
THE TOMB OF ALEXANDER - NEW
EVIDENCES AND HYPOTHESES

Nicola Bonacasa

Two developments of great imporance in Relatiop
to the destiny of Alexandria have Occurred in The LAst
Two Years : The Alleed discovery of Alexander's
Tomb at Siwah and The Hypothesis That underwater
research east-north-east of Fort Ca'it Bay is revealing
traces of the fanous Pharos buit by Sostratos of
Cidos.

With regard to Aexander's tomb, Iam rather
sceptical of the discoveries at Siwah and prefer to
followthe ancient wIitten tradition according to which
Alexandria is the final, amply documented, site of
Alexaruder the Great's hurial. (1)

My contributio today is based on the conclusions of
a monograph by Achille Adrani which is about to be
published for the first time 'by the Institute of
Archaeology of Palermo University, through the
courtesy of the Ceneral Direction of the Oraeco-Roman
Museum (2). This takes as its staring-point an element
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of exceptionلa importance: the vast chamber consisting
of six gigantic alabaster monoliths - an unicum in
AlexAndrine architecture- which occuppies a comner of
the Latin Cemetery near the necropolis area of Shatbi
east of Alexandria (3).

It nay be that this imporant monument conceals the
nins cf Alexander's tomb, and it is therefore necessary
to make. a criticلa survey of the ancient sources (4) in
order 1o reply to a senies of guestions: I) Was there a
first tomb of Alexander at Memphis7; II) how are we to
interpret Pasanias' declaration (5) uhat in this frst tomb
Alexander was buried noma ton Makedonon?; IIl)
whih of the two Ptolemies ordered the move from
Memphis to Alexandria, Soter or Philadelphus?: IV)
what was the corect denomination of the tomb, which
in the written tradition altemnates between sema and
soma ?

At the age of just thiry-three, after a regin of
thirteen years whicb had changed thie face of the world,
Alexander died suddenly on 13 June 323 BC. In
Babylonia, by the king's order, it was established that
his mortal remains shoud be bunied at Siwah, in the
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distant oasis of Zeus Amon, where he had gone on a
pilgriIaage some ten tears previously during his
Egyptian campaign, and where he had been proclaimed
the son of the god.

The decision of the transfere to Bgypl was taken
only after bitter dispute at court. There is hovever no
doubt that the Macedon's remains were in fact
despatched to Egypt. After Perdiccas' overthrow and
elemination, and following the exclusion of the oasis of
Siwah, Polemy - considering the prestige and reat ع
political importance which possession of the ioyal
remains would confer on the capital and on hiself -
ordered that the funeral cortege should proceed to
Memphis, where He created for Alexander the first
burial place of which we have certain news (6).

Athough Diodorus and Strabo, our most important
sources, say nothing of uhe burial place at Memphis, it
ceruainly existed. Curius Rufus and Pausanias agree on
the pcint, and it is also confired by a precious
fragment of the "Paros marble" (7), which for the date
coresponding to 321.320 BC bears hoth the news of
Alexaruder's bunial at Memphis and that of the death of
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Perdiccas in Egypt.

Pausanias adds a further detail: according to him,
AlexaDder was buried at Memphis nomo ton
Makedonon. This erpression most likely refers not just
to the presence in Alexander's sepulchre of the
traditional Macedonian funerary kline but also - and
more importantly - to the tumulus - typearchitectural
style of the tomb: the tumulus and funerary kline were
tTaditional features of the Macedonian type of tomb,
which boasted an ancient tradition and wide diffusion.
Unknown in the Bgyptian world, this type of burial,
introduced by the Macedonians ii Egypt to bury their
king, as inevitably commented upon by Pausanias.
Diodcrus, Strabo, Curtius Rufus and the
pSeudcن-CAllisthenes (8) attribute the burial of Alexander
at Alexandria to Ptolemy, Son of LagUs, while Pausanias
(9), speaking of Ptolemy II brother and husband of
Arsinoe, says that it was he (and not Polemy l) who
transfered Alexander,s remains from Memphis. A
number of scholars tend to the opinion that Pausanias'
version is the more reliable; hut the expression used by
Curtius Rufus, paucis post anis, corresponding to the
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time imtervلa between the burial at Memphis and the
move to Alexandria, scarcely favours the interpretation
in favour of the second Ptolemy, which would require
an interim period of at least forty years,

The surest and most explicit source. regarding the
Macedon's burial at Alexandria is Strabo.(10), whg in
his prvcious descriptio of the metropolis, which he
visited between 2A and 20 BC, states that Alexander's
sema Was part of the royلa quarters and that it was a
peribolus containing the tombs of the Fings (i.e. the
ptolemies) and of Alexander. A litte furuher on Strabo
Says That ptolemy (by whon he meant ptolemy I)
buried Alexander at Alexandna where he still lay in
Strabo's own day, except that the King's remains were
n0 Longer in original Colden coffin, ever since Ptolemy
XI -Alexander ] (107-88 BC) had replaced it with one
of alaEaster. Strabo's words, "where [Alexander's body]
still Iies", have been righty interpreted by el-Falaki,
Breccia, Calderini, Adnianaand other scholars in the
most obviouS way: "at Alexandna, in the same spot
where it lies today" (11).

