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Introduction


Throughout the whole of recorded history there are a tiny handful of people whose deeds are great enough to make themselves known to later generations.  Among this small and very select group are a tiny minority who are considered to be great or terrible men.  Heroes of great renown and villains of great infamy stand out from the balance of humanity, boasting a fascinating life, full of noteworthy action and influential decision.  It is these truly exceptional individuals that shape societies and help steer the course of history.  Alexander the Great of Macedonia is such a person.  Over 2,300 years ago Alexander conquered a massive empire that extended from Greece and Egypt, through Asia Minor, the Middle East, and to the borders of India.  This massive empire had no peers at the time and even now, more than 2,000 years later it has few peers in terms of utter geographical immensity.  Alexander himself had barely been dead for a hundred years when the tales of his conquest achieved mythic stature.  His successors who divided up his empire into three smaller and longer lived kingdoms all played up the Alexander legend to enhance their own positions.  Clearly Alexander was one of the most important figures in the classical world; he was a military commander without peer and a political genius who got the better of his foes time after time.  Much time has been spent examining the life and actions of Alexander the Great and over the course of this study the question of who Alexander was as a person has cropped up repeatedly as historians and classicists attempt to fathom what motivated him to make the often-rash decisions that he did.


Analysis of the personality characteristics of any historical figure can be an endless and circular process, but with Alexander who died twenty three hundred and twenty eight years ago it is even more difficult to form an accurate picture of him as a living breathing person.  Scholars are forced to use the relatively scanty body of primary sources to make educated guesses and informed theories about the intricacies of Alexander’s personality.  One of the most enlightening ways to learn about a person is to examine how he treats other people.  Among the most fascinating people Alexander ever came in contact with were his adversaries.  All great kings have enemies in abundance and Alexander was no exception.  Countless foes such as Memnon of Rhodes the Persian mercenary captain, the Thracian tribesmen, Bessus the satrap of Bactria, Attalus the former general of Philip, Spitemenes the tribal desert raider, and many others rose to challenge Alexander’s conquests.  Of his many foes Alexander had several who would be more challenging and principle antagonists.  These foes would between the three of them occupy Alexander’s attention for the bulk of his conquest.  These central enemies were the Thebans, the foremost Greek warriors, the Persian emperor Darius, and the Indian king Porus.   These three antagonists represented Alexander’s most influential and dangerous rivals and as such had a great impact on his life.


Through a study of Alexander’s enemies it is possible to make some inferences about his character.  Clearly Alexander was a man with an insatiable lust for conquest.  His pothos drove him inexorably forward from battle to battle and it seems likely that given the chance he would have gone forward until he had either perished or their were simply no more enemies to conquer.  During this drive trough Asia Minor and the Middle East, Alexander encountered dozens of formidable adversaries and hostile peoples and over the course of his campaign his army fought in the neighborhood of fifteen major battles.  However Alexander’s treatment of the people he encountered and the opposing generals he conquered varied greatly from one case to another.  What made one tribe worthy of slaughter while another was given little more than a warning and a small garrison to watch over it?  Why were some of his enemies such as Darius and Porus men to be admired whereas others such as Bessus and Spitemenes men to reviled and eliminated?  Alexander’s actions over the course of his conquest indicate that he was not single mindedly working to champion Hellenistic rights, nor was he attempting to build a fully integrated Greco-Persian society.  His actions within his own army indicate that he would do only what he needed to in order to keep his men fighting.
  Alexander’s treatment of his enemies indicates that he was above all pragmatic, treating them in a manner that was necessary to accomplish is political and logistical needs.  His behavior was often influenced by a rash temperament and a respect for certain personal attributes such as courage, honor, and a royal stature, but Alexander usually acted aggressively and prudently.

With so many different enemies to choose from, it’s difficult to pick a small number that would adequately represent the range of Alexander’s rivalries and provide enough meat for an apt conclusion.  When selecting candidates for this sort of comparison, it is necessary to look at each choice from a variety of different angles.  Thebes, Darius, and Porus provide a cross section of foes from wholly different circumstances.  Each enemy represents different ethnicities, religions, and social positions, while Alexander’s association with the three blends into each other, spanning the bulk of his campaign.  First Thebes, then Darius, and finally Porus were met and conquered by Alexander.  A look at Thebes provides a look at Alexander’s dealings with an entire city of enemies while Darius and Porus illustrate his dealings with individual leaders of opposing nations.     

