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ABSTRACT Alexander was the most prominent Argead and one of the major figures in
Second Sophistic literature. The Second Sophistic authors had their own respective
images of Alexander, treatment of their sources, and intention to write about him. This
paper aims at exploring Lucian's ironic response to the historiographical Alexander
images in his time. It will be argued that by ridiculing the current Alexander images in
Second Sophistic literature, particularly Arrian's Alexander, Lucian did not mean to
make fun of the historical Alexander but of his reception and the bias and artifice
involved.
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INTRODUCTION
In scholarship, the relationship of the satirist Lukian of Samosata (ca. 120-180 A.D.) to
his contemporary writer Arrian from Nicomedia has always been a topic of concern and
interest. There are speculations that they met during the years they spent in Athens1.
However, it is unclear whether they were in contact at all2. Furthermore, the question
of Lukian’s opinion of Arrian, knowledge of his works, and possible ironical references
to them is a matter of debate. Thereby, the suggestion predominates that Lukian knew
Arrian’s writings such as the Periplus Ponti Euxini, Parthika or Anabasis Alexandrou
and reacted to them3, a view also shared by Brian Bosworth4.
However, there is no consensus regarding the nature of Lukian’s reaction. On the
one hand, it is presumed that Lukian was basically critical of Arrian for, in his eyes,
Arrian exactly represented the type of self-confident intellectual priding himself with
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his paideia, socio-political status, and benefactions for mankind. Lukian constantly
made fun of them, unmasking them as superficial vainglorious hypocrites only
interested in their political career, wealth, and social rank5. Hence, as Anderson puts it,
there “is a strong case that Lucian did indeed ridicule Arrian along with the herd”6.
On the other hand, it is argued that Arrian was neither Lukian’s enemy nor his victim
but his ideal historiographer7. According to this opinion, however, Lukian’s admiration
for Arrian did not prevent him from making fun of the writer from Nicomedia
integrating him into his “rogues’ gallery”8 of intellectuals of his times.
This paper aims at re-assessing Lukian’s literary relationship to Arrian. In this matter
so far, the focus was on Lukian’s Alexander the False Prophet, Dialogues of the Dead
in which Alexander appears, and How to Write History, mocking the shortcomings of
contemporary historiographers writing about the Parthian war9. This paper aims at
examining a work by Lukian that received less attention: The Hall. As the introduction
starts with a reference to Alexander, namely his fatal encounter with the river Kydnos
(also treated in Arrian’s Anabasis), it may be revealing with regard to Lukian’s
relationship to Arrian. At least, as it is Lukian’s practice to consciously blur the
evidence on his person and hide behind his literary alter egos10, it might cast a light
upon his literary pose.

LUKIAN AND ARRIAN
Whatever Lukian’s personal opinion of Arrian might have been, whether or not they
had ever met in person, the features of Arrian as a writer revealed in his works are in
accordance with the major stock elements of Lukian’s mockery of the boastful,
vainglorious intellectuals of his time.
In general, Lukian’s main theme is the relationship of truth and truthfulness with lies
and hypocrisy11. He deals with his central concern in different ways. Thus, he makes
fun of certain types of hypocrites, frauds, pretenders, liars, impostors, in short, pseudo5

NISSEN 1888, 245-256; BALDWIN 1973, 30-33.
ANDERSON 1980, 124. Cf. MÜLLER 2013a, 184.
7
Cf. BOSWORTH 1988b, 24.
8
MACLEOD 1987, 257. Cf. WIRTH 1964, 233-245.
9
The question whether Arrian (and his Parthika) was ridiculed along with the historiographers writing
on the Parthian war (Hist. Conscr. 14-19) is a matter of debate. VIDAL-NAQUET 1984, 370 argues in
favor of it. Cf. WIRTH 1964, 234-237, 240-241. Contra: STROBEL 1994, 1337; JONES 1986, 59. For an
overview see MÜLLER 2014d, 125, n. 53; POROD 2013, 20-21. See also KOULAKIOTIS 2006, 183-184
(indecisive). In addition, it is debated whether the cited authors are real writers of Lukian’s time (POROD
2013, 191-196; BALDWIN 1973, 80-85), a blend of reality and fiction (ANDERSON 1994, 1434; HALL
1981, 316, 320) or ironic inventions reflecting certain types of historiographers and their shortcomings
(cf. MÜLLER 2014d, 125; STROBEL 1994, 1334-1360; SCHMITT 1984, 451-455; HOMEYER 1965, 20-23;
WIRTH 1964, 235). See also ZIMMERMANN 1999, 53 on the real dimension of Lukian’s irony. On the
ironic dimension of How to Write History see OVERWIEN 2006, 194; RÜTTEN 1997, 36-37; GEORGIADOU
– LARMOUR 1994, 1450-1482, 1484, 1505-1506 pointing at the connection to Verae Historiae. When
Lukian states that the historiographer just has to adorn his material like Pheidias his statues (Hist. Conscr.
50-51), the irony is manifest.
10
Cf. BAUMBACH – VON MÖLLENDROFF 2017, 13; MÜLLER 2014b, 164; MÜLLER 2013a, 171-172;
MÜLLER 2013b, 27, 32; BERDOZZO 2011, 213; SIDWELL 2010; ZWEIMÜLLER 2008, 209-210;
WHITMARSH 2005, 82-83 (a web of playful Lukianisms).
11
Cf. MÖLLER – MÜLLER 2016, 151; MÜLLER 2014b, 152; POROD 2013, 94; MÜLLER 2013b, 27-29, 35;
BERDOZZO 2011, 194-195; PETSALIS-DIOMIDIS 2010, 55-56, 65; SCHLAPBACH 2010, 253; ZWEIMÜLLER
2008, 44-45, 130, 138; GUNDERSON 2007, 479, 482-483; KOULAKIOTIS 2006, 184; SWAIN 2007, 23;
RÜTTEN 1997, 35-37.
6