Further questions arise at this point: I) what was the
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shape of Alexander's burial place 7; Il) what is the
topographiical and architectural significance of the
association of Alexander's tomb with those of the
Ptolemnies 2; II) where exactly in the city was the sema?

The first point I think can be answered wiuh almost
absolute certainTy: The sema was great tumulus with
underground chambers. This is the traditional type of
Macedonian tomb, already temporarily adopted for the
royةl tomb at Memphis, and also chosen for the
pemanent tomb at Alexandra. This is proved, for
Mempis, by Pausanias' already mentioned phrase:
nomo top Makedonon; for Alexandria, by a statemnent
byLucan (in his poem pharsalia), concemning thevisit of
Caesa1, wHo effossum tumuli cupide descendit in
antrun, and hy another statement related to the
exstnuctus mons of Lucan's other reference (12); and,
finally, uhere is uhe fact that we see the tem sema used
by Herodotus in his descrpuion of the tomb of Aliaptes,
at Sardis, to indicate a "tumulus" tomb. It is also
signif،:ant that uhe tradition of the tmulus tomb, with a
peribolus, was again taken up once again for the buria]
of Antony and Cleopatra.
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Let u now pass to the second question; rekative to
the topographical and architectumal relationship between
Alexaruder's tomb and that of the Ptolemies.

we can set aside the reconstructive hypotheses of
Thiersch (13) - taken up by Breccia and Bernhard -
regArding the presence in Alexandria of numerous royلa 
funerary construction, all different as regards shape,
Location and function: from Alexander's oniginal
sepulchre-temple, buiit by Polemy I, untill the last of
these isolated tombs, believed to be that of Antony and
Cleopatra. All this is in open conflict with the concrete
information of wIitten tradition.

At the end of the first century BC, an eye-witness,
Strabo, provides a definition of the semna that could not
be clearer. The tem sema, let uS repeat, meant for a
man of his uime a peribolus which contained the tombs
of Alexander and the Ptolemies. Except for Cleopatra's
tombs - located sepamately, but certainly within the royal
quarters, somewhere near the sea - we have no other
reason to place the other burial places of the Polemies
outside the "peribolus known as semna".

23



I will now briefly describe, on the basis of the
written records, the various stages of the constnction of
the royal necropolis at Alexandria.

Alexander's sema, i.e. his tomb and his
sepulchre-temple, we first erected in the area of the
palace. This tomb, although evidently of majestic
dimensions, must have been in the shape of a
Macedonia tomb, i.e. of an underground buIial place
with a kline, built up and not just dug out of the rock,
and sumounted by a tumulus. This can be deduced, as
already said, from Pausanias' phrase nomo ton
Makedonon and from the repeated expressions in Lucan
of anurum, exstnucus mons, and tumulus.

Th first Ptolemies may have been buried in the
body cf the sema, but cerainly in sepemate rooms from
Alexander's funemal chamber, or in distinct but adjacent
monunents. In either case, the clear disLinction thal was
certainly made under Octavian between the tomb of
Alexader and the Ptolemaion must go back to the
ptolemaic age.(14)

Ptolemy 1V must have faced the problem of a new
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arangement of the sema, and not the constrction of a
new mnema. Strabo's statement- if the interpretation of
numnErous scholars is, asl think, accurate - that the sema
as in his day where Polenny I had placed it, rles out
the possibility that tbe Philopator's mnema was
something completely new, i.e. a new building where
the mummy of Alexander was transferred. It would
have been strange fbr Strabo to make no mention of this
presuned new building erected by Ftolemy IV. This
imitiative by Ptolemy IV PHilopator mnust have been
either an extension or.a rearangement of the old.sema,
or, more likely, the construction of a monumental
peribolus which united and isolated the sema pmoper and
the tombs of the first Polemies, the Ptolemaion,
possibly in anew architectumal framwork in the complex
of the palace building. The mausoles and the pyramides
(mentioned. by Lucan) of Ptolemy IV's successors may
have been added in the same penibolus, Or somewhere in
the vicinity. (15)

How can we now reply to the third question tha4 we
posed, relative to the precise location of the sema?
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For this purpose, there are just three sources,
regrettably not gf eual clarity or certain interpretation:
that of Stabo, who places the sema in the palace; tha4 of
Zenobius, who places it "in the middle of the city"; that
of Achilles Tatius, who identifies a site knOwn as
Alexandrou topos, a few stadia within the Gate of the
Sun (16). This site, which took its namne from a
mnonunent related to Alexander, was in l ل probability
the site of the Macedon's tomnb.