The Destruction of Thebes


The city of Thebes was one of the more prominent Greek polis and occupied the section of Greece known as Boeotia.  The Thebans had gained prominence following the Spartan rise to power, when the power of the elite Spartan military was shattered by the fighting prowess of the Thebans and their crack battalion known as the Sacred Band.  Since then Thebes had been one of the most powerful city states in Greece and had enjoyed a measure of dominance in the affairs of Greece as a whole until they were defeated along with the Athenians at the battle of Chaeronea by Philip II and a very young Alexander and forced to accept Macedonian dominance along with the rest of Greece.
  However, the situation changed completely with the death of Philip.  Greece had been subjugated for only a very short time and Philip’s death destabilized the firm hold that the Macedonians had on the Greek cities.  Though Alexander addressed the League of Greek States at Corinth and was appointed king, and heir to Philip’s legacy, the political climate in the Peloponnese was still very tense.
  The situation was exacerbated by the crisis that occurred along the Macedonian borders.  Upon Philip’s death, the tribes in Illyria and Thrace rebelled and Alexander was forced to take his army into the rough terrain around Macedonia to secure the borders.  Though he had marched his army into Greece directly after Philip’s death and short-circuited a likely uprising through threat of force, the Greeks were far from content with Macedonian rule.  This situation provided an opportunity for the Theban crisis to develop.


  When Alexander’s force disappeared into Illyria, chasing the troops of Cleitus and Glaucias (two tribal lords from the region),
 the Athenians began a campaign of political agitation.  Their goal was to incite nothing less than a full uprising starting in Boeotia and thus spreading to the rest of Greece, especially to the Lacedaemonians, most notably Sparta and Argos.  The Athenian orator Demosthenes led the political charge against the Macedonians, using the absence of Alexander and his army as a chance to negotiate with the Persians who began sponsoring an anti-Macedonian revolt by pouring money into Athens through unofficial channels, after the Athenian government itself had rejected a 300 Talent gift from Darius.  Demosthenes then created a rumor that Alexander had perished in battle in Illyria and his forces were in retreat.  This rumor spread like wildfire throughout Greece and the Thebans, who were already deeply resentful of the Macedonians, rebelled.  Demosthenes also sent Theban political exiles
 that had been paid in Persian Talents to execute the commanders of the Macedonian garrison.
  From this point there was no turning back.  Much of Greece was alive with revolt and discontent, and it seemed that Alexander would soon be facing a unified Greece upon his return from the frontier.


Alexander’s reaction to this event was decisive and fast.  He put his army on the road immediately after learning of the revolt and instead of allowing his men some rest following their long frontier campaign set off for Greece at what Green calls “a cracking pace which shook even Philip’s veterans.”
  Alexander moved with such speed that his entire army was past the Hot Gates of Thermopylae and entering Boeotia, before the Thebans were even aware of its approach.  By the time an alarm had been raised, Alexander’s army was a scant three hours march from Thebes itself.
  The Thebans now found themselves in a very tight spot.  Not only was Alexander alive, but he had moved his army with amazing speed (fourteen days to traverse some of the most rugged terrain in Greece) and his trek through northern Greece had reinforced his army with conscripts.  Though Thebes was supported by Athens, Aetolia, Arcadia, and Elis,
 their support had been in the form of financial aid, both in currency and equipment.  They seemed hesitant to commit actual forces to a doomed conflict that could very well drag them down alongside the Thebans.  The position of the other Greek polises on the support of Thebes was best summed up by Diodorus Siculus.


Of those who were asked for reinforcements, however, the Peloponnesians sent soldiers as far as the Isthmus and waited to see what would happen, since the king’s arrival was now expected, and the Athenians, under the influence of Demosthenes, voted to support the Thebans, but failed to send out their forces, waiting to see how the war would go.
   

 The result was that the Thebans stood alone as Alexander’s forces filled the plains outside the city and assembled their siege engines for the assault.