Karanos 1/2018

68

ARRIAN, LUKIAN, THEIR RELATIONSHIP, AND ALEXANDER AT THE KYDNOS

authorities in different fields of social activity: education, philosophy, historiography
and rhetoric, religion and cult, medicine, and politics12. Mainly, these pseudoauthorities are stock characters embodying recognizable features characteristic of
Lukian’s times. Thus, there is an underlying real dimension casting light upon certain
contemporary socio-cultural conditions. As Lukian refers to existing contemporary
phenomena, necessarily, on the base of his irony and parody, there are real
developments, problems, phenomena, grievances, and shortcomings of his time his
audience could recognize. Arrian and the self-praise in his works was one of these
current and characteristic phenomena.
Unmasking pseudo-authorities and their selfish striving for wealth, glory, reputation,
or rank, Lukian reveals the harmfulness of such arrogated religious, intellectual or
political leaders betraying the people by demonstrating their alleged superiority without
possessing the inner qualities to be real moral, political or educative examples. Lukian
shows that their paideia was either wrong, superficial, or faked. Instead of embodying
the lessons of the true paideia, hence striving for abstract goods such as wisdom,
maturity, inner balance while trying to improve the students and listeners morally by
good teaching, the pseudo-authorities just care for themselves. Selfishly, they long for
material goods, fame, wealth, and dolce vita.
In order to unveil their pretensions, Lukian often uses theatrical metaphors
comparing them to tragic actors wearing their habitus of alleged authority and
superiority like theatre masks and costumes13. For example, Lukian’s pseudophilosophers usually dress up as a sage by wearing an extremely long beard and very
hairy brows meant to hide their real ambitions that are mostly in contradiction to the
ideals of their philosophic schools14. Lukian’s would-be orators want to be famous,
rich, and admired, and try to catch the attention of their audience by their extravagant
style, behaviour or hairsplitting syllogisms (rather than by the content of his words).
The historiographers Lukians makes fun of compare themselves immodestly to
“classical” literary authorities like Herodotos, Thukydides, and Xenophon15, indulge in
name-dropping in order to show off their expertise, unscrupulously copy from classical
works and (mis)use the famous ancient authors as testimonies to their claims, especially
the most absurd16.
Of course, Lukian is not critical of the knowledge of the Greek “classics” as such.
Certainly, he does not intend to diminish their literary rank and achievements. Thus,
while in his True Stories, he ironically locates Herodotos at the Island of the Damned
as a punishment for his lies17, he will have respected his work at the same time. Lukian
criticizes the reception of these literary authorities in his time: the predominant use of
them as indisputable testimonies of the sheer truth. He mocks the tendency of
contemporary writers to accept everything these ancient authorities wrote as true
without thinking twice and their practice of citing them as markers of truth in order to
verify their own claims. Thus, Lukian is critical of a kind of misleading and misdirected
reception of the Greek literary past: Instead of critically studying the works from the
12
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past, learning from their knowledge and errors, Lukian’s stock historiographer only
treats them as factors of legitimization for his own claims. However, Lukian makes
clear that even the heroes of the Greek literary past have to be viewed with critical
eyes18.
Similarly, Lukian was surely not critical of the historical persons of philosophers
such as Diogenes of Sinope or Sokrates at whose expense he also joked. Rather, he
makes jokes about their reception reflecting the erroneous ways in which the “classical”
philosophers served his contemporaries as justifications of their lifestyle. He points out
that the contemporary pseudo-philosophers use their references to them as pretexts
without having embodied their lessons. In order to reflect this phenomenon of
misguided reception, for example, Lukian who knows Plato’s works extremely well,
consciously and blatantly misinterprets the lessons of Sokrates19. Lukian uses the past
in order to point out shortcomings of the present20. One factor of this critical use of the
past was his ironic way of deliberately disappointing general expectations21.
Certainly, also the ironic treatment of iconic figures in the collective memory such
as Alexander III of Macedon was no proof that Lukian was critical of the historical
persons as such. Rather, he was critical of their reception, perception, and use by
contemporary historiographers as symbols of their own status, reputation and literary
skills22. Aiming at becoming famous by writing about them, such historiographers
could be suspected to sacrifice the “historical truth” in favour of a colourful storyline
or an idealized portrait of their protagonists.
Significantly, Arrian’s “second preface” of his Anabasis Alexandrou reflects the
phenomenon that historiographers tried to increase their symbolic capital by writing
about iconic figures from the past. Explaining his reasons for writing the Anabasis
Alexandrou, Arrian compares himself to Homer commemorating Achilles’ deeds
andemphasizes his devotion to paideia that made him the only one qualified to write
the true history of Alexander:
καὶ εὐδαιμόνισεν ἄρα, ὡς λόγος, Ἀλέξανδρος Ἀχιλλέα, ὅτι Ὁμήρου κήρυκος ἐς
τὴν ἔπειτα μνήμην ἔτυχε. καὶ μέντοι καὶ ἦν Ἀλεξάνδρῳ οὐχ ἥκιστα τούτου ἕνεκα
εὐδαιμονιστέος Ἀχιλλεύς, ὅτι αὐτῷ γε Ἀλεξάνδρῳ, οὐ κατὰ τὴν ἄλλην ἐπιτυχίαν,
τὸ χωρίον τοῦτο ἐκλιπὲς ξυνέβη οὐδὲ ἐξηνέχθη ἐς ἀνθρώπους τὰ Ἀλεξάνδρου
ἔργα ἐπαξίως (…) ἀλλ᾽οὐκ ἔστιν ὅστις ἄλλος εἷς ἀνὴρ τοσαῦτα ἢ τηλικαῦτα ἔργα
κατὰ πλῆθος ἢ μέγεθος ἐν Ἕλλησιν ἢ βαρβάροις ἀπεδείξατο. ἔνθεν καὶ αὐτὸς
ὁρμηθῆναί φημι ἐς τήνδε τὴν ξυγγραφήν, οὐκ ἀπαξιώσας ἐμαυτὸν φανερὰ
καταστήσειν ἐς ἀνθρώπους τὰ Ἀλεξάνδρου ἔργα. ὅστις δὲ ὢν ταῦτα ὑπὲρ ἐμαυτοῦ
γινώσκω, τὸ μὲν ὄνομα οὐδὲν δέομαι ἀναγράψαι, οὐδὲ γὰρ οὐδὲ ἄγνωστον ἐς
ἀνθρώπους ἐστίν, οὐδὲ πατρίδα ἥτις μοί ἐστιν οὐδὲ γένος τὸ ἐμόν, οὐδὲ εἰ δή τινα
ἀρχὴν ἐν τῇ ἐμαυτοῦ ἦρξα: ἀλλ᾽ἐκεῖνο ἀναγράφω, ὅτι ἐμοὶ πατρίς τε καὶ γένος καὶ
ἀρχαὶ οἵδε οἱ λόγοι εἰσί τε καὶ ἀπὸ νέου ἔτι ἐγένοντο, καὶ ἐπὶ τῷδε οὐκ ἀπαξιῶ
18

