mass-suicide in the face of a Roman siege. The latter uses it as historical fact
to assert that the Christians had taken over the rights and privileges of the Alexan-

drian Jews.

Ps.-Hegesippus arranges the short siege of the fortress Masada in Judea (AD 74) as
the very last event of the fifth and last book of his On the Fall of Jerusalem to create
maximum emphasis on the lost course of the Jews. Having been abandoned by God,
Ps.-Hegesippus argues, and faced with an impending Roman siege, Eleazar exhorts
the crowd to die by their own hand for freedom. He delivers one oration on the hope-
lessness of the situation, and the crowd is convinced to carry out the deed. This ver-
sion of the siege has to be compared to the original in Josephus’ Jewish War: there the
Masada Jews need two exhortations to be persuaded, and Josephus commends their
final but fatal decision. It is noteworthy that Josephus does not grant them the im-
portant last position of the final book. Instead this honour is given to the fanatical
zealots, the Jewish Sicarians, whom Josephus seems to blame for the fall of Jerusalem.
Ps.-Hegesippus does, however, not commend the dead Jews at Masada at all and
omits the Sicarians altogether. The alteration has the literary effect that even the best
Jews, those that committed suicide at Masada, take the blame for everything by ad-
mitting to their own religious impiety on behalf of all the Jews. They had been wrong
all along. This Christian account of the siege is polemically anti-Semitic on the au-

thority of Josephus.4

As a minor detail within this greater Christian message, the story of the civic rights

is inserted into Eleazar’s speech, thus modifying a few lines in what is the second ora-

40  Fraser 1972 i: 54-5; Gruen 1998: 71-2; Erskine 2013: 179.
41 Ps-Hegesippus On the Fall of Jerusalem 5.53 (CSEL 66.412). Cf. Josephus Jewish War 7.304-
401.
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tion in Josephus.4? Eleazar states that the Jews had lost all their battles against the Ro-
mans. On his general list of battles lost, he gives special attention to Alexandria (in
Josephus, it is Egypt more broadly). Here Alexander had used the zeal of the Alexan-
drian Jewry to keep the Egyptians in check, and the king had given each people differ-
ent places of residence, so that their cultures and religious practices would not be
mixed together. Even so, Jews and Egyptians still collided occasionally, but Alexander
was able to quell the conflicts and dispense justice. Conversely, the Romans had little
patience for the Jewish fanaticism and routed 50,000 citizens (the number is 60,000

in Josephus). The Romans outdo Alexander in cruelty.

This adaptation of the Josephan version is important because neither of Eleazar’s
exhortations in Josephus feature Alexander. Ps.-Hegesippus has borrowed the Alex-
ander vignettes from elsewhere in Josephus and grafted them onto the Masada story.

This has two effects:

On the one hand, his representation of Alexander in this story echoes the famous
Livian comparison of Alexander and Rome.43 Ps.-Hegesippus’ Eleazar is portraying
the Romans as more terrifying and, therefore, more powerful than Alexander. The au-
thor also makes good use of that topos elsewhere. He lays it into the mouth of Herod
Agrippa II, who argues that there was nothing special about Alexander because his
campaigns were one long flight away from Rome.44 Alexander was a coward because
he did not want to fight them.

On the other, Ps.-Hegesippus’ representation of Alexander as a good king and just
arbiter between the cultural milieux of his own city Alexandria is noteworthy. The
themes of justice and kingship are normally associated with Alexander,45 but not al-
ways with basis in the tradition emanating from Alexandria. As shall be argued be-
low, the representation of Alexander as a righteous ruler and friend of the Jews in his
own city is a salient feature of the literary tradition of the Alexandrian Jewry, which is
modified by the Christians.

42 Josephus Jewish War 7.369.

43  Livy Roman History 9.17-9. For this digression, see Biffi 1995: 47-52; Spencer 2002: 42-5, Mo-
rello 2002: 77-8; Ligeti 2008: 48-9. For later Livian echoes, see e.g. Ammianus Marcellinus
Roman History 30.8.4-5; Orosius History against the Pagans 3.15.10 (hereafter Orosius His-
tory; Paul the Dean Roman History 2.9.

44  N.B. this is the only unfavourable comparison of Rome and Alexander, Ps.-Hegesippus On
the Fall of Jerusalem 2.9 (CSEL 66.149-50) (CSEL 66.149-50).

45  See e.g. Vitruvius On Architecture 2.preface.1 for a passing remark on Alexander dispensing
justice. Cf. Curtius Rufus History 4.10.34.
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Socrates incorporates the Josephan story into a version of the final conflict
between Christians and Jews in the Alexandria of 414. The famous bishop Cyril in-
cited a Christian mob to drive out the Jews because they had retaliated severely after
a series of Christian persecutions of them. Socrates asserts that the Jews, who had
lived in Alexandria since the time of Alexander, were stripped of all they owned and
cast out.46 While it is evident that he posits the story as historical fact to show how
long the Jews had lived there, he is perhaps also making the claim that the Christians,
under Cyril’s direction, came to enjoy that privilege rightfully from that day onwards.
Socrates’ characterisation of Alexander in this instance is less detailed than that of
Ps.-Hegesippus, but his remark is indicative of one of the most common uses of the
figure in Christian antiquity, namely as an emblem of a specific period of time. This,
in turn, says something crucial about the ancient views on how Alexander completely
dominated the period he lived in and the Hellenistic period which immediately fol-
lowed. That this is the case can be seen in the many versions, Jewish and Christian, of
the legendary story about the inception of the Septuagint. This text was the first
Greek translation of the Torah’s first five books, that is to say the Mosaic books of the

Christian OT: Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers and Deuteronomy.47

46  Socrates Scholasticus Church History 7.13. Cf. Cassiodorus Church History 11.11.9.

47  Legend has it that the translation was commissioned by Ptolemy I Soter or Ptolemy II Phil -
adelphus. It was allegedly made by 70 (or 72!) Jewish Elders in Alexandria. In Christian lit-
erature this translation was the most authoritative because the Jews were thought to have
been under divine direction since they had all translated the Hebrew books into 70
identical Greek books, although they had had one cell each. Later editions of the Greek
Scriptures, including the many other books of the OT, by Aquila of Sinope, Symmachus
the Ebionite and Theodotion of Ephesus were circulated from the second century AD on-
wards (Augustine City of God 18.43). Scripture in Hebrew was unavailable, or even un-
desired, among the Christians. There are two exceptions to this rule: Origen’s Hexapla, a
rendition of Scripture in six columns (Hebrew, transliterated Hebrew in Greek letters,
Aquila, Symmachus, Septuagint and Theodotion) for comparative study, and Jerome’s Vul-
gate Bible. For the history of the Septuagint, see e.g. Letter of Aristeas; Josephus Jewish An-
tiquities 12.11-118, Against Appion 2.45-7. Cf. Tarn & Griffith 1952: 223; Fraser 1972 i: 689-703;
EEC 72; Lane Fox 1991: 92; N. L. Collins 2000; Lieu 2004: 31-2, 38-9; Paget 2014.



1.3. THE TRANSLATION OF THE SEPTUAGINT

The Letter of Aristeas (c. 200 BC), the elusive second-century BC ‘Aristobulus the
Jew’s8 and Josephus do not attach the name of Alexander to the legend of the Sep-
tuagint, but Philo does.#9 The Alexandrian philosopher notes in passing that the com-
missioner of the translation, Ptolemy II Philadelphus, was the third in succession
from Alexander since that king secured Egypt. Ptolemy II is thus in direct line of des-
cent from the Founder. Philo’s casual remark, written almost three centuries after the
death of Ptolemy II, is evidence of how Alexandrians saw the continuity in the reign
of Alexandrian kings from Alexander himself to the end of the Ptolemaic dynasty
(306/5-30 BC). Philo is thus a witness to the long-lived success of the early Ptolemaic
language of legitimacy that appropriated Alexander as the Ptolemaic precursor.5° In
Philo’s passage, Alexander may not have had anything to do with actual Septuagint
translation itself, but he was recognised as a key individual in the formation of the

dynasty and a marker of the time after which the translation was carried out.

We have already seen that this method of dating events to the time of Alexander
was a feature of the Alexandrian foundation myths, the tale of the civic rights and
the Septuagint legend. According to Quintilian, the Roman teacher of rhetoric, saying
that an event happened now, formerly, under Alexander or during the siege of Troy
was a way of making a more general dating, as opposed to saying that something hap-
pening specifically during the day or night, or in the summer or the winter.5'It is not-
able that he is using these ‘Greek’ events as examples rather than events from Roman
history, but it also proves that Alexander’s reign defined a distinct period. This

Graeco-Roman technical practice seems to have been taken over by the Jews and the

48  Wasserstein & Wasserstein 2006: 27-35 argue that the fragments of this figure are Chris-
tian invention. Contra EAC 2: 309.

49  Philo Life of Moses 2.29.

50  The link between Alexander and the Ptolemies is particularly apparent in Ptolemaic court
poetry, most recently discussed by Strootman 2014.

51 Quintilian Institutions 5.10.42. For the practice of dating events to Alexander’s reign, see
e.g. Polybius Histories 2.71.5, 8.10.11; Cornelius Nepos Eumenes § 4; Dionysius of Halicarnas-
sus On Ancient Orators § 1, Roman Antiquities 1.2.3, To Ammaeus § 5 (§ 12), On Dinarchus §
2; Diodorus Siculus Library 1.4.6; Justin Epitome 2.4.32; Hyginus Fables 219.5; Claudius
Ptolemy Almagest 1.1.204, 1.1.206, 1.1.234, 1.1.256, 1.1.369, 1.1.374, 1.2.352, 1.2.386 Heiberg, Hy-
potheses 2.80, 2.84, 2.88, 2.92, 2.96, 2.100, 2104 Heiberg; Diogenes Laertius Lives of the
Philosophers 10.1; Zosimus New History 1.1-4. For the revision of time in the ancient world,
see now K. Clarke 2008.
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Christians. They used Alexander as the same historical marker.52 This highly signific-

ant use of Alexander will echo throughout this study with more or less intensity.

To return to the Septuagint, the development of the early Christian reception of

the legend went in two major directions:

1.

In the Greek apologetic tradition, certain Church Fathers posited that there
were several translations of the Septuagint before the one made by the
Ptolemies.53 This assertion licensed the argument that the books of Moses had
been in circulation much earlier than the Ptolemies, and the apologists used
this to argue that the Greek philosophers Plato and Pythagoras had borrowed
all their philosophical concepts from the Pentateuch. As we saw in the Intro-
duction, this is the same basic argument that Origen used against Celsus to re-
pudiate the pagan claim for the priority of Greek poets and philosophers. As-
serting the cultural priority of the Hebrew Patriarchs whose piety and wisdom
Christians laid claim to was very vital for the Christian promotion of Chris-
tianity as a philosophy. Alexander’s importance for this alternative Septuagint
computation lies not in his alleged role in the Ptolemaic dynasty (Philo), but
in the vague date of his Persian wars (Clement of Alexandria and Eusebius) or
the reign of Philip and Alexander (Ps.-Justin). The late third-century Exhorta-
tion to the Greeks attributed to Justin Martyr shows this tendency clearly. To
posit the priority of the Pentateuch, the author postulates that Socrates, Plato
and Aristotle had lived long after Moses. He uses the famous Philippics by the
fourth-century BC statesman Demosthenes to assert that the philosophers had
lived closer to Philip and Alexander, and Alexander’s association with Aris-
totle is concluded by reference to those authors, who had recorded the deeds
of Alexander.54 In many ways, the argument is akin to the apologetic method

Eusebius had used when he posited genuineness of the Jerusalem tale by the

52

53

54

See e.g. Tatian Against the Greeks § 36; Clement of Alexandria Exhortation 4.54.3, 10.97.1,
Miscellany 1.21139, 1.22.150; Ps.-Justin Martyr Exhortation to the Greeks § 5; Methodius On
the Resurrection § 28. For the widespread use in later periods, see Arnobius Against the
Nations 1.5; Eusebius Commentary on Isaiah 17:3 (GCS 9.114), Preparation for the Gospel
4.16.19, 9.4.6, 10.11.8, 10.14.17, 13.12.1, Proof of the Gospel 8.4.10, Eclogue of Prophecies PG
22.1181-4, On the Psalms PG 23.944; Epiphanius Against Heresies PG 41.183; Basil of Seleucia
Homily 39 (PG 85.421); Evagrius Scholasticus Church History 3.29.

Clement Miscellany 1150.1-3; Eusebius Preparation for the Gospel 9.4.6, 9.6.7, 13.12.1; Ps.-
Justin Martyr Exhortation to the Greeks § 12. Wasserstein & Wasserstein 2006: 32 omits Ps.-
Justin Martyr.

For the Attic orators on Alexander, see e.g. Gunderson 1981; Koulakiotis 2006: 23-58.
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juxtaposition of it with Alexander’s foundation of Alexandria. If an assump-
tion about something was widely known (that the philosophers lived close to
the time of Alexander, Alexandria), it could be used to corroborate something
more questionable (that they had derived their knowledge from Moses, Jerus-
alem). This latter piece of logic relies on the ancient idea of the transmission
of learning. If some philosophical concept could be proven to be more ancient
than another, it follows that the later insight derived its insight from the
former (Ch. 4).

The Philonic feature of alluding to Alexander in relation to the Ptolemies was
widely maintained in Christian literature. It does, however, not occur in the
earliest Christian martyrs and apologists: Justin Martyr (d. 165), the heresiolo-
gist Irenaeus of Lyons (d. 200) and the Carthaginian Father of the Latin
Church Tertullian (c. 160-225).55 From the fourth-century lectures of Cyril of
Jerusalem delivered to Christian catechumens, who had yet to be baptised, to
the sixth-century chronicler John Malalas from Syrian Antioch, the Septuagint
legend was prefaced with allusions to Alexander’s name. This is an important

tendency both in the East and in the West.56

The differences between the two versions are tangible. The former uses Alexander

to develop an argument on behalf of Christian philosophy independently of the Alex-

andrian tradition, whereas the latter emphasises Alexander’s link to the Ptolemies to

embed the narrative with a sense of historical grounding. The latter naturally con-

tains the apologetic assertion that the Septuagint was ancient and from an important

period of time. There are notable variations of Alexander’s involvement: in Cyril of

Jerusalem and his younger contemporary Filastrius of Brescia the figure is a chronolo-

gical marker as he is in Philo; in the anonymous sixth-century Dialogue of Timothy

and Aquila, we are told that he transferred his kingdom to his four foster-brothers An-

35

56

Justin Martyr First Apology 1.32, Dialogue with Trypho § 68, § 71; Irenaeus of Lyon Against

Heresies 3.21.2; Tertullian Apology § 18; Ps.-Justin Martyr Exhortation § 13. Cf. Wasserstein
& Wasserstein 2006: 95-109.

Julius Africanus Chronograph F 86 (GCS NF 15.254-5); Cyril of Jerusalem Instructions 4.34;

Filastrius of Brescia Catalogue of Heresies § 142; Jerome Commentary on Daniel 9.24 (CCSL
75a.871; PL 25.545); Ps.-Epiphanius Weights and Measures § 9; Augustine City of God 18.42;
Basil of Seleucia, Homily 39 (PG 85.421); Theodoret of Cyrrthus Commentary on the Psalms
(PG 80.864); Isidore of Seville Etymologies 6.3.5, Major Chronicle § 200; Dialogue of
Timothy and Aquila pp. 9o-1 Conybeare; John Lydus On the Months p. 103 Wiiensch;
Malalas 8.7 (197 Dindorf). Cf. Wasserstein & Wasserstein 2006: 113-31.
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tiochus, Philip, Seleucus and Ptolemy before the author goes on to recount a variant

of the Septuagint story.57

The fullest account of the connection between Alexander and the Ptolemies in re -

lation to the Septuagint from Christian antiquity was written by Augustine:

One of the Ptolemies, kings of Egypt, was eager to know and possess
these sacred books [i.e. the Septuagint]. After the reign of Alexan-
der of Macedon, surnamed ‘the Great,” which, though amazing in
the highest degree, was not lasting in the least—he had subdued all
Asia and indeed almost the whole world, partly by force of arms,
partly by terror, and among other parts of the east had entered and
won Judea also—his generals did not peaceably divide that vast
empire upon his death, but rather dissipated it by wars, so as to lay
everything waste. Egypt then went on to have Ptolemies as her
kings, the first of whom, the son of Lagus, carried off many captives
from Judea into Egypt. But his successor, another Ptolemy called
Philadelphus, permitted all whom the first Ptolemy had brought in
as captives to depart as free men. More than that, he sent royal gifts
to the temple of God, and begged Eleazar, who was then the high
priest, to give him a copy of the Scriptures].]

Augustine City of God 18.42 LCL (adapted).

The remainder of this chapter outlines his version of the Septuagint.58 This is a
sophisticated, more balanced, narrative that is distanced to the Philonic ones that
tend to glorify the Alexandrian dynasty. In reading Augustine’s less enthusiastic ver-
sion of Hellenistic history, we notice that Alexander is once more projected as the
creator of the Hellenistic world, and his Successors, who claimed their piece of the
spoils, are only legitimate through that claim. The emphasis on arms and terror
shows the gloom with which we should view the legacy of Alexander to his Suc-
cessors. Augustine argues that those days were filled with long-lasting wars and no
sign of peace. To complete this picture, he also adds the new feature of what actually
happened to the Jews of Judea at the same time. Ptolemy I made slaves of the Jews;
his son considered them interesting. The heightened focus on the Jewish perils under
Ptolemy I stresses the state of despair among the war-torn peoples, and the kings are
characterised negatively for the things they did, except Ptolemy II. It is striking that

his benevolence stands out in contrast to all of his predecessors. But, as it turns out,

57  For the background of this detail, see Chapter 2.3.
58  In the closest study of Augustine and Alexander, the passage is noted but not discussed:
Harding 2008: 115. Cf. Klein 1988: 982.
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Augustine only mentions Ptolemy II's kindness because he wants to posit that Provid-
ence fuelled Ptolemy’s wish to possess a translation because it licensed the argument

that Scripture was translated by divine will.

It is worthy of note that his version imbues the legend with a Christian argument:
the sacred books were only completed by divine intervention, so that it could ulti-
mately lead to the conversion of the pagans. This did not happen, however, until the
coming of Christ and the church. It is implied that only the Christians held the true
understanding of Septuagint Scripture and could use it for what it was truly intended,
namely Christian mission. Such an argument is part of one of several greater
strategies of Augustine’s famous polemic. In portraying Hellenistic history with many
calamities and great pessimism, he professes that every event leading up to the Ad-
vent of Jesus was more gruesome than what followed after the saviour had appeared.
Only God’s grace and mercy through the sacrifice of the Son—the most important
message of the NT—was what could lead to salvation. The emerging representation
of Alexander from this passage is thus negative because all of Hellenistic history was

negative in Augustine’s projection within the wider context of the City of God.

We shall return to Augustine repeatedly in what follows, but we should note here
that while it might seem that the Septuagint legend generally gave the Ptolemies a
positive reception in the Christian world, there was an alternative tale told about the
first Ptolemy. The Christian apologists derided him for bringing the cult-statue of
Sarapis, the venerated pagan deity so well-established in Alexandrian cult, from the
Pontic region to Egypt.59 Hence Ptolemy’s Nachleben was not uniformly positive in
the Christian tradition either. The importation of seemingly foreign religion brings us
onto the next Alexandrian tale that introduces the OT prophet Jeremiah as an indi-

genous protector of Alexandria.

1.4. THE BONES OF JEREMIAH

Together with his disciple Sophronius the Sophist, the future Patriarch of Jerusalem
(d. 638), John Moscus spent much of his life touring the eastern world before ending
his life in Rome (d. c. 616). The Byzantine ascetic, for some time a monk at the monas-
tery of Theodosius the Cenobiarch near Jerusalem, recorded his many encounters
with other monks and hermits, and one of these meetings took place in Alexandria.

Here he told Sophronius:

59 See e.g. Clement of Alexandria Exhortation 4.48.2; Origen Against Celsus 5.38. For
Serapis/Sarapis, see e.g. Stambaugh 1972; Takasc 1995; Pfeiffer 2008.
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‘Let us go to the Tetrapylum and wait there.’ It was a place held
in great reverence in Alexandria, for it is said that Alexander, the
founder of the city, brought the bones of the prophet Jeremiah
out of Egypt and reburied them there.

John Moscus Spiritual Meadow § 77.

The so-called Tetrapylum, Stoneman suggests, should be identified with the tower
of the eastern gate from which Alexander gave his homily on the falseness of the pa-
gan gods, according to the gamma-recension of the AR.6° As it is represented in the
text, the Tetrapylum was evidently a local landmark that Christians held in high es-
teem, for John Moscus finds three blind monks there. While we shall return to the im-
portance of Alexander in Christian discourse on geography below (Ch. 7.4), it is ad-
mittedly less clear from this vignette why the founder should be associated with the
venerated prophet and transfer his relics to Alexandria. The answer is awkwardly ex-
pressed in three groups of texts, two recensions of the Life and Death of the Prophets,
pseudo-nomously attributed to Epiphanius—bishop of Salamis on Cyprus—and the
seventh-century Easter Chronicle. When brought together and overlapped, the texts

with their variations and omissions form a coherent narrative:

Jeremiah had been stoned to death by the locals of the Egyptian Daphnae (Tell De-
fenneh) and buried in the region of the Pharaoh’s palace. In death, the remains of the
prophet repelled the asps and crocodiles from the land as he had done with prayers
in life. The author then mentions, a unique first-person statement in Ps.-Epiphanius,
that he had heard from some old men, descended from Antigonus and Ptolemy, that
Alexander had visited the tomb of Jeremiah and learned of the mysteries relating to
him. The king brought the bones to Alexandria and respectfully arranged them in a
circle that warded off reptiles from the city. Alexander then filled the circle with good

serpents that would purge bad ones already within the circle.5!

Alexander’s circle, perhaps made of cremation ash rather than the actual bones,

was made around the entirety of Alexandria. This would echo the foundation myth

60  Stoneman 2008: 57-8.

61  Ps.-Epiphanius Life and Death p. 9-10, pp. 61-2; Easter Chronicle pp. 293-4 Dindorf. The
summary is inspired by the translation in Ogden 2013a: 293-4, which is partially recycled in
Djurslev & Ogden forthcoming. The pertinent parts of the Greek texts are reprinted from
Schwemer in Barbantani 2014: 228-32 with helpful commentary. It supersedes the text re-
printed in Pfister 351-2 (Anhang A). For the date and discussion of the passage, see Pfister
93-5; 324; Cary 1956: 132; Satran 1995: 112; Fraser 1996: 19; Stoneman 1994a: 46, 2008: 57; De-
mandt 2009: 170; Kleczar 2014.
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about the spreading of barley, as we noted above. The detail is noteworthy in that it
makes us think of the origins and literary networks of such myths. Indeed, if the bar-
ley myth stemmed from early Alexandria (late fourth century BC?), then nothing pre-
vents the Jeremiah tale to have come from the contemporary, or slightly later, Jewish
diaspora of the city, as was suspected by Ogden, hypothesised by Schwemer and ac-
cepted by Barbantani.52

It hardly needs saying that, in casting Alexander as the pious founder and associ-
ate of the reptile-averting OT prophet, we have here a unique branch of a local tradi-
tion. Presumably, the choice fell on Jeremiah because he, like Alexander, had a nat-
ural proximity to Egypt. For instance, they were both buried there. It is important to
note that Jeremiah was not normally the OT figure associated with Alexander; that
honour belonged to the Hebrew youth Daniel, who was believed to have prophesied
the rise of Alexander while living at the Babylonian court of Nebuchadnezzar II (c.
605-562 BC) and some of his successors.63 Yet, the projection of Alexander created
here by Christian appropriation is striking. On par with Alexander’s homily on idol-
atry delivered from a tower in Alexandria, this is perhaps the most striking represent-
ation of Alexander that we have seen yet, and it anticipates what is still to come.

From Biblical prophets we turn now to the pagan prophetess known as the Sibyl.

1.5. THE SiBYLLINE ORACLES

The mystic nature of the poetic utterances attributed to the enigmatic Sibylline
seer(s), that is the Judeo-Christian compilation known as the Sibylline Oracles, has re-
ceived scholarly attention since they were rediscovered in the sixteenth century.54
The popularity of the Sibylline prophecy was also current in Christian antiquity. For

instance, some even considered one Sibyl a ‘Hebrew prophetess.’®s The Judeo-Chris-

62  Barbantani 2014: 232. Cf. Ogden 2013a: 295-7 for the sophisticated argument that the
Jeremiah tale could be a literary model for the stories told about the equally snake-repel-
lent Psylli.

63  This is also clear from the exegesis of Jeremiah by several Church Fathers: Alexander is
sometimes used for clarifying the prophetic lines but there is no further association
between them. See e.g. Jerome Commentary on Jeremiah 5.7-9 (CCSL 74.67); Theodoret of
Cyrrhus Commentary on Jeremiah 4616 (PG 81.712). For Alexander and Daniel, see Chapter
2.

64  Buitenwerf 2003: 6-64 for a history of the editions of, and the scholarship on, the Sibylline
Oracles from 1540 to 1998.

65  Clement of Alexandria Exhortation 6.77.4; Theophilus of Antioch To Autolycus 2.9. Cf.
Aelian Miscellany 12.35; Pausanias Description 10.12.5. For the sophisticated argument, see
Hooker 2008: 202-9.
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tian origin of the oracles that date from the second century BC to the seventh AD is
unmistakable. Hooker’s thesis and Brocca’s recent book have explored this profound
reception of the composite compilation of the Sibylline Oracles in Christians
writers.56 The figure, who foretells in the epic verse of Greek hexameter, is ubiquitous
in early Christian literature from as early as the second-century Shepherd of Hermas.
To give some examples of the types of texts she features in, we may note that refer-
ence is made to her in the late second-century apologetic philosophers Tatian of Syria
and Athenagoras of Athens; in their contemporary Antiochene chronicler, Theo-
philus; and the Latin grammarian and rhetor Lactantius, who advised Constantine I

and tutored his son Crispus in the Roman city of Trier.

Of these select testimonies, only Lactantius connects the Sibyl with Alexander.67
On his famous list of ten Sibylline prophetesses from different regions, he posits on
the authority of the first-century BC Roman antiquarian Varro that the first oracle
was Persian and that she spoke of Alexander. Varro, Lactantius asserts, had read that
in the Life of Alexander by the third-century BC Nicanor.68 Lactantius’ preservation of
two Hellenistic testimonies to that Sibyl and an analysis of the Alexander prophecies
of books three and eleven of the Sibylline Oracles prompted Gunderson to make the
case that Nicanor was ultimately the source of these negative Persian prophecies.®9
More recent scholarship on the literary composition and manuscript tradition of the
prophetic poems of book three and eleven does, however, not suggest the link to
Nicanor, but argue that the book three had roots in Hellenistic Judaism of first-cen-
tury Asia, although Egypt has also been suggested. While Gunderson’s observations
seem sound at a glance, the multifaceted nature of the evidence he collates just to de-
termine the image of Alexander in the Sibylline Oracles is not entirely unproblematic,
as he himself admits. Whether or not the Jewish author of the third book had read
Nicanor, like Varro seemingly had, remains speculation, but he was certainly a Hel-

lenist of the same century as Varro.

Besides Gunderson’s pioneering study, scholars of Alexander have paid very little
attention to the rich representations of the king in the Sibylline Oracles. This is a
shame because they tell us much about the negative use of the figure not only in Hel-

leno-Jewish contexts outside Alexandrian tradition, but also in the wider literary con-

66  Hooker 2008; Brocca 2011. Cf. J. J. Collins 1986: 421-59; Parke 1988: 152-70; Lightfoot 2007:
part I; Drobner 2007: 43-5.