Despite the rage they must have felt over the failure of their allies to give them anything more than moral support and financial aid, the Thebans remained superbly confident.  They were facing a Macedonian army commanded by Alexander himself, that dwarfed their armed forces in size.  However, by all account the Thebans were undaunted and convinced that they could defeat the invaders.  The Theban council was unanimous in its resolution for war and the people enthusiastically prepared to depend themselves.
  Alexander for his part hoped for a Theban surrender.  He sought to clear up the issue in Greece quickly so that he could conclude his matters at home and begin planning for his Persian campaign.  Upon marching to the city itself, Alexander gave the Thebans time to think over their position,
 assuming that they would see it was futile to resist his army, which numbered in the neighborhood of 30,000 infantry and at least 3,000 cavalry.
  Alexander would have most likely conceded to most of the Theban requests had they just agreed to an alliance with Macedonia, but their pride and willingness to settle the issue of their freedom made this impossible.  Upon the realization that the Thebans were not going to surrender, Alexander prepared his forces for battle.  

The actual start of the battle is debated, as events are muddled.  Arrian claims that the assault began as Alexander held out for a peaceful resolution to the conflict.  He claims that Perdiccas who was in charge of a battalion of Macedonians attacked on his own initiative, committing Alexander to a course that he did not wish to be charted on.  Plutarch and Diodorus however paint a slightly different picture.  Plutarch claims that Alexander gave the Thebans an ultimatum, requiring them to surrender their leaders Phoenix and Prothytes and offering a general amnesty to any Thebans who wished to come over to the Macedonian side.
  Diodorus echoes the heart of this interpretation leaving out the section that required the surrender of the Theban leaders.
  The proud Thebans retorted from a high tower so that the whole of Macedonian army could hear, that they wished to offer amnesty to any who were willing to fight for the independence of Greece.  Accordingly Alexander flew into a deep rage at the Theban retort, which was phrased as a slap in the face.  Diodorus described Alexander as “Raging in his heart” as he decreed that the Thebans were to be pursued with the extremity of punishment.  

This issue of how the battle began is central to any look at Alexander himself.  Were it true that Perdiccas had initiated the fighting as Arrian suggests and Tarn concurs
 it would be easy to paint Alexander as a leader who had by unhappy chance been given a blood bath when all he want was a peaceful resolution.  Bosworth however seems inclined to support the views Diodorus, if for no other reason than that the actual accounts of the battle are less fanciful and blatantly pro-Alexander.  He makes no mention of Perdiccas and his supposed commencement of the attack.  Bosworth points out that Arrian who described the Theban line breaking under the wait of the Macedonian phalanx got his information from Ptolemy who may have been trying to undermine the fighting prowess of the Thebans,
 who are claimed to have fought magnificently and against great odds.  It seems most likely that Alexander, had gone to Thebes, intent on repeating his flag waving and settling yet another crisis.  He was ready for combat but obviously felt that there was a strong chance for a settlement.  No sources debate that Alexander wished to leave Greece with Thebes as an ally, not as a smoking ruin.  It was only when he had given the Thebans a chance at redemption and then was publicly embarrassed by the their display of bravado that he decided on a full out attack.  

Of the Thebans themselves, little can be said other than the fact that they were excellent warriors, representing the best ground troops in Greece.  They were also severely punished for their resistance.  In a decision seemingly motivated by rage, Alexander ordered the city raised to the ground.  Once the walls had been breached, the Macedonians and allied Greek soldiers slaughtered thousands of Thebans.
  Arrian, Diodorus, and Plutarch all indicate that following the capture of Thebes, Alexander treated the Theban revolt not as a rebellion against her treaty with Macedonia, but as a betrayal of the Greek community as a whole.  Alexander’s rage had spent itself during the initial attack and despite any feelings that he had for the Thebans; he relayed the fate of the city to the Greek council for ultimate arbitration.  The council was swayed by the member cities that had contributed troops to Alexander’s army and historically hated the Thebans.
  These Greeks were able to convince the counsel that only a harsh punishment would be sufficient to teach the Thebans the appropriate lesson.  The result was that the entire polis was wiped from the map and the 30,000 survivors were sold into slavery.
 What was at first meant to be a settlement turned into an abject lesson that Alexander hoped all the Greeks would take to heart.  