Cf. HOPKINSON 2008, 8; BRACHT BRANHAM 1989, 214. See also MÜLLER 2014b, 29. Cf. KOULAKIOTIS
2006, 184: In Lukian’s eyes, mimesis means the description of the truth, not the imitation of the works
of the Greek literary heritage.
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Cf. SCHLAPBACH 2010, 274. Sokrates seems to have been one of Lukian’s real champions. On Plato’s
importance for Lukian see BERDOZZO 2011, 191, 202-203; BRACHT BRANHAM 1989, 67-80.
20
Cf. GILHULY 2007, 67-68; RÜTTEN 1997, 42-44, 133; BRACHT BRANHAM 1989, 4; Cf. MÜLLER 2013a,
189.
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Cf. HOPKINSON 2008, 2-3; GILHULY 2007, 68; RÜTTEN 1997, 26-28; BRACHT BRANHAM 1989, 44,
149.
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Cf. MÜLLER 2013a, 188-189; GEORGIADOU – LARMOUR 1998, 2-3. On the iconic status of Alexander
in Lukian’s time see BURLIGA 2013, 79; BILLAULT 2010, 633-634; KOULAKIOTIS 2006, 179;
WHITMARSH 2005, 66-68; STROBEL 1994, 1338.
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ἐμαυτὸν τῶν πρώτων ἐν τῇ φωνῇ τῇ Ἑλλάδι, εἴπερ οὖν καὶ Ἀλέξανδρον τῶν ἐν
τοῖς ὅπλοις.
“Alexander, so the story goes, blessed Achilles for having Homer to proclaim his
fame to posterity. Alexander might well have counted Achilles happy on this
score, since, fortunate as Alexander was in other ways, there was a great gap left
here, and Alexander’s exploits were never celebrated as they deserved (…) no
other single man performed such remarkable deeds, whether in number or
magnitude, among either Greeks or barbarians. That, I declare, is why I myself
have embarked on this history, not judging myself unworthy to make Alexander’s
deeds known to men. Whoever I may be, this I know in my favour; I need not
write my name, for it is not at all unknown among men, nor my country nor my
family nor any office I may have held in my own land; this I do set on paper, that
country, family, and offices I find and have found from my youth in these tales.
That is why I think myself not unworthy of the masters of Greek speech, since my
subject Alexander was among the masters of warfare”23.

Moles points out that Arrian’s wording concerning his background evokes the
genealogic boast of the Homeric hero: Thus, he claimed “heroic” status and emphasized
“the heroic nature of his attempt to write a history worthy” of Alexander: “Great deeds
can only be properly commemorated by great literature”24.
Perhaps, Lukian felt challenged by self-praise like that.When he wrote Alexander or
the False Prophet about the success of a wicked fraud posing as an oracle founder25,
the otherwise not attested protagonist of the indeed existing cult seems to carry the
name Alexander for a reason: in his introduction, Lukian echoed Arrian’s selfrepresentation in the Anabasisclaiming that he and Arrian both wrote biographies of
criminals:
καὶ Ἀρριανὸς γὰρ ὁ τοῦ Ἐπικτήτου μαθητής, ἀνὴρ Ῥωμαίων ἐν τοῖς πρώτοις καὶ
παιδείᾳ παρ᾽ ὅλον τὸν βίον συγγενόμενος, ὅμοιόν τι παθὼν ἀπολογήσαιτ᾽ ἂν καὶ
ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν Τιλλορόβου γοῦν τοῦ λῃστοῦ κἀκεῖνος βίον ἀναγράψαι ἠξίωσεν. ἡμεῖς
δὲ πολὺ ὠμοτέρου λῃστοῦ μνήμην ποιησόμεθα, ὅσῳ μὴ ἐν ὕλαις καὶ ἐν ὄρεσιν,
ἀλλ᾽ ἐν πόλεσιν οὗτος ἐλῄστευεν, οὐ Μυσίαν μόνην οὐδὲ τὴν Ἴδην κατατρέχων
οὐδὲ ὀλίγα τῆς Ἀσίας μέρη τὰ ἐρημότερα λεηλατῶν.
“Arrian, the disciple of Epiktetos, a Roman of the highest distinction, and a lifelong devotee of letters, laid himself open to the same charge, and so can plead our
cause as well as his own; he thought fit, you know, to record the life of Tilloboros,
the brigand. In our case, however, we shall commemorate a far more savage
brigand, since our hero plied his trade not in forests and mountains, but in cities,
and instead of infesting just Mysia and Mount Ida and harrying a few of the more
deserted districts of Asia, he filled the whole Roman Empire, I may say, with his
brigandage”26.

Arr. An. 1.12.1-5. Transl. P. A. BRUNT. Cf. KOULAKIOTIS 2006, 179. On the “second preface”, see
BURLIGA 2013, 106; MOLES 1985. On the devotion to logoi see MARINCOLA 1989, 187, 189: Arrian’s
source-criticism is intended to suggest his superiority.
24
MOLES 1985, 165, 167.
25
Cf. MÜLLER 2015; PETSALIS-DIOMIDIS 2010, 43-66; GUNDERSON 2007, 479-510; SWAIN 2007, 4143; JONES 1986, 133-148.
26
Luk. Alex. 2. Transl. A. M. HARMON. This is the only explicit reference to Arrian by Lukian.
23
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There is no consensus concerning the question whether this reference was a respectful
gesture and “complimentary flourish after Arrian’s death”27 or a mocking parody28.
Mostly, it is assumed that Arrian served Lukian as an excuse for his subject: if Arrian
could devote a biography to such an unworthy figure as a brigand, Lukian was
excused29.
However, Arrian’s alleged biography of a robber terrorizing Asia is not attested
elsewhere. In addition, unless Arrian used the same self-representation by habit in his
works, Lukian clearly alludes to the Anabasis. Furthermore, judged against the
background that as a writer, Arrian defined himself as such through his subject, he
would hardly ever have chosen a minor brigand as his protagonist. “Alexander did the
greatest deeds; therefore the Anabasis must be a supremely great work of literature”30.
However, a biography of a villain who looted parts of Asia is not in accordance with
this ideology and cannot be regarded as being written for the good of the mankind as
Arrian claims at the end of his Anabasis31. In consequence, the book will never have
existed. It will be nothing but an ironical allusion to Arrian’s Anabasis32. The image of
the robber is in accordance with Alexander’s reception as a brigand by Roman writers33.
The name Tilloboros/Tilliboros which is attested epigraphically34, may have been
associated with a brigand known in his times and therefore chosen by Lukian. In
consequence, the name of the false prophet reveals that he makes fun of Arrian’s
treatment of Alexander as an iconic figure in his Anabasis. The portrait of the
pseudomantis Alexander is more than “an inversion of encomiastic portrayals of
Alexander”35. By paralleling his authorial persona with Arrian and associating
Alexander with Arrian’s Anabasis, Lukian reverses Arrian’s way of approaching an
iconic figure36. While Arrian claims to write the truth when creating an idealized iconic
portrait while in addition emphasizing his own skills as a historiographer, Lukian strips
off the idealized features of this Alexander, hence deconstructing the iconic image.
27