67  Lactantius Divine Institutes 1.6.8.

68  Nicanor FGH 146 F 1a; b. Cf. Fraser 1972 i: 710 n. 232; Heckel s.v. Nicanor [5].

69  Gunderson 1977: 64-66. Cf. Fraser 1972 i: 708-16; Potter 1994: 75-6; Stoneman 1994a: 38;
Buitenwerf 2003: 304-20. On apocalyptic writing, see Chapter 2.
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texts of the Hellenistic world. In the third Sibylline Oracle, the Alexander prophecy is
prefaced with the impending doom over Europe and Asia: the race of Cronus, bas-
tards and slaves, will conquer Babylon and master every land under the sun. They
shall perish because of their evil deeds, but their name shall survive among the much-
wandering later generations, dyryévolat moAvmAdyxtotaw (3.381-7). The purple-clad
man of no faith will come to pillage affluent Asia, a savage stranger to justice and
fiery because the light of a thunderbolt had raised him up (388-91). Bearing a heavy
yoke, the Asian lands shall imbibe much blood, but Hades will ensure that the man
will disappear completely, mavdiotov (392-3). The historical contents of the prophecy
are further embellished with Biblical allegories of plants and horns: the root left be-
hind after Alexander III will be cut down (Alexander IV); ten horns will rise (the Suc-
cessors?) from which the killer of the root (Cassander?) will plant a new shoot, but he
will be killed by his own men before a new horn grows up (394-400).7° Given the
vivid symbolic imagery phrased in Homeric hexameter, this is a powerful representa-
tion of Alexander that deserves independent study alongside the other references to

the king in the Sibylline Oracles.™

From Hooker’s work it becomes clear that it is only the second-century Alexan-
drian Father Clement, who grafts a Sibylline Alexander reference onto another story
(of which more below). This unique mention in a Christian author is, however, a bit
disappointing if we consider the richness of the allusions to Alexander in the Sibyl-
line corpus as a whole. Despite Hooker’s arguments to the contrary, Eusebius’ Alexan-
der digression in the famous Life of Constantine shows similarities with the third
Sibylline Oracle; it is possible that he could have used it directly (Ch. 8). Many other
ominous prophecies of Alexander from non-Christian backgrounds have influenced
Christian writers, and they will be addressed as they manifest themselves. For now,

we shall pick up on Hooker’s analysis of Clement’s Sibyl.

1.5.1. ‘BABYLON PROVED ALEXANDER A CORPSE’

Philosopher, preacher and theologian Clement was one ‘of the greatest of the early
Christian writers.”72 The high praise occurs in the introduction to Trapp’s translation

of the philosophical Orations of Clement’s contemporary Maximus of Tyre, a pagan

70  Buitenwerf 2003: 227-229.

71 Sibylline Oracles 3.388-400, 4.88-94, 5.6-7, 11.102-8, 11.195-219 Geffcken. We will return to
these references throughout. Buitenwerf 2003 prefers the edition of Geffcken’s standard
edition of 1902 to that of Kiirfess 1998. The third Sibylline Oracle is quoted but not studied
in Pfister 314; Stoneman 2008: 51.

72 Trappigg7: 1L
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rhetor of philosophy who could afford to overlook Christianity completely. On the

same page Trapp goes on to say that Clement was:

[N]ot merely Maximus’ equal, but easily his superior, in range,
depth, and sheer panache. The quality of Clement’s work can of
course be brought out by the comparison with that of other
Christian writers alone, but the addition of the Orations (i.e.
those by Maximus of Tyre) to the frame of reference can usefully
be made to serve as a further, external check, confirming that his
claims to fine writing, and to effective preaching, could stand up
before any audience of the day, not only within the narrower
circle of Christian believers.

Clement’s wide reading and phenomenal literary skill are indeed apparent across
his extant oeuvre, known as the famous trilogy: the Exhortation to the Greeks (Pro-
trepticus), the Pedagogue (Paedagogus) and the Miscellany (Stromata, ‘patchwork’).
Stories and texts of classical, Hellenistic, Roman, Jewish, Biblical and Christian origin
are merged to create an aura of authority around his arguments, and his allusions to
Alexander are vivid. One reference to Alexander in Clement which Hooker pointed

out has a novel incorporation of a Sibylline verse.

In the pertinent chapter of his Exhortation,73 Clement is responding to the com-
mon pagan criticism that the Christians had abandoned the customs of the fathers,
that is the pious conduct of previous generations. Their religion was new and derivat-
ive of far older, purer systems. According to this line of argument, Christianity was
untrue. Clement’s counterargument develops along the lines of the truism that chil-
dren will not stay children forever: they will grow up to become virtuous themselves
if they have the right ethical development. He posits that Christianity, as a religion
and a philosophy, provides the best model for progress in virtue. The ethical system
of Christianity is therefore a vast improvement in comparison to the customs of the
fathers. This licenses him to assert what the ancestors had gotten wrong and, in the
part of the section that relates to Alexander, he focuses upon the worship of false
gods, that is idols.

To repudiate idol worship Clement alludes to a particular paradeigma of Alexan-
der. He states that the men who dared to deify Alexander as the thirteenth god were
clearly wrong because he was the one ‘ who Babylon proved a corpse,” 6v Baviwv

iAey&e véxuv. Then follows a chreia from the fourth-century BC Theocritus, a Chian

73 Clement of Alexandria Exhortation 10.96.4 partially incorporating Sibylline Oracles 5.6. Cf.
Klein 1988: 940-1; Wirth 1993: 61.
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philosopher whom Clement, among others, greatly commended. This person sar-
castically remarked upon the death of Alexander that mortal men should be of good
cheer now that the gods were dying before men.74 The juxtaposition of paradeigma
and chreia to criticise the sacrilegious flatterers, who impiously believed that mortals
might be made immortals, is striking. The story is not aimed at Alexander himself,
but at the very pagan practice. In doing so, it also criticises contemporary religious
practices by bringing together some of the typical features of religious discourse, such
as the mortality of men to repudiate their aspirations to godhood. We also witnessed
this tendency in Celsus’ and Origen’s use of the ichor-chreia, laid into the mouth of
Celsus’ Jew. To Celsus, Jesus’ blood was not ichor and, therefore, he was not divine
(Introduction).75 But, as already said, Clement integrates the same feature of human
fatality from the fifth Sibylline Oracle.

Clement’s laconic allusion to the Sibylline verse seems ornamental at first glance.
For instance, he does nothing to assert the higher, prophetic value of the Sibyl. Ac-
cording to Hooker, he does make a minor but important adaptation of the line: the
word for corpse, nekus, is made part of the previous verse than the one it belongs to in
the fifth Sibylline Oracle. This means that the actual Sibylline verse, ‘Babylon con-
founded him and gave a corpse to Philip,’ is altered. Clement thus omits Alexander’s
own pretensions to godhood, which Babylon contradicted, and the whole bit about
Philip.76 As the Sibylline Oracle goes on to list Zeus and Ammon, we know that the
Philip referred to must be Alexander’s human father. The Sibylline texts makes a
strong argument about Alexander’s aspiration to godhood: his death proved that his
father was Philip, not Zeus or Ammon, which was sometimes assumed in the literary
tradition. To Clement, however, it was enough to make the more general observation
that Alexander’s death in Babylon removed every thread of doubt that he was a god.
The alteration of the very verse he uses is a more economic way of arguing the same

case about idolatry that the Sibylline author had done, albeit in a more general way.

While Clement’s philological work has not been noticed by scholars of Alexander,
it shows once again how Christians rearranged traditional material to situate their
own interests within ancient discourse more broadly. The greater Christian message
of this chapter of the Exhortation and merging of features from Jewish and classi-

cising traditions are what make Clement’s observation Christian, although it does not

74  This Theocritus appears to have made many a pointed remark on the mortality of Alexan-
der, see e.g. Athenaeus Sophists at Supper 12.540 Kaibel. Cf. Aelian Miscellany 9.37.
75  See the general introduction.

76  Hooker 2008: 210-11.
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immediately stand out among the other ancient texts that discuss Alexander’s incor-
poration into the pantheon. It is worth briefly comparing the thirteenth-god vignette

with a similar version found among the other testimonies.77

There is an important version in Clement’s near contemporary, Lucian of Sam-
osata (Samsat, Turkey). Apparently, the posthumous deification was to happen in
Egypt. According to Lucian, Ptolemy had promised to bring Alexander back there to
make him the thirteenth god among the Egyptians. This passage occurs in his satirical
Dialogues of the Dead and is part of a longer rebuttal of Alexander’s achievements,
laid into the mouth of the dead philosopher Diogenes. In the Dialogue, the equally
dead Alexander chanced upon the Cynic in the Underworld. Diogenes, slightly sur-
prised to see the deified conqueror, immediately scolds Alexander and the flatterers,
who still worshipped him and had built him temples. Diogenes could see clearly that
they were in error, because Alexander was really to be found among the ranks of the
dead. If we compare Lucian’s piece with Clement, we notice that the Christian Father
is merely using the widely acknowledged topos that the idea of human deification
was laughable because humans die. Those who worship dead kings are thus ridiculed
in both Lucian and Clement. The different literary settings of their two texts also

show that the same paradeigma could very easily be re-located and re-contextualised.

In the Christian discourse, this paradeigma is well-attested. In a short 1902 article
‘Divus Alexander,” Usener made the argument that John Chrysostom was the sole wit-
ness to the curious report that the Roman senate had deified Alexander as the thir-
teenth god. In Usener’s view, this could only be the Roman emperor Severus Alexan-
der. John, he argued, had erroneously confused the emperor with the conqueror.78
Ironically, the reverse of John’s ostensible error was a common mistake in Christian
antiquity. For instance Epiphanius of Salamis had to clarify whenever he spoke of
Severus Alexander, son of Julia Mammea, rather than Alexander of Macedon. It fol-
lows that to Epiphanius and his Cypriot readers the Macedonian Alexander was

greater than the short-lived Severan emperor.79 This king was the default Alexander.

77  Lucian Dialogues of the Dead 13.2-3 LCL (Egypt and the Ptolemies); Athenaeus Sophists at
Supper 6.251b (Athenians and Demades); Aelian Miscellany 5.12 (Demades and Athenians),
12.64 (Egypt); Valerius Maximus Deeds and Sayings 7.2.ext1i3 (Demades). For the unlikely
possibility that the chreia should be associated with Philip II instead, see Apsines On Rhet-
oric 1.221 Spengel-Hammer. Cf. Dreyer 2009: 229.

78  Usener 1902. The passage occurs in John'’s twenty-sixth homily on Paul’s second letter to
the Corinthians (PG 61.580-1). See further below (Ch. 8.2).

79  Epiphanius Ancoratus § 60.4.
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In hindsight we know that Usener was wrong, but his hypothesis stood until
Straub’s ‘Divus Alexander, Divus Jesus,” appeared in 1970. Straub made clear that
Usener had not noticed that the thirteen god anecdote was a paradeigma nor had he
discovered all the earlier versions in ancient literature (Lucian, Clement, Aelian) from
which it became quite obvious that John Chrysostom had had Alexander the Great in
mind. More importantly, Straub argued, Chrysostom’s story had become conflated
with the following legend: Pontius Pilate, the Roman prefect who had reluctantly
agreed to crucify Jesus, sent a message to the Roman senate, asking for Jesus to be-
come a god upon his death.8° In Straub’s view, the Antiochene preacher had erred be-

cause he had associated the similar stories told about Alexander and Jesus.

The interaction of stories is, as said before, very fluid. Again, we can refer back to
the ichor-anecdote of Celsus and Origen: something said of, or by, Alexander could be
applied to Jesus’ tradition within ancient discourse (introduction). It thus seems su-
perficial to speak of error in the designation of who made Alexander a god. The fea-
tures of exemplum literature were by nature meant to be negotiated. For instance,
Clement had not indicated who made Alexander a god; Lucian posited that it was the
Egyptians; Valerius Maximus, Athenaeus and Aelian said that it was the Athenians;
John Chrysostom said that it was the Romans. For good measure, it should be noted
that the mid-sixth century Gazaen sophist, the Christian Aeneas, asserted that it was
the Athenians.8! Indeed, his testimony demonstrates that he knew the story as much
as Athenaeus or Aelian. These variations were possible because the story was con-
stantly revisited. Whether it was within the satirical dismissal of divine honours or
Christian exhortations to abstain from idolatry, the Alexander paradeigma served a
purpose and was remembered. The fuller ramifications of Alexander’s divine honours

in Christian discourse are addressed below (Chs. 5, 7.3).

1.6. ALEXANDER’S PILGRIMAGE TO JERUSALEM

As we saw in the beginning of this chapter, Eusebius’ synchronism of the foundation
of Alexandria and the Josephan tale about Alexander’s entry into Jerusalem reverber-
ated throughout the history of Christianity. I argued that the Josephan tale licensed
Christians to posit that God had had a great influence on history and that this helped
to develop Alexander’s Nachleben positively in Christian literature. Yet, for all that the

text in Josephus has received so much scholarly attention in the past, few have appre-

80  Straub1970: 464-5.
81  Aeneas of Gaza Theophrastus p.18.
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ciated the early Christian developments.®2 For instance, Demandt states laconically
that the tale became canonised in early Christian literature.83 Klein devotes only a
couple of pages to the matter and Wirth omits it,84 even though Pfister once argued
that the Josephan version was what made Alexander truly relevant for Christians.85
Study of the medieval versions has definitely overshadowed studies of the origins and

early Christian reception of the tale.86

The origins of Josephus’ great historical fiction have naturally been of much de-
bate. There are several Hebrew versions besides Josephus’ Greek narrative that show
independence from the Josephan tradition.87 Momigliano was the first to suggest that
the tale, as it is related in Josephus, actually concerned debates about Alexandria in
the mid-second century BC, and his suggestion of an Alexandrian origin of the tale
has since been accepted in scholarship. Indeed, the composition of such fictional
tales, Gruen argues, does fit in with the defensive agendas of the Hellenistic and Ro-
man Jews, who had to make themselves a living in a world in which they were a
minority.®8 Presenting fiction as historical reality, as it is done in 3 Maccabees about
the Jewish relationship to the Ptolemies, was one way for the Hellenistic Jews to ar-
gue the case for their own political survival in the Greek and Roman worlds.89

Josephus’ version should be understood in this context.

The passage is too long to relate in detail, and the Christians were mainly inter-
ested in some specifics, such as the pious Alexander’s obeisance. Whereas most
scholars have concentrated on the Jewish agendas of Josephus’ tale, the following

pages will focus on its Hellenistic features that would be readily recognisable to a

82  Spak 1911: 20-1 could already refer to more than ten expositions of the Josephus tale, in-
cluding those by scholarly giants, such as Droysen, Mahaffy, Niese, Kaerst, Beloch and
Meyer. See further Bassfreund 1920: 24; Marcus 1926 vi: 512-32; Simon 1938, 1941; Tarn &
Griffith 1952: 210; Lida 1956-7; Momigliano 1979; Seibert 1972: 103-7 (detailed discussion of
scholarship); Pfister g5-103; Delling 1981; S. Cohen 1983; Feldman 1988: 367-9; Stoneman
1994a: 40-5; Gruen 1998: 179; Jouanno 2002: 378-81; Schifer 2003: 5-7; Amitay 2010b;
Kleczar 2012b; Tropper 2013: 113-56.

83  Demandt 2009: 189. He gives some examples of authors that, like Eusebius, accept the tale,
but he does not say in what ways they alter it. Cf. Stoneman 1994a: 40 n. 11.

84  Klein 1988: 983-4.

85  Pfister 327.

86  Cary19s56.

87  For the Hebrew versions of the Jerusalem tale, see e.g. Gruen 1998: 190; Amitay 2006;
2010b: 59 n. 1; Kleczar 2012a.

88  Gruenig998:189.

89  S.R.Johnson 2004.
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Graeco-Roman readership. That reading is important, for it anticipates some of the
ways in which Graeco-Roman Christians would expect readers to be familiar with the
apologetic message. This message would be clear, even if it was just a passing men-
tion, as we saw in Eusebius. But before this analysis is done, I shall provide a highly

selective summary of the tale, as it appears in book 11 of the Jewish Antiquities, with

emphasis on the traits of Greek historiography:

(§§ 304-6) Philip II dies in Aegae murdered by Pausanias. Al-
exander rises to royal power, marching swiftly upon the Grani-
cus river, Lydia, Ionia, Caria and Pamphylia.

(§§ 306-12) The High Priest of the Temple, Jaddus, is not only
troubled by the marriage of his brother’s daughter to a Persian
satrap, but also by the news of Alexander’s rapid advance.

(§§ 312-20) Alexander swiftly descends upon Cilicia, defeating
Darius at Issus. The siege of Tyre requires reinforcements, and
Alexander dispatches a request for assistance to Jaddus. He
gracefully declines, referring to an oath that compels the Jews
not to fight the Persians. The message ignites Alexander’s tem-

per. He levels Tyre and marches upon Gaza.

(§§ 321-8) The siege of Gaza ends with Macedonian victory,
and the Jewish community in the nearby Jerusalem fears its
destruction. Alexander marches on the city.

(8§ 329-39) The Jews greet the Macedonian king. When he
sees the splendour of their garments, he approaches alone. He
sees the name of God on Jaddus’ headgear. After he has pros-
trated himself before the name, Yahweh, the Jews are relieved,
but Alexander’s troops are puzzled. The general Parmenion
demands an explanation. Alexander promptly replies that he
did not prostrate himself before the High Priest but in front of
the god whom the Jews worship. In fact, that god had visited
Alexander in a dream when the king was still in Dium, Mace-
don, and the deity had promised him victory over the Per-
sians.9° Jaddus instructs Alexander in how to offer sacrifice in
the Temple. On that occasion, the Book of Daniel is read for

them, and Alexander is recognised as the subject of its proph-

90

For the dreams of Alexander in Josephus, see T. Kim 2003.
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ecies. Guided by divine Providence, he would become the
master of Asia. The Jews were granted the right to live by their
own laws, and some of them even joined Alexander’s army in
its successful campaign.

(§§ 340-5) Alexander promises to return to settle a religious
matter at a later stage.9"

In contrast to this rich tale, Pliny is the only Roman source to report Alexander’s
campaign in Judea, and he does so very briefly and without note of Jerusalem.92
Josephus’ narrative is, however, a carefully balanced tale, situated somewhere
between history and fiction. The distinct historicising features of Philip’s death, the
outcome of Issus and the siege of Gaza are unsubtly integrated into the romanticised
account of the Jerusalem visit. Even in the climatic meeting between king and High
Priest, there are vignettes that we recognise from ancient Alexander histories: the
short exchange with the foremost general Parmenio,93 the military and religious im-
portance of the city Dium9 and the prophecies of his imminent Macedonian victory,
such as the Gordian Knot.9% These embedded elements provide a frame for the nar-

rative in order to posit a sense of historical authenticity.

Yet, the incorporation of familiar features is clearly undertaken to support the im-
portant messages in the Jerusalem segment. The respectful treatment of the Jews and
the quickest conversion in history are at the heart of the tale.96 Josephus has already
suggested in book 2 that Alexander conquered the Persians by the will of God. He as-
serts that God granted passage for Alexander to cross the Pamphylian Sea, so that the
king could conquer Persia (Ch. 3.4). The divine assistance is also strongly asserted at
the very beginning of book 12—book 11 ends with the Jerusalem tale—where the au-

thor reiterates that Alexander ended his life when the mission was accomplished.97

o1 The summary salutes Serensen 2007: 3-7. Cf. Stoneman 1994a: 39-40.

92 Pliny Natural History 12.117.

93  Heckel s.v. Parmenio.

94 Dium was the religious and military centre at the foothills of Mt. Olympus, see e.g.
Stephanus of Byzantium s.v. Afov. Cf. Worthington 2014: 135.

95  Marsyas of Philippi FGH 136 F 4; Strabo Geography 12.5.3; Arrian Anabasis 2.3; Curtius Ru-
tus History 3.1.14-18; Plutarch Alexander 18.2-3; Justin Epitome 11.7.2-16; Zenobius Epitome
4.46. Cf. Seibert 1972: 92-7; Worthington 2014: 159.

96  Stoneman 2008: 50.

97 See e.g. Josephus Jewish Antiquities 2.348. 10 Ilau@UAov méAayog xal 630v GAANV ovx
gxoval mapéaye v 3 adtod xataAdoar ™V Iepadv nyepoviav tod feod GeAnoavtog|.] Cf.
Josephus Jewish Antiquities 12.1. AAéEavdpog piv odv 6 T@v Maxedévwy Pacideds xataboog
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According to Josephus, Alexander himself confirms that this was his purpose by his
actions in the Temple.9® Josephus’ final notes that the Jews were allowed to govern
themselves—which we also saw in the vignette of Jewish civil rights in Alexandria—
and to participate in the campaigns embed them in Hellenistic history as an import-
ant and independent people that mattered at the crucial time that history was cre-
ated by Alexander. It is a fiction that claims that the Jews should continue to enjoy

such rights under Rome because they had done so since the days of King Alexander.

The Jerusalem story is a literary set-piece that explains and corroborates the no-
tion of the culmination of Biblical prophecy in Alexander’s lifetime. Lieman phrases
the transition well, ‘For Josephus, the Biblical period ended with the close of the Per-
sian period and the rise of Alexander the Great.’99 By ‘Biblical period,” Lieman means
the last days of the OT prophets whose final prophecies concerned the reign of Alex-
ander. Hence, for Josephus, Alexander’s life marked the end of an epoch and the be-
ginning of new.

The idea that Alexander’s reign was a high point in history was not new. Clement
of Alexandria says on the authority of the third-century BC Eratosthenes of Cyrene
that the first studies of Greek chronography began with the Trojan Wars and ended
with Alexander.°® There are other examples of such chronographic studies in the
second century AD. A contemporary with Plutarch, Jason of Argos, wrote On Greece
in four books that culminated with Alexander and the immediate aftermath;™* the
Hadrianic Cephalion wrote a historical miscellany entitled the Muses that began with
the Assyrian king Ninus and his queen Semiramis and ended with Alexander;°2 and
the acknowledged Alexander historian Arrian integrated Alexander into the title of
his now fragmentary Events after Alexander. It follows that Alexander as high point in

the chronographic feature of Josephus’ account would not surprise his Graeco-Roman

™V Iepadv nyepoviav xal t@ xota ™V Tovdaiav TOV TEOEIPYUEVOY XATATTYTAUEVOG TPOTIOV
TEAELTA TOV Plov.

98  Bruce 1990: 22-3 notes that the text gave the apocalyptic prophecies of the Book of Daniel
(Ch. 2) a positive meaning for the Jews and was yet another argument that helped to
accommodate the notion that one of antiquity’s greatest symbols of power, Alexander,
had bowed down before an even greater, divine power. Cf. Serensen 2007: 33; Tropper
2013: 134-6.

99 Lieman 1988: 51.

100 Eratosthenes of Cyrene BNJ 241 F 1a from Clement of Alexandria Miscellany 1.21.138.

101  BNJ94 T1with commentary.

102 BNJ93T1;2a;5.
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audience, although Josephus’ representation of the remote past was embedded with

much material from the OT Bible.

Another feature that would be recognisable was the temple narrative. Actions and
stories of this kind were ubiquitous in the Greek and Roman worlds. Typically, items
and monuments were dedicated in temples to show respect for the gods the temples
housed. For instance, Alexander’s favourite sculptor Lysippus made an extremely
large and very famous group of equestrian statues in bronze to be set up in a temple
in Dium, and the grandiose monument was later moved to Rome by Metellus Mace-
donicus (d. 115 BC).193 The literary tradition also preserves many accounts of this
widespread custom. For instance, Arrian records that Alexander sent 300 suits of Per-
sian armour to be hung up at the Athenian Acropolis inscribed with the words, ‘Alex-
ander, the son of Philip, and the Greeks except the Spartans dedicate these offerings
from the peoples that inhabit Asia.’°4 When Arrian’s younger contemporary, the
travel-writer Pausanias, came to temple of Asclepius in Gortyn on Crete, he could still
see the spearhead of Alexander’s spear, although he knew that Alexander had dedic-
ated both his spear and his breastplate.’*5 Similarly, the so-called Lindian Chronicle
(99 BC), discovered in Lindos on Rhodes by Danish archaeologists Kinch and
Blinkenberg in 1904, registered that Alexander had dedicated caltrops to it.1°6

Squillace is surely right in arguing that Alexander’s dedication of caltrops naturally
had an original and very specific context when the dedications were made. We
should, however, also contemplate the literary effect and testimony of the Lindian
Chronicle. It was a memoir as well as a technical text: it was a long, repetitive and

technical list of mythical and historical figures who had visited the sanctuary. The

103 The group presented Alexander in front of his thirty-four Companions on horseback that
died in the first clash with the Persian enemy at the Granicus River (334 BC). Alexander
naturally did not die in this encounter, yet Stewart argues that the king was put up front to
make a synoptic story of the tale. The group represented that his men died but he fought
on and won. Comprehensive collection of sources at Stewart 1993: 388-9o0 with comment-
ary at pp. 123-130.

104 Arrian Anabasis 1.16.7.

105 Pausanias Description 8.28.1. Cf. Greek Anthology 6.97 (the Augustan Antiphilus of Byzan-
tium). AoDpag AleEdvdpolor Aéyer 8¢ ot ypdupat éxeivov | éx moAéuou Béobor avpfolov
Aptéudt [ 8mhov dvuetoto Bpaylovog. & xokdv Eyyos, | & mévtog xal xBwv elxe xpadavouéve.
Aaf1, dodpag dtapBés, det 3¢ ae mag Tig dOpNTag / TapPYTEL, REYAANS MVnTdpuevos TaAduns. For
the topos of Alexander’s spear, see e.g. Ps.-Demetrius of Phalerum On Style § 284. todto 10
Prptopo odx éyw Eypapo dAN 6 dAepog T AleEdvdpou Sépartt ypdewy. Cf. Arrian Anabasis
115.6; Maximus of Tyre Orations 32.9. Cf. Stewart 2003: 36, Koulakiotis 2006: 50; Foun-
toulakis 2014.

106  Lindian Chronicle § 38. Cf. Higbie 2003; Squillace 2013.
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text was produced so many years after those dedications supposedly took place. The
record was a textual claim that the Athena’s temple at Lindos had held a status of rev-
erence across the Hellenistic world in the almost legendary past and, therefore, de-

served to remain significant in the Romano-Greek world of the first century BC.

In Josephus, Alexander does not leave anything behind in the Temple at Jerus-
alem. He makes the sacrifices, is read some indeterminable prophecies, grants the
Jews what they wish and allows whoever so wishes to follow him. These alternative
blessings are noteworthy because they say something about the civil and religious
rights that Jews wanted to claim within a wider Graeco-Roman world. Yet, the rights
granted also work the other way around: Josephus’ account is an enduring record that
Alexander respected the Temple and that this could still be seen in the scriptural
prophecies of the Book of Daniel (Ch. 2), for the king had fulfilled them. Josephus’
juxtaposition of the tale and Scripture is thus the literary guarantee that Alexander
had in fact acted in accordance with the divine will, besides giving all the other prom-
ises and privileges that Josephus had recorded. The Josephan tale may be creative his-
tory but, as we have seen, it makes the absolutely essential claim that the pagan Ro-
mans should respect the contemporary sanctuaries of Jews because Alexander had
done so with the Temple, which had been destroyed by the time Josephus wrote the
Jewish Antiquities.

1.6.1. ORIGEN’S VERSION

Eusebius was not the first Christian to recognise the apologetic potential of the
Josephan tale. His intellectual predecessor in Caesarea, Origen, had done so more

than half a century before, in his response to Celsus’ criticism of Christianity.

As is a typical feature of the Against Celsus, Origen begins a section with a quota-
tion from Celsus’ True Doctrine that he wishes to repudiate. In this instance, the pa-
gan philosopher had argued that the Jews had not been in any special favour with
God, had not had unique experiences with angels nor had exclusive access to a prom-
ised land. Origen dismisses the claim about the special favour with the statement that
even non-Jews referred to God as ‘God of the Hebrews.” To Origen, everyone but
Celsus recognised that God was associated with the Hebrews from the beginning. In
order to offer evidence of God’s support of the Hebrews, Origen recycles the following

account of the Jerusalem tale:

And because they [i.e. the Jews] were in favour with God—as
long as they were not forsaken [i.e. before the coming of Jesus
Christ]—they continued to be protected by divine power, even
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though they were few in number. Not even in the days of Alexan-
der of Macedon did they suffer anything at his hands, despite the
fact that they would not take up arms against Darius because of
certain agreements and oaths. They also say that the High Priest
clothed himself in his sacerdotal vestment at that time and that
Alexander bowed before him, saying that he had seen a vision of
a man in this very dress, who proclaimed to him that he would

bring the whole of Asia under his rule.
Origen Against Celsus 5.50.1°7

Using this piece of circumstantial evidence to authorise that the Jews were loved
by God, the argument abandons the Jews to promote the Christians. Origen asserts
that His care and grace was transferred to the Christians at the Advent of Jesus Christ.
The apologist then posits that this is the reason why the Romans have been unable to
bring the Christians down. The hand of God was fighting for the Christians and
spread the Gospel from Judea to the rest of the world.