When taking the accounts of Diodorus and Plutarch to heart, it is apparent that Alexander ordered the assault on Thebes out of anger.  Despite this lapse in control, the result of the attack on Thebes was a great military and political victory for the Macedonians.  Alexander’s subsequent referral of the ultimate fate of the city to the Greek council showed him to be not a dictator, but the concerned leader of the Greek League.  He portrayed the Thebans themselves as traitors to Greece; they were people who had taken aid from the Persian barbarians in order to through off Macedonian influence.
  By defeating the Thebans in a pitch battle and slaughtering their armed forces Alexander had removed one of the biggest threats in Greece and suitably cowed the rest of the cities.  Upon the destruction of Thebes, Athens recoiled in horror as refugees from Thebes flocked to their city.  The other cities that were on the verge of rebellion immediately changed their stances, begging Macedonian forgiveness and pledging themselves to service within the Greek Community.
  Despite Alexander’s anger and his personal feelings toward the Thebans who he acknowledged as skillful and courageous warriors, his conduct during the affair was that of a pragmatist.  

Whether it is Diodorus and Plutarch or Arrian who correctly recorded the events of the fighting at Thebes, Alexander’s prudence and intelligence triumphed over his personal feelings.  This realist method of dealing with difficulties is largely to blame to for the impressions of Alexander as a cold and heartless butcher.  Was it really necessary to destroy Thebes?  Alexander had been in the position to decide the city’s fate for himself but instead he gave the decision to a consular body heavily populated with members that had suffered greatly from the Thebans and who were very likely to hand down a verdict of the utmost severity.  This Alexander knew, but still he proceeded because it was the best political option open to him.  Through his actions, he achieved all of his desired aims (save the acquisition of Thebes as an ally) and permanently removed one of his most dangerous opponents.  These are not the actions of a man who is ruled by anger or his impressions of other people.

Alexander and Darius

Following the destruction of Thebes, Alexander was finally able to commit himself to the invasion of Asia minor that had been his real aim since he came to power.
  During his invasion of Asia Minor and the Middle East Alexander’s principle antagonist was the Persian Emperor Darius III.  Darius was a fairly new king, having assumed the Persian throne 336 B.C.E. and as such was relatively inexperienced.  His relationship with Alexander was entirely military in nature with both kings staring across the battlefield at each other on several occasions, most notably the battle of Issus in 333 B.C.E. and Gaugamela in 331 B.C.E.
 However, when looking at Alexander’s relationship with Darius, probably his most important foe, the most revealing areas of study are the correspondences between Darius and Alexander following the battle of Issus, Alexander and Darius’s personal conduct in the fighting, and Alexander’s reaction to the death of Darius.  

Alexander’s first meeting with the Persian king took place in the battle of Issus.  This battle was an important event in Alexander’s campaign not just because it was a battle of great magnitude, but because it was the first battle in which Alexander had encountered Darius in the field.  All prior actions had been with Darius’s subordinates and had revealed no glimpse of the Great King’s tactical or strategic skill.  Issus was nothing if not instructive for Alexander.  Darius proved to be something less than a brilliant general and the Persians were sent scampering away in ignominious defeat with a devastating flank attack featuring his elite cavalry.  Alexander positioned himself in the forefront of the cavalry formation and upon crushing the Persian left flank, he located Darius’s chariot and made straight for the king himself.  Darius’s mounted bodyguard clashed with Alexander’s cavalry and a furious fight developed around the Great King’s chariot.
  Alexander’s charge was no less than a full-fledged attempt to kill or capture Darius.  Alexander recklessly threw himself into harms way on countless occasions preferring to be at the vanguard of an assault as an inspirational figure.  His conduct at Chaeronea years before with Philip indicates that Alexander had a thirst for personal glory and the chance to drive straight into the center of the Persian forces to meet the Darius head to head in combat was too huge an opportunity to pass up.  On a more practical level, the death of Darius would decapitate the powers structure of the Persian Empire, leaving the man who defeated the Great King in an excellent position to pick up the pieces.
  