ANDERSON 1980, 122. This view is shared by POROD 2013, 20; BURLIGA 2013, 82-83 (an epitaphios
logos, written seriously and without any irony); BOSWORTH 1980, 37; WIRTH 1964, 233-234, 245. See
also CARLSEN 2014, 211. Contra: MACLEOD 1987, 258; STADTER 1980, 18.
28
Cf. MÜLLER 2013a, 185-187; KOULAKIOTIS 2006, 184-185; MACLEOD 1987, 258. See also JONES
1986, 134 (a sardonic comparison).
29
Cf. BURLIGA 2013, 82; BILLAULT 2010, 629; VICTOR 1997, 9.
30
MOLES 1985, 167.
31
Arr. An. 7.30.2. Cf. BURLIGA 2013, 121: Arrian wants to be useful. Swain 2007, 42 argues that the
ancient elites’ fascination with bandits makes it plausible that Arrian wrote such a biography. However,
this is not really convincing.
32
Cf. MÜLLER 2013a, 186-187; KOULAKIOTIS 2006, 177; BADIAN 1997; TONNET 1988, 73, 83; WIRTH
1964, 233. See also WHITMARSH 2005, 68, n. 43. However, in great parts, it is indeed taken for granted
that Arrian wrote this biography on Tilloboros, cf. BURLIGA 2013, 81; BILLAULT 2010, 629;
GRÜNEWALD 1999, 9, n. 19; VICTOR 1997, 133; SWAIN 1996, 326, n. 101; BOSWORTH 1972, 164, 166167; NISSEN 1888, 241.
33
Sen. De ben. 1.13.3; Ep. 94.62; Luc. Phars.10.20-21; Luk. Navig. 28. Cf. KOULAKIOTIS 2006, 177;
VON MÖLLENDORFF 2006, 322; ANDERSON 1977, 367.
34
PIR² T 210. Cf. VICTOR 1997, 133; STADTER 1980, 162.
35
WHITMARSH 2005, 68, n. 43. Cf. GERLACH 2005, 179, n. 73; KOULAKIOTIS 2006, 184-185 (it is a
negative interpretation of Arrian’s biography of Alexander); BRACHT BRANHAM 1989, 190-195.
GUNDERSON 2007, 488 characterizes the false prophet also as “something of a conqueror.” Cf. MÜLLER
2013a, 184-187.
36
Not surprisingly, there are several ironic references to Alexander III in Alexander, predominantly
concerned with charges of his hubristic longing for divinity Arrian tried to neutralize: Luk. Alex. 1; 6; 7
(cf. Plut. Alex. 2.4; Just. 11.11; Arr. An. 4.10.2); 16 (cf. Plut. Alex. 76.4; Arr. An. 7.26.1); 41 (indirect).
Cf. MÜLLER 2013a, 184-187; PETSALIS-DIOMIDIS 2010, 45; OGDEN 2009, 279-300; JONES 1986, 133,
136. Cf. Arr. An. 3.3.2; 7.29.3-4. However, alternatively, BILLAULT 2010, 630-633 argues that Lukian
made fun of Plutarch’s biography of Alexander instead of Arrian’s Anabasis.
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While Arrian ends his Anabasis claiming that it was written for the good of the mankind
and divinely supported like Alexander’s deeds37, Lukian ends his Alexander with the
comment that it might be useful for all men of sense to be able to face the truth38. The
difference is significant: The claim of divine protection is missing and the text will only
be useful to people of sense.
Arrian’s Periplus Ponti Euxini might have provided Lukian with other material to
ridicule. Written in the early 130s, the literary letter to Hadrian describes Arrian’s
voyage of inspection along the coast of the Black Sea commemorating his governorship
of Kappadokia as well as hinting at his close relationship with the emperor and
distinguishing Arrian as a connoisseur of Greek literature, art, and history39. Thus, he
styled himself as a loyal and capable Roman magistrate and Greek man of letters.
Continuously, he referred to famous representatives of the Greek cultural heritage—
Homer, Aischylos, Herodotos and Xenophon—, touched upon famous myths and
artefacts and called himself (the new) Xenophon40. The last part of the letter is devoted
to the island of Leuke which Arrian himself did not visit. He dwells on the local cult of
Achilles associated with Patroklos and proves to be credulous concerning unproven
stories about their epiphanies of Achilles and Patroklos attested by second- or thirdhand witnesses41. Probably, he was motivated by the belief in the subject’s special
significance for Hadrian associating him with Achilles and his recently (130 AD)
deceased favorite Antinoos with Patroklos42. Summing up, Arrian’s Periplus echoes
Lukian’s mockery that the intellectuals of his time tend to indulge into name-dropping
and myth-telling, see themselves as a new Thukydides, Herodotos or Xenophon, try to
flatter their patrons, and aim at reputation and status.
Now, the similarities might been caused by the fact that Arrian was a child of his
time and as such, necessarily reflects the contemporary phenomena of the intellectual
circles in the Roman Empire. In addition, as the demonstration of paideia by proving
intense familiarity with the Greek cultural heritage, ability to imitate the language and
style of the past literary celebrities, and art of rhetorical performance formed part of the
symbolic capital of the intellectuals in the time of the Second Sophistic43, thus being
their “identity card” and legitimization regarding their political career and social status,
certainly, they were expected to show such an attitude. As Kate Gilhuly comments: “In
a world where one’s public activity in the political, social and civic spheres was subject