According to Stmabo, the palace was extremely 'large,
coverig an areAcoresponding to a third or a quarterof
the whole city. ln what part of it can we place the tomb
? Fmaser(17) setsit without hEsitation near the sea for
the sinnple reason that the tomb was in the palace. But
Strabo also points but that part of the royal palaces was
occupied by the Museum, adding in conclusion that par
of the royal palaces consisted of the socalled sema, a
peribolus containing the tombs of Aiexander and heا
kings. ln the more detailed list of the buildings which
Strabo then provides, along the coast from east to west,
from the Lochias to the Caesarem and beyond, as far as
the Kibotos - the little por into which the canal from
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Lake Mareotis emptied itself (18) - there is،no mention
of the :ema,which would eRclude its location by the sea.
On the contmary the geographer enumerates the "inner"
royal palaces, to the left of the Great Por, beyond the
rocks and the Lochias headland, using particularly
strong terns of admiretion. These "anner" ryal palaces
must have been the noblest and most spacious pan of
the wlole complex in the southen part, back of the
coast, at the same time facing the northen part that
stretched towards the sea. Tنh s explanation seems to me
the most plausible.

The other two sources regarding the location of the
sema, those of Zenobius and Achilles 'Tatius, provide us
with further indication that enables to locate the sema
with the further accuracy within the royلa palaces.
Zenobius, as we have seen, sets the sema in the centre
of the city. However, Achiles Tatius' testimony
regarding the Alexandrou topos places the sema at ،the
juncticn of the two main streets, This crossroads, the
beauty and elegance of which stnike the imagiation of
the hsro of Achlles Tatius' novel, the young
Cleitophon, very likely cOIresponds to the city centre,
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which would lend credibility to Zenobius' statement.
The significance of Achilles Tatius' Alexandrou topos
must te related to some building or monument which
gave. Alexander's name to the site, and this with utmnost
ceruAinty must have been the semna.

We can nle out the stretch of the cast nunning fromn
the LochiAs headland to the CaEsareum, because in that
area Strabo's description does not include the royal
necropolis. We must therefore direct our attention
towards tbe inner pant of the area bounded to tbe north
by the coast and the Lochias headland, to tbe south by
the great longitudinal LI and to tbe east by the
presunable limit of the HEllenisuic city, at the level of
the road known as R4 bis, which coresponds more or
less to the presumed extension eastwards of the royal
quarters (furher on are the areas occupied by the
necropolises of the Hellenistic peniod). The two streets
are among those marked on tbe controversial but
reliable map by Mohmoud el-Falaki (19). The city
which this represents, as el-Falaki himself realized and
as was subseguently confimed, but in all probahility it
followsd and extended the layout of the Hellenistic city.
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As 'Zenobius (of the period of Hadrian) plates
Polemy IV's mnema in the centre of tbe city (20), we
areinclined to seek the site in a part of the palacetothe
north of the greAt longitudinal Ll, near one of the
croSsroads whicH the north- south sidestreets forned
with it. The most imporant of these crOssroads on
el-Falaki,s map is situated where the great longitudinal
L1 intersects the great transversal R1. The trial
excavetions carried out by Noack (21), although not
absolutely confiring the dimensions and the particular
characteristic of R1 which el-Falaki had attributed to it,
did however confirm that its width and ceIain other
characteristics indicated that it could be rgarded as heا
main tiansversal road. As we shAll see, those who place
the site of the royal necropolis at Kom ed-Dick (and that
means particularly al scholars of Alexandrine
topograph) locate the city centre at the crossroads
betwee.n Ll and another transversal road, R4, which is
considerably further west. This second crOssroads may
corespond to the centre of the Hellenistic city, which
spread less eastwards, but it does not correspond to the
condiUon of being the crssroads of the two main streets
of the Roman city. Whether We Like it or nOt, We
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cannot ignore the identification of the great teansversal
roa with RI on his mop : we possess no Other
a temnativeل egually supported by archaeologica] data

Now, let us retum for a moment to tbe decisive
testimony of Achilles Tatius, who in Imperiلa period
plAced the Alexandrou topos at the juncion of the two
great colonnaded longitudinal and transversal streets.
The site indicated by Achilles Tatius is just a few stadia
within the Gate of tbe Sun, and only the Ll/R1
crossrads on el-Falaki's map satisfies this condition.

That being s0, the.site of the sema is probably to be
sought towards the imner part of the area universally
recognized as being that of the palace, in the south-east
sector, not far from the LlR1 crossroads.(22)

Notwithstanding, nearly a lل maps of Alexandria
place the sema in the Kom el-Dick area, at the juncاion
of L1 and R4, giving rise to great historical and
topogaphical confusion between the centre of
Hellenistic Alexandria and the centre of Roman
Alexandria (23). So it is the map presented by Wolftam
Hoepfner in Berlin in 1988, reproposed by 2solt Kiss at
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Tamagona in 193 and accepted by w.A. Daszewski in
Paris in 1994. Still doubtful, in 1993, the opinion of
Harry E. Tzalas, Nebi Daniel or north-eastemn quarters
of the city. (24)

At this point we should perhaps descnbe a number
of sensational "discovenies" all more or less recent and
all quite imaginaلy, regarding Alexander's Tomb. But
we haven't the time.