Alexander very nearly accomplished his goal.  Darius whose position as king allowed him to be present but did not require his personal participation in battle was near the center of his army among a large body of cavalry.  Alexander was wounded, allegedly by Darius, which testifies to just how close the Macedonians came to bagging the Persian king.  In the end Darius fled, after nearly being cut off from his army.  Arrian states that Darius “incontinently fled- indeed he led the race for safety”
 whereas Diodorus and Quintus Curtius Rufus took a slightly less harsh view, stating that his chariot horses had been badly wounded and might have bolted into the Macedonian lines.
  Fearing capture, Darius mounted a horse and fled.
  Regardless of some minor differences among the sources it is clear that Darius after a certain amount of resistance eventually fled in fear.
  His withdrawal triggered a general rout and the Persian army came apart and fled.
  By taking the initiative in combat and recklessly driving against Darius, Alexander was able to affect a premature end to a battle that might have been far more severe for his army.  Even then Alexander did not send his cavalry in a rash pursuit of the king, but instead turned it back on the Persian army that still fought on with a number of Darius’s Greek mercenaries.
  This retreat set the tone for all further interaction between Alexander and Darius.  After their first meeting it was abundantly clear that Alexander had the initiative, and was not afraid to take personal risks to achieve what he wanted.  Darius would assume a position of supplication as is illustrated by the nature of his correspondence with Alexander following the defeat at Issus.

  Issus demonstrated the fundamental differences in personality between Alexander and Darius, namely that the Macedonian king was a man of great courage that his rival could not match.  Following Issus, Darius having fled a great distance arrived in Onchae and then continued on to the Euphrates River, fearing that Alexander would move quickly to cut him from Babylon and the heart of the Persian Empire.
  Darius left behind not just a great sum of currency, but his wife and mother who had accompanied him on the campaign.  Darius though still willing to fight was in desperate need of time.  His army had been scattered and he required time to pull together a new force in order to resist any further drive.  To this end he sent Alexander a message, urging him to bear his new gains with the humility of one who is only human and requesting the release of his family in exchange for a ransom.  He sited a treaty that had existed between Macedonia in the time of Antraxerxes III that had been broken by Philip’s initial incursion and professed hope that it could be reaffirmed.  He further offered Alexander all the territory he had already seized; in essence all the territory to the west of the Halys was offered to the Macedonians.
  

The letter itself has been heavily debated with many thinking it a work of extreme arrogance from a position of feeble strength, most notably Quintus Curtious Rufus who viewed the letter as simply offensive to Alexander.  More modern scholars have debated which is the most reliable telling of the event and the camps are split around Diodorus and Arrian.  A scholar named Wirth advanced the theory that Darius was not the blatantly incompetent fool that many scholars had taken him for.  Rather he understood the Macedonian mindset quite well.  By offering Alexander the territory of Asia Minor, Darius had given him official control of the territory that the Greek expedition had sought to free.  In other words, he had given the campaign a potential end by attempting to settle the issue through political means.
  This theory is actually a very compelling way of looking at the Alexander/Darius correspondence.  The fact that Parmenio and many of the old guard felt that the offer should be taken on the grounds that it fulfilled all of the objectives of the invasion lends weight to Wirth’s theory.
  Furthermore such a peaceful settlement would allow Darius to repair and re-staff his shattered forces and would halt Macedonian expansion farther South and East.  Though he was playing from a position of weakness, it was an excellent maneuver and had Parmenio been commanding the army instead of Alexander the Macedonians very well may have taken it.

Such an offer as the one Darius made was certainly worthy of consideration.  However, Alexander scarcely seems to have hesitated.  His reply back to the Great King was scathing and almost contemptuous.  Arrian’s telling captures the Alexander’s mood nicely.

Your ancestors invaded Macedonia and Greece and caused havoc in our country, though we had done nothing to provoke them.  AS supreme commander of all Greece I invaded Asia because I wished to punish Persia for this act- an act which must be laid wholly to your charge.  You sent aid to the people of Perinthus in their rebellion against my father; Ochus sent an army into Thrace, which was a part of our dominions; my father was killed by assassins whom, as you openly boasted in your letters, you yourselves hired to commit the crime;
 … then I took the field against you; but it was you who began the quarrel.  First I defeated in battle your generals and satraps; now I have defeated yourself and the army you led.  By God’s help I am master of your country, and I have made myself responsible for the survivors of your army who fled to me for refuge: far from being detained by force, they are serving of their own free will under my command.

Come to me, therefore, as you would come to the lord of the continent of Asia.  Should you fear to suffer any indignity at my hands, then send some of your friends and I will give them the proper guarantees.  Come then, and ask me for your mother, your wife, and your children and anything else you please; for you shall have them, and whatever besides you can persuade me to give you.