37

Arr. An. 7.30.2.
Luk. Alex. 61.
39
Cf. MÜLLER 2014c.The literary character of the letter is manifest when Arrian mentions that the real
official report(s), written in Latin, were already sent to the emperor (Per. 6.2-3). The Periplus is an
artificial brainchild intended for a wider audience. Cf. BOSWORTH 1993, 242 253 (a literary supplement
to the official report).
40
Homeric epics: Arr. Per. 3.2; 8.2-3; 23.4; Aischylos: Arr. Per. 19.2; Herodotos: Arr. Per. 18.1-2;
Xenophon: Arr. Per. 1.1; 1.2-3; 2.3; 3.2; 8.2; 11.1-2; 12.5; 13.5; 14.4–5; 15.1; 16.3; 25.1; myths and
artefacts: Arr. Per. 8.3; 9.1-2; 11.5; 15.3; 21.1. The view that Xenophon was one of Arrian’s names (cf.
STADTER 1967) is mostly rejected, cf. MACLEOD 1987, 258, n. 6; WIRTH 1964, 228-229. He will have
called himself the new Xenophon. See LIDDLE 2003, 91; FEIN 1994, 181-182; BOSWORTH 1993, 234243, 273-274 (unclear whether he was granted this name or assumed it himself); OLIVER 1972 (a double
herm found near the Acropolis may represent Xenophon and Arrian).
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to fluctuating and capricious forces, the cultivation of the self became an increasing
object of concern”44.
Hence, it is possible that for Lukian, Arrian was but one of the exponents of the
intellectual vanity fair of his times and thus treated as such. But there might also have
been more behind it.

THE HALL
Lukian’s The Hall is about the question whether the impact of sight is stronger than the
impact of words drawing mental images in the mind of the audience45. Thereby, he
touches upon one of the major themes of the Second Sophistic: the image and art of
word-painting, ἡγραφὴ τῶν λόγων46. It was central in the “public displays of word
power”47 of sophists.
A speaker talks about his wish to perform in a beautiful, sumptuously decorated and
adorned hall aiming at forming part of this beauty by adding his words. He is opposed
by a personified logos48, a second speaker who intervenes and uses the first speaker’s
very arguments in order to prove the contrary. According to him, any sumptuous
surrounding is a bad place for a speech. Distracted by the decoration, the supposed
listeners turn into mere spectators thus lacking attention to the spoken words. Attracted
by the visual sensation, they prefer the physical sight to the metaphorical images
painted by the speaker with words in their imagination.
As usual in the time of the Second Sophistic, the speaker starts his oration by
referring to a historical example that was widely known:
εἶτα Ἀλέξανδρος μὲν ἐπεθύμησεν ἐν τῷ Κύδνῳ λούσασθαι καλόν τε καὶ
διαυγῆ τὸν ποταμὸν ἰδὼν καὶ ἀσφαλῶς βαθὺν καὶ προσηνῶς ὀξὺν καὶ
νήξασθαι ἡδὺν καὶ θέρους ὥρᾳ ψυχρόν, ὥστε καὶ ἐπὶ προδήλῳ τῇ νόσῳ
ἣν ἐνόσησεν ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ, δοκεῖ μοι οὐκ ἂν τοῦ λουτροῦ ἀποσχέσθαι.
“Alexander longed to bathe in the Kydnos on seeing that the stream was
fair and clear, safely deep, agreeably swift, delightful to swim in and cool
in the height of the summer; even with foreknowledge of the fever which
he contracted from it, I do not think he would have abstained from his
plunge”49.
The beginning refers to a famous incident also mentioned by Arrian in his Anabasis:
Ἀλέξανδρος δέ, ὡς μέν Ἀριστοβούλῳ λέλεκται, ὑπὸ καμάτου ἐνόσησεν, οἱ δὲ ἐς
τὸν Κύδνον [τὸν]ποταμὸν λέγουσι ῥίψαντα νήξασθαι, ἐπιθυμήσαντα τοῦ ὕδατος,
ἱδρῶντα καὶ καύματι ἐχόμενον. ὁ δὲ Κύδνος ῥέει διὰ μέσης τῆς πόλεως: οἷα δὲ ἐκ
44

GILHULY 2007, 63.
Cf. WEBB 2009, 172-173; VON MÖLLENDORFF 2006b, 230; NEWBY 2002. On The Hall in general see
MÜLLER 2018.
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Cf. VON MÖLLENDORFF 2006b, 240; FRANCIS 2003, 582, 592.
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ZWEIMÜLLER 2008, 145; WHITMARSH 2005, 73.
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Cf. WEBB 2009, 173.
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Luk. De Domo 1. Cf. Curt. 3.5.1-4; Arr. An. 2.4.7-8; Just. 11,8,3-9; Val. Max. 3.8.ext. 6; Plut. Alex.
19.1-2. Diod. 17.31.4-6 only mentions that he fell ill. On the episode see BICHLER 2013, 303-306;
HECKEL 2006, 13; HAMMOND 1981, 92-93; BOSWORTH 1980, 55.
45

Karanos 1/2018

74

ARRIAN, LUKIAN, THEIR RELATIONSHIP, AND ALEXANDER AT THE KYDNOS

τοῦ Ταύρουὄρους τῶν πηγῶν οἱ ἀνισχουσῶν καὶ διὰ χώρου καθαροῦ ῥέων,
ψυχρός τέ ἐστι καὶ τὸ ὕδωρ καθαρός σπασμῷ τε οὖν ἔχεσθαι Ἀλέξανδρον καὶ
θέρμαις ἰσχυραῖς καὶ ἀγρυπνίᾳ ξυνεχεῖ.
“Here Alexander fell ill, from fatigue according to Aristoboulos, but others tell the
following story. Alexander dived into the river Kydnos and had a swim; he wanted
to bathe as he was in sweat and overcome by heat. The Kydnos runs right through
the city, and as its springs are in Mount Tauros and it runs through open country,
it is cold and its water is clear. Alexander therefore caught a cramp, and suffered
from violent fever and continuous sleeplessness”50.

It is no surprise that Aristoboulos, “a blatant apologist” for Alexander51, told a version
favorable to his idealized protagonist instead of blaming him for an imprudent swim.
According to Lukian, Aristoboulos was noted for his flattering style—even by
Alexander himself52. This story about Alexander throwing Aristoboulos’ writings in the
Hydaspes because of his inventions is an ironical exaggeration serving as an example
of certain shortcomings of historiography53. Probably not coincidentally, Lukian’s
image of Aristoboulos as a flattering liar contradicts Arrian’s opinion of the man from
Kassandreia: Writing his Anabasis, Arrian names Aristoboulos as one of his two main
sources he regarded as trustworthy and testimony to the truth54. Thus, it is no surprise
that Arrian mentioned Aristoboulos’ apologetic version first before citing the consensus
of the other sources. As Arrian also idealized his protagonist, presumably, he cited
Aristoboulos in order to oppose the general impression that Alexander acted
irresponsibly and without the sense of duty that suited a commander by plunging
directly in a river fed by the snow of the Tauros. As Brian Bosworth observed: “He
may have been attempting to exculpate Alexander from charges of folly in blindly
diving into the Cydnus without testing the water temperature”55.
Lukian aims at exactly the opposite underlining that not even foreknowledge would
have prevented Alexander from carelessly diving into the icy river. As Macleod pointed
out, the passage in Lukian shares Arrian’s use of the aorist infinitive νήξασθαι, an aorist
form of ἐπιθυμῶ and the adjective ψυχρός56. Thus, it may have been no coincidence
but a pun on Arrian’s image of Alexander in his Anabasis.
Regarding the outcome of the plunge, the speaker’s choice of the historical example
and comparison of Alexander’s desire to dive into the river with his own desire to
deliver a speech in the beautiful oikos—here again, Lukian uses the word ἐπιθυμῶ—
does not seem to be wise. As the tragic and nearly lethal outcome of Alexander’s
bathing fun is clear, the speaker foreshadows his own “drowning”. While Alexander
was seduced by the sparkling stream and plunged into disaster, the speaker is blinded
by the beautiful adornment of the hall and likely to shipwreck as an orator. Even worse,