The apologetic argument is ingenious. Origen aligns the antiquity of the Jews and
Alexander in an unsubtle juxtaposition with the contemporary Christians and the Ro-
mans. The result not only establishes a firm connection between Jews and Christians,
but also claims a historical continuity in the persecutors (Alexander, Rome) and the
persecuted (Jews, Christians). But, with Alexander’s submission to the High Priest, he
seems to make a strong suggestion. Since Alexander recognised and respected the
power of the Jewish religion, Origen advises, it would be wise if the Romans too
bowed down to the legitimate heirs of the Jewish heritage and their God.

The truncated Alexander narrative lacks many of the features of the Josephan ver-
sion, but contains enough material to give a general gist of it. He expects his reader to
know that Alexander went on to be successful in his campaign which corroborates
the truth of the vision given to him by God. The inclusions are admittedly less signi-

ficant than the omissions. We note that Origen maintains:

¢ The idea that Alexander went up against Jerusalem because the Jews did not

support him in the war because oaths they had taken.
¢ The respectful meeting between the High Priest and the king.

¢ Alexander’s dream and the prophecy of his mastery of Asia.

107 Trans. Chadwick 1965: 303-4 (adapted).
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Conversely, he omits everything that pertains to Alexander’s prayers in the
Temple, to Scripture, to Alexander’s acceptance of Jewish rights and to the Jewish sol -
diers in Alexander’s army. In other words, Origen leaves out everything that makes
the Josephan version distinctively Jewish. Instead, he maintains only those Josephan
features that could appear to be Christian or even Hellenistic, such as a god’s mani-
festation in a dream (theophany), echoing the multitude of prophecies that con-
cerned Alexander’s conquest of Asia. The respect for the High Priest Jaddus is central
and explained along the same lines as in Josephus. By his obeisance Alexander
showed his respect for God as much as the High Priest. It follows on from Origen’s
outline that Alexander became an instrument of God and only happened to aid the
Jews because Jesus Christ had not yet come. This, in turn, implies that the king would
have shown the same courtesy to the Christians, just as the Romans should do, in Ori-
gen’s view. The alteration of the very meaning of the tale is thus distinctively Chris-

tian and used on behalf of the contemporary Christians.»o8

1.6.2. Eusesius’ VERSIONS

Unlike Origen, Eusebius makes it explicit in the Proof of the Gospel that Alexander
worshipped God. He too does not mention the Temple or any of the rights granted to
the Jews. In recounting the tale so succinctly and matter-of-factly, he claims that the

visit was as historical as the foundation of Alexandria was.

I noted that Eusebius took a different approach in his Chronicle. Since this work
has a very peculiar character, a short section must be devoted to its context. It was
completed in circa 311, edited and republished in its final form in 325, with minor
moderations made in the following year.1°9 The Chronicle was divided into two books:
the first, Epitome, was a long list of kings with the chronology of their reigns, and the
second, Chronological Tables, was a chronological overview of their exploits and re-
lated events, for instance the flourishing of certain authors, such as Demosthenes and
Cicero. The organisation of these tables, the X-axis (list of kings) and Y-axis (passing
of years) in comparable columns, were original and intellectually persuasive to the
ancient mind. For instance, the text made clear to the reader that Alexander had
been born 1660 years after Abraham, the first Biblical Patriarch, had died. When faced

108  Although previous scholarship has noticed the very first Christian testimony to the legend
in Origen, scholars have not remarked upon these significant changes. See e.g. Klein 1988:
982-5; Wirth 1993: 59 n. 188; Demandt 2009: 189.

109 For the complex argument for the date and the revision, see now Burgess & Kulikowski
2013: 123 n. 89. For the nature of this work, see Grant 1980: 3-9; Grafton & Williams 2006:
133-43; A. P. Johnson 2014: 87-9.
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with such numbers, it was difficult to argue for the priority of Alexander over the
Hebrews. The synchronism of classical kings and Roman emperors with OT and NT

episodes is a defining Christian trait of the entire work.

Eusebius incorporates the Jerusalem tale into his outline of Alexander’s reign in
the Tables (Ch. 4). He records that Alexander: came to Judea, sacrificed to God, hon-
oured the high priest and appointed Andromachus to govern Judea.”® Andromachus
was soon killed by the Samaritans, adherents to the Abrahamic religion that believed
in the holiness of Mount Gerizim over Jerusalem. Alexander retaliated by suppressing
the Samaritan rebellion and resettling the region with Macedonians.™ This narrative
takes the Judean visit in a different direction. Alexander is evidently still the respect-
ful conqueror, who accepted the existence of the Hebrews and recognised the true di-

vinity of their God, but more is changed.

Eusebius’ juxtaposition no longer lies in cities but in lands. It is Judea in opposition
to Samaria. He lingers long over the strange vignette about the Samaritan murder of
Andromachus, who was burned alive by the Samaritans, according to Curtius Ru-
fus.12 It is noteworthy that this detail is not in Josephus. Instead, in the end of his di-
gression,3 Josephus notes that the Samaritans came to Alexander and declared
themselves to be true Jews in order that they could share in the rights Alexander had
just conferred upon the Jews of Judea. But, after Alexander had questioned them, it
became clear that they were not Jews. The king promised to decide their fate when he

returned from his campaign.

The discrepancy between the accounts of Josephus and Eusebius is clear from the
fact that the latter does not leave the door open for the Samaritans. The Samaritan re-
bellion in Eusebius seems to be Alexander’s final answer to the Samaritan question
posed in Josephus’ version. Alexander returned immediately and obliterated them. It
is true that no rights are granted to the Jews or the Samaritans in Eusebius’ version,
but no matter what, the Samaritans must be punished for the murder of the Macedo-
nian governor. This raises another question: why does Eusebius judge the Samaritans

so severely? The answer may lie in the Christian tradition rather than the Jewish.
According to the second-century Irenaeus of Lyon, Samaria was the fount of all
heresy, this being embodied in the figure of Simon Magus of Samaria.4 This magi-

cian, who was baptised by Philip, plays a minor role in the NT, primarily discoursing

110  Heckel s.v. Andromachus [1] and [2].

1m  For the text, see p. 46, n. 3, above.

12  Curtius Rufus History 4.7.10-11. Cf. Schifer 2003: 4-5.
13 Josephus Jewish Antiquities 11.340-5.
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with the Apostle Peter in Acts 8:9-24. He has, however, a terrible Nachleben in Chris-
tian tradition. Other apologists and the elaborate apocryphal Acts of Peter, Acts of
Peter and Paul and the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies joined Irenaeus in stipulating that
Simon was the ultimate source of all heresy because of his belief in his own divinity,
his enmity towards Peter and for his practice of ungodly magic. These texts present a
reality in which the Simonean heresy continued and developed into the dangerous
sects, such as the Marcionites and Valentinians. The religious leaders of these groups,
such as Marcion,"5 were allegedly opponents to the ‘orthodox’ Christians, such as
Irenaeus and Tertullian, who made that distinction themselves. Orthodoxy was best
defined by what it was not, and the apologists endeavoured to differentiate them-
selves from the heretical sects that also claimed to be true Christians. Irenaeus’ estab-
lishment of a genealogy of heresy in Samaria was thus important because the Chris-

tian apologists were concerned with the construction of Christian orthodoxy.6

It is this ideological thinking that seems to drive Eusebius’ narrative: one might see
his version of the tale as designed to retroject the Simonean heresy back in time to Al-
exander’s day, so as to claim that the region had always been infected by heretics. Si-
mon Magus was thus not the origin of heresy, but the very region was. It is a claim
that the geographical location had a long-established tradition that both Jews and
Christians had to combat. It seems to me that this is why Eusebius juxtaposes the ac-
counts of Josephus and Curtius, namely to define the ‘heretical region’ of Samaria. If
this is true, the Eusebian version also posits that Samaria was purged briefly by Alex-
ander. This would suggest that Eusebius sought to contextualise Alexander as a king
that restored justice to Judea and befriended only the ‘orthodox.’ The rebellion of the

heretical Samaritans forced Alexander’s righteous hand. The king is not only projec-

114 Irenaeus Against Heresies 1.23.2 with Grant 1997. For a vivid portrait of Simon, see Edwards
1997. Cf. Zwierlein 2013: 23-7.

115 Seenow Lieu 2015 for this figure.

116  Heresy genealogies were a type of writing artificially constructed to assert the origin of a
given heresy by showcasing the development of it in relation to newer ones and to con-
nect the heretical teachers with each other, such as Simon and Valentinus, the founder of
Valentinianism. Such polemic texts were closely connected with the agenda of demon-
strating what teachings were ‘orthodox’ and assert that the ‘orthodox’ teachers had had
their knowledge from Jesus via the Apostles and Apostolic Fathers. By showing the negat-
ive developments among the heretics, it was was possible to argue for the positive devel-
opments in orthodoxy, as well as a way of creating continuity in the transfer of the ‘true’
teachings of the Church. Exhaustive collection of sources at Haar 2012: 83-116. Cf. Butler
1948; Flusser 1975: 18-20; Inglebert 2001b: 414-8; Ferreiro 2003: 54-6, 2005. For the heresy
genealogies of Simon Magus, see now Eshleman 2012:18-20, 213-5.
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ted as a pious follower of God, but also a champion of orthodoxy. Arguably, this pro-
jection fits nicely into the prevalent pattern traced in this chapter. Alexander was a
celebrated royal figure in the Alexandrian literature of the Jewish diaspora, and the

Christians developed these representations of the king in their own ways.

Before we go on to analyse later versions of the Josephan tale, our early observa-

tions on Origen and Eusebius point to the following conclusions:

¢ Our readings suggest a favourable representation of Alexander from different
sources and for different reasons than Klein proposed. He assumed that the
positive projections of Alexander were only known to Christians via pagan au-
thors, and that this positive strand was influenced by Constantine’s conver-
sion to Christendom."7 These authors, Origen more so than Eusebius, predate
the rise of Constantine and make use of the Jewish literature from the Alexan-

drian diaspora, which makes Klein’s conclusion misleading.

¢ We have also noticed that the Christian authors have greatly reworked the
Josephan version, which has not hitherto been detected by scholars. Demandt
is not correct about the canonical status of the tale in Christian narrative.
Each allusion to it is a new adaptation with new meanings. Very little of the
Josephan context is maintained. There are even variations of the tale in the
same author. Eusebius creates two disparate versions in the Chronicle and in
the Proof of the Gospel. It was shown that the principal tools to produce new

narratives were juxtaposition and omission.

¢ The versions of Eusebius and of Origen convey distinctly Christian messages
that scholarship has overlooked. These have been contextualised individually
in our readings.

N2
7N

Eusebius’ Chronicle, as a powerful apologetic tool, diffused widely into early Chris-
tian literature (Ch. 7). Famously, Jerome translated the second book, the Chronolo-
gical Tables, into Latin in 380."8 It is less known that Jerome’s friend, the Spanish pro-
consul Nummius Aemilianus Dexter, translated the first book of the Chronicle into
Latin, but this work unfortunately does not survive. The original Greek version of Eu-
sebius’ complete Chronicle is not extant because it was reworked many times. For in-

stance, the theologian Diodorus of Tarsus (d. 390) ostensibly ‘corrected’ Eusebius’

17  PaceKlein 1988: 974.
u8  Williams 2006: 277.
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Chronicle in the same period it was translated and adapted into other ancient lan-
guages."9 Just as Eusebius had revised the chrological works of his apologetic prede-
cessors, so did later Christians engage, alter and modify his Chronicle. Jerome’s trans-

lation work was what brought the Jerusalem tale into Latin Christianity.

1.6.3. LATIN VERSIONS

Jerome’s translation of the Tables naturally reproduces much from its source, but it
is not without minor modifications (Ch. 4). Yet, there are no major changes to the
story of Jerusalem and Andromachus. The detail remains that the Samaritans killed
him, but now it is also stated that Alexander dismissed him. Yet, Alexander still re-
turned to strike down the rebellion. Jerome notes that the king was received well by
the Jews, offered sacrifices to God and conferred many honours upon the High Priest

of the Temple.

Jerome’s recycling of the Jerusalem tale did not have the same effect in the Chris-
tian historiography of the Latin world. It was mostly omitted in universal chronicles,
just as Alexander was sometimes omitted in world histories of Rome (Ch. 7). The
tendency to omit the Christianised tale in Latin historiography is one of the main dif-
ferences between East and West, and this would suggest a different approach to Alex-
ander in the Latin part of the world. Indeed, the Latin writers that do preserve it
either have connections to the East or follow Jerome’s account because of his repute
as one of the most learned men of the Church. This does not mean that the Christian
reception of Alexander was necessarily more unfavourable in the West than in the
East, but rather that western Christians had different concerns in their histori-

ography, such as a focus on the history of Rome.

The following survey shall deal with the relatively few Latin testimonies. The dis-
cussion shall be confined to a list format, and important versions shall receive fuller

treatments elsewhere.

1. The hagiographer of St. Martin of Tours (316-97), Sulpicius Severus of Aquila,
wrote a two-book Holy History (c. 403). This engaging history of the world
from Creation to his own time contains a longer prose account of Alexander’s

reign in which the Jerusalem tale is embedded (Ch. 7.2.2).

2. Jerome’s Commentary on Daniel (c. 407) contains two references to the Jerus-

alem tale: the latter is a translation of the section in Eusebius’ Proof of the Gos-

119  Burgess & Kulikowski 2013: 125-6 for what remains of Eusebius’ Chronicle in Greek, Latin,

Armenian and Syriac.



84

THE USE OF ALEXANDER IN EARLY CHRISTIAN LITERATURE

pel that concerned Alexandria and Jerusalem;'2° the former is more independ-
ent from the version in Jerome’s Chronicle and his translation of the Proof. He
uses the Jerusalem tale to support his reading of a scriptural passage, which is
fascinating because it shows that he posited that the fictional tale was a his-
torical truth, so that it could corroborate his exegetical endeavours. In the
scriptural passage, the prophet Daniel has just helped the Babylonian king un-
derstand what his dream meant, and the king praises him and his god in re-
turn. Jerome then explains that, ‘And so it was not so much that he [i.e.
Nebuchadnezzar| was worshipping Daniel as that he was through Daniel wor-
shipping the God, who had revealed the holy secrets. This is the same thing
that we read Alexander the Great, King of the Macedonians, did in the high
priesthood of Jaddus.”>* He then goes on to say that if the reader does not ac-
cept this piece of proof, then he must still agree to the fact that Nebuchadnez-
zar came to know God through his servant Daniel. Hence Alexander’s act of
supplication before the High Priest corroborates the action of Nebuchadnez-

zZar.

Augustine incorporated the tale into the eighteenth book of his monumental
City of God (c. 426).122 It is noteworthy that he is the only Christian author who
seeks to represent Alexander’s piety negatively. It shall be argued that he did

so because of his unfavourable representation of Hellenistic history (Ch. 7.3.4).

Isidore’s Major Chronicle was made in two recensions between 615-26. Both re-
censions preserve the Jerusalem tale. Isidore does not add anything to
Jerome’s account from the Chronicle, but omits Andromachus and the Samari-

tians. Alexander worshipped God in the Temple.23

The mid eighth-century Latin translation of Scaliger’s Chronograph offers sig-
nificant changes to the tale, but those are due to its Greek origins (Ch. 7.1.1).

In his On the Reckoning of Time (c. 725), the Venerable Bede maintains the ac-

count in Jerome's Chronicle verbatim.124

120

121

122

123

Jerome Commentary on Daniel 9.24 (CCSL 75a.872; PL 25.545) = Eusebius Proof of the Gos-

pel 8.2.67.

Jerome Commentary on Daniel 2.47 (CCSL 75a.796; PL 25.504). Trans. Archer 2009. For

Daniel 2:47. ‘The king [i.e. Nebuchadnezzar| said to Daniel, “Truly, your God is God of gods
and Lord of kings and a revealer of mysteries, for you have been able to reveal this mys-

tery.
This is not noticed by Harding 2008.

ki

Isidore of Seville Major Chronicle §§ 193-5.
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1.6.4. BYZANTINE VERSIONS

Given the early prevalence of the tale in Origen and Eusebius, Byzantine members
of the clergy were more inclined to integrate the tale and its variations into their nar-
ratives. It is noteworthy that, just as in the Latin Church, it could be deployed in all
sorts of prose genres, although never in poetry. Again, I list the attestations individu-

ally.

1. The late fifth-century Greek original of Scaliger’s Chronograph, an Alexandrian

compendium of history, preserves a unique variation of the tale (Ch. 7.1.1).

2. The (mid or late) fifth-century Commentary on Daniel, falsely attributed to the
Antiochene preacher John Chrysostom, incorporates the tale into an exposi-
tion of a Biblical passage, just as Jerome did. He records what is also in
Josephus, that Alexander bowed down before the Jews because they showed
him the Book of Daniel. Greeks, he alleges, were very easily persuaded by true
prophecy.'?5 Again, this showcases the great apologetic value of the tale in

that it could show that Scripture was meant for the conversion of pagans.

3. The important exegete and classically steeped orator, Procopius of Gaza (d.
528), notes in passing that Cyrus, Darius and Alexander treated the Temple
well and supported the Jews. Like Jerome, he insists that several pagan kings
understood the importance of the religion and wished to promote it. Unlike
Jerome, he asserts that Alexander was convinced to bow down before the
High Priest because of his appearance and his clothing.26 The clothing detail

seems to come into the Christian tradition via Origen and is often maintained.

4. The strange travel account by a mid-sixth century monk, Cosmas Indico-
pleustes of Alexandria, supports Klein’s hypothesis about Constantine and Al-
exander.'?7 Like most of his Christian colleagues, Cosmas recycles the Jerus-
alem tale as a witness to the power of God. He strangely synchronises Alexan-
der’s reign and the Trojan War, which is a way of showing the antiquity of the
tale. He moves on to note that Alexander bows before the High Priest, is ques-
tioned by his men and explains to them that he has seen the figure in a dream.

In the dream, Alexander is given a special sign from God to, ‘Go forth to vic-

124 Bede On the Reckoning of Time p. 488. Cf. Bede Commentary on Nehemiah 12:10-11 (CCSL
119d.342).

125  Ps.-John Chrysostom Commentary on Daniel 7 (PG 56.232-4).

126  Procopius of Gaza Commentary on Isaiah 15 (PG 87b.2629).

127  Cosmas Indicopleustes Christian Topography 12.14.
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tory,’ echoing the sign of the Cross given to Constantine before the Battle of
the Milvian Bridge in AD 312. Constantine was also told in a dream, ‘by this
sign conquer,” and duly put the cross on his soldiers’ shields, according to his

contemporary Christian hagiographers.!28

The seventh-century Easter Chronicle, of Constantinopolitan origins, repro-

duces the Eusebian synchronism discussed at the beginning of this chapter.129

The so-called Sacred Parallels, an anthology of quotations attributed to John of
Damascus (676-749), was a handbook of Christian rhetoric that contains a
single reference to the tale.’3° Just like Procopius of Gaza, the emphasis is on
the clothing of the High Priest and Alexander’s prostration before the name of
God. The name of Parmenio is known to Ps.-John, and Alexander confirms
that he has prayed to God and His priesthood. In this anthology of chreiai, a

point is made of letting Alexander speak for himself to corroborate the tale.

George Syncellus (named after a high office in Constantinople), the great Byz-

antine chronographer, gives the same version as in Eusebius Chronicle.'s!

In his Syriac Commentary on Daniel by the exegete Isho’dad of Merv (fl. mid-
ninth century), the visit to Jerusalem is juxtaposed with the death of Darius.
Alexander first kills Darius and then enters the Temple, worships God and
honours the place with many gifts. The sequence suggests that Alexander re-
cognised his purpose and thanked God for the power to achieve the goal of his

conquest.

. Jouanno has drawn attention to the incorporation of the tale in the Greek AR

tradition (from the epsilon-recension onwards) and the medieval Greek testi-
monies to the tale in the Byzantine chronographers, historians and biograph-
ers: George the Sinner (fl. ninth century), Simeon Magister (second half of the
tenth century), George Kedrenus (fl. 1050s), John Zonaras (fl. twelfth century)
and Michael Glycas (fl. twelfth century), to name a few.132

128

129
130
131

132

Eusebius Life of Constantine 1.28.2; Lactantius Deaths of the Persecutors 44.5. Cf. Flower
2012: 287-8.

Easter Chronicle pp. 357, 390.

Ps.-John of Damascus Sacred Parallels PG 95.1549.

George Syncellus Chronicle p. 314 Mosshammer.

Jouanno 2002: 379 n. 319. Cf. Jouanno 2001.
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It is likely that the tale was recorded in the following histories as these chrono-
graphers would cover the Macedon kings. There is no way to know for certain be-

cause only the authors’ names are still known:

+ Fourth century: Metrodorus Chronicle (Photius Library cod. 115) and Andreas,
brother of Magnus the bishop, Chronicle.

¢ Before 390. Diodorus of Tarsus Chronicle (Suda s.v. Diodoros (D 1149 Adler).
o After 395. Heliconius Epitome (Suda s.v. Helikonios (E 851 Adler).
¢ c. 400. Panodorus of Alexandria Chronicle (from George Syncellus).'33

¢ C.412. Annianus of Alexandria Chronicle (from George Syncellus).

We know that the tale was not recorded in other exegetical commentaries, treat-

ises and the following historiographical works:

¢ 221 Julius Africanus Chronograph (Ch. 4.1.1).

¢ 235. Ps.-Hippolytus of Rome Collection of Chronologies (Ch. 4.1.2).
¢ Anonymous Chronograph of 334.

+ Anonymous Chronograph of 354.

+ 518. Eustathius of Epiphania Epitome.

¢ c.550. John Malalas Chronograph.

+ 590. Agathias Scholasticus History.

¢ c. 620.]John of Antioch Chronological History.

+ 630. Theophylact Simocatta History.

To explain why the tale does not feature in these works, we should clarify that the
first four texts are merely lists of kings and emperors, and there are no detailed di-
gressions on significant events. We do not possess Eusthathius’ Epitome but it was
possibly the source of Malalas, who does not record the tale. Hence it seems plausible
that both Eustathius and Malalas did not record the tale in their Alexander histories.
Agathias and Theophylact do not treat Alexander’s reign as a whole, although they do

make allusions to the king using some of the most classicising features, such as the

133  Adler1983.
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Plutarchaean discourse on Alexander’s competition with the goddess Fortune.'34
John of Antioch survives only in fragments, but none of his Alexander stories are of a
Jewish origin.

A possible reason why the tale was not generally included in exegesis of the Bible
is that the commentators, by reading the ostensibly divine words of the prophets as if
alluding to Alexander, already made clear that the king was the instrument of God.
That the Byzantine pagans did not recycle the Jerusalem tale is evidenced by Zosimus
(fl. c. 500). With striking similarity to Eusebius’ synchronism, he writes that Alexan-
der went to Egypt to pray to Zeus Ammon and began to found Alexandria.’35 There is
thus a difference in location and divinities: the trip to Jerusalem is clearly a Christian

development in Byzantine histories and a feature of Christian apologetic histori-
ography.
1.6.5. GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

Having identified a variety of individual contexts and agendas in using the Jerus-

alem tale, some prevalent patterns emerge.

1. The discussion has shown that Eusebius is the only Christian who makes a ref-
erence to Josephus’ tale: to every other Christian, the tale is accepted as a fully
Christian tale. The variations from Origen onwards are evidence of this. The
tale was always altered in some way, so that it could be used for Christian pur-
pose. It is generally used more in the Greek texts than in the Latin texts. There
is, however, the same interest in maintaining the authoritative versions of
Jerome and Eusebius, respectively. There is of course some variety in indi-
vidual versions, especially the later testimonies (Cosmas, Isho’dad). For in-
stance, Ps.-John of Damascus’ additions to the text, such as letting Alexander
speak for himself, reveal that minor modifications to the authoritative ver-
sions were accepted. His preservation of the tale is noteworthy because no
one in the West puts the tale into an anthology of arguments to use on behalf
of Christianity, which says something about its purpose. For instance, Origen

used it to make strong arguments on behalf of the Christians.

134 Theophylact Simocatta History 4.13.11.

135 Zosimus New History 1.4.2. adtog [i.e. Alexander] 3¢ mopeABov émt ™V Afyvmtov, 19 Te
"Appwvt TpooevEdpevos xal T mepl Tov AleEavdpeiag obelopdv €0 pdia doenodpevog Emavyet
Ta Aetmépeva 100 Tpog Iépaag ToAEpov TAY pWTwY.
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2.

I have noted that the principal way to alter the narrative was by omission,
such as omissions of Jewish privileges. One thing that Christians generally add
is gifts to the Temple, which is not in Josephus. This feature of Alexander giv-
ing gifts seems to originate with Sulpicius Severus at the turn of the fifth cen-
tury. This later development makes sense in the context of the rise of the
church: imperial donations became a stable part of church revenues in the
fifth century. Non-Christians of course gave gifts to their sanctuaries too, but
the Christianised tales of the Jerusalem visit often add gifts, which makes it

differ from the Josephan version.

The tale was primarily recycled and repackaged for apologetic usage. Much
early Christian literature is naturally apologetic by nature, but it is clear that
the tale was useful because of the tale’s versatility. It is not genre specific: it
occurs in any type of text, especially those that seem to make an apologetic ar-
gument against non-Christians. Alternatively, it was also used in Christians
writing to edify fellow Christians. The tale is not canonised from Josephus be-
cause features could be added or removed as appropriate. Yet, the core of it
was posited as historical truth to promote the idea of the presence of God in

history.
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1.7. CONCLUSION

Chapter 1 has illustrated some of the ways in which Christians appropriate Jewish
tales from Alexandria. It has been shown how many Jewish features were omitted, re-
arranged or reinterpreted to generate new narratives of Alexander’s respect for God
and the prophets whom the Christians lay claim to. Except in the case of Augustine,
Alexander shows genuine recognition of the religion, which is important because he
himself recognises his own purpose in providential history. What the Christians gen-
erally remove is the privileges that Alexander grants to the Jews in the Josephan tales
(Ch. 1.2, 1.6), whereas they can accept tales wholesale if there is no indication of Jew-
ish content or context (Ch. 1.4, 1.5). These alterations of the Jewish tales help the
Christians to appropriate them and to contextualise the stories in arguments on be-
half of the Christian religion. Through these stories about the Founder, Christians

could annex Alexandria as their own hallowed city.

And so, since Alexander travelled from Alexandria to Jerusalem in Eusebius, the

Alexander traditions of that city will be the subject of the next chapter.



CHAPTER 2: JERUSALEM

PRELIMINARIES

Alexandrian memories of Alexander were positive, but his reception in Jerusalem was
negative. The king’s conquest of what was to become the Roman province of Judea
was consolidated by the sack of the cities of Tyre and Gaza (332-331 BC). After Alexan-
der, Judea was at the mercy of the dreaded kings of the Hellenistic world. Following
the Maccabean Uprising (168-160 BC) and the establishment of the Hasmonean dyn-
asty (c. 140-37 BC), the Jews immersed themselves in the Hellenistic textual culture.
Central prophetic and historical texts stem from this period of Seleucid oppression.
Biblical texts, such as the Book of Daniel, were written within this context of foreign
Greek rule. The opening versions of 1 Maccabees refers to Alexander as a vainglorious
tyrant. As fundamental texts of sacred Scripture, believed to be divine writings
through which the voice of God reached His people, these documents demanded ex-
tensive commentary in Judaism and Christianity. The aim of this chapter is to show
how and why Christians made Alexander relevant for their spiritual reading of the

Bible.

A |
1IN

A short treatise on Christ and the Antichrist (c. 203) is found among the many
writings in the corpus attributed to Hippolytus, the elusive bishop of third-century
Rome. Origen himself is said to have heard him preach in the streets of Alexandria.
Harmonising select passages of the OT Daniel and the Revelation of John, Hippolytus
sought to show what would happen when Christ and the Antichrist clashed at the
end of days. He also sought to determine when that final day would come. His align-
ment of the prophetic contents of the two works rests upon the assumption that Rev-
elation, even today not considered canonical in the Orthodox Church, was divinely
inspired by the same God that had granted prophetic insight to the pious Daniel, who
had ostensibly been in exile in the Babylon of the sixth century BC.2 The Book of
Daniel is, however, really a literary product of the Palestinian Jews datable to the
Maccabean uprising against the Seleucids in the 160s BC, and the apostolicity of Rev-
elation has been disputed since antiquity. Therefore the actual authority lies in Hip-
polytus’ personal belief in the alleged sanctity of the two texts, and that they could be
used for the purpose of determining the time of the end. The feature of eschatology

was inherited from Judaism. Christians changed it to refer to the rise and fall of the

1 For the date, see now Cerrato 2002: 154-5. Discussions of the Antichrist are attested in the
apologists, see e.g. Irenaeus of Lyons Against Heresies 5.26-30; Origen Against Celsus 6.46.
2 For Daniel and his book, see now EAC 1: 665-666.
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Antichrist, the Second Coming of Jesus Christ and the eternal kingdom that God

would establish on Earth once Evil had been eradicated.3

It is within the context of expounding the future events that would lead to the os-

tensibly imminent Apocalypse that Hippolytus makes two passing references to Alex-

ander’s conquests. They are based on his exegesis of two separate chapters in Daniel.