And in the future let any communication you wish to make with me be addressed to the King of all Asia.  Do not write to me as an equal.  Everything you possess is now mine; so, if you should want anything, let me know in proper terms, or I shall take steps to deal with you as a criminal…

Additionally Diodorus indicates that Alexander hid the actual copy of the letter from his council for fear that they would pressure him to accept.  A new letter that suited his purposes more fully was drafted and predictably it was rejected.
  The reply was far more haughty and provocative than Darius’s letter and was thought by a scholar by the name of R.D. Milns to serve two purposes; the first purpose was to inspire the Greek troops and encourage them to support an expansion of the invasion and the second to goad Darius into fighting.
  


Here again Alexander behaved in a seemingly foolhardy manner.  Though the Persians had been beaten at Issus, the whole of the empire was not conquered.  The vast territories of the Central and Eastern satrapies still contained great wealth and large populations.  Darius was quite capable (as would be seen a Gaugamela) of raising another even larger army with which to destroy the invaders.  Furthermore, Alexander responded to Darius by posing counterarguments, many of which were somewhat suspect.  Alexander lumped Macedonia and Greece together, referring to them as a unified area, which was blatantly false as the Greeks had been subjugated and were in a near constant state of unrest during Alexander’s absence.  By claiming that he was conducting a war of reprisal on behalf of the Greeks was somewhat ridiculous given the bad blood between many of the Greek polises and the Macedonians.
  It seems clear that Alexander was interested more in the affect of his rejection of Darius’s offer than he was at the validity of his reasoning.  Philip’s old guard commanders had reservations about going on but fortunately for Alexander the rank and file found their king’s response inspiring rather than suspicious.


Despite the apparent dangers to Alexander’s gruff refusal of Darius’s terms subsequent events show that he had a firm grasp of the military situation.  The Persian forces were thoroughly scattered and disorganized and it would take time for them to reorganize.  Furthermore Alexander was already in firm possession of the lands offered by Darius.  Though the settlement would legitimize the Macedonian occupation it would in no way end the threat of future Persian invasion and might be construed as a sign of weakness.  Finally, Alexander had now beaten Darius handily on the field of battle and had every reason to feel confident.  Morale in his army was running high and the way down the Mediterranean coast lay open all the way to Egypt, which was a land that was deeply resentful of Persian rule.  In short Alexander’s brash refusal of Darius’s offer was realistic.  Alexander can’t have been very tempted by Darius’s offer due to his own exceptionalism and pothos but it did give him an opportunity to convince his troops to continue the fight, which he used effectively.


The final event in Alexander’s dealings with Darius that illustrates his ability to put aside personal feeling in favor of a prudent course of action was the death of Darius.  Darius following his defeat at Gaugamela was again put to flight.  This time however he was taken captive by Bessus the satrap of Bactria.  Bessus hoped to gain control of the Persian Empire himself by taking Darius prisoner and forcing him to abdicate.  However, Darius would not yield and Bessus was forced to flee with him in the face of Alexander’s encroaching army.  Alexander also wished to take Darius captive in order to effect a smooth transition of power.  Alexander’s cavalry caught up with the fleeing Persians following a harrowing ride through unforgiving terrain and attacked.  Bessus attempted to get Darius to flee on horseback with him, but the Great King would not escape with a traitor.  He chose to stay and await Alexander’s judgment.  The result of this refusal was Darius’s death, run through by Bessus and his coconspirators who had no intention of allowing Alexander to take the king alive.


Accounts vary as to just how Darius was found.  According to Plutarch, a Macedonian soldier named Polystratus encountered the king riddled with javelins and barely alive.  He brought Darius water from a nearby spring in his helmet and the dieing king weakly lamented his inability to repay this small favor but went on to say that Alexander would reward the soldier for his kindness just as he would be rewarded for his courtesy towards Darius’s family.
  Arrian tells a similar tale, leaving out the last words of Darius but indicating that Darius was dead before Alexander could see him.  Following the king’s death, Alexander was stricken by apparently sincere grief for his fallen adversary who he had spoken to so contemptuously during his correspondence.  Alexander ordered full honors for Darius and had his body sent back to Persepolis for burial in the royal tombs in the same manner as his ancestors.
  Now Alexander had a potentially awkward situation, as the death of Darius left him with several major problems.  The first of which was obviously the added difficulty of legitimizing his reign without Darius to pass his authority to Alexander.  Without the Great King to officially abdicate Alexander still had to deal with Bessus and any other usurpers with a valid claim.  The second problem was simply that the Macedonians that made up the core of Alexander’s army viewed the death of Darius as the logical end of the campaign.
  Persepolis had been captured, the Persian army had been defeated several times, and now Darius the ultimate symbol of Persian rule was dead. 