50

Arr. An. 2.4.7-8. Partly, it is suggested that the disease was malaria Alexander had contracted before
entering Kilikia. Cf. HECKEL 2006, 13; BORZA 1987, 37; BOSWORTH 1980, 55. However, MACHEREI
2016, 219-226 opts for hypothermia.
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HECKEL 2006, 46. See also MÜLLER 2014a, 95-98; BERVE 1926, 65.
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Luk. Hist. Conscr. 12. Cf. HECKEL 2006, 294, n. 111; BERVE 1926, 64.
53
Cf. POROD 2013, 95, 125, 127.
54
Arr. Pr. 1.1. Cf. KOULAKIOTIS 2006, 184. On Lukian’s different image of Aristoboulos see WIRTH
1964, 239.
55
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when stating that also with foreknowledge, Alexander would have jumped into the cold
river, he implies that he is aware of the possible failure but ignores it57.
This is underlined by the other arguments he utters in favor of speaking in beautiful
surroundings. Unconsciously making clear that his wish to deliver his speech is
motivated not by reason and consideration but on impulse, he compares himself to
Achilles whose anger was enhanced by the sight of his armor58. Thus, he gave in to his
desire to avenge Patroklos’ death. In consequence, he died young and bewailed the loss
of his life in the Odyssee when, on his katabasis, Odysseus met him in Hades and tried
to cheer him up59. Lukian refers to this scene in his Dialogues of the Death portraying
Achilles as hopelessly sad60.
Next, the speaker draws an inappropriate comparison. Demonstrating his ignorance,
he parallels the plane tree under which Sokrates sits down to converse with Phaidros in
Plato’s Phaidros with the golden plane tree of the Achaemenid kings, a prime marker
of their display of luxury and thus lack of sophrosyne in Greco-Roman literature61. First
of all, the setting of the Phaidros being the free landscape outside the walls of Athens
is not comparable with the images of the luxurious Achaemenid court, especially in
Greek perception. In addition, the attitude of the protagonists in the respective settings
differs: While Sokrates praises the beauty of the idyllic setting at the Ilissos62, he does
not fall for its charms63. Contrarily, according to the stereotypical depiction of
notoriously luxurious Achaemenid kings in Greek and Roman sources, the Persian
kings were corrupted by wealth and decadence. The plane tree is another signal word.
This special artworkthe wealthy Lydian Pythios —thus, in Greek eyes, the
representative of a region known for its luxury— is said to have given to Dareios I
became a famous symbol of the Persian king’s indulgence in luxury64. The orator
characterizes this golden plane tree as “βαρβαρικὸν τὸ θέαμα, πλοῦτος μόνον”65.
According to him, it symbolizes the difference between the perspective and visual
experience of intellectuals on the one hand and poor people (in the sense of less
educated and refined persons) as well as “barbarians” on the other hand. While as a
spectator, a cultured man is able to see more than mere outer beauty and judge wisely
as an expert in art, “barbarians” and less educated people do not apply thought to what
they see but are only impressed and astounded by the sheer sight:
57

Cf. GOLDHILL 160; THOMAS 2007, 229-230; NEWBY 2002, 127. According to NEWBY 128, also an
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Luk. De Domo 4. Cf. Il. 19.15-6. Cf. VON MÖLLENDORFF 2006, 298. In VH II 20, Lukian makes fun
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Luk. DM 15.1.
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Luk. De Domo 5. Cf. Plat. Phaidr. 230 B. See LAPLACE 1996, 162-163, 165 on the influence of Plato
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JACOBS 2010, 377-409.
62
Plat. Phaidr. 230 B-C. Cf. GÖRGEMANNS 2013, 140-141. On the historical setting see LIND 1987, 1518.
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GÖRGEMANNS 2013, 142. Cf. FADEN 2005, 197 (an ironical praise of the idyllic scenery).
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οὐ φιλόκαλοι γάρ, ἀλλὰ φιλόπλουτοὶ εἰσιν οἱ βάρβαροι.
“The barbarians are no lovers of beauty but of wealth”66.