We shall merely say that they renge from uhe date of
AD 400, with the first appearance of the name of
ed-Daymas, associated to "ed-Demas" and the Greek
soma; to the placing of Alexander's tomb at the centre
of the city and ،in the ed-Demas areA, in the tenth
century, by the writer El-Mas 'udi, the site allegedly
corresponding to the mosgue of Dhu el-KarnayD,
recalled in the ninth century by another Arab writer, Ibn
'Abd-el Hakam (25); Dhu el-Karnayn the L rdم" of the
two homs", was the attribute which Alexander received
as the son of 2eus Amon; to the allusion to the same
buildig by the Cranada Geographer leo Africanus
(1517), the same building being recalled some decades
1ater, in 1546 and 1610, by the travellers Marmol and

31



Sandys; in the 18th century the site of the tomb and the
sarcophagus (which is that of Nectanebus I) were
identified in the church of St Athanasius, subeguently
the el-Attarin mosgue, mentioned by R. Pococke and
explicitly, in 1774, by the Florentine D. Sestini; until the
19th century, when only Saint Genis (1829) failed to
give the traditional attribution; but a few years before
(1805) ED. Clarke had devoted aleared mouograph to
the monument, wiuh the eye-catching title The Tomb of
Alexander the GreAt; let us pass over Rhakotis and the
ancient Serapeus, both indicated as the site of the tomb,
an idea artully reproposed after the second world war
by Wace and Rove, and before tbem, in naive good
fةith, by Hoghart. Towards the end of the nineteenth
century it was widely held that the site of the moyلa tomb
was at the foot f Kom ed-Dick, and more precisely
beneath the Nebi Daniel mosgue. This was universلa ly
asserted by nearly all scholars of Alexandrine topology,
including Breccia. And the dream, for dream it is, still

0es on today. Ln 1850, a ceran Ambroise Schilizzi, aع 
dragornan at the Russian Consulate in AlexandriA,
believed he had discovered the tomb in the undergmound
chambers of the Nebi Daniel mosque. In 1893, an
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Alexandrine Greek, Joannides, claimed to have
identified the tomb at Campo Cesare (Caesar's Field),an
easten suburb of the city. There was even a locلa 
scholar of some repute, T. Neroutsos Bey, who affimned
that beneath the Nebi Daniel mosque there were
"caveaux funeraires paiens les plus magnifgues", dating
hack to the Ptolemies. Another Alexandrine Greek,
Stelic Kamutsos, claimed in 1960 to know the exact site
of the tomb. And, to conclude, a man aged over a
hundred, Mohamed Aly el-Toraby, stated that i his
youth he had crossed the threshold of a long
subtenanean chamber wbich stretched beneath the area
of the mosque and led to Alexanders tomb and that he
was ready to reveلa the site to the then Curator of the
Graecci-Roman Museum, H. Riad (26).

Bu1 let us set aside these amateurish claims.

Much more worrying are the somewhat Hasty
statementS of nearly all scholars of Alexanderine
topography who firmly helieve that it is possiHle to
place the sema at Kom el-Dick. Very few deny this, but
these include two authoritative scholars, M. Rodziewicz
and F. El- Fakharani (27).To give just one example, we
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may recلa l the fanciful thesis put forward in 1956 by
M.L. Bemhard (28) regarding the outward appearance
of the Macedon's tomb, based on the study of a type of
Roman teracotta lamnp with a sea-view of Alexandria
This would appear to show the sema on tHe coast, but
Bemnh:rd forgets that it is placed at the crossroads
between the longitudinلa L1 and the transversal R4, in
the customary Kom el-Dick zone, i.e. ihside the city.
Moreover, we kow direct from Strabo that the sema
was not on the coast, and it would be ridiculous to
suppose that the Kom el-Dick and the Nebi Daniel
mosque wre shown overlooking the sea, in the coasual
sector of the royal quarter:

More generally we can affirm that as things stand
today, beaning in mind our knowledge of the ancient
sources and archaelogical data,'the a legedل link between
tbe Basileia and the sema situatedin the Kom el-Dick/
Nebi Daniel area is topologically speaking an utter
absurdity.

This is the moment to advance a new hypothesis,
that of Adriani, which we fully support. This hypothesis
is based on a concrete and convincing monumental
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testimony and a series of indications that appear to
conToborate the hypothesis.

The idea came to Adriani as he viewed the rins of
the sunptuous and most singular monument, mentioned
at the beginning of tbis paper, which is the colossal
tomnb cf pink alabaster. Discovered in 1907, it was long
largely ignored. Breccia (29) menUioned it briefly but
did not explore it. In 1936 Adriani restored it and
established some order (30). The site is in the
present-day New LaLin Cemetery, on the eastem edge of
the presumed area of the ancient royal quarters, not far
from the wellknown Hellenistic Age eastem necropolis
(Sbatbi and Hadra sectors).