Despite the disadvantages of this turn of events, Alexander responded as well as could be expected.  Regardless of his true feelings for Darius, the honorable burial helped authenticate his link to Darius and Alexander for his part acted as if he were Darius’s successor.  He immediately moved against Bessus, loudly proclaiming his intention to bring Darius’s assassin to justice, thus avenging the dead king.  By hunting down Bessus, Alexander not only removed a powerful enemy who most likely would have had to be dealt with eventually, but also a political rival whose presence would drastically hurt Alexander’s ability to integrate himself smoothly into the Persian power structure.  From first to last Alexander’s interaction with Darius was one punctuated by reckless action but steered by a logical and calculating agenda, totally centered on the continued advance through the Persian Empire and beyond.  

Alexander and Porus


The final of Alexander’s principle foes was an Indian king by the name of Porus.  Porus ruled a kingdom that fell between the branches of the Hydaspes River and extended northward to the foothills of the Himalayas.  Alexander moved into this area after his desert campaign against the nomads in 327-326 B.C.E.  This campaign yielded no great battles and was characterized more by raids and ambushes.
  By the time the nomads had been defeated, Alexander was frantic to move on to more definite conquests.
  Finally pushing into India, Alexander struck up an alliance with the Nysaeans, which was something of a relief following the countless small battles he had fought while moving through the Hindu Kush.  It was at this time that Alexander learned of Porus.  Porus was in fact a very unpopular ruler whose territory was surrounded by enemies.  He had no certain allies he could call on for support and he was no doubt well aware of Alexander’s reputation.  However, Porus remained undaunted and mustered his large army the Eastern side of the Hydaspes and awaited Alexander’s approach in the early summer of 326 B.C.E.
  


At this point Alexander was faced with one of the most serious situations of his career.  The Hydaspes River was near flood stage and the already swift current had become a muddy torrent.  A crossing might have been possible had it not been for the fact that Porus had prudently deployed his army along the banks in force to prevent just this sort of crossing.  Porus’s host was a formidable force, boasting an estimated 30,000 infantry, 5,000 cavalry, 150 big war chariots, and 200 war elephants.
  Despite the numerical superiority that Alexander enjoyed (his forces outnumbered the Indians by almost double) he was in no position to bring his forces to bear against his foe.  To attempt a crossing would have been foolish under normal conditions but in addition to the dangerous conditions of the river, the smell of the Indian elephants had a maddening affect on horses.  Forcing a crossing in the face of Porus’s army could very well destroy Alexander’s army.  Furthermore his troops were not in a state of high morale.  The push into India following the long campaign chasing nomad raiders had increased the desire of the Macedonian contingent to return home (as their subsequent mutiny would show).
  Faced with a formidable enemy, a perilous river crossing, and a discontented army proceeding further into India seemed a poor idea.


Alexander’s solution to the problem was to employ one of the most successful ruses of his career.  By keeping up a near constant amount of noise behind his lines at night with marching troops and galloping cavalry proceeding both up and down the river, Alexander had the Indian troops jumping at shadows and eventually wore down the readiness Porus’s troops.  Alexander affected a crossing farther north and secured a bridgehead, which a force of chariots and cavalry led by Porus’s son failed to dislodge.  With Alexander thus across with a large portion of his army, Porus brought all of his strength to bear on the Macedonians.  The resulting battle of Jhelum was one of Alexander’s greatest victories, though the Indian infantry and especially the great elephants proved to be formidable adversaries.  In the last stage of fighting, with his army falling apart around him, Porus continued to fight atop his great elephant, refusing to flee the field.  When at last he was subdued, he and Alexander met on the battlefield.  All of the sources indicate that Alexander was much impressed by Porus’s physical stature.  He was over six feet tall and looked every bit the part of a proud king.  When the two kings met on the battlefield Alexander asked Porus what he thought he should do with him.  Porus’s reply was almost arrogant, but it illustrated his great pride and unfaltering courage.  Porus replied that he wished to be treated as a king and when pressed on whether there was something he wanted for himself he replied “Everything.”
  There is some disagreement about just how the exchange between Alexander and Porus went but many scholars seem to feel that Arrian’s account of the situation, which is the most detailed, is probably correct.  Narain and Hammond both use Arrian and Bosworth makes no mention of the meeting but says that Alexander was much impressed by Porus’s courage, which does not refute Arrian.
  