However, lumping together poor and less educated (obviously Greek and Roman)
people with “barbarians” such as the Parthian Arsacids he mentions, seems to be
slightly precarious. Whether he also exposes his ignorance by associating the golden
plane tree attested for the Achaemenids with the Arsacids is unclear as in Greco-Roman
literature, the Parthians were usually paralleled to the Persians, even labelled as
Persians and the Arsacids were regarded as the heirs of the Achaemenids.
In any case, Lukian makes fun of the ideology of different abilities of sight
depending on the cultural context of the spectator. Even more so as ironically, his
literary alter ego referred to himself as a “barbarian” and “Syrian” because of his origin
and mother language67. In consequence, according to the speaker’s opinion, Lukian,
being himself a master of refined ekphraseis, would have not been able to view any
beautiful architecture or artwork in a reasonable way. It may be coincidental but one is
reminded of Arrian’s comment in the Periplus that the local “barbarians” at Trapezous
were unable to create refined altars, accurate inscriptions, and beautiful statues of the
emperor Hadrian worthy to bear his name and deities68. Hence, Arrian as a man of
paideia, Roman citizen and Greek man of letters had to correct these shortcomings.
Similarly, the metaphor that the ceiling in its reserved decoration is compared to a
modest and beautiful woman who does not need much adornment to show her beauty,
points at vanity and shallowness: No matter whether the woman decorates herself in a
modest way, her aim is still to demonstrate her beautiful looks —instead of her inner
qualities.
Next, the speaker comments that the sight of the hall is as seductive as a soft, sloping
plain to a horse that wants to run69. Hence, he compares his longing to deliver a speech
with the instincts of an animal that, according to ancient thought, did not possess the
ability to act rationally. In addition, Lukian might have thought of the anecdote that the
Scythian king Ateas, a contemporary of Philip II, revealed himself as an uncivilized,
un-Greek low-brow by preferring the sound of a horse to music70.
Significantly, Lukian compares the orator who longs to form part of the beauty of
the hall to a peacock posing in the sunlight71. Due to its being imported from the East,
in antiquity, the peacock was known as “Median bird” (μηδικὸς ὄρνις)72 and thus
associated with Eastern decadence73. While being an object of fascination74, in
symbolic terms, the peacock was credited with negative attributes such as vanity,
malevolence, and impertinence75. Thus, the peacock represented a contrast between its
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outer beauty and inner badness76, a treacherous promise. His inner qualities are not in
accordance with his outer appearance, the peacock symbolizes a superficial kind of
deceiving beauty. This is also true for the orator who is that ignorant to compare himself
to a peacock, hence unmasking himself as a fake: a speaker just aiming at outer beauty
of words and admiration while ignoring the content and educational effect of his speech.
In consequence, he is another one of Lukian’s pseudo-authorities selfishly striving for
glory and status instead of deeper inner knowledge and an educational impact on the
audience.
The superficiality of the orator’s aims also becomes clear when he comments that
the colors of the peacock twisting and turning change in the light: The tips of his
feathers turn from bronze to gold77. Obviously, Lukian refers to the famous passage in
Plato’s Symposion (making recourse to a Homeric quote)78 when Alkibiades offered
Sokrates his beautiful body in exchange for Sokrates’ wisdom. The philosopher turned
him down by responding that he intended to exchange gold (wisdom) for bronze (erotic
pleasure)79. He made clear that he regarded the offer as an unequal transaction80:
Sokrates’ pedagogical eros was concerned with Alkibiades’ soul instead of the
superficial physical sensual pleasures81.
Given this, the pun is clear: The peacock as a symbol of superficiality and vanity
glitters gold in the light while its feathers were previously bronze. It is a double
metaphor hinting at treacherous promises and shallowness. It foreshadows the kind of
speech that the orator will deliver. Like the peacock in the right light, he poses in the
beautiful room trying to enchant his audience by mere beauty—instead of wise words.
What they will get is bronze instead of gold: mere sensual pleasure, not wisdom.
The impression that the speaker is driven by vanity is also hinted at before when he
refers to the Parthenos who answers all who sing and shout, hence the nymph Echo82.
As Newby points out, by associating the hall with Echo, he associates himself with
Narkissos83. Again, the impression prevails that due to his vanity and self-praise, the
speaker will fail.
The hint that he was motivated by emotion rather than by reason is underlined by his
comment that coming to the hall, he was attracted toit as by a Siren84. Again, there is
the association of the speech with the risky adventure of seafaring, in antiquity regarded
as unsafe and dangerous. Lukian emphasizes the impression of danger and risk by
adding the element of the Siren who charms sailors by her music, makes them lose their
senses ending in shipwreck. Thus, unconsciously, the speaker admits that the sight of
the beautiful hall blew away his senses. In consequence, he will start his speech while
being out of his mind—clearly not the best precondition.
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However, according to his pessimistic opinion of the less educated people, all these
who might happen to be among the audience, will not be able to apply any thought to
his word-painting anyway.
At this point, the speaker voices his irritation because of the interruption by an
oratorical opponent who then takes the stage. Lukian styles the scene as a trial, one of
his favored forms of scenario85.
Trying to prove that the first speaker is wrong, the second argues against all of his
statements. However, by taking the first speaker’s problematic arguments seriously, he
unveils himself as ignorant, too. Furthermore, his comments are as unconvincing and
revealing, too. This aspect reminds of Lukian’s ironic advice in the Rhetorum
Praeceptor when the disillusioned teacher claims that laughing at and objecting to all
the other speakers is the most important and necessary thing in the contemporary art of
rhetoric86.
Referring to his opponent’s claim concerning the beauty of women, he also
exclusively focuses on the superficial aim to find the best strategy to show off with their
good looks87. Similarly, according to his opinion, in a beautiful surrounding, a speaker
vanishes and drowns88. Here, he adapts the naval metaphor of shipwrecking the first
speaker involuntarily touched upon by referring to the Siren. In addition, he argues that
the listeners transform into spectators being so distracted and absorbed by the sight of
the hall that they stop listening to the speech89.
Stunningly, just like the first speaker, the second’s primary concern is not the content
of the speech that ought to be the important aspect, but only the place and the effect on
the audience. Thus, they both pay attention to mere superficial and shallow factors
instead of caring for moral improvement by wisdom. Strikingly, the second speaker
also thinks quite negatively about the intellectual qualities of his audience attributing
to the recipients only visual skills.
Concerning the first speaker’s mentioning of the oral charms of the Siren, he quips
by pointing at the visual impact of the Gorgons turning their beholders to stone90. He
also accepts the precarious argument concerning the peacock replying that it was
famous for its looks and not for its voice91. Next, he pretends to ask a fictitious crier to
summon Herodotos in person to be his testimony that the visual impact dominates the
oral. Ironically, Lukian makes fun of a central characteristic of his intellectual
contemporaries inevitably and regularly citing authorities of the Greek literary heritage
in order to underline their arguments92. Of course, the speaker delivers Herodotos’
testimony in Ionic, imitating the ancient language, and isolates his words from their
context. Moreover, it seems awkward that Herodotos who in great parts relied on oral
tradition now takes a stand against its impact. In addition, as Goldhill proposes, it might
be a pun at Herodotos’ debated status as a truth teller93. However, Lukian may in fact
defend Herodotos against such accusations: Herodotos does not confirm the second
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speaker’s argument but obviously, he tricks him. For the last clause of this Ionic
testimony that really is Herodotean emphasizing the importance of the sight stems from
the story of Kandaules, his wife, and Gyges94. The words form part of Kandaules’
attempt to persuade Gyges to spy on his wife when she is naked. The story ends with
Kandaules’ violent death95. Thus, Herodotos’ testimony contradicts the words of the
speaker who summons him96. And the speaker again unveils his lack of knowledge by
failing to notice this contradiction. Apparently, he does not know the Histories too well.
Similarly, Lukian unmasks the second speaker by making him cite the Homeric
phrase “winged words”97, thus reminding the audience of the undying epics as the most
famous examples of a literary genre that, initially, was transmitted by the performance
of rhapsodes. Ironically, simultaneously, Lukian lets him claim that the spoken word
will not last98.
His “jury”, the people around, also seem to be not convinced as they started
regarding the hall and its decoration. The second speaker takes the chance to prove his
knowledge by describing the subjects of the paintings exhibited. However, he only
comments on the identification of the portrayed persons failing to prove his skills in
word-painting by describing the colors, lights, dynamics, and settings99.
In the end, both speakers aim at the same and morally wrong outcomes: fame and
glory100. Similarly, in Lukian’s Rhetorum Praeceptor, two ways lead to the personified
Rhetoric located on the top of a metaphorical mountain. While one way is easy
(symbolizing a superficial education) and the other is exhausting (reflecting the intense
study of the literary heritage), the destination is the same: a corrupted Rhetoric styled
as a hetaera promising wealth and fame101.
In the case of The Hall, the two orators fail to care for the educational effect of their
speeches. They do not think about the content of their speeches but concentrate upon
the splendor of their words, the surroundings, and admiration of the audience.
Furthermore, they are only concerned with the outer form of their word-painting. They
do not give a thought about convincing by arguments instead of form. This is even more
striking, as rhetoric education in this age was designed to train students for civic
participation in politics102.
Water seems to be a key element in De Domo. It serves as a marker of danger and
(too) high risk. Therefore, the work opens with the scene of Alexander failing to resist
the temptation of the Kydnos—and promptly drowning. This motif is adapted again
when the first speaker compares himself to a sailor charmed by a Siren and thus doomed
to shipwreck. His opponent adds to this image by commenting that in such a beautiful
hall, a speaker will drown “as the sea drowns chanty-men when they undertake to sing
for the rowers against the noise of the surf”103.
While Alexander and the Sirens’ victims drown literally, the speaker will drown
metaphorically. Driven by , blown up by self-praise and scorn for his audience, without
any embodiment of the true lessons of paideia but instead just aiming at glory and
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admiration, he will fail. Interestingly, in his Deipnosophistes, Lukian’s contemporary
Athenaios uses the term (ἐξοκέλλεινεἰς τρυφήν, “to shipwreck onto luxury”), not a
literal but a metaphorical shipwreck reflecting moral failings104. Similarly, Lukian
creates images of his speakers shipwrecking onto the treacherous beauty of the hall. His
opponent only criticizes his arguments concerning the suitability of the surrounding,
not his shallow aims or missing educational insight. In the end, he admits that he himself
seeks glory and admiration.
As the opening scene introducing the theme of shipwrecking onto temptation, the
incident of Alexander at the Kydnos has a major function. Lukian’s and Arrian’s
respective treatment of the episode instructively reflects their different approach to
Alexander as an iconic figure and attitude towards his reception and cultivation of his
image in the cultural memory.
Arrian recreates the iconic status of Alexander idealizing him (and himself as his
biographer). Thus, he mentions Aristoboulos’ apologetic version first, adds the
consensus about Alexander’s unhappy plunge into the cold river and quickly transforms
the story into a hagiographic anecdote about Alexander’s loyalty to an old friend, the
Acarnanian physician Philip105. Perhaps, he knew and wanted to correct Curtius’
sardonic version of the incident. Styling the scene as particularly embarrassing for
Alexander, Curtius reports that he took off his clothes and dived into the river right
before the eyes of his assembled troops, trying to show that he was content with a simple
way of personal hygiene. Probably, he also intended to demonstrate his physical fitness
and excellence. However, he ended up stiffened with chill and had to be carried nearly
unconscious to his tent by his servants106. This is just not like the Roman ideal of a
warrior and general who ought to be tough and manly enough to stand the cold of a
“barbarian” river in the sun.
While Arrian tries to heroize Alexander even in this moment of failure, Lukian’s
speaker drops the episode of Philip the Acarnian, focuses on Alexander giving in to
temptation as an emotional act and even claims that he would have been as careless
again if he knew about the risk. However, one might wonder how the speaker could
know about Alexander’s thoughts. But this might reflect the intention of Lukian’s
image of Alexander in The Hall. The speaker is not interested in presenting any
historical truth about him. He just uses him as a famous example in order to start his
speech with a celebrated icon. He uses Alexander in order to define himself as such
through his fame. Ironically, thanks to his lack in real knowledge, he chooses a wrong
example (among his other fatal examples), thus foreshadowing his metaphorical
shipwreck.