We have already alluded to the immense importance of these Danielic chapters (Ch.

1.6), and here follows a comprehensive summary of the two because they are relevant

for what follows:

Daniel 2

After the Chaldean soothsayers’ failure to interpret his disturbing dream,
the Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar turns to the Hebrew prophet for
aid (2:1-16). God grants Daniel the knowledge of the dream’s contents,
and he can explain it to the king (17-23). Having saved the fellow wise
men of Babylon, who were unable to understand the dream, he tells
Nebuchadnezzar that no man can explain the dream but God (24-28). He
goes on to say that the contents have been revealed to him, so that the
king can know what is going to happen (29-30). Daniel describes how the
king has seen an enormous statue with a head of gold, a torso of silver, a
belly and thighs of bronze, and legs of iron; it had feet of iron mixed with
clay. A rock was cut out of a mountain and struck the statue, so that it
was completely destroyed. The stone, however, grew into a new moun-
tain that filled the entire earth (31-35). Daniel’s interpretation (via God)
follows: the current king is the head of gold; the silver is the subsequent
lesser kingdom; the bronze is the next kingdom that will rule the earth;
and the iron is the fourth that will annihilate everything (36-43). The
stone that grows is the eternal Kingdom of God that will endure forever
(44-45). Nebuchadnezzar acknowledges the truth of Daniel’s words, hon-

ours him with gifts and gives him a place at court (46-49).

3 For Jesus and prophecy, see e.g. Matthew 5:17; John 1:45; Luke 7:28, 16:16; Acts 2:17, 8:34-6,

13.16-23, 24.14-6; 2 Peter 1:19-21; Ignatius of Antioch To the Philadelphians § 8; Epistle of

Barnabas §§ 12-16. Cf. Rowland 2010: 412-3; EAC 1: 837-40.
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Daniel 7 The prophet has a vision of a great wind blown sea from which four
beasts emerge (7:1-3). The first appears to be a winged lion whose wings
are torn off, so that it stands on the ground on two legs (4). The second
seems as if a bear with three ribs in its mouth (5). The third is a leo-
pard-like beast with four bird like wings and four heads to whom author-
ity was given (6). The fourth beast, unlike any other in form and mon-
strosity, has ten horns and exterminates all in its path (7). A small horn
appears and speaks boastful words about the end of days and the Son of
Man (8-14). Daniel seeks to know the meaning of the vision, and an
unidentified bystander (the archangel Gabriel?) relates that the four
beasts are the future kingdoms (15-17). The rest concerns the fourth beast
and the little horn (18-28).4

Hippolytus, to whom is also attributed the earliest surviving commentary on
Daniel (c. 202),5 argues in his shorter treatise that Alexander is indicated by the belly
and thighs of brass in the statue of Daniel 2 and by the leopard of Daniel 7.6 The
former is simply assumed rather than explained, whereas the latter is for Hippolytus
confirmed by the detail that the four heads and wings of the leopard symbolise the
four Successors who were left to rule Alexander’s empire. The apparent lack of detail
is not surprising. The author is after all concerned with the more important figures of
Christ and the Antichrist, and the other world kingdoms can be presupposed rather
than argued for. He does, however, go through the sequence of empires briefly. By
juxtaposing the visions, Hippolytus posits that the golden head and the lion are

Babylon; the silver torso and bear are Persia; the brazen belly and leopard are the

4 The bizarre features of the four beasts are mystical and arcane. According to Porter 1983,
the monsters can be explained to an extent by metaphor analysis. He has argued that the
author of Daniel 7 created the mantic monsters from existing metaphors of the shepherd
king. For instance Daniel’s reference to them as symbols of prophecy correlate to similar
‘mantic monster’-imagery in eschatological Near Eastern texts. From there the motif dif-
fused across Jewish apocalyptic eschatology and eventually into early Christian eschato-
logy: the Revelation dragon is the prime example of eschatological animal imagery. Cf.
Wirth 1993: 24 n. 68 for the literature on Chaostiere.

5 There is a dishearteningly long list of lost Daniel commentaries at Cerrato 2002:17-22. Cer-
rato contends that there were probably more lost commentaries than we have extant. Cf.
Momigliano 1963: 53. Eusebius of Caesarea Church History 6.7.1 relates that a certain Jude
was the first to author a commentary on Daniel. For the Jewish exegesis of Daniel and its
use of Alexander, see Van Bekkum 2008. Cf. Amitay 2010a: 110-11.

6 Hippolytus On Christ and the Antichrist §§ 24, 28, 32. Cf. De Boer 1985:194.
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Macedonians; and the iron legs and fourth beast are Rome. The horns of the fourth
beast were future Roman emperors. His synthesis creates the image of a sequential
progression of empires that helps to define the climatic events of history that will
eventually lead to the apocalyptic end and Kingdom Come in the not so distant fu-
ture. Even if his treatise was not the typical exegetical commentary, that is a line-by-
line discussion of the text, his assumptions about the eschatological fulfilment of
God’s plan in Revelation were the same as in his more extensive commentary on
Daniel. Hippolytus’ treatise thus becomes a holistic demonstration of the Gospel by
the relation of the OT to the NT. A particularly Christian understanding of the unity
of the Biblical texts informs the methodologies used in his work. Reading prophetic

Scripture in this way, Hippolytus thus makes Alexander relevant for God’s plan.7

The eschatological expectations of the Christian Hippolytus are, of course, not the
same as those of the Jewish compiler of the OT Daniel who had lived five centuries
prior to the shadowy bishop. The end of days was already upon the Jews back then.
The Seleucids had taken over Judea and oppressed the Jews. The apocalyptic text of
Daniel was written as ‘resistance literature,’ a typical literary response to being op-
pressed by foreign forces,® and the prophetic aims have to be understood within the
context of the Jewish hopes of liberation from Seleucid rule. As for Daniel 7, Casey ar-
gues that the Judean ‘Daniel’ had envisaged Alexander as the third beast but, along-
side his Successors, also a part of the fourth.9 The consequence of the original inter-
pretation was that the ten horns on the fourth beast were in fact the Seleucid kings,
and the little horn was Antiochus IV Epiphanes (r. 175-164 BC). The only logical and
chronological possibility of the culmination of the prophecy was the revolt of the
Maccabean Jews against Antiochus. As is well-known, the freedom-fighters defeated
Antiochus, and this was interpreted to mean that the Maccabeans had saved God’s
people. The Danielic Apocalypse thus happened in the second century BC, and the
Maccabean rule was symbolised by the stone that became the mountain that filled
the earth. Their kingdom, divinely sanctioned by authoritative Scripture, would en-
dure forever. Although history tells us that the Maccabean and Hasmonean dynasties
did not last—except in the works of the Ps.-Ephrem and Cosmas Indicopleustes, who

argued that the efforts of the Maccabean Jews were later fulfilled typologically in the

7 Hippolytus Commentary on Daniel 4.7 (GCS NF 7.210). For Alexander in ancient prophecies
in general, see e.g. Kampers 1901; Pfister 301-47; Gunderson 1977: 64-6; Parke 1988: 125; Pot-
ter 1994: 75-6.

8 Portier-Young 2o11.

9 Casey 1979: 62. Cf. Heaton 1956: 174; Rowley 1964: 70-137; Inglebert 2001b: 347-9.
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Advent of Jesus Christ—this interpretation of Daniel as a text of the Maccabean res-

istance is the prevailing one in modern scholarship on the Bible.»°

The early Christian interpretations of Biblical prophecy—exegetical, philological
and hermeneutical—were laborious and vital for the earliest construction of religious
identities among the Christians. The variance was possible because of the vagueness
and arcane nature of the Biblical prophecies that licensed many interpretations.
There were, for instance, no official identification of the kingdoms of Daniel 2 (save
for that of Nebuchadnezzar who was the head of gold), which licensed each reader to
select the identities liberally and thus systematically structure the past as he saw fit.
In other words, each exegete was able to argue the identities of the empires because
there was no formal interpretation. Yet, we must keep in mind the divine prophecies
were contested territory between the synagogue and the church. They mattered be-
cause they were communications ostensibly delivered directly from God: religious
readers believed that reading scriptural prophecies was revelation of the divine will
and only the exegete, who had true mastery of the meaning of the text, could access

it. What the Apostle Peter writes is therefore curious:

First of all, you must understand this: no prophecy of Scripture is
a matter of one’s own interpretation, because no prophecy ever
came by human will, but men and women moved by the Holy
Spirit spoke from God.

2 Peter 1:20-1.

But the Apostle’s words do in fact form a Christian argument. He insists that each
Biblical prophecy had a singular and unequivocal interpretation—even if we have
already seen that they did not—so that he can claim that only the Christians had the
key to understand Scripture correctly through the teachings of Jesus. On that tenuous
basis, Peter and Christians after him could also make the even more nebulous claim
that they had exclusive and true understanding of the Mosaic law, which the contem-
porary Jews had apparently misunderstood. The Christians thus represented them-

selves as more righteous than their alleged Hebrew forefathers and far more lawful

10  The fact that Alexander is referred to as a ten-horned beast in the third Sibylline Oracle
seems to corroborate the modern reading, for which see Sibylline Oracles 3.388-400, espe-
cially 1l. 396-400. Cf. Eicke 1909: 84-5; Gunderson 1977: 56; Mendels 1981: 330-2; Inglebert
2001b: 343-4; Stoneman 2008: 51; Demandt 2009: 292; Amitay 2010a: 204. For Alexander in
eschatological prophecy of the Hellenistic period, see e.g. Ps.-Lycophron Alexandra 1434-
1445. Cf. Pfister 316-9; Fountoulakis 2014; Hornblower 2015,
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than the contemporary Jews who had misinterpreted the Law." This was done in or-
der to counter Jewish arguments against the Christians that they had misunderstood

Mosaic law because the teachings of Jesus had misled them.

Naturally, this type of argument was no covert operation but one that defined reli-
gious identity between the two groups. If a reader, Jew or Christian, made an exeget-
ical explanation of a prophetic passage, he did so on the assumption that he had per-
ceived the inherent divine meaning of the normally obscure scriptural premonitions.
He had understood the message God revealed in the text. Making a claim on the basis
of a reading of Scripture was thus regarded as more powerful than seeking the au-
thority of any other typical ancient text because of divine authority. It is also note-
worthy that understanding Biblical prophecy is the biggest apple of discord between
Origen and Celsus’ imaginary Jew.'2 Reading the OT prophecies differently is what di-
vided church and synagogue. According to Simonetti, Jews and Christians were di-
vided precisely by their fundamental evaluation of the sacred text. Jews read in it the
expectation of the Messiah; Christians the demonstration that the awaited Messiah
had come in the person of Jesus.”s Just as in the argument about the understanding of
Mosaic law, contemporary Jews could argue that Christians misappropriated Scrip-
ture by positing that the OT prophecies prefigured Jesus as the Christ. The Christians
could respond, in turn, that Jesus was what made all of Scripture make sense. Appro-
priating the OT books and prophecies as ‘Christian’ texts was a principal task in the
Christian communities because, ‘reception and appropriation is the exegetical pro-
cess whereby readers make the text their own.”4 By interpreting Scripture in their
own ways, Christians made a claim to God’s grace, instructions and revelations for

themselves.

What is intriguing about the Christian reading of the prophetic passages that al-
lude to Alexander is that, even if they diverge in meaning, they represent systematic
Christianised projections of the past on the basis of Biblical authority. All Christian
readers considered these prophecies to be part of an authoritative Jerusalem literat-
ure that needed careful study for spiritual benefit, the creation of religious com-
munity and directives for the future. The alternative allegorical imagery of the statue

and the leopard, as well as the assumed sanctity of the OT, provided an altogether dif-

1 Heine 2010: 223-4.

12 Origen Against Celsus 2.4, 2.8, 2.2, 2.15, 2.28-9, 2.37, 2.79, 3.17, 7.4. The Jewish opponent
mainly features in book 2.

13 Simonetti EAC 1: 897.

14  Young1997: 27. Cf. Kraus 2002 about the authority of ancient commentary.
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ferent approach to the Alexander figure. It was Hellenistic history as a constituent of
salvation history, that is the continual grace of God and the prefiguration of Jesus.
Pfister explained the development long ago: the actualisation of Alexander in the
Jewish and Christian readings of the OT texts engendered a sanctification, Heiligung,
of the figure.’> This meant that Alexander’s campaigns were conceived by Jews and
Christians as if within the presumed sacred sphere of Biblical history. The king was
guided unwittingly by the Providence of God and his life was expressed in Biblical
terminology that differed fundamentally from the pagan Alexander histories that did

not have a foundation in the Biblical texts.

To take a different example of the alternate terminology, we may turn to the earli-
est extant synoptic summary of Alexander’s life narrated in 1 Maccabees (Greek ver-

sion c. 103 BC):

After Alexander, son of Philip, the Macedonian, who came from the
land of Kittim, had defeated King Darius of the Persians and the
Medes, he succeeded him as king (he had previously become the
king of Greece). He fought many battles, conquered strongholds
and put to death the kings of the earth. He advanced to the ends of
the earth, and plundered many nations. When the earth became
quiet before him, he was exalted and his heart was lifted up. He
gathered a very strong army and ruled over countries, nations and
princes, and they became tributary to him. After this he fell sick and
perceived that he was dying. So he summoned his most honoured
officers, who had been brought up with him from youth, and di-
vided his kingdom among them while he was still alive. And after

Alexander had reigned for twelve years, he died.
1 Maccabees 1:1-7.

Admittedly, the account is very descriptive with notable influences of romantic
historiography—the death of Darius'® and the Will'7—and the culture-specific geo-
graphical knowledge (Kittim). But the poignant line on how his heart was lifted up
refers to his swollen pride and sinful ambition. The terms have linguistic parallels to

the pride of Biblical figures, such as Ezekiel’s prophecies about the prideful fall of the

15 Pfister 319-21.

16 A variant tale in which Alexander kills Darius is mentioned by Diodorus Siculus Library
17.73.4. Cf. Arrian Anabasis 3.21.10; Justin Epitome 11.15.1-14; Curtius Rufus History 5.13.15-25;
AR 2.20.

17 Ausfeld 1895, 1901; Bosworth 2000.
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king of Tyre, a man who thought himself a god and so was brought low by God.’8 As is
so basic to the OT narratives of the rise and fall of kingdoms, it is God who raises up
kings and make them fall should their vainglory or sin consume them. Eusebius ex-

plains in an exposition of Daniel 2 and 7:

It is fitting that the king [i.e. Nebuchadnezzar]—who prized the
substances deemed precious among people [i.e. gold, silver, brass
and iron]—should identify these substances as the kingdoms that
held sovereignty at different times in the life of humankind [i.e.
Daniel 2], but the prophet should describe these same kingdoms
under the likeness of beasts [i.e. Daniel 7], in accordance with the
manner of their rule.!9 Moreover, the king—who was puffed up in
his own conceit and prided himself on the power of his ancestors—
is shown the vicissitude to which affairs are subject and the end
destined for all the kingdoms of the earth. This is done in order to
teach him humility and understand that there is nothing lasting
among people but only that which is appointed to the end of all
things: the kingdom of God.

Eusebius Proof of the Gospel 15.1.2°

Eusebius understands that Nebuchadnezzar will eventually be struck down by
God and his empire transferred to others. In seeing the history of Biblical kings and
their sinful fallings in this particular way, we can note that the pride is not unlike the
well-established topos of puffed-up pride, typhos, abundantly attested in Alexander’s
tradition.>* But the language used to describe the strikingly similar phenomenon is
based on two different textual traditions. This choice of an alternative textual founda-
tion and the belief in the sanctification of history (ending with the kingdom of God)
are what sets apart many interpretations of Alexander’s impact in the Jewish and

Christian worlds. We should not, however, generalise and assume that every single

18 Ezekiel 28: 2. xal 0, vi¢ dvBpawmov, elmdy @ dpyovtt Thpov Tdde Aéyet wlptog AvE’ @v thwby
oov 1) xapdia, xal elmag Oebs el Eyw, xartouciow Beod wariwmxa év xapdia okdoong, ob 8¢ &l
avBpwmog xat o Bedg xal Edwxag ™V xapdioy gov wg xapdiav 8eod. Cf. 28:5. 1wby ¥ xapdia cov
év 1)) Suvduet oov. For contrast, see the positive uses of 0wy about Abraham (Genesis
24:34); Isaac (Genesis 26:13); Moses (Deuteronomy 7:14, 17:20); Solomon (2 Chronicles 1:1).

19 A common line of argument: the prophet had seen monstrosities, whereas the king had
seen different metals. This Christian invention is the result of merging Daniel 2 and 7.

20  Trans. ACCS 13.169 (modified).

21 See e.g. Seneca On Benefits 5.6; Philo On the Cherubim § 19.63-4; Marcus Aurelius Medita-
tions 9.29, 12.27. Cf. Hoffman 1907: 99; Klein 1988: 979 n. 93; Stoneman 1994a: 37, 2012a:

XXXVi.
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Christian text makes use of this material; the Biblical reservoir of story could be de-
ployed freely. Needless to say, we shall be concerned with the developments in those

works that do in fact make use of the Biblical texts.

Although the meaning and the reception of Alexander in Daniel and 1 Maccabees
have very often been remarked upon in passing,2? no serious Alexander-oriented re-
search has ever been done in the reception of these Biblical references in Christian
authors, such as the neglected Hippolytus. For instance, not even Pfister noticed that
Hippolytus’ treatise is the first extant text to bring Alexander and Christian eschato-
logy together in a direct way through Daniel and Revelation.23 After a brief investiga-
tion of the Biblical commentaries, Wirth supposed that it would be futile to study Al-
exander in Heilsgeschichte because the variations in Biblical interpretation were
simply too great.24 But Wirth is wrong in assuming that no prevailing tendencies can
be found, as we shall witness. It is not true either that we cannot delineate some new

paradigms, which will be clear as they emerge.

Daniel, as a canonical work of Scripture in the Christian view, must be dealt with
first before we turn to 1 Maccabees. The prevalence of the former is attested by the
countless commentaries on it, whereas we possess no commentaries on the latter
prior to the one published by the Frankish polymath Hrabanus Maurus (d. 856), a
younger contemporary of the learned Alcuin of York. In analysing Daniel, we shall
also briefly examine Christian commentaries on the twelve minor prophets and Rev-
elation to show how Christian readings of Daniel influenced exegesis of OT and NT

prophecies.

22 For the scholarly tradition, see e.g. Sainte-Croix 1810: 531-5; Zingerle 1885: 106-9; Carraroli
1892: 141-3; Barton 1898: 79; Kip 1919; Torrey 1925; Swain 1940: 1; Dancy 1954: 55-6; Schnell
1989: 47; Lane Fox 1991: 198; Hartmann & Di Lella 1993: 408; Momigliano 1994: 31; Stone-
man 1994a: 40, 2008: 50-1; Inglebert 2001b: 342-69 (exhaustive); Niskanen 2004: 2; Mossé
2004: 186; Botha 2006: 120; Liljegren 2006: 244; Lienert 2007: 7-9; Serensen 2007: 23-4; De-
mandt 2009: 419-26; Amitay 2010a: 110-3; Baronowski 2011: 35 (Daniel), 55 (1 Maccabees);
Scolnic 2014: 158.

23  Pfister 333 argues that Julius Africanus’ Chronograph (AD 220-1) was the first Christian to
bring Christian eschatology and Alexander together, but Hippolytus’ treatise is earlier.

24  Wirth 1993: 69. ‘Ein Widerspruch zwischen dem Alexander der Heilsgeschichte hatte viele
Variationsmoglichkeiten.” Cary, Klein and others have given one-sided answers dependent
on the material that they examined: Cary, who focused on Jerome above all, found that
there was no sanctity of Alexander, see e.g. Cary 1956: 118-42. Cf. Wirth 1993: 59; Demandt
2009: 427-30. Klein contended that the sanctification of Alexander might be a possibility
in the East, see Klein 1988: 502-4. Cf. Wirth 1993: 69 n. 228.
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2.1. THE Book or DANIEL

According to Cary, the Book of Daniel was the single most important text for the
formation of a theological conception of Alexander in the Middle Ages.?5 His study
went as far back into Late antiquity as Jerome’s commentary from 407, because Cary
thought that Jerome ‘presented in his commentary an interpretation which was al-
most invariably upheld by later writers.”26 This is, however, not an accurate statement
when applied to the Greek East that produced many more commentaries than the
Latin West. Cary is also silent about the well-established exegetical tradition prior to
Jerome, so crucial for the Church Father's own exegesis.2” Williams argues that
Jerome was in fact severely criticised by his contemporaries for the formatting of his
Daniel commentary: he did not include every word, or even every line of the prophet,
which was normally the standard procedure.28 In other words, Cary’s discussion of
the periods outside his purview is tenuous, and an analysis of the early Christian

readings of Daniel is desired.

By way of beginning we may tabulate chronologically the extant or fragmentary

commentaries on Daniel up until the fifth century:

¢ c. 202. Hippolytus of Rome Commentary. Most of it is extant alongside the

aforementioned treatise and a range of scholia.

¢ Before 250. Origen Commentary. Completely lost save for fragments in the

catenae.

+ Early fourth century. Eusebius of Caesarea Commentary. Completely lost save

for fragments in the catenae.
# c.370. Ps.-Ephrem Commentary. Syriac commentary that partially survives.29

+ Fourth century. Didymus the Blind Commentary. Completely lost save for frag-

ments in the catenae.

¢ Fourth century. Apollinaris of Laodicea Commentary. Completely lost save for

fragments in the catenae.3°

25  Cary1956: 18-42. Cf. Wirth 1993: 59; Demandt 2009: 427-30.

26  Cary1954: 100 = Cary 1956: 120. Cf. Demandt 2009: 215.

27  Lacocque 1979;]. J. Collins 1984, 1998; Davies 1985; Schatkin 1970; Koch 1980; Heine 2002: 1-
2; Williams 2006: 66-7.

28  Williams 2006: 112.

29  Botha 2006.

30  Lietzman 1904:150. Cf. Williams 2006: 112; Ludlow 2009: 135.
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¢ Fourth century. Titus of Bostra Commentary. Completely lost save for frag-

ments in the catenae.
# . 407.]Jerome Commentary. This work survives in its entirety.

¢ g10s. Theodoret of Mopsuestia Commentary. Completely lost save for frag-

ments in the catenae.

& 420s. Cyril of Alexandria Commentary. Completely lost save for fragments in

the catenae.

¢ 430s. Polychronius of Apamea Commentary. Some of it survives in extensive

fragments.3!
¢ 433. Theodoret of Cyrrhus Commentary. This Greek work survives completely.

o The mid, or late, fifth century. Ps.-John Chrysostom Commentary. Much of this

text survives.

Besides these commentaries, we learn from Jerome’s preface to his Commentary
that lengthy exegesis of Daniel had been carried out by the pagan Porphyry of Tyre in
his twelfth book of the fifteen-volume Against the Christians. The philosopher had
questioned the Christian nature of the prophecies by arguing that Daniel 2 and 7 cul-
minated in the Maccabean past, which was the original context of the Palestinian
Daniel. Christians could not, however, accept that conclusion. Before Jerome’s at-
tempt to repudiate the philosopher, Methodius of Olympus, Eusebius of Caesarea
and Apollinaris of Laodicea had already responded by asserting that the prophecies
concerned Jesus, not the Maccabees. In conjunction with the philosopher, we should
also note here that the Jews compiling the Babylonian Talmud did not consider
Daniel a prophet, and so the Christian claim that Daniel was a prophet of God was
critical because his prophecies were so important for the Advent of Jesus. Hence both
pagans and Jews had robbed Daniel of his link to God, but Christians maintained his

authority.32

It is thus clear that the Danielic prophecies and the status of Scripture were a
cause of conflict between the intellectual traditions between the original author of
Daniel, the Jews, the pagans and the Christians. Yet, the Book of Daniel was regarded
by Christians and non-Christians as a text worthy of serious study and religious argu-

ment.

31 Inglebert 2001b: 348; Cook 2004: 194-5.
32  ACCS13:152.
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The principal pattern left to us by the extant texts seems to be that Christian ex-
egesis of Daniel was arguably an eastern endeavour and an important endeavour in
repudiating non-Christians. As is clear from Hippolytus’ treatise, the major prophet
Daniel could be interpreted to foreshadow Christ and the Antichrist and, therefore,
held high importance. Indeed, that was why Porphyry got so many responses to his
criticism of that particularly Christian appropriation of the Danielic prophecies. The
large number of Greek commentaries in comparison with the number of Latin ana-
logues give us the impression that Byzantine Christians engaged more often with Al-
exander and the Hellenistic history that Daniel had prophesied. This helps to explain
the favourable reception of the king in the East. If his campaigns were asserted to be a
major culmination in, and confirmation of, the steady progression of the salvation
narrative, it makes sense that the Byzantine Christians wanted to be associated with
him. They could afford to overlook the negative traits the figure was sometimes char-

acterised by, such as pride.

To analyse these tendencies in more detail, we proceed through each Danielic
prophecy that was interpreted to concern Alexander and analyse the salient features

in the Christian uses of each one in turn.

2.1.1. DANIEL 8. THE GoAT oF GOATS.

If Hippolytus made only two direct references to Alexander from Daniel 2 and 7 in his
treatise, his commentary pointed out all the allusions to Alexander in Daniel. In his
view, Alexander features in Daniel 8 with cross-references elsewhere in Daniel (I omit
Daniel 10:20 and 11:3-4 since they both refer to the same thing, namely the rise of a
Greek king to destroy Persia).33 Daniel 8 is perhaps the most well-known story in Al-
exander scholarship. The prophet speaks of a two-horned ram that is defeated by a
one-horned he-goat. The goat subsequently becomes great but dies at the height of its
power. The prophecy is less vague than Daniel 2 and 7 because the author relates that
God ordered the archangel Gabriel himself to expound the vision to Daniel. The angel
explained to Daniel that his premonition concerned the end of time. The ram sym-
bolised the two kings of Media and Persia (two horns), and the he-goat was the king

of Greece, its horn the first king (Alexander). The four horns were his successors that

33  Omitted by Amitay 2010a: 111. For the Greek-ness of Alexander, see e.g. Jerome Comment-
ary on Daniel 10.20b (CCSL 75a.895-6; PL 25.557). ‘And let no one be disturbed by the ques-
tion as to why mention is made of the prince of the Greeks or Hellenes rather than of the
Macedonians. For Alexander, king of the Macedonians, did not take up arms against the
Persians until he had first overthrown Greece and subjected it to his power.” (trans. Archer
2009, adapted).
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would not have the same power. Again, the Successors are not identified, and this
task is left to the exegete. In the exegesis of Hippolytus’ contemporary Origen, the vis-

ion is retold in this way:

Another instance in the same prophet: the affairs of Darius and
Alexander, of the four Successors of Alexander, the king of Mace-
don, and of Ptolemy, the regent of Egypt, surnamed Lagus, were
foretold in this way: ‘Behold, the he-goat of goats (¢ tpdyog T@v
aly@v) set out from the west across the surface of the entire
earth. It had a horn between its eyes. It came to the two-horned
ram, which I saw standing on the bank of the river Ubal, and the
he-goat hurried headlong upon the might of the ram. I saw it
reach the ram, rage at it, strike it down and crush its two horns.
The ram had no power to stand before the he-goat; it threw the
ram to the ground, trampled over it with no possibility for the
ram to break free from the he-goat’s clasp. The he-goat of goats
grew great. While it was strong, its great horn was broken, and
four smaller horns rose from it and dispersed to the four winds of
the sky. From one of these, a strong and remarkably great horn

went towards the south west in which the sun sets.’