This is unique monument in Alexandria as regards
the quality of the material used, the finest oriental
alabaster, which must have given the complete building
great elegance, considering also its architectural style.
Unfortunately it is no longer possible for us to form an
idea of the vast trapezoid peribolus in which we are told
the monument stood when it was discovered and which,
as Breccia wrote, was bounded by a high wall, nOW
demolished, "several metres" thick, made of rectangular
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limestope blocks. Nor have we any trace or know what
to makE or tbe "rins of a naos" which Breccia mentons
togetber with the two "upnights" (of which today only
one survives intact) and architrave of a door.

Adriani's tiial excavations during the resToration
work, in the narrow space availabe around the
moNuDent, did not reveal any conclusive evidence. He
found pnly traces of a well and of a channels dug in the
mock (31).

Th monupent consists of a simple rectangular
flat-roofed chamber (2.62 metres by 3.45, and 2.70
metres in height),completely open to tHe north, with a
deep conidor halfway along the south wall emnbellished
by an elegant Doric-type relief framework (dimemtions
of the doorway 0.93 metres by 2.05). The walls and
ceiling are completely smooth, without any form of
decoration the ء beauty of the alabastEr material
emriched by the interplay of broad sinuous naturلa 
arkings is sufficient in itself. Extemally, the majestic
blocks used to constnuct the chamber are roughly
suraccd and cut in great irregular shapes, which must
have been intended to be concealed from sight. The base
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of the monument was fommed by a great monolithic
a abasterل block, and the floor was flanked by two rOws
of limestone blocks suppoering the side walls. The
whole construction stood on a foundation consisting of a
deep layer of earth and limestone blocks. The ceiling
consisted of another monolithic block of alabaster (4.62
metres by 3.00 and 0.70 metres thick). The end wall was
made of three blocks: one horizontal, foming the top of
the ccrridor and including the upper part of the
fmamervork of the door, with Two cAvities on the flat
ceiling, to the. side, intended to bear bolts for the hinges
of the leaves of a door; and two verical blocks bearing
the other horizontal covering block. The vertical
elements of the door framnework bad been created in
these two blocks.

The chamber is the only surviwing pan, and ceruainly
not the most important, of a complex of at least three
rooms, which we can imagine located successively
along the same ais, a complex with an ample double
vestibule and an inner, more secluded chamber that
must have constituted the main nucleus of the
monument; but the whole building may have been richer
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and more extensive - we have no means of knowing.
This would appear substantially to be a reflection of the
concept of Alexandrine underground chambers in
"oikos" style, with their single-axis plan032). The
innos1 chamber, tothe south, would appear to be the
burial cbamber, very likely with a bed-sarcophagus, the
royلa kline; this must have been tbe most imporant
oom in the compleX. Access to it was through a
two-lef door, Possibly made of alabaster with bronze
fitings, the existence of which is testified by the two
large hinge:&avities situated practically in the lintel of
،the ،architravE. A simple and elegant Doric-Type
framework (33), as we have said, surrounded the
conidor extemnally. But what' must have characterized
this chamber tomb, distinguishing it form all others
found in Alexandria,. is not just the richness of the
material used but also, and morE particularly, its
architectural design. Here we had a monument
constncted and not dug out of the rock, and the outward
rough appearance of the blocks cleanly indicates that
they were meant to be hidden from sight, almost
certainly beneath a tumulus proper, in the manner of
Macedonian-type tombs; while the extraordinary
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thickess of the blocks would seem to be related to the
weight of the earth and the structures they were
intended to support. The result is a hypogeum in ue
Macedonian tradition, quite unlike any of the
Alexandrine open-court hypogea-

Breccia surmised that the chamber might be a
surviving element of the Nemeseion (34), an edifice
which Caesar caused to be constnucted to house the
head of the ill-starred Pompey, Kiled by order of
Ptolemy, which had been presented to Caesar on his
anrival in EgyPL.

At first Adrصa i (35) accepted Breccia's hypothesis
but later, on the basis of his long studies on Alexandnine
topologY, he changed his mind and eventually put
forward a new and revolutionary hypothesis, which we
share (36).

ls it not more plausible that this chamnber - s0
exceptionلa as regards the quality of its matenial (in
Alexardria, coloured marbles and alabasters were very
frequently imitated in waال coverings, but were rarely
conserved) (37) and the techuique of its construction,
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quite different from that of any other hypogeum in
Alexandria, even among the. most important -is in fact
a elementج of the sema ?