CONCLUSION
Exemplarily, Lukian’s treatment of the episode of Alexander at the Kydnos as the
starting-point of his first speaker in The Hall shows the difference of his literary dealing
with iconic figures of the past as compared to Arrian.

GORMAN – GORMAN 2007, 41-42. Cf. WILKINS 2008.
Cf. HECKEL 2006, 213; BERVE 1926, 388-389.
106
Curt. 3.5.1-4. Cf. BAYNHAM 1998, 141: Alexander wanted to demonstrate his physical healthcare.
See also BICHLER 2013, 305. According to ATKINSON 1980, 147-148, Curtius wanted to contrast
Alexander’s (still) simple lifestyle to the luxury of Dareios III. On Curtius’ critical attitude to Alexander
see MÜLLER 2014, 135-144; SPENCER 2002, 80-81.
104
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Arrian idealized Alexander, thus following the contemporary trend in the Roman elite
triggered by Trajan and Hadrian, while simultaneously defining his own status as such
through Alexander’s fame. Doing so, he showed an attitude towards history and
historiography Lukian ridiculed in his works. Therefore, he will have been among the
suspects Lukian had in mind when he made fun of the pretensions of his pseudointellectuals longing for fame, wealth, and political offices as the wrong approach to
writing history.
In contrast, Lukian deconstructs the larger than life-sized artificial images of
Alexander in various ways, thus pointing at the misguided ways of his reception making
him a useful icon instead of examining his history. In The Hall, Lukian demonstrates
how a vainglorious orator (mis)uses Alexander as an example in order to justify his
desire to deliver a speech in a sumptuous surrounding. However, the example is badly
chosen, foreshadowing the failure of the speaker. In addition, in order to legitimize his
wish to speak, the orator ascribes thoughts to Alexander he could not have known. It
becomes clear that Alexander is only treated as an instrument serving the needs of the
intellectuals who refer to him. Lukian mocks this deliberate treatment of historical
persons like Alexander by contemporary intellectuals. Probably, he implies that one has
to be careful regarding the bias of the authors from the past, too.
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