Regardless of the particulars of the meeting between the two kings the results were that Alexander was impressed with Porus, and thus restored him as king and even added to his territory.
  Alexander prepared to move again, leaving Porus reinstated and free to rebuild his army.  No matter how impressive Porus may have been it must have occurred to Alexander that leaving the Indian king in his rear was a move that had a lot of risk.  Porus had been restored but he was still under the sway of Alexander, filling the role of vassal more aptly than that of king.  Though Curtius suggests that Porus was content to be second to Alexander, it still was a tactically dangerous move.  Had Porus decided to betray Alexander he could have easily cut Alexander’s supply lines at a crucial moment or caused all manner of additional trouble.  Alexander’s treatment of Porus was a calculated risk but one that as usual had logic behind it.  He gambled on his understanding of Porus’s honorable character and on the fact that Porus as a ruler had been isolated.  The possibility of betrayal existed but it was small.  Furthermore, Alexander had few competent Macedonian officers remaining that he could appoint as governors of conquered territories.  Even if he had, the desirability of such a duty was not high, as the Macedonians had reached the point where they simply wanted to go home.  Additionally the Indian populations saw this move as benevolent
 and were glad to have a local ruler instead of a military governor installed by a conquering power.  Once Alexander committed to the dangerous crossing of the Hydaspes River, he was placed in a position where he required a strong local leader to oversee the territory he had acquired.
  Alexander again managed to take a dangerous situation and manipulate events to his benefit through his own intelligence and ingenuity.

Alexander Examined


The purpose of this paper and indeed of the entire course was to attempt to gain an understanding of just who Alexander was.  Clearly he was a man of many faces, taken and subtly shaped as needed by the cultures that have embraced and studied his legacy.  The great length of time and the disagreements between the primary sources make it very difficult to do more than speculate about just what went on in Alexander’s head and what drove him to do what he did.  Because of this disadvantage it is necessary to glean every bit of knowledge about Alexander in order to generate as complete a picture as is practical.  Alexander’s treatment of his enemies was nothing if not varied.  He consigned the Thebans to death and slavery under the auspices of a Hellenistic champion despite their ability as soldiers and their great courage as a people.  Darius who he chased from the field on two occasions and who received nothing but scorn from Alexander through correspondence was afforded an honorable burial and Alexander scrambled madly to eliminate Darius’s killer Bessus.  Finally Porus, who was a great leader and clearly a dangerous foe, was given not just mercy, but great reward despite his resistance.  At a time when Alexander was killing his own generals over conspiracies (real and imagined) it is striking that any of his actual enemies would deserve anything but a swift death.  

Alexander’s face was different to every group.  Some saw him as liberator, some as tyrant, others as simply a plague of destruction.  To his own homeland of Macedonia, Alexander’s impact was staggering.  Macedonia sat at the head of a great empire… for a moment.  Upon Alexander’s death the empire splintered and Macedonia was faced with the desolation of its young men that Alexander’s campaigns had wrought.
  This state of affairs occurred because Alexander was above all a pragmatist.  As his campaigns went on, his Macedonian troops grew more and more resentful of his integration of Persian custom and dress.  Alexander in the end owed allegiance only to himself, and was willing to do whatever was necessary to continue pushing forward.  His pothos required him to move ever farther, his stated goals simply fog to obscure his need for conquest.  Alexander is easy to put into different perspectives because he himself shifted like a gravel foundation in an earthquake; no matter what was thrust in his way, Alexander acted as was necessary to allow him to continue on a quest for self that consumed the lived of countless thousands of people over a span of just ten years.
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