Before giving a positive answer to this intiiguing
uestion we should first consider the relationship of theو 

chamber to Macedonia-Type tombs, a relationship
which proves to be very close. Firstly, as regards the
type of construction: like most Macedonian tombs, this
chamber was constrcted with blocks and was intended
to be underground, .e. not dug out of the rock, as was
the case with Alexanderine hypogea. Secondly, there
can be no doubt of the presence of a great tumulus of
earth tlat completely covered the chAmber that has been
presened as well as those that are no 1onger eRtant The
base of the tumuhus was very Iikely provided with a
crepiduma in masonry. The chamber was the midpoint
between the bunial recess proper and another room to
the north. The dromos or access stairway, a customary
feature in Macedonian, probably led to this other room.
The burial chamber- quite smلa l, about half the size of
that stil] extant - must have contained the sumtuous
royal 1uneral bed, which is a characteristic feature of
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Macedonian tombs. There are a number of other
traditional but consistent minor features common to
Macedonian tombs and this construction in Alexaidria:
tbe use of a Doric framework for the access door tb the
buIial chamber; the existence in the tomb'at AleRandnia
of one of those two-leaf doors of which there resuch
beauuiful examples in the "Macedonian" toiLs. Ln our
case the two pants of the door may also have. been made
of alabaster : in Macedonian hypogca, doors were mosty
made of marble anD sometimes of wood, with or
without broize fittings. lt is probably no coincidence,
but very Likely due to observance of the traditional
architectural design that we have suggested, that the
reduced dimensions of the underground chambers also
correspond to the Macedonian moDel (the chamber in
Alexanderia measures 2.63 metres. by 3.45, while the
rooms in Macedonian tombs vestibules and burial
chambers -measure some 2.00 meures by 3.40) (38).

None of the architectural elements surviving in
Alexandria enables us to restore to the alabaster tomb
any of the architectural facades that were frequent in
Macedonian. But it is legitimate to hypothesize their
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presence even in this tomb in Alexandria, a city where
the taste. for architectural facades was common in later
hypogcal constructions. One need only consider the fine
arcbitectral facades of the Shatbi hypogea and numbers
one and three of the Mustapha Pasha necropolis (39).
This achitectural facade, also in Alabaster, was certقinly
of the Doric order, marked by pillars or columns, and
summountEd by a tymapanum or attic. Contrary to
Adriani's belief, it is likely that this facade was directly
connected to the present-day alabaster chiamber, without
there being any need of a third moom to the north. The
reason for this is that typical Macedonian torbs consist
of just two parts and that also, even when the vestibule
has a flat covering, the burial chamber nearly always a
vaulted toof. ln our case, for the burial recess, we
should therefore imagine an anلa ogous consuruction,
vaulted, constructed in blocks, stuccoed and pinted
intemally to resenble alabaster (40).

The hypothsis alabaster-tomb / sema takes up
strength from another impressive datum.

We mentioned that in the first brief
announIcement of the discovery Breccia reported that the
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monument was 1n the area of tbe vast trapezoid
peribolus bounded by a lofty wall several metres uhick,
made of rectangular blocks (41). This peribolis
inevitably brings to mind the peribolus where Strabo
clims the sema was located.

If the above observations confirm tbe Macedonian
nature of the tomb in Alexandria, it is not equally
certain that we can identify it as a surviving part of the
sema, which bIings us back to the question that we
posed. This luxurious Alexandrine tomb could have
been constructed for some ouher personage of the court
of the Ptolemnies, as some, including Foulsen (42), have
thougbt. But the "topographical data" are here in our
favour. The tomb is in the area of thie BassilEia. This is
confimmed by elements that can refer oNly to the sema,
i.e. to the location in an area of the city tha4 can be
identified with the tdpos Alex&ndrous of Achilles Tatius
near the crossroads of the two main streets L1R1 and at
the city centre, as can be inferred ،for heا sema from the
evidence of Zenobius, and also near the alleged site of
the Dhu el-Karnayn mosgue, the "Lord of the two
horns", which very likely takes its name from
Alexaruder.Further evidence that persuades us to seek
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the site of the royel necropolis towards the eastem sec­
tor of the city and toward the royلa quarters is, in con­
clusion - apart fromn-what Strabo tells us- the existence
of two Latin texts uat recall a Procuirator Neaspoleos et
Mausolei (43). The association of the Neapolis and the
Mausoleum in the functions of the prcurator entitles us
to argue that very probably there was a stong topograph­
ical relationship between the two sites, which may have
been one of vicinity or even of identity (the Mausoleum
would have been an imporant element of the Neapolis).
If the Roman Neapolis is to be placed in the norh-east
sctor of the city, it follows which is that of the Ptole­
maic-age royal quarters and also that in which the ala­
baster chamher wAs locaLed.
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MACEDONIAN PRESENCE IN ALEXANDRIA

New surroundings give to settlers the opporunity for
new creations and Alexandnia could not be an exception
to that. Ln dealing with the Hellenistic period one is
aware uhat the Macedonians and the other Greeks who
came to settle in Alexandria had alreaDy many things in
common without however having lost yet their special
locدl characteristie. Thuو the Eettlement of Macedonians
in Egypt and in Alexendria can be traceD in various

. 1 ٠ways whio''. 1wl1 try to sketch here.