Eusebius Preparation for the Gospel 6.11.25 incorporating
Origen Commentary on Genesis 1.8 (PG 12.60).34

Bodenmann notes that Origen’s unique incorporation of Ptolemy as the south-
west bound horn projects him in the role of the wicked Antichrist,35 the eschatolo-
gical figure that is also referred to elsewhere in Daniel and his commentators.36 Yet,
this is hardly the context in which Origen deploys the scriptural passage. It occurs in
an exposition in which he is arguing for the truth of divine revelation of God in Scrip-

ture. He posits this by a series of references to fulfilled prophecies in the OT and NT.37

34  Philocalia 23.5 (p. 192 Armitage). Cf. Ps.-John Chrysostom Homily on Luke 2.2. (PG 50.234).

35 Bodenmann 1986: 283.

36  This is the standard in subsequent expositions of the passage from Hippolytus onwards.
These accounts mostly concerns Antiochus, the Temple of Jerusalem and the rise of the
Maccabean freedom-fighters, who restored the sanctity of the Temple. See e.g. Jerome
Commentary on Daniel 8.5b-ga (CCSL 75a.852-3; PL 25.536); John Chrysostom Homily
against the Jews 5.7.4; Theodoret Commentary on Daniel PG 81.1444-7; Ps.-Caesarius Ques-
tions 218.270-80.

37  We have Origen’s lengthy exegesis of this Genesis passage on good authority: not only is it
extracted in full by Eusebius, but also by the Philocalia. In the latter work, Basil of
Caesarea and Gregory Nazianzen reproduce a fairly long, coherent citation.
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Origen inserts the quoted passage into a repetitive list to allege that only the Holy
Spirit was capable of giving true insight into future events. If Scripture had proph-
esied these historical events correctly, it follows that the rest of the scriptural proph-
ecies must also be unquestionable truths, and that only the Christian commentator

had the exegetical tools to understand them properly.

To this end, Origen needs to persuade his reader that he has understood it cor-
rectly. He goes on to preface the extract of Daniel with a historicising interpretation
that authoritatively maps out the scriptural relation to historical events one by one:
Darius’ defeat, the emergence of Successors and the rise of Ptolemaic Egypt. The real
persuasive power of Origen’s argument is that the prophecies were mapped onto
events that had already happened. This imbues the interpretation with credibility.
More subtly, Origen asserts his reading of Scripture without any reference to Gabriel’s
words that this would happen at the end. By omitting Gabriel’s warning, eschatology
is thus omitted from the narrative. So, in making the list and rearranging the meaning
of the Danielic prophecy, the exegete omits the eschatological features to emphasise
the positive outcome of Alexander’s reign, namely the rise of the Ptolemaic dynasty,
which Origen’s readership in Roman Alexandria would undoubtedly appreciate.38
Not only does he change the very meaning of the apocalyptic prophecy to accom-
modate Christian argument, but also adapts it in a way that resonates well with the

targeted audience whom he wanted to be persuaded.

That Origen once again projects Alexander’s campaigns as the foundation of the
Alexandrian empire of the Ptolemies is no surprise. We have noted that he was the
first Christian to integrate the laudatory Jerusalem tale into Christian narrative, but
his fellow Christians, such as Julius Africanus, had also commended Alexander for be-
ing the founder of Alexandria. We witness how the Jerusalem literature (Daniel) was
filtered through the favourable Alexandrian diaspora to associate the nascent Chris-
tian religion with the great historical figures. Origen completes the picture of an Alex-
ander that has fulfilled the divine will. After his early death the Alexandrian empire,
divinely sanctioned through prophecy, is established. We may note that Origen and
Africanus are joined by Hippolytus, who also uses Alexander positively because the
king marks a significant part of the salvation narrative. Indeed, using a verbatim quo-
tation from his contemporary Sextus Empericus, Hippolytus posits that no one born

in the days of Alexander could rival him.39 As already said, this is an important obser-

38  For the Alexandrian origin of Origen’s On Genesis, see Heine 2003: 63-73. Cf. Heine 2010.
39  Hippolytus Refutation 4.5.5 Markovitch. odfeig yoOv Ahe&dvdpw @ Maxedévt yéyovev ioog,
TOAAQV XQTA THV olxouuéwv Opoiwg dmoteydévtwy avtd. Cf. Sextus Empiricus Against the
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vation because it refutes Klein’s argument that that Greek Christians did not gener-
ally stress the importance of Alexander’s imperial power until the reign of Con-

stantine [.4°

The interplay of prophecy and power is embedded in this use of Alexander’s story.
Historical reality and divine prophecy work both ways. Alexander’s well-known his-
torical conquest of Persia reinforced the idea that Daniel, as he is represented in the
text, had truly foreseen the future from Nebuchadnezzar’s Babylon (even if the text
was compiled almost two-hundred years after Alexander), a belief that Christians
took pains to stress in order that the absolute credibility of God’s word was asserted.
Daniel 8 was also an excellent prophecy for apologetic argument among the Jews. As
Bruce noticed, ‘{O]f the four visions Daniel 7-12, the only one which Josephus repro-
duces at any length is the vision of the ram and the he-goat of chapter 8.4 Arguably,
the prophecy is persuasive in the same respect as it is in Origen. Josephus claims that
Daniel’s words were true for no one could question that Alexander had defeated
Darius. Josephus and Origen even used similar strategies in authorising their narrat-
ives, just as they did in the case of the Jerusalem tale. So, Josephus had too removed
the eschatological features of Daniel 8 to make a convincing argument, just like Ori-

gen would later do.

There are other contributing factors to why Daniel 8 was more appealing to deploy
than the other prophecies. It was less vague than other prophecies and, therefore,
needed less exegesis to be made more persuasive. For instance, the identification of
the two animals is made in the text itself, through the voice of Gabriel. We know that
the he-goat had always been emblematic of the Macedonian regal power. Slotki made
the observation on the Hebrew text that the he-goat ‘is a symbol for Alexander the
Great, the founder of the Greek empire, chosen perhaps because of the he-goat fig-
ures in the legends of the House of Macedon and in Macedonian place-names.’4? It is
certainly true that the Macedonian rulers were often represented as goat-herders or
aided by goats. A common literary motif is that the gods deployed goats to show the
Macedonian kings where their principal cities were to be founded,43 and these

threads of narrative are frequently woven into Alexander’s own foundations, for in-

Mathematicians 5.89.

40  Klein 1988: 973-4.

41 Bruce 1990: 22. Bruce devotes considerable attention to Josephus Jewish Antiquities 10.269-
76. Cf. John Chrysostom Homily against the Jews 5.7.2-7.

42  Slotki1973: 65. Cf. Froom 1950: 130-1.

43  Alucid table of this in Ogden 20ma: 59. Oracular goats are criticised harshly by Clement of
Alexandria Exhortation to the Greeks 2.11.3. Cf. Braund 1994: 22-4; Ogden 20m1a: 58-65.
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stance Aegae (“Goat Town”) in Cilicia.44 In an amusing chreia, Plutarch also refers to
the goat as an animal of power: the Macedonian soldiers assured Alexander that they
would defeat the Persian enemy because their clothes smelled so much of goat that
the enemy would flee before them.45 The compiler of Daniel 8 must have been aware
of such latent associations between goats and Macedonian royal power. It is note-
worthy that the he-goat is described as the ‘he-goat of goats’, tragos ton aigon, a word-
play on ‘king of kings,” basileus basileon.46

The qualities of the he-goat are predominantly positive. According to Theodoret,
its speed is unsurpassed (a goat is faster than a ram!) and the horn signifies the
shrewdness, intelligence and sagacity of Alexander’s thought.47 Besides imbuing him
with these qualities known from the AR,48 Theodoret even gives an outline of Alexan-
der’s conquests in the same passage, saying that the he-goat had subjugated Egypt,
conquered Darius in Cilicia and went through Syria, Phoenicia and Palestine before
he crushed Persia. Like Theodoret, Jerome takes the opportunity to imbue the Bib-

lical narrative with a sense of compelling historicity:

This [i.e. the he-goat] was Alexander, the king of the Greeks, who
after the overthrow of Thebes took up arms against the Persians.
Commencing the conflict at the Granicus River, he conquered the
generals of Darius and finally smashed against the ram himself [i.e.
Darius| and broke in pieces his two horns, the Medes and the Per-
sians. Casting him beneath his feet, he subjected both horns to his
own authority. And (he had) a large horn. This refers to the first
king, Alexander himself. When he died in Babylon at the age of

thirty-two, his four generals rose up in his place and divided his em-

44 AR B 2.23. dxoboag [ie. Alexander] adtov [ie. Darius] petd moAAGV dvta BagtAéwv xal
catpamdy mept oV Toataxdv xdAmov cuAAaBav alyas mAeiotog xal cuvdioag Aapmddog el T
wéparta adTAVY eENyoryov vuxtds. ol O i86vteg NAS elg puynV etpdmyoay S6Eavteg mOAD elvat Td
otpatdmedov. xai oltws TV xat adtdv vhmy étpomwaduny. €@’ @ xal méAw Extioa Alyag
mpogovopdaag. Cf. Solomon’s stratagem of goats and torches in Judges 15:3-5.

45  Plutarch Moralia18ob. Cf. Arrian Anabasis 7.9.2, Dio Chrysostom Oration 4.70-2.

46  Daniel 8:5. Cf. 1 Kings 10:23; Ezekiel 26:7; Daniel 2:37; Ezra 7:12; 1 Timothy 6:15; Revelation
19:16.

47  Theodoret of Cyrrthus Commentary on Daniel PG 81.1441. Tpdryov 3¢ adtiv wvopace & T0
Topd xal edxivytov: Tod xptod ydp 0EUTEpog & Tpdyos [...] “Ev 8¢ xépag BewpnTdv, ToutéoTuy,
gmnionuov xal mepifAentoy, adtov xohel ToV ANéEavdpov: dvauéaov 3¢ Tév dpBaudv Tod Tpdyou
pOvar Aéyer Té xépag, Sta o dryyivouy, xal cuveTdy, xai Tuxvoy Tév tod AdeEdvdpov ppeviv.

48  Klein attributed these projections to the influence of the AR in which Alexander is clever,
phreneres. For the epithet, see AR 116.5, 1.19.5, 2.13.2, 2.16.1, 3.3.3, 3.19.8, 3.26.7. Cf. Pfister
1964: 66-8; Koulakiotis 2006: 208-11.
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pire among themselves. [...] But they shall not rise up with his power.

No one was able to equal the greatness of Alexander himself.

Jerome Commentary on Daniel 8.9a
(CCSL 75a: 853-4, PL 25.536).49

Like Hippolytus, Origen and Julius Africanus before him, Jerome commends Alex-
ander as the single most important individual of Hellenistic history. But he does so on
the basis of the Biblical account interspersed with classicising material. As we shall
continue to witness, the Bible gave early Christians an alternative frame of reference

and powerful allegorical imagery to recount the events of history.

The previous pages have shown that there is then ample evidence that Christians
made extensive use of this prophecy. The Christian use of it is, however, not just an
attempt to appropriate Alexander in providential history, but also an attempt to ap-
propriate the text as Christian. If Daniel had prophesied the victories of Alexander
correctly, Christian commentators could follow up with the assumption that the
same prophet had seen their Christ Jesus. That this is the case can be seen in a homily
Against the Jews by the fourth-century John Chrysostom. His succinct statement, ‘The
ram is Darius, the Persian king; the he-goat is the Greek king, Alexander of Macedon,’
indicates that the congregation needed little introduction to the imagery of Biblical
history.5° But, as his line of argument progresses, it becomes clear that this piece of
history is just another building block in his religious argument about how to read
Scripture with Christian eyes. Other bishops would also assert the authority of this
Danielic prophecy by expounding the other major and minor OT prophets, just as

49  Trans. Archer 2009. For the remarkable greatness of Alexander’s enterprise, see Livy Ro-
man History 45.9. Cf. the abundant examples of Alexander’s greatness, such as e.g. Arrian
Anabasis 7.30.1; Diodorus Siculus Library 20.81.3; Dio Chrysostom Oration 4.1; Florus Epi-
tome 1.23 (First Macedonian War); Suetonius Augustus § 18; Dio Cassius Roman History
5116.5. There were also early Hellenistic chreia that emphasised the greatness of Alexan-
der, see e.g. the poignant simile attributed to the Athenian Demades. He had said that the
Macedonians, with the loss of Alexander, were like the Cyclops that had lost its eye (De-
metrius of Phalerum On Style § 284; Plutarch Galba 1.4, Moralia 181f, 336f-337b; Eunapius
Select Sentences 36). For Koulakiotis’ subtle argument about how Alexander was con-
sidered emblematic of the whole Macedonian people, see Koulakiotis 2006: 166-7. His ar-
gument is based on Plutarch’s three speeches On the Fortune of the Romans, On the For-
tune or Virtue of Alexander and On the Fortune of the Athenians.

50  John Chrysostom Homily Against the Jews 5.7.1. Cf. Ps.-John Chrysostom Synopsis of Scrip-
ture (PG 56.383). mpopyntedel Tdg AAeEavSpog 6 Maxedwv xatélvoe v Bacthelov [lepod@v: Tdv
uév xpldv tov Pactiéa Tlepodv Aéywv, Tov 8¢ Tpdyov AXéEavdpov tév Maxedéva. Cf. Aphrahat
Of Wars § 5.



108 THE USE OF ALEXANDER IN EARLY CHRISTIAN LITERATURE

Jerome had done.5'Indeed, in Jerome’s Commentary on Isaiah, he may simply refer to
Alexander as ‘the he-goat,” hircus, on the presupposition that his readers will know
who that sobriquet refers to immediately, just as he expected when he introduced the
chreia of Alexander at Troy in the prologue of the Life of Hilarion.5* By deploying
Daniel 8 like this, Christians create an alternative frame of reference to Alexander
outside the commentaries of Biblical exegesis which only Christians could appreciate
the full extent of.

2.1.2. DANIEL 2. TraNsLATIO IMPERIT

In the acknowledged East Face of Helicon, the late Martin West situates the statue of
Daniel 2 within the context of Greek (Hesiod) and Iranian (Zoroastrian) myths. He ar-
gues that the symbolism of the metals as successive historical ages or kingdoms is a
common mythic motif of Greek and Near Eastern literature.53 The Danielic metal al-
legory is thus a vivid literary embellishment that ties into traditional ways of thinking
about past and present. The feature of eschatology, namely the teleological end
which would result in the promised kingdom that would last for evermore, is also cur-
rent in Iranian thought, but not in Greek. In the Greek and Roman historiography;, it
was a common idea that world kingdoms followed each other, so as to make history
cyclical. This sequential reading of the past is normally referred to as ‘transfer of em-

pires,’ translatio imperii, and does not include the allegory of metal.54

51 Theodoret of Cyrrthus Commentary on Jeremiah 50:8-10 (PG 81.741). obtw xal 6 feaméaiog
Aavin tdv pev ANéEavdpov elde Tpdyw dmetnacdévra, Tov 8¢ Aapelov xpld.

52  Jerome Commentary on Isaiah 5.20.1 (PL 24.189). For other collections of primary refer-
ences to Daniel 8, see e.g. Cary 1954: 101 n. 4; Wirth 1993: 64 n. 206.

53  West1997: 312-9. The locus classicus is Hesiod Works and Days 106-201 (mythic ages of gold,
silver, bronze, iron). For the variations of the sequence in Daniel, see e.g. Swain 1940: 1;
Markus 1970: 47-8; Collins 1977: 37-40; Kock 1980: 194-5; Wirth 1993: 23; Momigliano 1994:
32-5; Potter 1994: 186-9; Atkinson 2000: 308-11; Niskanen 2004: 27-31; Grafton & Williams
2006: 144-6; Roberto 2011: 114-5. N.B. Lane Fox 1991: 334 mistakes Daniel 3 for Daniel 2.

54  For the term, see EEC 850; Goez 1958: 3-10; Roberto 2011: 72. For the early Greek develop-
ment of the sequence, see e.g. Herodotus Histories 1.95, 1.130; Demetrius of Phalerum On
Fortune F 81 Wehrli from Polybius Histories 29.21. For Greek historians at Rome, see e.g.
Polybius Histories 1.2 and especially Diodorus Siculus Library 37.1.4. €&fig 3¢ Ae&dvdpou tod
Moxeddvog dmepBarroday) auvéaet xal avdpeia TV Ilepadv v Vyepovioy XaTamoAEUncavTog,
‘Pwpaiot xatd Todg vewTEPOUS xaLpols SophetyTov Emomaavto v Maxedoviav. Cf. Swain 1940:
5-6; Flusser 1972; Mendels 1981: 335; De Boer 1985; Kratz 1991; Momigliano 1994: 24; Atkin-
son 2000: 308; Inglebert 2001b: 342-3; Koulakiotis 2006: 87 n. 335; Wiesehofer 2013.
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The first attempt to reconcile the Danielic text with Hellenistic historiography was
carried out by Josephus.55 Discussing the metals of the statue, he employs the same
sequence as Hippolytus would: Babylon was gold; Persia silver; Macedon bronze; and
Rome iron. Unlike Hippolytus, Josephus only alludes to the eschatological feature of
the stone that will destroy the statue, because he does not want to discuss what hap-
pens next. His reluctance to relate the apocalyptic outcome of Daniel 2 has frequently
been read by scholars as a consequence of his dependency on Roman patronage, but
it could also be interpreted as a hallmark of a Hellenistic historian who is true to his
work and genre.55 Just as in his version of Daniel 8, the Jewish Hellenist has removed

one of the defining features of the Danielic text.

Other Hellenistic Jews could deploy an alternative translatio imperii without direct
reference to Daniel or a very specific sequence. Towards the end of a treatise, Philo
posits that the world of men was changeable, but not God: Greece was once great but
was taken over by Macedon; Persia too lost its prosperity to Macedon; Parthia be-
came greater than Persia; and the dominion of Egypt passed away like a cloud. He
asks rhetorically what had happened to the cities of Ethiopia, Libya and the greatness
of Carthage; indeed, the whole world of Europe and Asia. He then uses the allegorical
image of a ship tossed between the waves on a stormy sea to say that the Providence
of God, which was known to common men as Fortune, oversaw human affairs. One
day, Philo argues, God would see to it that the world was turned into one city
(Rome?), governed by a democracy.57 Hence Philo uses these changeable empires as
a defensive argument about God’s unchanging care for mankind: only God was
eternal, the earthly empires not. The author thus posits that the eschatological cul-

mination of the eternal kingdom lies in the future.

These readings gave at least four models of interpretation among the Christians:
(1) eschatological interpretation of the four kingdoms and the devastating and ever-
lasting fifth empire; (2) the Josephan model that makes use of Daniel but discards
eschatology; and (3) the Philonic model concerning Providence;s8 and (4) the typical
Graeco-Roman translatio imperii sequence without Daniel (or Providence).59 These

four strategies are outlined in tabular form and discussed in turn.6°

55  Josephus Jewish Antiquities 10.195-210, 266-81. Cf. Sibylline Oracles 4.49-14.

56  Bruce 1990:19-20; VanderKam & Adler 1996: 212-3. Contra Gruen 2013: 264.

57  Philo On the Unchangeable God §§ 173-7.

58  Only used by Gregory of Nyssa On Fate 3.2.54.

59  See e.g. Clement of Alexandria Miscellany 1.21.140. Cf. Julius Africanus Chronograph F
89.53-7; Arnobius Against the Nations 1.5; Moses of Chorene History of Armenia 1.32-2.1.
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We begin with (1). The purest eschatological reading of Daniel occurs in the ori-
ental traditions. The Syriac world was on the periphery of the Roman world, and it
was thus often under pressure from the empires of the further East. Peripheries are
more frequently subject to change® and, therefore, more inclined to adopt expecta-
tions of change. It is noteworthy that these attestations always depend on the

Danielic sequence unlike the Greek and Latin Christians:62

Authors and Texts Sequence of Empires
Daniel 2 and 7 (c. 163 BC); Babylonians (Nebuchadnezzar), Medes,
Syriac Bible, the Peshitta (second | Persians, Macedonians (Alexander and the
century AD); Successors).
Report in Theodoret Commentary
on Daniel PG 81.1305;
Cosmas Indicopleustes Christian
Topography.
Porphyry Against the Christians | Babylonians, Medes and Persians, Alexander,
(late third century AD); Successors.

Polychronius of Apamea
Commentary on Daniel (c. 380).

Ps.-Ephrem of Nisibis Babylonians, Medes, Persians, Macedonians.
Commentary on Daniel (c. 363).

Aphrahat of Persia
Demonstration 5.15-9 (337), Babylonians, Medes-Persians, Macedonians,
Demonstration 22.25 (346). Romans.

Babylonians, Medes-Persians, Alexander,
Macedonians and Romans.

Theodoret, Cosmas, Porphyry and Polychronius wrote in Greek. Theodoret does
not agree with the listed sequence he has found in an anonymous writer and argues
that the final empire is Rome, at least until the stone comes. He is thus repudiating

the view of a fellow Syrian Christian.

60  The following tables lay out an updated version of the various interpretations of the trans-
latio imperii sequence, as they have been collated by Inglebert 2001b: 362-4. An asterisk
marks that the sequence is based on the Danielic sequence.

61 Braund 1994: 3.

62  Eschatological features of Jewish prophecy at Baronowski 2011: 33-8.
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As already said, Cosmas noted that the efforts of the Maccabeans were fulfilled in
Jesus, and he seems to follow the Syriac tradition of Ps.-Ephrem and the Persian
Aphrahat who offers the exact same interpretation. Yet, in one of his homilies de-
livered in 337, Aprahat’s argument is more subtle. He asserts that pagan Rome was
the fulfilment of the Macedonian kingdom since they had won over them.63 Then he
goes on to suggest that fourth empire of pagan Rome had passed when the Christian
Constantine ascended the throne. Constantine was the stone of Daniel 2 and, there-
fore, the Messiah of the Second Coming whose reign would be everlasting. This has to
be understood within the political context of Rome and the Orient. As Barnes once
suggested, Aphrahat’s aim was to persuade Constantine to come to the rescue of the
Syriac Christian communities from the threat of Sassanid Persia. He did so by imply-
ing that Constantine was divinely sanctioned to succeed in this endeavour. Unfortu-

nately, when the homily was delivered in mid 337, Constantine was dead.54

Porphyry’s authoritative interpretation was problematic because he did not see
the typological fulfilment of the Maccabees in Jesus. He sought to demonstrate the
prophecies had been fulfilled and that the Christians were wrong in assuming that
the OT prophecies concerned them. In doing so, he subscribed to the Syriac exegesis,
but removed what generally constituted the spiritual reading among Christian read-
ers. Much exegesis of Daniel was made in response to Porphyry’s challenge, and this
is perhaps another reason why more exegesis of Daniel was carried out in the East. In
the Christian view, the nefarious Porphyry had made a claim to sacred Scripture that
needed repudiation, and Byzantine Christians rose to the task of answering him be-
cause it helped define the features of their own faith and beliefs. The Syriac Christi-
ans, who may at a glance seem to agree with Porphyry in terms of the sequence of
empires, made sure to bolster their own interpretations that clearly distinguished

them from the pagan philosopher.

The emerging projection of Alexander is typically negative because of his associ-
ation with eschatology, the oppressive Seleucids and the rise of Antiochus. He is a pa-
gan king to whom God lent His strength because Persia had sinned. Theodoret and
Cosmas are the only Christians in this tradition who represent Alexander positively.
It is, however, not surprising that Cosmas favoured Alexander. He was an Alexan-

drian monk that admired the Byzantine empire. Similarly, Theodoret was a Syrian

63  Aphrahat Of Wars 5.18-19. The last pagan emperor of Rome he mentions by name is Sep-
timus Severus, although he seems to have mistaken him for Galerius. Cf. Lichtenberger
2011.

64  Barnes1985:134.
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bishop who breathed Hellenism and found in Alexander a great figure that foreshad-
owed the rise of the Byzantine world. As we shall see (Ch. 7), these views are ex-
pressed explicitly in Byzantine exegesis and historiography.

N2
I\

The Josephan model (2) that avoided explicit eschatology attracted many Christi-

ans as the following table makes clear.

Authors and Texts Sequence of Empires

First Christian Tradition
Irenaeus of Lyons Against Heresies 5.26-| Babylonia, Persia, Macedon, Rome.
30%;05
Hippolytus Commentary on Daniel*, On
Christ and the Antichrist*®;

Origen On Genesis 3.5 from Eusebius
Preparation for the Gospel 6.11.24%;
Eusebius Demonstration of the Gospel 15.1;
Eudoxius the philosopher (Inglebert);
Ps.-John Chrysostom Commentary on
Daniel 2.31-45, 7.2-7%;

Hesychius of Jerusalem (Inglebert);
Easter Chronicle p. 362 Dindorf*.

Second Christian Tradition

Titus of Bostra On Luke PG 18%; Assyria-Babylonia, Perso-Media,
Isidore of Pelusium Letter 218 (PG Macedon, Rome.
78.360)%

Theodoret of Cyrrhus Commentary on
Daniel 2 (PG 81.1305-8)*.

There are two traditions here because there is a slight variation in the kingdoms

designated. It is impossible to ascertain what caused the variation.

The first tradition originates in Lyons. Prior to the appearance of Hippolytus’ treat-
ise on the Antichrist, the local bishop Irenaeus wrote about the wicked reign of the
Antichrist as a part of his polemical Against Heresies. The work was devoted to the
chastisement of Gnostic sects, religious communities led by powerful leaders who in-

terpreted Scripture with their own dogma, teachings and sometimes alternative set of

65  Cf. Justin Martyr Dialogue with Trypho § 31. The sequence is rather unclear in both cases,
but both of them end with Rome.
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texts, such as their own Gospels. Using what he conceived as Scripture, Irenaeus used
the prophecies of Daniel and John to dismantle the Gnostics’ heretical interpreta-
tions about the end of days. His task was similar to that of Hippolytus, although he
was more polemical. He sought to define orthodoxy by the repudiation of heretics,
whereas Hippolytus pedagogically explained to the addressee of his treatise, Theo-
philus, how Daniel and John had spoken of the same matters. They both offer ver-
sions of how Rome was to fall and turn into ten succeeding democracies before the
coming of the Antichrist (Daniel’s statue had ten toes). Reading these two authors say
something crucial about the eschatological hopes among the apologists that were not

shared by their non-persecuted successors of the fourth and fifth centuries.

Irenaeus and Hippolytus are unique because the majority of Christians in the two
traditions use Daniel 2 to explain the sequence of the four empires, but do not speak
of the fifth. In the words of Drobner, the Christians had realised that the ‘Parousia of
the Lord was indeed delayed to an unforeseeable time and so the permanent estab-
lishment of Christianity on earth was necessary.’66 In the Latin world, we find a very

similar schema.

Authors and Texts Sequence of Empires

First Christian Tradition
Ps.-Hegesippus On the Fall of Assyria-Babylonia, Persia, Macedon, Rome.
Jerusalem 5.15.1%;

Sulpicius Severus Chronicle 2.3%;
Jerome Commentaries on the
Prophets* (Ch. 2.2.);
Augustine City of God 20.23.1%;
Second Christian Tradition
Orosius History 2.1.4-6, 7.2;57 Babylon (Assyrians, Medes, Babylonians,
Quodvultdeus Book of the Persians), Macedon and Carthage, Rome.
Promises and Prophecies of God*.

Arguably, what is noteworthy here is the second tradition that sees the Asian em-
pires as a united whole and Macedon as the second empire, which it is in no other ex-
tant tradition. Carthage is incorporated as an empire, which is a defining feature of

Orosius’ History; the historian was well-travelled in North Africa and came to

66  Drobner 2007: 63. Cf. Burgess & Kulikowski 2013: 114-5.
67  Van Nuffelen 2012: 46-7.
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Carthage many times during his travels. Quodvultdeus was a Carthaginian bishop of
the Nicene faith, and like Orosius, associated with Augustine. His office in the bishop-
ric was long (c. 420-440) before he was sent in exile to Naples in Italy by the Arian
Vandals who sent away all Nicene bishops. Both Orosius and Quodvultdeus thus had
an interest in glorifying the history of Carthage, but also in emphasising its allegiance
to Rome through its loss in the Punic Wars (264-146 BC). In doing so without refer-
ence to the stone that would break the fourth empire, they show how truly successful
and powerful Rome had been. Using the Daniel sequence in this way shows how dy-
namic the divine word was in the pens of the Christians.

N2
ZIIN

Since Philo’s usage (3) is only used succinctly by one of the three great Cappado-
cian Fathers, Gregory of Nyssa, we arrive now at (4). These are not based on prophecy
and everyone, besides Demetrius of Phaleron, aimed ultimately to aggrandise Rome,

just like Orosius and Quodvultdeus.

Authors and Texts Sequence of Empires

Classicising Traditions

Demetrius of Phaleron On Fortune F 81 (Rule passed from Persia to
Webhrli from Polybius Histories 29.21.3-7;68 Macedon),

Polybius Histories 1.2.2-7;59 Assyria, Media, Persia, Macedon,
Pompeius Trogus Philippic History from Rome.

Justin Epitome (1.1.1-4; 1.3.5; 1.6.17-7.1; 41.1.1-
9; 431.1);

Aemilius Sura FRH 103 from Velleius
Paterculus Roman History 1.6.6;

Dionysius of Halicarnassus Roman
Antiquities 1.2.2-3.1-5;

Appian Roman History preface § 9;

Aelius Aristides Oration 1.234;

Themistius Oration 31.354 (Cf. Synesius
On Kingship § 14);

Zosimus New History 1.1-5. Greece, Persia, Macedon, Rome.

Christian Classicising Tradition
Tertullian Against the Nations 2.17.18-9, Babylon, Persia, Macedon, Rome.

Apology 26.2;

68  Deininger 2013: 78-9.
69  Alonso-Nunez 1983. Cf. Bowden 2014a: 68.



CHAPTER 2: JERUSALEM 115

Ps.-Cyprian On Idols 5;

Minucius Felix Octavius 25.9-12; Assyria, Babylon, Persia, Macedon,

Lactantius Divine Institutes 7.15.19; Rome.

Eusebius Commentary on Psalm 50 (PG Assyria, Persia, Macedon, Rome.

23.944);

Claudian On Stilicho’s Consulship 3.164-67; Assyria, Media, Persia, Macedon,

Rutilius Namatianus Voyage Home 83-6; Rome.

Cyril of Jerusalem Instructions 15.13; Assyria, Media, Persia, Macedon,

Jordanes Roman History MGH AA 5.1.9; Rome.

Agathias History 2.25.7-9; Persia, Macedon, Rome.

Suda s.v. Assyrioi (A 4289 Adler). Assyria, Media & Persia, Macedon,
Rome.

Philo asserted that the Providence of God was normally known to intellectuals as
Fortune, and many of the listed histories of Rome declare that Fortune played a signi-
ficant role in history. Fortune and providence seem to have been used interchange-
ably.7° For instance, the Byzantine historian Zosimus, an erudite pagan at the court of
Anastatius I (1. 491-518), notes in his preface that Rome could not have achieved what
it had without divine providence directed either by Fate, by the stars or by the will of
the gods.” Yet, his preface also draws upon Polybius’ idea of Fortune’s direction of
history. The ambiguity is apparent in Alexander’s own tradition. Arrian’s famous as-
sessment of his hero’s achievements in the epilogue of the Anabasis revolves around
the themes of Fortune and providence, but the biographer asserts that Alexander was
so mighty that his deeds only made sense if they were assisted by the god. Accord-
ingly, it was not without the help of a god that Arrian himself had put the acts of Al-
exander into writing.7> In the later recensions of the AR and Ps.-Palladius’ On the
Brahmans the manifestation of providence is made more apparent. In the latter, Al-
exander is directed by providence, pronoia, here embodied by the goddess Sophia,
seemingly a stand-in for Athena, whom the king initially prays to. This false demon is

eventually exorcised when Alexander realises its evil intent and, even though he can-

70  There are many other examples of this. For the Jews, see e.g. Philo On Providence from Eu-
sebius Preparation for the Gospel 7.21, 8.14. Cf. Montefiori 1893: 528-60; Cohen 1983: 372-4;
Frick 1999: 176-89. For the Stoics, see e.g. Epictetus Discourses 1.6; Marcus Aurelius Medita-
tions 2.3, 4.9, 4.36, 5.8, 5.30, 6.36, 6.40, 6.42, 6.43. Cf. Long 2002: 142-7, 2006: 269-73. For
Polybius and Fortune, see e.g. Polybius Histories 1.84.10, 8. 17.3, 10.11.9, 23.17.10. Cf. Swain
1989: 277-8; Sacks 1990: 37.

71 Zosimus New History 1.1.2.

72 Arrian Anabasis 7.30.1-3.
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not abide by the peace-loving Indian philosophers whom he visits (Ch. 3), he be-
comes aware of true Providence.73 In the recensions of the AR, the editors and trans-
lators seem to chosen to eschew Fortune for the sake of Providence.74 It was no prob-

lem then that Christians substituted Fortune for Providence.

The absence of Fortune in Christian narratives is striking. It is never associated
with Alexander across a wide range of historiographical texts, such as Orosius’ His-
tory, and it never occurs in the Biblical commentaries that drew upon the alternative
scriptural material. Only truly classicising Christians ever used the topos of Fortune in
genres that invited classical style, such as Alcuin’s classicising poetry or Theophylact
Simocatta’s court historiography.75 But the vast majority of learned Christians and
Biblical commentators never once allude to Fortune and Alexander together. Instead,
they made statements to the effect that Providence was highlighted. For instance,
Jerome said of Alexander’s power and success that it ‘did not result from Alexander’s

bravery but from the will of God."76

I would suggest that the Christians’ use of the successive ages of the world in
Daniel 2—and the Danielic prophecies more generally—contributed to create this
effect in Christian histories of Alexander: Fortune was replaced with God’s Provid-
ence. This is of major importance because Fortune is so often associated with Alexan-

der by pagans. For instance, as we saw in the case of the rhetorical speeches of Plut-

73  Ps.-Palladius On the Brahmans 2.31 (demon); 2.34 (Alexander’s apology to God for his allot-
ted fate).

74  The AR refers consistently to Fortune, see AR 1.8.4, 117.1, 118.6, 2.15.2, 3.33.7. Cf. Julius
Valerius AR 3.35. For pronoia in the AR 3, edited by a Christian, see 1.1, 1.14, 1.34, 1.38, 2.7,
2.20, 3.5, 3.5, 3.25. Cf. AR Arm. § 286. ‘This life [of Alexander] that was directed by Provid-
ence above ended in man’s common death.” Cf. Theodoret of Cyrrhus Commentary on
Daniel 11 (PG 81.1501-4).

75  One of Alcuin’s poetic compositions concerns the first Viking raid on England that des-
troyed the famous monastery at Lindisfarne, a Northumbrian centre of spirituality and
learning. In it, Alcuin refers to the Alexander’s death and the whims of Fortune. See Alcuin
of York On the Ruin of the Monastery at Lindisfarne 9.35-6 (quoted at Cary 1956: 194 n. 93).
For further Christian uses of Alexander and Fortune, see e.g. Ps.-Hegesippus On the Fall of
Jerusalem 5.19 (CSEL 66.340); Greek Anthology 16.122; Fulgentius Ages of the World and Men
p. 164, 10-1 Helm; Theophylact Simocatta Histories 4.13.11-2.

76  Jerome Commentary on Daniel 7.6 (CCSL 75a.842; PL 25.530). ostendit non Alexandri forti-
tudinis sed domini uoluntatis fuisse. Cf. Cary 1954: 100 = Cary 1956: 120; Pfister 319-21. For
the Greek tradition, see e.g. Theodoret of Cyrrhus Commentary on Daniel 7 (PG 811417).
ééovaiay 8¢ Epv) dedbodar T4 Iplie, Emedi) ol Qv ol mpd adtod ) éxexpathxeioay, obtog detydn
®paT@V, GAN Suwg xal 1) mavTwy Teptyevouévy Bactieia téhog edékato. Cf. Ps.-John Chryso-
stom Commentary on Daniel 7 (PG 56.230).
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arch, Alexander had to enter a contest with Fortune to prove that his own virtue out-
did Fortune. Indeed, as Koulakiotis argues, the Greek discourse on the Fortune of Al-
exander can be traced back to the days of Alexander himself, and the topos has been
an integral part since that time.77 It emerges in the historiography of Augustan Rome
—in the historian Livy in particular—and it pervades the imperial texts. The Chris-
tian preference for Providence on the basis of the Biblical prophecies thus make the

topos of Fortune disappear from their own texts. This is an important development.

This well-attested tendency to remove fickle Fortune from Alexander’s history by
incorporating Daniel 2 tells us much about how early Christians sought to harmonise
the histories they told of the remote past. Their endeavour was the juxtaposition of
Biblical and classicising histories on a very grand scale. The past was important be-
cause Christians believed that Biblical prophecy had culminated with the Advent of
Jesus Christ and begun the salvation narrative promised by the Gospellers and the
Apostles. The OT prophecies were a useful tool to the Christians. They suspended the
sense of time and allowed for a sequential past to progress until that Advent. Altern-
atively, they could be juxtaposed with NT prophecy to predict the unforeseeable fu-
ture (Irenaeus, Hippolytus). In any event, the prophetic texts could always be inter-
preted by the commentators to construct and justify the eschatological reality of the

present moment whether the end was near or far away.

It is now clear that Daniel 2 was, for all purposes, conceived of as Christian literat-
ure and so, since the different metals of the statue were an oriental motif, they
needed explaining. As we have seen, Alexander’s Macedon was usually third in the
sequence and, therefore, the bronze. Josephus had given the seemingly plausible aeti-
ology that army of the third empire was Macedon, because its soldiers were armed

with brazen armour.78 Jerome takes another route:

77  Koulakiotis 2006: 44-5.

78  Josephus Jewish Antiquities 10.208-9. Tiv 3¢ éxelvwv ETepds TIg Ao THS dVoews xadatprael
XOAROV NUPLeTpéVos, xal TavTv A Ttadgel v loxbv opola advpw xal xpatnoet 3¢ eig
amavta 316 v tod a1dnpov guaLy
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Now the Macedonian kingdom is properly termed brazen, for
among all the metals bronze possesses an outstanding resonance
and a clear ring, and the blast of a brazen trumpet is heard far
and wide, so that it signifies not only the fame and power of the

empire, but also the eloquence of the Greek language.

Jerome Commentary on Daniel 2:34
(CCSL 75a.794; PL 25.504).79

The aetiology of language is corroborated by Roman ideas of the beauty of the
Greek language,8° and other commentators followed Jerome in positing this.8
Jerome’s younger contemporary, Cyril of Alexandria, also alleged that the Greek ‘were
clear in their speech, not having the darkness of the barbarians’ language.’82 Yet,
other Christians seem to have known that what mattered was the historical succes-
sion of world empires, which was the main reason why the Macedonians ever be-

came associated with the bronze of the statue.

The tendency to associate the bronze with Alexander’s army was strong in the
Latin West and Greek East, and the allegory became fully embedded in Christian con-
ceptions of the distant past and its relation to the Christian present. At the end of the
first book of the Life of Columbanus his seventh-century hagiographer writes a poem
about the celebration of the feast of the Celtic saint.83 The monk Jonas of Bobbio in
Italy embellishes the panegyrical poem with comparationes of the monastic com-
munities established by Columbanus and the figures of the great past. He uses the
Daniel 2 sequence (Babylon, Persia, Media, Macedon identified by the different
metals) to assert that the soldiers of Christ were more powerful than any empire of
the past and to say that not even Homer or Vergil would be able to praise the Chris-
tian saint properly. Finally, he makes a catalogue of ancient heroes (Hannibal, Porus,

Scipio, Julius Caesar) who would be unworthy to join the feast with the Christian

79  Archer 20009: 32.

80  Quintilian Institutes of Oratory 12.10.27-39. Cf. Stanford 1943: 17-20.

81 Ps.-John Chrysostom Homily on Luke 2.2 (PG 50.797). tpity BagiAeia dvactigetar 3 yaAxij, V)
@V EXMWvewv Bacideio xoal Moxeddvwy: 8mov ANéEavdpog & €v ) ‘EANESL, LedEag émedpape Tf]
[epaid, xal xatélvoe pev tov Aapeiov, O1d 8¢ v idlav Eouaiav fyorye TV dpxv. xohxd Totvuv
napeBAnty, S T elnyov Tig dpAiag xal ThHs YAwTTHS. "EAANveg yap ol obv AleEdvdpw, xal
adtog & AXéEavdpog, DmdpyovTtes ebyAwTTol TV SutAioy, XxaAx® TapeBANOnoay: xpuads Yap
AapTpog pév Eatty, o unv ebiyog: opolwg de xal O dpyvpog xoAxdg O¢ Tf) uev UAY EAATTWY,
ebnyog 3¢ EaTt XA TNV NXNV.

82  Cyril of Alexandria Commentary on Zechariah 6. Trans. Hill 2006b (adapted). Cf. Jerome
Commentary on Ezekiel 12.40.

83  Jonas of Bobbio Life of Columbanus MGH SS M 4 p. 109 (MGH SS M 37 p. 225).
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monks and abbots. In this syncretic amalgamation of literatures, Daniel 2 seemingly
holds the same place as Jerome had given Daniel 7 and 8 in his preface of the Life of
Hilarion, namely next to Homer. Jerome’s preface was fascinating because of his jux-
taposition of the Biblical and the classical traditions. It was made in the cultural con-
text of the fourth century’s negotiation of paideia and Christian identities. For the
monk Jonas, around 250 years later, there was no question that the pasts of Daniel,

Homer and Alexander were wholly enshrined in Christian life and literature.

2.1.3. DANIEL 7. EMPIRES AND MONSTERS

While the prophecy of the four beasts (lion, bear, leopard, monster) does not fea-
ture the same amount of Alexander history as the story of the he-goat and the ram, it
is nonetheless significant for the development of the reception of Alexander in Bib-
lical exegesis and Christian literature in general.84 Its complexity is more challenging
than the previous prophecies: it combines the features of eschatology and successive
historical empires known from Daniel 2 (the four beasts each embody a kingdom)
with the vivid animal imagery of Daniel 8.85 As we have seen, Christians saw a unity
in Daniel 2 and 7, but also with Daniel 8. For instance, the four heads of the leopard
were interpreted to be four Successors (of varying identities),86 just as the four horns
that emerged from the broken goat horn of Daniel 8 were emblematic of the Suc-
cessors. Another instance is Hippolytus’ juxtaposition of the animals of Daniel 7 and
8 to claim that Daniel’s narrative of successive empires (up until the leopard) had cul-
minated with the victory of the he-goat over the ram, evidently reserving the fourth

beast and its ten horns for the future.87

These interpretations are important. They demonstrate that the majority of Greek

and Latin Christians posited that the Danielic prophecies were fully embedded in the

84  Lane Fox1g9g: 331-7.

85  Interpretation of the prophecies is also made more difficult owing to the problematic
composition of the original text. It comprises several parts: 1:1-2.4a and 8-12 are Hebrew,
2:4b-7:28 are in Aramaic and Greek additions of the great stories of Susanna, prayer of Az-
ariah, the song of three Jews and Bel and the dragon (Levine in NOAB p. 1234). Since there
are discrepancies between the variant versions of Daniel, it was a critical Christian priority
to unite the divergent parts by exegesis. See e.g. Porter 1983: 7; Anderson 1984: 77-81;
Collins 1984: 27-8.

86  Hippolytus On Christ and the Antichrist § 24, Jerome On Daniel 7.6 (CCSL 75a.842-3; PL
25.530). Cf. Pfister go. It was part of a common Roman discourse to discuss the Successors
of Alexander as four or five greater kingdoms, see e.g. Cornelius Nepos On Kings § 3 (Anti-
gonus, Demetrius, Lysimachus, Seleucus, Ptolemy). Cf. Arrian Anabasis 7.22.5 for Seleucus
being the greatest king among these.

87  Hippolytus On Christ and the Antichrist § 32.
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distant past (especially Daniel 8), but some of them were still valid for Christian con-
cern within the grander scheme of the future. The ones of the past also confirmed
that the prophet had in fact been right about his premonitions, which were argued to
have come from God, and therefore lend plausibility to the idea that the prophet
would be right about what he said of the future as well.

As a way into the exegesis of Daniel 7, we may remind ourselves of Eusebius’ un-
derstanding of the relationship between Daniel 2 and 7: the former had shown differ-
ent metals to impress the king; the latter had shown the true hideousness of the mon-
ster-like empires that would devour the world.88 The previous tables containing the
Christian interpretation of Daniel 2 thus also apply to Daniel 7. They follow the fol-
lowing pattern. In those interpretations in which Alexander’s kingdom is bronze, the
king is also considered to be the third beast (Daniel 7:6); in the oriental traditions
that generally claim that he signifies the iron, he is the fourth beast (Daniel 7:7). The

Syriac exegete Ps.-Ephrem relates how he believed that the latter was the case:

This [i.e. the fourth beast] is Alexander, king of the Greeks, and the
prophet says that he is similar to iron, which is the hardest among
metals. He adds that the beast is armed with iron teeth, and with this
symbol he indicates Alexander’s powerful armies, which nearly sub-
dued all kings. Then he adds that the beast was seen while devouring
or trampling all that came its way, while destroying everything. With
these words, he predicted that Alexander would have attacked the

88 It is not inconceivable that the monsters of Daniel 7, emblematic of successive empires,
have a literary resonance with the dead child omen of the AR 3.30 (cf. Liber de Morte § 9o-
4 Thomas; AR Arm. § 259; Isidore of Seville Etymologies 11.3.5). The story goes that a Baby-
lonian woman gives birth to a dead child. The boy is human from the navel and up (sym-
bolising Alexander), but it has five living animal features for legs (lion, wolf, panther, dog,
and boar symbolising his generals). Immediately realising the significance of the omen,
the woman takes the child to Alexander’s court. Surprised by it, he demands an explana-
tion, and the Chaldaeans are unable to give him an adequate answer until their chief in-
terpreter returns. This man reacts strongly to the portent, saying that the king is no longer
to be counted among the living since he is the dead boy. He continues by saying that the
heads of the animals represent the generals, who are with Alexander at the moment of his
death. The Successors to Alexander are thus represented as wild and fierce beasts that
each in turn will rule a part of the empire. Baynham 2000: 259 suggests that, ‘my feeling is
that the author may not have intended any specific attribution [of each Successor]. In-
stead the number of the animals, their strength and savagery are the most important
factors. They are not gentle or passive creatures, but violent and territorial.” She does,
however, not seem to be aware of the possible literary context of Daniel 7 nor has this
been suggested elsewhere. It is not impossible that Daniel 7 is an elaboration of the motif
of the AR or vice versa, depending on how one dates either text.
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vastness of almost all provinces, would have robbed their inhabitants
and would have left their fields and estates to his soldiers for pillage
and destruction. It would seem as if he had squeezed the entire world
and all its precious things under a press and had offered all to his sol-

diers in order that they might trample upon it.
Ps.-Ephrem Commentary on Daniel 7.7.89

This singular passage is one of the most vivid and elaborates on the monstrosity of
Alexander without the typical features of Graeco-Roman narrative, such as the killing
of his companions or his lust for blood that Orosius speaks of (Ch. 7.2.1). But the east-
ern author still integrates the topos, traditionally attested in Graeco-Roman tradition,
that Alexander came to Asia as if a robber who came to loot booty.9° As a symbol of
the greatest monster of Daniel 7, Alexander’s campaigns are clearly projected unfa-
vourably. His older Persian contemporary Aphrahat considered Alexander the third
beast, ‘because he was as strong as a leopard,’9" and favourably presented the narrat-
ive of Daniel 8. The difference between the two is clear and shows how the projection

of Alexander could vary from author to author, even in local church traditions.

Hippolytus and Jerome offer the only slightly negative comments. The former cor-
relates the Greek empire with the four-headed and four-winged leopard of Daniel 7
because the Greeks were sharp in thought, inventive in logic and cruel in heart, just
the leopard was many-coloured, quick in doing harm and drank the blood of man.92
The latter associates the beast with the bronze of Daniel 2 and suggests a comparison
between Greeks and the leopard because it is swift, impulsive and charges to shed
blood until the moment it dies.9 But both explicate that they seek to characterise the

Greeks in general rather than single out Alexander.94

89  Trans. ACCS13.226 (adapted).

9o  Cicero On the Republic 3.24; Seneca On Benefits 1.13 (felix temeritas); Lucan Pharsalia 10.21
(felix praedo); Plutarch On the Fortune or Virtue of Alexander 330d; Augustine City of God
4.4; Orosius History 3.20.9; Fulgentius Ages of the World and Man p. 166, 21-3 Helm.

o1 Aphrahat Of Wars § 18.

92  Hippolytus Commentary on Daniel 4.3.6. The specific qualities highlighted here seem to
hint at the Greek philosophers in particular. The pointed comment directed towards
Greek intelligence may also be a notion developed in his Refutation of all Heresies 1.1-19 in
which he criticises Greek philosophy and its influences in similar terms.

93  Jerome Commentary on Daniel 7.6 (CCSL 75a.841-2; PL 25.529-30). At a glance, it does seem
as if Jerome thinks of Alexander as the leopard since Alexander was constantly on the
warpath before his untimely death.

94  Ignatius of Antioch To the Romans § 5 makes a most explicit comparison between a
Greek-speaking band of soldiers and vicious leopards.
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In the Byzantine world, there is expectedly considerable evidence to suggest that
the negative views on the third beast were revised as the Greek empire gradually was
established in Constantinople. Lane Fox argues with reference to Eusebius’ Life of
Constantine (c. 339) that Daniel, as a prophet of Greek empire, was highly regarded in
the imperial city,9 and his prophecies were soon integrated into the narrative of Byz-
antine power, an empire preordained by God. As already hinted at, the parallels of
power between Alexander and Constantine were unsubtly suggested by shared
prophetic experiences before their respective conquests (Cosmas Indicopleustes).
The legendary narratives about the culmination of the prophecies in their respective
Greek empires were developed and proliferated.9 First, we read a fifth-century Byz-

antine revision of Hippolytus:

This [i.e. the leopard] is Alexander, king of the Macedonians,
who conquered the world. Nothing was faster than him; no one
has been more quick. He was impetuous and fast, just as this
beast. Four wings of a bird were on its back. This is because he
took everything by force. For taking thirteen Persian positions,
he conquered everything. Do you see his swiftness? This is indic-
ated by both the form of the beast and the wings. He traversed
the world.

Ps.-John Chrysostom Commentary on Daniel 7 (PG 56.230).97

Then, in the genuine works of John Chrysostom, we find a similar line of thought
in a homily delivered to his congregation sometime after he had taken over the bish-

opric at Constantinople (after the autumn of 397):

Before the Advent of Christ, the Macedonian people was emin-
ent and more widely known than the Romans. The conquest of
Macedon was what made the Romans famous. For the stories
about the Macedonian king, who set out from a village to van-
quish the world, surpass every tale. This is also why the prophet
envisaged him as a winged leopard that symbolised his speed
(o Tdiyos), strength (10 opodpov), fiery spirit (té mup&des) and
the sudden flight over the world with trophies of victory. They
say that, when he was told by some philosopher that there were
countless worlds, he sighed heavily knowing that he had not yet

95 Lane Fox1986: 647 (Eusebius Life of Constantine 3.49). Cf. Rautman 201o0.
96  Lane Fox1986: 662 for Constantine and the divine.
97  Wirth 1993: 65 n. 209.
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conquered one among many. He was of such a high mind
(ueyordppwy), greatness of soul (ueyoddpuyog) and celebrated
everywhere. The glory of the people went forth with the name of
the king. For his name was: ‘Alexander the Macedonian.’ Because
he was commonly celebrated, the things that took place then
have rightly been admired everywhere. For nothing can cover the
renowned. Hence the achievements of the Macedonians were no
less distinguished than those of the Romans.

John Chrysostom Second Homily on
1 Thessalonians 1.8-10 (PG 62.399).

The oration, embellished with acknowledged Alexander paradeigmata alongside
the leopard of Daniel 7, is clearly an expression of the power and vitality of Alexan-
der’s legend in late fourth-century Constantinople. The leopard is clearly emblematic
of imperial and powerful traits. It may be noted that the projection of Alexander as a
powerful individual of high mind and soul could have a negative connotation if seen
in the context of Christian humility,98 but there is no evidence elsewhere in John
Chrysostom’s work that we should treat the specific terms used here as inherently
negative. Indeed, even the chreia suggesting Alexander’s insatiable longing for more
land or worlds—typically used as criticism for his hunger after power and, therefore,
a very non-Christian character trait—is incorporated to propose that fame is desir-
able.99 Finally, several juxtapositions of Macedon and Rome (through Con-
stantinople) establish and emphasise a historical link between the Macedonian world

of the past and the Byzantine world of John Chrysostom’s present.

In order to understand properly the strong emphasis John places on Alexander’s
fame, it is necessary to go back to the context of the homily. The passage occurs at the
very beginning of the homily: the preacher expounds the following line in Paul’s let-
ter, ‘For the word of the Lord has sounded forth from you not only in Macedonia and
Achaia, but in every place where your faith in God has become known, so that we
have no need to speak about it."°° John Chrysostom argues that the Gospel, unlike
the local praises of virtuous men, has been spread to the furthest corners of the earth
and its message has been understood equally well everywhere it went. To demon-

strate that the Apostle’s (and his own) words were not empty boasts, he brings in the

98  Daniél Den Hengst made this suggestion to me at Fondation Hardt in May, 2015.

99  The chreia is used positively in Valerius Maximus Deeds and Sayings 8.14.ext2; Plutarch
Moralia 466d-e. It is used negatively in Aelian Miscellany 4.29.

100 1 Thessalonians1.9.
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Macedonian fame as a paradeigma. The wide diffusion of the renown of Alexander li-
censes John Chrysostom to argue that the Gospel also could spread far and wide, as it
indeed had in the late fourth century. He uses the fact that the memory of Alexander
was still strong both in the past—as in the Byzantine present—to illustrate the way
in which the Gospel had also lingered long in ancient memory. This is the single most
striking religious argument: the greatness of Alexander is made analogous to the al-
leged glory of the Gospel. If the Macedonian king could be used to corroborate the re-
ligious mission of what had originally been a small sectarian movement, he could
clearly be deployed in every type of Christian argument.’o*

N2
ZIIN

The Byzantine Christians clearly had an interest in maintaining the projection of
Alexander as a powerful Greek empire builder, and they revised Biblical interpreta-
tions to make this image. It has been shown that Biblical textualism and exegesis
were a particularly powerful tool in making this cultural revision. To take more ex-
amples: John Chrysostom was joined by another eastern exegete, Theodoret of
Cyrrhus, whose remarks on Alexander are generally of favourable character.
Theodoret’s leopard is emblematic of Alexander’s speed and wit.’o2 He clarifies that
its four wings are an allusion to ‘the empire of Alexander that prevailed over the four
quarters of the world.”°3 This is again a clear reference to the world empire Byzantine
Christians could lay claim to in Theodoret’s day. By the time of the Byzantine em-
peror Justinian I (d. 565), the allusion to the third beast had become wide-spread and
formalised as an ornamental feature that could be effortlessly integrated into narrat-
ives to signify Alexander’s rapid conquests of the East.’°4 The Greek Christians thus
revised not only the meaning of the text of Daniel itself and Jewish readings of it, but
also previous Christian readings in order that Byzantine conceptions of their divinely
sanctified empire and its revered predecessor Alexander could be established and

maintained.

101 The passage is declared ‘interessant’ by Wirth 1993: 65 n. 210, who fails to recognise any of
the clearly Christian agendas.

102 Theodoret Commentary on Daniel 7 (PG 811417). xal MdGAd TPoceopws TAPIGAEL TOV
ANgEavdpov ameixace, Sid TO Tayd xal 0EY xal TotkiAov.

103 Theodoret Commentary on Daniel 7 (PG 81.1419). Trans. Hill 2006a: 183.

104 Malalas § 193 Dindorf. xai e00¢ws tg mdpdaig éxetfev dpunoag 6 AXéEavdpog, dua tolg oV
adT® aTpatnyols mapéhafe magag Tag xwpas. Cf. Ps.-John Chrysostom Homily on Luke 2:2
(PG 50.798).
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2.2. MAjor AND MINOR PROPHETS

As already indicated by the story about Jeremiah’s bones (Ch. 1.4), Daniel was not the
only Hebrew prophet associated with Alexander. Lactantius, who also knew of the
Sibyl’s utterances about Alexander, said that Zechariah flourished in the days of Alex-
ander and Darius.’°5 Zechariah, the eleventh of the twelve minor prophets of the
Christian OT, is currently believed to have prophesied in the 520s BC, almost two
hundred years before Alexander’s death. If Lactantius’ synchronism is slightly erro-
neous, it is probably because ancient chronology was seriously complicated by many
different calendars in each culture. Furthermore, he did not have access to any of the
chronological tools for computations that came about later. As we have seen, the
time of Alexander was considered a chronological marker of a historical epoch, and it
was constantly used by ancient authors to create historical connections in the past.
His attempt to embed a minor Biblical prophet in a vast past is genuine and demon-
strates how much attention Alexander attracted and just how much the figure

defined that period.