Initially uhere are two approaches for the examination of
their presence in the population. The use of the ethnic
Makedwv is the first one, which cerainly in the early
attestations, especially those from Alexandria, had a
more realistic content than it had later for the settlers of
the Fayum. A safer indication than the ethnic is the
existeDce of Macedonian personal names attested even
after the first two centuries from the time of their
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owners amivAl, as the anلa ysis of the onomasticon
shows. lt is essential to point out here that some of the
names considered by the specialists as typically
Macedonian are known only from their attestations in
Egypt, for example the names BuLصvuHn and AoBuot
and otherg, (4) addition مز to that many well known
Macedonian names, such as BaAaraot , McycTat
and uhovat ,to mention. only a few, have been
preserved in inscripions found in Alexandria with or
without the use of the ethnie. () pozens of other well
known Macedonian names are preserved in Egyptian
papyhi, t mentioDم only some of those startiDg with
letter A:Amcuvcak Apmwaام , AppuauoE, AceaAot.(")
Since on the other hand ٣e know that many
Macedopians had common Greek names without any
locAl characteristieو>)( ز٤ {s reasonable to reach the
conclusion that a substantial part among the holders of
names belonging to this category were also of
Macedonian descent, a conclusion that can be reinforced
by considering the other factors that we will discuss
next.
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Mapy Macedonian prototypes can be traced in the
institutions, the administration and even more in the
organisation of the Ptolemaic court as it can be studied
on the basis of the works of P.M. Fraser and R.
Bagna١(9ر) e analogies observed anه support a better
understanding of the archetype tbat is often less
explicity documented. The role of the Macedonian
household troops in the approving of the new sovereign,
the Friends and the First Friends of the king, the
bodyguards, the employment of the ter Etutacسtt for
defning the govenor of a city with civil authority in the
Puolemaic administration, (') a eع a1ل features very much
characteristic of the Macedonia administration, as
known by the historians of Alexandcr or as attested iD

- • ٠٠٠ '8inscriptions found in Macedomian. ' Fr the
Macedonian court the royal enDvoys abroad were
natuلar ly members of the aristocracy including persons
of the family of the king, as can be observed in an  لإ)ته>
source, the treaty of Perdikkas Il with the Athenians. (''
Ln these relatives of the Macedonian kings most
probably oniginates the tem ouyyewt, used often by

10' ٠٠٠Ptolemaic envoys abroad; (" the other definition
used:To apuTcv @tAov (amnong the First Friends) of
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the king, isalso a well documented feature of the royal
٠٠٠ ، . 11administration of Macedonia. ''')

Some religious features, not very common in the
rest of the Creek world, can also be traced in
Macedonia. Heracles' very imNportant place in
Macedonia is wide)y attested; his. worship is
accompanied with many different epithets, as
• ٠٠٠ 12;inscriptional and literary sources show., ' '!One of them
is for Heracles Kallinikos, Attested only once in
Beroe3)و ) ity that 1ies in the beart of uhe
Macedonian kingdom, A dedication to this god with the
sAme epithet constitutes the only epithet of Herecles
epigraphically attested in Egypt and most probably
comes from Alexandra.(l4)

Another cult, not very common in uhe rest of the
Greek world, is that of Bea xaNn , attested only once in
Macedonia, in the town of Lete; it has been receDtly
published and discussed by M.B. Hatzopoulos, which
associated her with the cult of Demeter and kore and the
rites f Passage for young gin11و.{ .) THe same godess,

• ٠٠ 10ed Kc3 ,is also attested once in Alexandra. ( أ6)
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Certainly it is not only in those rare but
characteristic examples, just mentioned, where the
Macedonian presenlce .can be traced. The Argeads claim
to Heraclid ancestry, a claim that was later embraced

• ٠ 1٠٠ - a soل. by the Antigonids, ' und )أ ع an early imitation by
the Ptolenies, who, in order to establish their
relationship to the Argead house, made up a descent
from Dionysos and his son-in-law Heraele18)و. )
Ancestry of the Argeads from Dionysos is mentioned by
PIuarch, in the work Cnthefortune or the virtueOf
AleXAnder where in the discussion of the king with the
philosopher Diogenes he asks from him to be forgiven
for imitating Heracles ... and "follow in the footsteps of
Dionyss, the divine author and progenitor of my

· 19 - . .family" () THe dominant place of Dionysos in
Macedoian life is testified by mumnerous literary
references, to mention only the descripions by Amian
of severلa sacrifices to hiR, ( e )لة ض notice that there
was a day kept sacred to Dionysos by the Macedomians
and that Alexander used to sacrifice to him yearly on
that day and also the description of Alexander's arrival
in the town of India called Nysa, a foundation of