Alexander’s association with the Biblical prophets and, in turn, their prophetic
premonitions of his victories were crucial to corroborate and expound. In the Book of
Daniel, we witnessed that the figure was the subject of several prophecies, and the
imagery of those passages could be recycled in other works. For instance, Jerome re-
cycles both the image of the leopard and the he-goat in the prologue of the Life of Hil-
arion. More importantly, these allegorical creatures could be used to explain other
significant passages in the other prophets. In his exegesis of Jeremiah’s prophecy
about the destruction of the Chaldeans (50:8-10), Theodoret of Cyrrhus can assert
that Alexander as the he-goat of Daniel 8 fulfilled this prophecy (the goat imagery is
particularly suitable for his commentating on this passage since Jeremiah had pro-
claimed that the Hebrews should be like he-goats before the herds).>°6 Theodoret
based his explanation of one major OT prophet with a prophecy in another and thus
gives us a glimpse of the alternative self-referencing tradition that Christians were
trying to construct around the Bible. This Biblical textualism is of course a striking
feature of early Christian texts, but it is important to highlight that this Alexander
material is clearly significant for the development of early Christian literature as a

whole and Alexander’s role in that discourse.

105 Lactantius Divine Institutes 4.14.

106 Theodoret of Cyrrthus Commentary on Jeremiah 50:8-10 (PG 81.741).
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No Christian was more inclined to use Alexander in Biblical exegesis than Jerome.
This is perhaps not surprising since he was among the clergymen most steeped in the
Graeco-Roman Classics in which Alexander was ubiquitous. But the Alexander ma-
terial he uses comes primarily from the Bible. Indeed, Alexander features more in his
Bible commentaries than in his hagiography, sermons and treatises. The king appears
in most of his commentaries on the OT prophets: the major prophets Isaiah,
Jeremiah, Ezekiel and Daniel; several of the minor prophets Hosea, Joel, Amos,
Nahum and Zechariah.'°7 Features of the Danielic Alexander imagery (leopard, he-
goat) occurs in Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel and Zechariah. In the same and other com-
mentaries, other uses of Alexander occur: references to Alexander’s Alexandria prolif-
erate (Isaiah, Hosea, Nahum), details from 1 Maccabees (Isaiah, Amos), the time of Al-
exander as a historical period (Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Amos)'°® and recondite de-
tails, such as the cup of poison he drank in Babylon and his swift victories until the
campaign in India (Jeremiah). The wealth of material Jerome commands, the con-
texts and texts he uses it in and the juxtapositions of Biblical and classical he makes
are testimony to the relevance of Alexander in the intellectual discourse of late

fourth-century Christianity.

To take an example, we turn to his commentary on Jeremiah. Just as Theodoret
used Daniel to understand one of Jeremiah’s lines, so too does Jerome use Daniel to

explain a different prophecy with the animal features of lion, wolf and leopard:*©9

The phrase, ‘a wolf from the desert shall destroy them,’ signifies the
Medes and the Persians, which Daniel portrays in his vision as a,
‘bear,” in whose mouth were three rows. The phrase, ‘a leopard is
watching against their cities,” prefigures the onslaught of Alexander
and the quick advance from the West to India. He calls him a, ‘leo-
pard,’ because of his inconstancy, and since he contended against
the Medes and the Persians after having subjected many nations to
himself. And of this leopard it [i.e. Daniel 7:6] says, ‘And the beast
had four heads, and dominion was given to it” But since he [i.e.
Jeremiah] is not prophesying about the future or of things that
are now about to take place, but is narrating the history of the

past, he passes over the Roman empire in silence, although the Ro-

107  For the references, see Appendix 1s.v. Jerome of Stridon.

108 Eusebius of Caesarea Commentary on Isaiah 1.72.

109 Jeremiah 5:6. ‘Therefore a lion from the forest shall kill them, a wolf from the desert shall
destroy them. A leopard is watching against their cities; everyone who goes out of them
shall be torn in pieces because their transgressions are many, their apostasies are great.’
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man empire may be spoken of by the phrase, ‘everyone who goes

out of them shall be torn in pieces.’
Jerome Commentary on Jeremiah 1.95 (CCSL 74.53-4).1°

It is noteworthy that the commentary is so repetitive, reproducing the same
phrases repeatedly and offering singular explanations with cross-references to the
Book of Daniel. The repetitiveness is a typical feature of the commentary genre. By
constantly repeating his interpretations, the author seeks to posit that his reading of

individual passages is right and licensed by the text itself.

Jerome’s explanation that Jeremiah is narrating the events of the past should be
understood from Jerome’s perspective: it is the exegete, not Jeremiah, that brings in
the prophesy of Rome, soon to be fulfilled. These exegetical comments are perhaps
the best example of how we are to understand the general relationship between the
prophetic landscapes of past and present. History before Rome was thoroughly em-
bedded into a sequence of successive empires, supported by other OT prophecies but
especially by Daniel 2 and 7, that foreshadowed the coming of Rome. This is a tend-
ency among the Roman Christians in the East and the West. Seeing the narrative of
Biblical prophecy in this way was crucial for the Christian conception that the imper-
ial peace had only come about in the reign of Augustus, the pax Romana, because the
Advent of Jesus Christ happened to coincide with his tenure. Indeed, some claimed
that Augustus abolished the Roman Republic, the rule of many, inspired by the

monotheistic Christianity.™

The single most striking exegetical exposition of such a sequence occurs in Cyril’s

commentary on the sixth chapter of Zechariah,"? the same prophet that Lactantius

110  Trans. Graves 2011: 34-5 (adapted). For the Danielic prophecy having already been fulfilled,
see e.g. Theophilus of Antioch To Autolycus 1.14.

m  Inglebert 1996a: 24 cites the apologists Melito of Sardes, Origen (Against Celsus 2.30) and
Eusebius (Church History 4.26, Preparation for the Gospel1.4.2-4).

1z  Zechariah 6:1-8. ‘And again I looked up and saw four chariots coming out from between
two mountains—mountains of bronze. The first chariot had red horses, the second
chariot black horses, the third chariot white horses, and the fourth chariot dappled-grey
horses. Then I said to the angel who talked with me, “What are these, my lord?” The angel
answered me, “These are the four winds of heaven going out, after presenting themselves
before the Lord of all the earth. The chariot with the black horses goes toward the north
country, the white ones go toward the west country, and the dappled ones go toward the
south country.” When the steeds came out, they were impatient to get off and patrol the
earth. And he said, “Go, patrol the earth.” So they patrolled the earth. Then he cried out to
me, “Lo, those who go toward the north country have set my spirit at rest in the north
country.”
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erroneously dated around the reign of Alexander. Zechariah speaks of four mighty
chariots draw by horses of different colours that come out from behind two moun-

tains made of bronze. Cyril interprets each chariot to be a different empire:

1. The first was drawn by red horses, and they are the Chaldeans or Babylonians

because they were blood-thirsty and caused bloodshed in Judea and Samaria.

2. The black steeds of the second chariot indicate the kingdom of Media and Per-
sia under Cyrus because of the devastation they inflicted upon the Babyloni-

ans. The colour suggests mourning and death.

3. Third are the white horses symbolising Alexander’s kingdom because Greeks
were effeminate, habrodiaitos, clad in white clothing and had clear speech un-

like the ‘barbarians.’

4. The dapple-grey horse of the fourth chariot is Rome on account of their

power.

Then he turns to the directions in which the chariots went, but he modifies the
Biblical text to say that the black horses went towards the north, the white horses fol-
lowed them and the dapple-grey steeds went to the south. He goes on to suggest that
the black and white horses went to the Babylonian kingdom, saying:

Both of them [i.e. Cyrus and Alexander, the champions of the
two chariots] attacked the land of the Chaldeans and took it by
force. The first was Cyrus and then after him Alexander, who
even overpowered Darius himself around the so-called Issus, a
city in Cilicia,"3 killing countless numbers of Persians. At any
rate, they say a mighty pile of bones was heaped up of those who

fell there,"4 and an inscription was made to this effect:

By the walls of Issus near the stormy billows of Cilicia we lie,
countless hordes of Persians, following former king Darius on his
last journey. This is the deed of Alexander of Macedon.

13  Cyril is clearly in error here because the city was built after the battle at the Issus river (or
at a later stage). For this, see Cohen 2006: 73-6; Dahmen 2007: 21; Stoneman 2008: 108-9.

114  Arrian Anabasis 2.11.8 says that a gulf bridged by the Persian dead allowed the Macedoni-
ans to pursue the remainder of the defeated Persian army.
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Cyril of Alexandria Commentary on Zechariah 6
(2.359-60 Pusey, PG 72.96) incorporating Antipater
of Sidon Epigrams (Greek Anthology 7.246).

He continues his exegesis of this chariot image with the note that Cyrus and Alex-
ander were God’s punishment for the Babylonians’ cruel actions against Judea and,

eventually, discusses what the Romans did in the south (Carthage).n5

Cyril’s level of detail in the description of Alexander’s campaigns is only matched
by singular passages in Eusebius and Jerome: the exposition of why the Greeks were
symbolised by the white colour is unique, although we have seen above that there
was a topos of Greeks speaking clearly. As for the incorporation of the epigram of
second-century BC Antipater of Sidon, this is rarely done in exegesis, but sometimes
in historiography. John Malalas notes the existence of a fountain in Antioch named
after Alexander’s mother Olympias because the water’s taste had apparently re-
minded the king of his mother’s milk."6 The integration of such information shows
how Biblical exegesis was not only serious scholarship but also a literary text that
needed embellishing by rhetorical devices. We see clearly that the arrangement of
material is masterfully done by Cyril. He begins with the alternative translatio imperii
sequence licensed by the different colours of the horses; he modifies the Biblical text
to enable him to talk about the sack of Babylon by Persians and Macedonians; he em-
bellishes the Alexander narrative richly with classicising poetry; and finally he returns
to the idea of divine providence that caused the destruction of the Babylonians. Once
again, Cyrils’ exegesis evidences that Biblical commentaries imbue Alexander with a
different purpose and understanding of the king's aims because of the integration
and rearrangement of traditional texts and OT Scripture. The result is Christian be-
cause it is a Christian interpretation of what these texts mean together when over-
lapped and synthesised. We shall now see how Christians deployed Alexander in a
similar manner when they read the only prophetic book of the NT.

15 Jerome Commentary on Zechariah 1.6.8 (CCSL 76a.793-4) interprets those that go to the
north country to be emblematic of Alexander’s destruction of the Medes and the Persians.
Alexander is projected as the instrument of God who punishes the oppressive powers of
the east and sets the world at peace.

16 Malalas 1010 (234 Dindorf). Cf. Libanius Oration 11.73-4; Greek Anthology 9.699. €v0ev
ANéEavdpog Maxedwv miev dyladv B8wp: [ untpds & elme ydhonett maveixela pedpata myHg, /
1) xai "OAvpmiddog mdpev obivoua, ofipa 8¢ tobro. This sort of passage could have been incor-
porated into Carney 2006.
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2.3. REVELATION

For you can never be sure of the hour when the Lord may be coming."7

It has been shown that the Alexander figure of the Christian readings of Daniel was
redeployed in exegesis of other OT prophets. The following explores the incorpora-
tion of Alexander into the exegesis of Revelation. This may seem curious: Revelation
is a completely Christian text and concerns the future, not the past Alexander was
fully embedded in. Yet, the osmosis of eschatological motifs between Daniel and Rev-
elation helped to integrate Alexander into the progressive narrative leading towards
the Christian future. He was seen as part of a longer narrative of history that had be-
gun in the past of Danielic prophecy, culminated in the days of Jesus and would even-
tually culminate again at an unknown time. It must be said at the outset that his role
in Daniel was much more important to eastern Christians, and only a handful of the
same commentators that commented on Daniel bring Alexander into their exegesis
of the final book of the NT.

Revelation is one of the most remarkable texts of Christian antiquity and deserves
a short introduction. The apocalyptic text is the only prophetic book of the NT and
supposedly contains visions revealed to John the Evangelist by Jesus. The contents
concern the end of the world and the promised Kingdom Come. To this end, the text
employs mystical allegories and arcane numerology, a type of prophetic calculation.
For instance, 666 is the number of the beast that will come at the end (Revelation
13:18). Some of the most well-known symbolic imagery of western culture features: al-
legorical dragons, fallen angels, the seven seals and trumpets, the four horsemen and
the Whore of Babylon (Revelation 17). These mystic creatures are naturally inter-
preted as types of earthly evil and sin. Early Christian exegesis of Revelation focus on

the process and divine message that would guide them to this promised, final goal.

While many commentators agree on specific interpretations of certain passages,
they often disagree on minor matters. Take for example the identity of the red dragon
of Revelation 12:3 that every commentator identifies as Satan. But its seven heads are
interpreted in different ways. For the third-century martyr Victorinus, they were
seven Roman emperors; for the fourth-century African theologian Tyconius, seven
alien kings; for the elusive but erudite Byzantine Oecumenius, seven tyrants; for the
spiritual exegete Andrew of Caesarea, the seven evil forces (as opposed to the seven
gifts of the Holy Spirit).18 It follows that most details were open to interpretation in a

fairly flexible system of exegesis, as the other prophetic books of Scripture were.

17  Matthew 24:42; Luke 12:40; Mark 13:35; 37; Diadiché 16.1. Cf. Ludlow 2009: 7.
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Since there were no theological disputes over Revelation in the Latin West, the
first extant homilies/sermons with extensive quotations of Revelation are as early as
the founder of the Latin church tradition, Tertullian. Like the sections above on
Daniel and the minor OT prophets, it is not presently beneficial to survey the thou-
sands of quotations of Revelation that occur across the corpus of early Christian liter-

ature, but we can make lists of the known ancient commentaries on Revelation.
The Greek Christians produced the following works on Revelation:19
¢ c.180. Melito of Sardis On the Antichrist and Revelation (lost).
¢ c.203. Hippolytus On Christ and the Antichrist.
¢ Before 250. Origen Scholia on Revelation (lost).
+ Before 398. Didymus the Blind Commentary on Revelation (lost).
+ Late sixth century. Oecumenius (of Alexandria?) Commentary on Revelation.*

o After Oecumenius, perhaps early seventh century. Andrew of Caesarea Com-

mentary on Revelation (pp. 186-7 Schmid).
There are also some Latin commentaries on Revelation:12°
+ 270s. Victorinus of Pettau.*
¢ 370-90s. Tyconius.”
& 410s. Jerome of Stridon (d. 420), revision of Victorinus.*
¢ 530s. Apringius of Beja.*
* 542. Caesarius of Arles Sermons on the End.*2!
+ 560. Primasius of Hadrumetum.*
& c. 600. Paterius (Disciple of Gregory the Great).*

& c.735. Bede Commentary on Revelation 2.21 (CCSL 121a.401).

18 In the early Christian tradition, the seven gifts are wisdom, understanding, prudence,
knowledge, fortitude, piety and fear of the Lord for which see e.g. Victorinus Commentary
on Revelation 1.4; Primasius of Hadrumentum Commentary on Revelation 2.5; Gregory the
Great Homilies on Ezekiel 2.10.17. The seven blessings of the Holy Trinity asserted by Paul in
Ephesians 2:3-14 do not seem to prioritise the same virtues.

119  An asterisk indicates that Alexander is not mentioned.

120 The later commentaries of Autpert Ambrose (781), Beatus of Liébana (c. 800), Haymo of
Halberstadt (before 853) incorporate the Gog and Magog story (Ch. 3.1) and therefore rep-
resent a medieval development that cannot be pursued here. See e.g. Haymo of Halber-
stadt Commentary on Revelation (PL 117.1186).

121 Studied extensively by Klingshirn 1994.
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In the commentaries Alexander features, he is primarily read into two different

chapters (more below),22 but he is also grafted onto the passage of Revelation 19:10

by Oecumenius, who reads Daniel 10:20 into Revelation.’?3 Oecumenius’ allusion is

rather laconic, since he does not elaborate on who the prince of Greece from the

Daniel passage is. But it shows quite well how Daniel 10:20 was assumed to be famil-

iar to all Christians and that the Danielic text could be used to read Revelation, just as

Hippolytus had done. The rest of the discussion concerns the two principal passages

of Revelation that Alexander is sometimes read into.

Revelation 13:1-2. The beast emerging from the sea is similar to the red dragon,
but comprises different animal features. It looks like a leopard, with feet like a
bear and a mouth like a lion. The similarity with the four beasts of Daniel 7
was soon expounded by Greek commentators Hippolytus and Andrew to as-
sert that the apocalyptic tradition, begun in Daniel 7, was confirmed in and
updated by Revelation. We cannot ascertain whether the intervening com-
mentaries made the same connection because they are lost. But Oecumenius
offers a different interpretation than Hippolytus. He posits that the Revelation
beast has leopard features because leopards are quick and clever creatures
that hatch evil plans. Considering the above analysis of the symbolism of the
leopard (Ch. 2.1.3), Oecumenius’ testimony is not surprising. The Latin com-
mentaries do not make the same synthesis until Bede. He notes that the king-

dom of the Greeks, that is to say Alexander’s kingdom, is signified by the leo-

122

123

Revelation 13:1-2. ‘And I [i.e. John] saw a beast rising out of the sea, having ten horns and
seven heads; and on its horns were ten diadems, and on its heads were blasphemous
names. And the beast that I saw was like a leopard, its feet were like a bear’s, and its
mouth was like a lion’s. And the dragon [i.e. the red dragon = Satan] gave it his power, his
throne and great authority.’

Revelation 17:9-11. ‘This [prophetic vision] calls for a mind that has wisdom: the seven
heads are seven mountains on which the woman [i.e. the Whore of Babylon] is seated;
also, they are seven kings, of whom five have fallen, one is living, and the other has not yet
come; and when he comes, he must remain for only a little while. As for the beast that was
and is not, it is an eighth <king> but it belongs to the seven, and it goes to destruction.’
Oecumenius Tenth Discourse on Revelation 19:10.

Daniel 10:20. ‘Then he [i.e. the Archangel Michael] said, “Do you know why I have come to
you? Now I must return to fight against the prince of Persia, and when I am through with
him, the prince of Greece will come.”

Revelation 19:10. ‘Then I fell down at his feet to worship him, but he said to me, “You must
not do that! I am a fellow servant with you and your comrades who hold the testimony of
Jesus. Worship God! For the testimony of Jesus is the spirit of prophecy.”
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pard; the Persians are signified by the bear and the Babylonians by the lion.
This is the same as almost all commentators’ interpretations of the beasts in
Daniel 7. It is very significant that most of Bede’s Latin predecessors do not
read the successive kingdoms into this particular passage of Revelation be-
cause it means that Alexander and the Greek kingdom were absent in all pre-

vious Latin commentaries.

2. Revelation 17:9-11. The strange narrative of this passage is part of a longer di-
gression on the divine judgement of the Whore of Babylon. An angel explains
to John the mystery of the woman, who rides a scarlet beast with seven heads
and ten horns. Eventually, the beast will be angry with her and consume her
with fire. God will grant all royal power to the beast. The angel interprets the
symbolic significance of the woman, the beast and its features. The heads of
the beasts are both mountains and kings, thus forming a sequence of the suc-
cession of kings, as in Daniel 7. The identity of those kings are not stated, so
the commentators can use their imagination: Oecumenius and the Latin com-
mentaries, interpret the heads to be seven Roman emperors. As Victorinus
points out, only Rome had seven hills, so it makes sense if the seven heads
represented the reign of Rome. Victorinus, as is typical in the Latin comment-
aries, refers to the emperors that were close to John’s time: Domitian, Titus,
Vespasian, Otho, Vitellius, Galba, Nerva and adds the eighth that was to come,
that is Nero. Oecumenius posits that they were the prominent persecutors of
the church, that is Nero, Domitian, Trajan, Severus, Decius, Valerian and Dio-
cletian. As an additional note, he adds that the persecutors had gone when
Constantine founded Constantinople, New Rome. His interpretation thus im-
plies that the piety of Christians in the Byzantine East brought nothing wicked
from Rome with them, and that Rome was righteously sacked for the pagan
sins of the past. On this last point, also evident from the Demonstrations of
Aphrahat, Andrew makes the most elaborate explanation that requires its

own treatment.

Andrew differs uniquely in his interpretation of the mountains and the seven kings
in Revelation 17:9-11. He calls for a spiritual interpretation of them, not the secular
one preferred by previous commentators. In his view, the mountains have to be un-
derstood within the context of global history rather than the one centred on Rome:
the seven places were world empires that dominated all others and were established

at various points and periods. He posits that the mountains signify the Assyrians at
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Nineveh, the Medians at Ecbatana, the Chaldaeans at Babylon, the Persians at Susa,
Alexander’s Macedonians in their new world empire, and Caesar Augustus at Rome.
After the reign of Augustus only wicked men arose to power, and the empire was not
favoured by Jesus Christ until power was transferred to Constantinople. Again, when
Andrew has to list the rulers to whom Revelation refers, he states: Ninus of Assyria,
Arbaces of Media, Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon, Cyrus of Persia, Alexander of Mace-

don, Romulus of Old Rome and Constantine of New Rome.

The result of this interpretation is similar to that of Oecumenius, but different in
the interpretation of imperial identities. The sequence makes a literary connection
between the mightiest empires that implies a great sequential past that culminated
with Augustus, who was then succeeded by failures and evil men until the reign of
Constantine. Andrew does not consider the past up until Augustus a negative past.
Indeed, he says that the kings’ reigns were not linked to geographical power in terms
of land, but tied to the glory or fame of each ruler. He envisages them as having been
assigned great individual prominence, and that is why they are both symbolised by
mountains and kings in Revelation: their majestic powers made them rise high above
the rest of the world. In other words, they rose to power because of God’s grace. Like
so many commentators on Daniel, the exegete embeds God’s Providence in the re-
mote past. He imbues his exegesis of Revelation with the very idea of translatio im-
perii taken from the Danielic sequences, and creates the sense of a great past to sup-
port the NT text.

An important shift in the projection of the past is suggested by the relationship
between Old and New Rome, a progression from pagan to Christian history. As
already said, Aphrahat had suggested this succession in a work calling upon Con-
stantine to come liberate the Persian Christians from Sassanid persecutions. Taken
together with Aphrahat and Oecumenius, Andrew’s commentary evidences that
there was an eastern agenda of suggesting that a spiritual cleansing of wicked Rome
was the reason why its glory was transferred to Constantinople in the East. The pure
and true power of Rome was enshrined in Constantinople, an assertion that Byz-
antine preachers undoubtedly would wish to maintain at all costs for it constructed a
different history. These three Christianised pasts are a story that tells of a classical
past culmination by divine will with the birth of Jesus in the reign of Augustus, which
was then polluted by the sins of the persecuting emperors, but restored to its former
glory in Constantinople. Andrew's exposition thus make direct line of imperial ances-

try that connects the hallowed past with the Byzantine present.
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We notice that he can only do so because he ignores much of the passage he is
supposed to expound. For instance, he makes no reference to the passage's mention
of the sequence of the five kings that have fallen, the one who is living and the sev-
enth that has not yet come. If we apply that to his list of kings, we can note that
Ninus, Arbaces, Nebuchadnezzar, Cyrus and Alexander are the five dead kings; Ro-
mulus is the one living now, which seems to imply that Rome is still great; and Con-
stantine has not yet come, which would be absurd considering the fact that Con-
stantinople had existed for centuries by the time of Andrew. The sequence does
therefore not make sense if we apply Andrew’s reading to every part of Revelation.
Hence, to impose his reading on the text, the commentator has to modify, alter and

omit much of the text itself, thus making the meaning of Revelation his own.

I must, however, reiterate that Andrew’s use of Alexander is unique, and that the
majority of the commentaries on Revelation in Greek and Latin never reference Alex-
ander. This is an important observation since it suggests that the absence was only a
tendency in early Christian exegesis: with Bede and the coming of the Middle Ages,
Alexander found a way into Revelation through his role in the eschatological legend
about the enclosing of the unclean nations, Gog and Magog (Ch. 3.1). This is a signific-

ant distinction between the exegesis of the early Christian church and the medieval.
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2.4. THE FirsT Book oF MACCABEES

Twelfyeer he [i.e. Alisaundre] regned, as seith Machabee.

Chaucer Canterbury Tales. The Monk’s Tale. De Alexandro 1. 25 Skeat.124

Early Christian authors, like the medieval poets, considered the Alexander narrat-
ive of 1 Maccabees historical but not necessarily spiritually inspired. Indeed, even
today, the four books of Maccabees have varied spiritual meaning in the churches.
The first two Maccabean books are considered canonical by the Catholic Church,
whereas the last two are regarded apocryphal; the Lutheran and Anglican Churches
consider all four books apocryphal; and the Orthodox Church accept the first three as
canonical, but not the fourth. But this dispute over the authenticity was also unre-
solved in antiquity. For instance, Jerome alleged in his rendition of Eusebius’s Chron-
icle that the Maccabean books were not accepted as a part of Scripture, whereas his
contemporary and fellow Christian chronicler, Hilarianus, considered them to be.'25
Generally, it seems that the early Christian writers mainly considered 1 Maccabees a
historical narrative that supported the other Biblical books, such as Daniel, and had

important stories about martyrs that could inspire the Christians.

1 Maccabees is an important text of Christian historiography. For instance, just like
Eusebius and many other Christian chronographers, Jerome systematically uses the
Maccabean texts (together with Josephus and Julius Africanus) to constitute the nar-
rative of early Hellenistic history up until the coming of Rome.26 These Jewish and
Christian texts are deliberately chosen to supplant the traditional texts that one
could have used to sustain a historiographical narrative of these periods, such as the
Roman historian Diodorus Siculus (whom Eusebius actually uses elsewhere). The al-
ternative sources and emphasis on Hebrew events and figures indicate a change of in-

terests and the method of their historiography.

Scholarship has mainly been interested in ascertaining the extent to which the un-

favourable narrative of Alexander’s life in 1 Maccabees had an impact on the Chris-

124  Cf. e.g. Pfaffe Lambrecht Vorauer Alexander 1l. 5-12 Lienert, Strassburger Alexander 1l. 5-12
Lienert. Briant 2012: 506 notes that Voltaire considered the Alexander narrative of 1 Mac-
cabees to be historical, just as the medieval poets had done.

125  Jerome Chronicle PL 27.401-2. Cf. Hilarianus Duration of the World p. 169 Frick. For the is-
sues with the status, see Kazis 1962: 3-4. Cf. Kleczar 2012a: 345-6.

126  For his sources, see Jerome Chronicle PL 27.387-8.
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tian reception of the figure. Even if there was only Jerome’s Latin translation, Pfister
described the circulation and importance of the text rather vividly, saying that Chris-
tianity was the vehicle that brought the negative Alexander of 1 Maccabees over the
Alps and into Britain and, from there, diffused onto the continent throughout the
fifth century.'?” Conversely, Klein and Wirth were unwilling to afford the text and its

reception any attention.

The text does, however, deserve a closer look because many Christians use it as a
source of understanding Hellenistic history and Alexander’s role in it. Needless to say,
they do not quote its Alexander narrative in its entirety but adapt it in ways that sep-
arate it from its original meaning. Besides the extensive use of 1 Maccabees in the

chronicles, a few major adaptations can be listed.

¢ The narrative was used to expound upon the Danielic narratives. According to
Hippolytus, one would find the Hellenistic history prophesied by Daniel in 1
Maccabees.'28 This gave rise to the idea, captured well by the Arian church his-
torian Philostorgius (c. 430), that Alexander’s rapid rise and fall alluded to in
the Book of Daniel was made historical by the anonymous author of 1 Macca-

bees.’29 The historian saw a unity in the two Biblical texts.

& 1Maccabees was also used to establish Alexander’s historical connection with
the persecutor of the Jews, Antiochus IV. After the short biography of Alexan-
der in the preface of 1 Maccabess, the author goes on to relate Antiochus’ role
in the Maccabean revolt, asserting that Alexander was the remote predecessor
of Antiochus.’3° This is known to Hippolytus and many other Christians. It is
very important to note that, in doing so, numerous Christians preserve other-

wise vestigially attested evidence from the Nemrud Dagi inscriptions that the

127  Pfister 167. ‘Das Vehikel, auf dem diese literarische Uberlieferung auch iiber die Alpen
kam, war das Christentum, das sich vom 5. Jh. ab in Irland, Schottland und England, dann
auch auf dem Festland ausbreitete.” Cf. Tristram 1989: 153-4.

128  Hippolytus On Christ and the Antichrist § 49. xal tadto pév el Tig BodAoLTo AETTOUEPRS
évigTopfioatl, geanuavtal v toig paxxaBaiog. Cf. Theodoret Questions on Numbers 44.1
Petruccione directs the reader to 1 Maccabees to substantiate the prophecy in Daniel. Un-
noticed by Wirth 1993: 69.

129  Philostorgius Church History fr. 11 (Photius Library cod. 40). Cf. Amidon 2007: xix. This is
also noted by Ps.-John Chrysostom Synopsis of Scripture PG 56.383.

130  Elsewhere the author of 1 Maccabees speaks of Antiochus’ entry the Persian city of Ely-
mais, where he finds the treasuries of Alexander. For which, see 1 Maccabees 6.1-2. Cf.
Josephus Jewish Antiquities 12.355.
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Seleucids claimed direct descent from Alexander.’3* We must also note here
the anonymous Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila that posited that Alexander’s
four foster-brothers were Antiochus (Antigonus?), Philip, Seleucus and
Ptolemy. That detail must depend on 1 Maccabees 1.6 that speaks of the men
Alexander appointed to take over his rule, but the interpretation of who those

men were belong to the anonymous author of the Dialogue.

+ Itis notable that Christians generally do not refer to Alexander’s pride. For in-
stance, the Spanish presbyter Orosius omits pride altogether from his account
of Alexander’s life, although he gladly criticises Roman generals and emperors
for their prideful failings.’32 This tendency says something important about
the fact that the feature of Biblical pride from 1 Maccabees was often omitted
and other information from the narrative foregrounded. For instance, it is of-
ten recycled that Alexander had peacefully divided his kingdom and that he
had reigned for twelve years in total.'33 The narrative was read as historical in-

formation rather than the moralising judgement of 1 Maccabees.

From these observations, it emerges that the narrative of 1 Maccabees was gener-
ally used as historical fact as far as the early Christians were concerned. Yet, the nar-
rative was heavily edited to be used in this way. Emphasis on certain features, such as
the number of years Alexander reigned or the similarities with the narrative of
Daniel, was typical as a sort of general reference. If reference was made to the Macca-
bean Alexander narrative, it was intentionally adjusted to accommodate new Chris-
tian arguments about the unity of Scripture or to support an apologetic framework in

the chronicling of history.

There are, however, more singular instances. The Maccabean reference to Kittim
from which Alexander set out is somewhat obscure. In the OT, it was identified with
Cyprus,'34 although it more generally referred to the city of Citium on Cyprus from

which the founder of Stoicism, Zeno, hailed.’35 Josephus had to carefully clarify that

131 Hippolytus On Christ and the Antichrist § 49. oUtw ydp €texvaoato xatd Tév Tovdaiwy xal
Avtioxos 6 'Emipavis 6 thg Zupiag yevdpevos Bagtdels, v éx yévous AleEdvdpov Tod
Moxedévog. Cf. John Chrysostom Homily against the Jews 5.6.7; Hilarianus Duration of the
World p. 169 Frick; Ps.-Caesarius Questions 4.238 (pp. 209-10 Rudinger). For the Nemrud
Dagi inscriptions, see Facella 2005: 88-9.

132 Orosius History 6.17.9, 6.17.10 (Julius Caesar), 6.18.30 (Lepidus), 7.10.2, 7.10.5 (Nero).

133 Cary1956:121-2.

134 Genesis 10: 4. Cf. Genesis 10:2; 1 Chronicles 1:5, 7; Isaiah 66:19; Daniel 8:21, 10:20, 11:2.

135  Strabo Geography 14.6.3.
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the island was colonised by the sons of Javan, whom he identifies with the Ionians
and every subsequent Greek person.136 In the same passage, he relates that one of the
sons of Javan, Cethimus, came into the possession of Cyprus and that one of its cities
retained the Hebrew name throughout antiquity. Presumably, Hellenistic Jews, who
were less familiar with Biblical genealogy and geography than Josephus, would prob-

ably consider the land they could see from Judea to be Hellas (Cyprus).

Christians were equally confounded. Hippolytus, one of the first to compile and
synthesise the Christian views of OT genealogy and ethnic diffusion, thought that the
Macedonians descended from Chatain, son of Japhet.’37 The Cypriots were descend-
ants of Javan, that is the line of the Kitians (from whom the Romans and Latins des-
cended).’3® One striking reference to the location, with full incorporation of 1 Macca-

bees, was made by Epiphanius (d. 403):

For the Kitians (from Kittim) are Cypriots and Rhodians. But the
Cyprian and Rhodian kin also lived in Macedon whence the Mace-
donian Alexander set out. This is why it is said in the Maccabees
that ‘He set out from the land of the Chitians.” Alexander of Mace-
don was of the Kitian race.

Epiphanius Panarion 1.2.25.9 (GCS 25.367, PG 41.366).139

The creative genealogy is substantiated by Epiphanius’ following reference to the
Pauline model, put forward in Romans 11:17, that many ethnic migrations from Judea
took place before and after the period of the Successors of Alexander. To make sense
of the Maccabean text for other Christian readers, the topographical confusion is
carefully explained with reference to OT and NT material, so that the bishop repres-
ents himself as an authoritative expert on Biblical matters.4° This is part of the
greater strategy of the work as a whole: Epiphanius seeks to authorise his stereotyp-

ing of groups and sects in opposition to the ‘orthodox’ Christians. His polemical pro-

136  Josephus Jewish Antiquities 1.128. For the city, see e.g. Thucydides Histories 1.112.4; Diodorus
Siculus Library 12.3.3; Plutarch Life of Cimon 19.1; Periplus of the Red Sea § 317; Eusebius
Commentary on Isaiah 1.83; Theodoret of Cyrrthus Commentary on Daniel 1 (PG 81.1520);
Procopius of Gaza On Isaiah PG 87b.2185; Suda s.v. Zenon (Z 79 Adler).

137  Ps.-Hippolytus Chronologies § 64 (GCS 46.12).

138  Ps.-Hippolytus Chronologies § 72 (GCS 46.12).

139 Cf. Jerome Commentary on Isaiah 5.231 (CCSL 73.217); Theodoret of Cyrrhus Questions in
the Octateuch p. 221 Marcos & Saenz-Badillos.

140 Flower 2011: 86-7 argues that Epiphanius authoritatively represents himself in his work as
an expert on heresy by using some of the same literary means found in the frameworks of
Plinian encyclopedias and Galenic medical treatises.
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gramme is to establish what constitutes an orthodox Christian by labelling the oppos-
ing sectarian beliefs of heresy and providing the ‘orthodox’ antidote against the pois-

onous words of heretics (hence Medicine Chest, Panarion).

Within the greater Christian context of cataloguing individual groups and beliefs,
the bishop posits the claim that Cypriots, Rhodians and Alexander’s Macedonians
were closely related through the same forefathers on the authority of a Biblical text.4*
The juxtaposition creates the sense that Cypriots were put on the same level historic-
ally as Alexander, and part of the same ethnic group through common ancestry. This
fits in rather nicely with the hypothesis put forward by Kim that Epiphanius was en-
gaged in writing Cyprus into ‘a sanctuary for orthodox Christians,”4? and attempted

to create the sense of a powerful Christian community.

Appropriating Alexander as a sort of distant link, or even direct link, between him
and an ethnic or social group was common. We shall review the Byzantine legends

and topographies below (Ch. 7.4), but we may mention two important later instances:

¢ The legend of Chouseth and Byzas, the eponymous founder of Byzantium.
According to the seventh-century Apocalypse attributed to third-century
bishop Methodius of Olympus, the daughter of the Ethiopian king Phol, Ch-
ouseth, married Philip II and gave birth to Alexander (§ 8.2). After Alexander
died, Chouseth returned to Ethiopia, but was soon married to Byzas of Byzan-
tium (§ 9.1-4). From that pair and their daughter, Byzantia, the Byzantine
Greeks originated. Hence the Byzantine Greeks descended from the

Ethiopian mother of Alexander.'43

¢ Basil the Macedonian (811-886). The anonymous Life of Basil tells the story
that the mother of Basil I the Younger was descended from both Alexander
the Great and Constantine I. The anonymous hagiographer also says that the
future Byzantine emperor wanted for himself the sobriquet ‘the Macedonian,’

because he allegedly hailed from there, recalling the memory of Alexander.44

The latter stories of Byzantium in particular may be seen as a part of an an ethnic and

cultural discourse that Epiphanius is also using for his own purposes, although the

141 Klein 1988 and Wirth 1993 do not seem to know of Epiphanius. For Epiphanius’ claim, see
Averil Cameron 2001: 2-3.

142 Y. Kim 2006: 31.

143 Jouanno 2014:135-6.

144  Tougher BE 294 n. 13.
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later Byzantine Christians are less restrained in their representation of their alleged
Macedonian predecessor. Epiphanius does show some of the same appreciation of
Alexander as a common cultural figure that his community has remote ties to. We
may note that the Cypriots seem to have shared his enthusiasm. Recently, as a part of
an ongoing excavation on Cyprus, a marble bust of Alexander has been uncovered in
a seventh-century basilica on the Akrotiri peninsula.'45 The basilica is one of two built
on a large ecclesiastical ground associated with the then Patriarch of Alexandria, John

the Merciful (c. 556-620, in office 610-20).

Such a discovery tells us something about the steady development of a Christian
Alexander discourse, which is also evident in material culture as well. Discussing Al-
exander of the Byzantine Greek world, Stoneman notes with approval Mitsakis’ state-
ment that Alexander, ‘died an antique pagan and was born again as a Byzantine
Christian.46 Yet, testimonies from Epiphanius and other demonstrate that the devel-
opment was by no means linear because they required constant revision and adapta-
tion. This was done because they concerned the very identity of the authors them-
selves. How the early Christians continued to negotiate this ethnographic and geo-

graphic discourse through the use of Alexander is the subject of Chapter 7.

145 Reported by ANSAmed on the 28" of April, 2014 (Archaeology: bust of Alexander the
Great found in Cyprus).
[http://www.ansamed.info/ansamed/en/news/sections/culture/2014/04/28 /archae-
ology-bust-of-alexander-the-great-found-in-cyprus_odg48236-a46e-426c-a403-
82aacdgao234.html].

146  Stoneman 2008:; 218.
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2.5. CONCLUSION

In this chapter I have shown that previous scholarship has not hitherto recognised
the full extent of Alexander’s importance for early Christian understanding of the
Bible. Alexander features not only in the commentaries on Daniel, but also in the
Christian exegesis of many other prophetic texts, including Revelation (Ch. 2.3).
These interpretations of scriptural prophecies have important ramifications for how
Christians made the past conform to the Biblical world and what was still to come.
Alexander thus played an important theological role because his reign was relevant
to God’s devices. Moreover, it helped the Christians to organise the Biblical past and
create the high points between empires (Ch. 2.1, 2.2), which was vital for placing the
coming of the Christians in a ‘historical’ context. The Book of Daniel gave the
Christians an alternative Alexander imagery to deploy (Ch. 2.1), and 1 Maccabees
provided different kinds of information to be used in narratives of Christian history
(Ch. 2.9).



CHAPTER 3: RoME

PRELIMINARIES

It is important to remember that the works of Philo of Alexandria and Josephus of
Judea were also tied to the Roman intellectual tradition. Rome, like the Hellenistic
kingdoms of old, made possible greater networks of literary interaction as well as the
continued flourishing of Jews in the diaspora. Yet, the empire also brought about its
own perils for Judea, such as the sack of Jerusalem and the destruction of the Temple
(AD 70). The Hellenised Jewish texts upon which the Christians commented are thus
confined to a particular time under Hellenistic and imperial Rome. So far, it has been
argued that these stories about Alexander by Hellenised Jews are rich in texture and
often represent traditions far older than the authors themselves. Such tales either re-
verberated throughout the history of Christianity, or were completely ignored. In this
chapter, we are concerned with the miscellaneous Alexander stories of Hellenistic
Judaism, primarily from the writings of Philo and Josephus, that were recycled or re-
jected in early Christianity.

A |
1IN

Flavius Josephus’ works were very popular in Christian antiquity, and were ‘trans-

lated’ into Latin three times:

o Ps.- Hegesippus’ On the Fall of Jerusalem (c. 370s) is an adaptation of the Jewish
War interspersed with references to the Jewish Antiquities. The author was
presumably an easterner, like Ammianus for example, who thought in Greek,
but wrote in Latin. Jerome’s knowledge of Ps.-Hegesippus’ translation—not-
ing that it was not himself who had written it (Letter 71.5 (CSEL 55.6)—seems
to suggest that they were connected and were part of the same circle of east-

erners who had a western readership.

+ A translation of the Jewish War is attributed to the church historian Rufinus,

who translated many of Origen’s works as well as Eusebius’ Church History.

+ The aristocrat-turned-abbot Cassiodorus (c. 485-585), the founder of the fam-
ous monastery Vivarium at Monte Cassino, commissioned Latin translations
of the Jewish Antiquities (books 1-20) and the first two books of the Against
Apion.

When we correlate these translations with the multitude of references to Josephus
in the works of Christians, the large amount of allusions speaks volumes about his
works’ apologetic and intellectual currency in early Christianity. Schrekenberg was

clearly correct in arguing that Josephus offered an apologetic reading of the past from
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which the Christians could extract the ostensible ‘facts’ about Alexander and much
else besides. We have seen how these facts could be imbued with radically different
meaning, even though the Christians professed to have cited Josephus verbatim as an
authority. In some cases, Christians even make Josephus say something that he did
not. This creative and polemical reading of him is at the heart of the Christian con-
structions of the past. New authoritative pasts could be made when specific facts
were deliberately misunderstood, rearranged or reinterpreted. Christians were select-
ive and insistent. They had to demonstrate that they had equal right to the authority
of antiquity, while asserting that the only true version of that past recorded by others

was a variant of their own.

The Nachleben of Philo, just like Josephus’, was attached to the success of the
Christian tradition.! Flourishing in the Alexandrian intellectual milieu at the begin-
ning of the 1st century AD, he was a mediator between Greek philosophy, especially
Platonic, and Scripture. According to Ruina,? Philo ‘Christianus’ was not only an ac-
knowledged exegete of Scripture that Christians could appropriate, but he was also a
valuable witness to the earliest historical Christian ascetics of Alexandria, at least as
far as Eusebius was concerned in the Church History.3 For instance, Jerome records
that Philo had written a book on the Evangelist’s Mark’s first church of Alexandria.4
What presently make Philo important are his references to Alexander, which are res-
olutely classicising in nature. In one of his philosophical treatises,5 he quotes a fic-
tional exchange between Alexander and the Indian philosopher Calanus.6 In another
composition, he revisits the topos of Alexander’s pride, typhos; that is to say he uses
the classicising language rather than the Biblical phrase used in 1 Maccabees.7 What
separates these references is the fact that the first story is subject to a lengthy exposi-
tion by Ambrose, the celebrated bishop of Milan, whereas the second story is not

once recycled in Christian literature.

The remainder of this chapter explores the ways in which the less popular Alexan-
der stories in Philo and Josephus were exploited and re-contextualised. The focus on
these two figures should make clear the major tendencies in the Christian salvaging

of useful stories, and there is no need to repeat the non-referenced or anonymous

1 Dawson 1992: 73; Drobner 2007: 130-1; Ludlow 2009: 66-7; Pollard 201s.
Ruina 1993: 3-33.

Eusebius Church History 2.17.

Jerome On Illustrius Men 11.1-3.

Philo How all good Men are Free § 97.

Heckel s.v. Calanus.

Philo On the Cherubim § 19.63-4.
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Jewish tales collected in Chapter 1 or those tales Stoneman meticulously analysed.8 It
is impossible to ascertain why these stories did not have the same circulation as the
popular ones, such as the Jerusalem tale, but it may have to do with the apologetic
value of each particular tale. The survey shall proceed by quantity of references, dir-

ect or indirect, to the few remaining passages in either Josephus or Philo.

3.1. THE GATE OF ALEXANDER

Josephus makes an often cited passing remark to a gate of iron erected by Alexander

himself:

The Alans, as already said, were a Scythian tribe that lived on the
banks of Tanais [the river Don] and around the lake Maeotis [the
Sea of Asov]. These people planned to attack Media and beyond.
They negotiated with the king of the Hyrcanians, who controlled
the pass which King Alexander had barred with an iron gate.

Josephus Jewish War 7.244-5.

We are told that the Alans were granted passage through the gate. Thereafter they
laid waste to the lands beyond the gate (Media) for a long period of time since they
had little opposition from the local kings. Josephus, however, does not say where the
gate was. In his seminal study from 1928, Andrew Anderson showed how the gate of
Alexander in the Josephan tradition should be identified with the Caspian Gates, situ-
ated by other ancient authorities in the pass of Dariel in the central Caucasus range
[Taurus, modern Turkey]. He also identified two other possible locations for the gate.
To use his numbering: ‘(1) the proper Caspian Gates, fifty miles southeast of Rhagae
[modern Rai, about five miles south of Teheran| cleaving Mount Caspius, a range pro-
jected from the Taurus Mountains [Elburz]; and (3) the pass of Derbend [Derbent]
between the eastern end of a spur of the Caucasus and the Caspian Sea.’9 Based on
the assumption that the historical Alexander, whom Anderson presumed to be the
Alexander of Arrian, was associated only with (1), and the legendary Alexander was
only associated with (3), he argued that the tradition of the Josephan gate was the
one upon which (3) was based. The legendary tradition of (3) was, he noted, not de-

veloped until the reign of the Byzantine emperor Heraclius, whereas the Josephan

8 Stoneman 1994a.
9 Anderson 1928: 130. For Josephus’ gate and its tradition, see Anderson 1928: 146-52 (with a
lengthy note on the sources on p. 136).
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version was prompted by the context of map making in Neronian Rome. There is

then a significant gap between the two divergent traditions.

Anderson’s conclusion was important at the time because it indicated that the ex-
isting view—that (3) was already extant by the time of Josephus without the develop-
ment from (2) to (3)—was wrong. Pfister had previously suggested that the legendary
stories about the gate, recorded in the later recensions of the AR, could be retrojected
back onto the passage in Josephus,’® which may seem curious at best. For the AR
speaks of the apocalyptic peoples Gog and Magog, who will break free from their
prison on Judgement Day and lay waste to the world (Ezekiel 39:1-29 speaks of Gog
from the land Magog; Revelation 20:8 about Gog and Magog). Like the less destruct-
ive Alans, they would go through the pass barred by the gate of Alexander. Pfister
based this argument on the fact that Josephus associates the Scythians with the Bib-
lical Magog, one of the sons of Japheth, son of Noah." From this link, he assumed a
direct transmission of eschatological features from Josephus to the epsilon- and
gamma-recensions of the AR in the eighth century. Yet, the specific ethnographic la-
bel does not lend itself well to the hypothesis that Josephus had Gog and Magog in
mind. While the Alans are not attested in the canonical Alexander historians,'? we do
know of an admittedly obscure Severan Miscellany authored by Julius Africanus. In
two instances, he alludes to a Macedonian stratagem. The king ordered the Macedo-
nians to spread hellebore over the Alan fields in order that the fields would be ruined
by the chemical-like substance from the plant. The Alans quickly surrendered.'3 They

are thus hardly Gog and Magog material in either Josephus or in Julius Africanus.

10  So Pfister 325 on AR € 3.39, AR Y 3.26.

1 Josephus Jewish Antiquities 1123. Morycyvg 3¢ tobg art’ adtod Maywyoag dvopachévtag Qxiaey,
ZxhBag 3¢ U’ adT®V Tpogayopevopévous. Cf. Genesis 10:2; 1 Chronicles 1:5.

12 The Alans are not discussed directly by the Alexander historians, but Arrian offers a coher-
ent narrative on Alexander’s dealings with the Scythians at the Tanais. There is nothing to
suggest that Alexander wanted to construct a gate against them. Arrian states, however,
that Alexander was interested in founding a city there as a bulwark against Scythian inva-
sions, a strategic position because of the natural boundary that was the mighty river, for
which see Arrian Anabasis 4.1-6. For the city, see Justin Epitome 12.5.12-3; Plutarch Alexan-
der 45.6; Orosius History 3.18.7. Cf. Bosworth 1980- ii: 13-9. In another work, Against the
Alans § 26, Arrian uses the terms for Alans and Scythians interchangeably. This seems to
indicate that Arrian viewed the Alans in the same way as Josephus did and not as a tribe of
Scythians, who rode on horses with great skill and made use of the lasso to capture their
enemies. To shed further light on the matter, it would have been useful to have Arrian’s
work History of the Alans, but it is unfortunately no longer extant (NB that Against the
Alans and History of the Alans are two different treatises). Bachrach 1973: 5-6; Bosworth
1977a; Stadter 1980: 45-9, 161-3.
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Again, the scattered references to Alexander and the Alans in Christian authors are

not exactly eschatological material.4

Another point that proves Pfister wrong is that, as noted in the case of Josephus’
exegesis of Daniel 7 above, Josephus does not generally imbue his narratives with any
eschatological hopes. He follows strictly the principles of Graeco-Roman histori-
ography. Indeed, correlated with Anderson’s observation on the divergent locations
of the traditions (2) and (3), and our observation on the Alans, Josephus’ narrative

does not seem to share any of the features Pfister attributed to it.

To be fair to Pfister, we must recognise that he was perhaps misled by the rich Al-
exander tradition of seventh-century Syria upon which the eschatological narratives
of epsilon and gamma were construed. He tried too hard to establish a literary influ-
ence between Josephus and the Syriac tradition. Today, the text networks of the Syr-
iac Alexander legends have been made much clearer by scholarly effort, and they are

now available in Reinink’s translations.’> We know them from the following texts:

+ Anonymous Syriac Alexander Legend (c. 630, Amid or Edessa) in Budge 2003.

¢ Syriac Alexander Poem, attributed to Jacob of Serugh (c. 629-36? Amid?) in
Reinink 1983.

o Syriac Homily on the End of Times by Ps.-Ephrem (c. 642-83) in Reinink 1993b.

& Apocalypse by Ps.-Methodius (c. 692) in Garstad 2012; Reinink 1993a.

13 Julius Africanus Miscellany F 12.2 (GCS NF 18.43), D(ubia) 17 (GCS NF 18.107). We know
from chemical warfare against the city of Kirrha (595-85 BC) that hellebore was used to
poison water supplies, see e.g. Aeschines Against Ctesiphon §§ 107-112; Ps.-Scyllax Periplus
§ 37, Diodorus Siculus Library 9.16.1; Plutarch Life of Solon 11.1; Pausanias Description
10.37.5-6; Frontinus Stratagems 7.6; Polyaenus Stratagems 3.5.1, 6.13.1; Suda s.v. Solon (S 777
Adler).

14  See e.g. Orosius History 7.34.5; Synesius of Ptolemais On Kingship 15. For the engaging his-
tory of the Alans, see Bachrach 1973: 3-25 with further references.

15  For the date of the Syriac legends, see above all the syntheses of Reinink, especially 1983:
12, 1993a: XXXiv n. 127, 2003: passim. For the very specific date of Ps.-Ephrem, see Reinink
1993b. Cf. Alexander 1985: 7; Van Donzel & Schmidt 2010: 15-32. For a general overview of
the diffusion of the legend, see e.g. Lenormant 1882; Anderson 1932: 19-20; Pfister 325; Cary
1956: 133-4; Czeglédy 1957; Boyle 1974: 218-24 (cf. 1977: 19-21); Alexander 1985: 185-92; Gero
1993: 5-8; Bae 2001: 219-30; Jouanno 2002: 309-15; Reinink 2005 vi: 150-78; Stoneman 1994a:
51, 2008: 174-85; Griffith 2008: 33-5; Schmidt 2008; Demandt 2009: 286-94; Amitay 2010a:
104-10; Garbé Garcia 2012.
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These texts are part of their own development within the Syriac-speaking Byzantine
church that was to resist the rise and conquests of Islam and, therefore, produced its
own eschatological resistance literature. In separating the independent Syriac move-
ment from the Josephan and early Christian developments of the Caspian Gate story,
I follow the principal conclusion of the newest case study of the gate by Van Donzel
and Schmidt. They, however, do not pursue the earliest development of a legendary
tradition, but build upon the works of Reinink to propose a strong influence of Syriac
literature upon the Arabic development of the legend of the eschatological gate. The
Ummayad Caliphate (661-750) was in fact so convinced of the actual existence of Al-
exander’s gate that they sent Sallam, a man of high importance, to go look for it in the
furthest East, and he believed that he had found it.

The Syriac and Arabic developments are presently outside our scope; instead we
shall pursue the early Christian inception of the legend that developed much more
closely in conjunction with Josephus that has been hitherto suggested.'6 What char-
acterises the eschatological narratives is the feature of enclosure, the act of shutting
the peoples in. Alexander did so on account of their wild, savage nature and even
their uncleanliness. Josephus offers no such reasoning. From the fourth-century ad-

aptation by Ps.-Hegesippus,'7 we learn that:

Around this time the Alans—a wild people and long unknown to
us because of the troublesome terrain and the iron gate that Al-
exander had erected at a steep mountain pass to hold back the
wild and fierce peoples that were gathered behind it—resided at
the Scythian Tanais as well as the surrounding areas and the
marshes of Maeotis. They were enclosed (clausi) as if shut inside
a prison (quodam cacere), honouring the will of the king (ingenio
regis) that they should cultivate the land, not attack that of oth-
ers.

Ps.-Hegesippus On the Fall of Jerusalem 5.50 (CSEL 66.405).

16 Van Donzel & Schmidt 2010: 3-14. Although Van Donzel and Schmidt begin with a lucid
tabulation of the earliest developments of the story of Gog and Magog—as we know it
from the Syriac apocalypses (notable divergences from the OT and NT, the Sibylline Or-
acles and Rabbinic literature)—their discussion of early Christian literature only takes up
a few pages without any significant updates to Anderson’s or Reinink’s observations.

17 Pollard 2015 is the newest and most authoritative study of Ps.-Hegesippus to date.
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Pressed by natural conditions, the Alans were forced to break through to the other
side, and their incursion into the land of Media follows. Evidently, there are notable

differences between Josephus and Ps.-Hegesippus:

¢ The ethnographic details of the Alans are made more obscure. The Alans are
no longer explicitly referred to as Scythians, even though they live at the
Tanais River. They are a remote and unknown people, associated with other
wild and fierce tribes. The Alans thus become part of a mass of savage peoples.
In the Syriac legends, Alexander encloses groups of uncivilised people that
mostly were obscure tribes besides the names of Gog and Magog. In each Syr-
iac text more tribes are added to the list of enclosed peoples because the eth-
nographic obscurity allowed the author to do so. I would argue that the pas-

sage quoted is the first to present us with the feature of savage peoples.

¢ A cross-reference to the gate elsewhere in Ps.-Hegesippus locates Alexander’s
gate at the mountain pass of Dariel in the Caucasus, firmly within Anderson’s
second tradition of the location of the gate. It follows that Ps.-Hegesippus is
not aware of the eschatological meaning, because he does not use the le-

gendary location (Anderson’s no. 3).18

+ Alexander encloses the tribe(s) intentionally. He creates a sort of prison for
them on account of their savagery, and he intends for them to be civilised by
cultivation of the land. This is not explicit in Josephus nor is the fact that they
are adhering to the king's will, that is, staying behind the bars. This is devised
solely by the Christian author. Alexander is thus much more present than pre-
viously. He is an imperial civiliser who secures and strengthens the peripheral

boundaries of the civilised world.

We can correlate these significant divergences with a certain letter by Jerome that
scholars almost always assume is one of the starting points of the eschatological le-
gend.’9 The letter was written about twenty years later than the Ps.-Hegesippus’ pas-
sage. Jerome alludes to Alexander’s gate in a digression on the storm of Huns. The
fierce horse riders had come from the same way as the Alans, from the pass in Cau-

casus, more specifically the Maeotis and the Tanais, that Ps.-Hegesippus also knows

18 Ps.-Hegesippus On the Fall of Jerusalem 3.5 (CSEL 66.193). Cf. Lucan Pharsalia 8.222-3.
19  Jerome Epistle 77.8 (CSEL 55.45). Anderson 1932: 16-8; Stoneman 2008: 178; Demandt 2009:
287; Van Donzel & Schmidt 2010: 12-3.
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of. He too speaks of the peoples enclosed by Alexander in the plural and as uncivil-
ised as Ps.-Hegesippus’ Alans. Jerome’s Huns break through the barrier and wreak
havoc, so much that the Church Father prays to Jesus that the invaders may never

come back.

What is new in Jerome is the fact that he has updated the narrative to address the
concerns of his own day and age. He has changed the ethnographic label from Alans
to the Huns, a contemporary threat. This is another feature that is known from the
Syriac tradition: the gate could seal off any tribe or people that could be considered
‘barbarian.’ The first peoples on the list were the apocalyptic peoples Gog and Magog
who were significantly harder to identify. Given the fact that more peoples could al-
ways be added to the list of enclosed nations, there is a list of more than twenty-two
tribes in the gamma-recension of the AR, including the Alans and even dog-headed

cannibals.

The analysis has shown that the fea