21 ٠ . .Dionysos. ' ') The dominant presence of Dionysos in
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Alexandria is best seen in the procession of Polemy
Philadephos which contain many imporant elements
tha4 allow us to suppose a very close conDection with
Macedonia. This text of Kallixeinos preserved by
Athenaeus in the fifth book of the Deipnosophisاai,
translated and thoroughly discussed by E.E.
Rie ves م )ك( زي very imporant infomation and allows
for a new way of looking at and interpreting the
contents of some Macedonian tombs. The text that is
excerpted from a more extended work by Kallixeinos
called About Alexandria, descrihes for its greater part

٠٠٠٠٠ '23the piocession of Dionysos and his followers. ' ا The
nichness of the objects, wreaths and colossal statues in
this procession can be paralleled with the three day
triumph of Aemiius Paulus, adorned with what he had
carried to Rome from Nacedonia, as descnibed by
PIutare). («) pt the actual description, the followers
of Dionysos ad some of the objects canied by them
can be recognised in many features of the objects and
decorations found in the large royal tomb of Aegeae
(modern Vergina), that the excayator M, Andronikos

٠٠ '25 ٠ •believed to be Philip's tomb. '2 On reading this
extraordinary text one should naturally ignore the
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exaggeration in the size of the objects mentioned, as €.g.
the nine feet tall altars and the egually huge thymiatera
(incense burners), or a silver krater holding 600
measureو . () Oher objects, mostly of gigantic size,
that appeared in large mumbers in the Alexandria
procession and can be seen among the Vergina finds in
more moderate sies include oinochoai and phialai,
basins and araters, a lل objects comnected with dninking
and miing of wine, a lل objecTs suitable for symposia.
(27) 81most everything in this royلa tomb is connected
with Dionysis and his cult Satyrs and Silenoi decorate
most of the objects and Dionysos himself is represented

'28' ٠٠ •in an ivory plague. ( > Other objects mentioned in the
procession include tnpds, golden Crowns. of ivy won
by the statues of Alexander and Ptolemaios I Soter and a
golden crown of olive wor by the statue of Arete, l له
finding a matenلa from in the finds of Vergina and also

- '29' . .those of other Macedonian tombs. ' THymiatcnia can
be recognised, as I believed, in the Iantemn, as the
excavator interpreted it, found in the same Vergina
tom)., (0) pو ricipants in the procession were also,
according to the same text, Macedonian women called
Mimallones, Bassarai and Lydai, explained as Maenads,
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described as having hair streaming loose and some
• ٠-٠ '31holding daggers in their hands, others snakes; ':'/ hey

are also illustrated in Macedonian funerary finds and
• ٠ . 32primanily on the Derveni krater. (-' THe features

connected with the cult of Dionysos have made their
appearance not only in Vergina, wheretheir presence is
overpowering, but also at other sites. where Macedonian
tombs were excavated. One cannot forget the
relationship of Dionysos to Orpheus and the
Underworld, which is so eloguently ،demonstmated in
another funerary find, that of the unigue Dereni kraler.
33 ٠ -The pyre of another Derveni tomb contained an)ً.( 

a soل unigue find, for Greece, a papynus with an Orphic
;34tet .ر٠.٠٠ " inside the same tomb a gilded thymiaterion

• ٠٠ . '3similar to the one. of Vergina was foune. ( )م

Another featre close to tbe Macedonian originals,
but in 'general of،lower quلa ity. is the painting preserved
. . . I6in funeral monuments of Alerandr («» .و ً( THe recent
discoveries in Macedonia have revolutionised our
knowlege of ancient painting, and now the origin of
these Alexandnia creations can be more easily traced
than at the time of their publication. Ln the funerary
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architecture, features such as false doors and windows
٠٠ 37 ٠and funerary ,k inRjل (-" a soل point the same cultural

background and reinforces our belief that many
Macedonians came and worked in Alexandria from the
star, besides the epoDymous architect of the city
Deinokrates. That the architect, who was ordered by
Alexander to lay out the plans of a city in his name, was
a Macedonian, is an infomation of Virtruvius; another
source, PsCallisthenes, ac lsل him RhodiaA. (39)

We will conclude with an area in which the
contribution of the Alexandrian literary achievemeit is
in paricular recogmised: the creauion of the epigman.(39)
We should not underestimate the fact that one of the
most famous Alexandrian epigrammafists, the man who
lived at the court of Ptolemy Philadelphos and
composed the poem designed to celebrate most
prohably the erection, of the Pharos, was the
Macedonian Poseidippos from PeL11و)"(٤. seems that it
is no coincidence that although. most of their works are
lost we know of many MAcedonians who contributed to
this and other related fields of poetic creation as e.g.
epic and tragic poetry. Epigrams inscribed on
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Macedonian funerary monuments are quite numerOus;
the earliest comes from Pella and is dated in the first

41 ، .half of the 4th century B.€., (" ext م are the epigrams
from Wergina that are dated as early as the second half
of the 4thcentry B.2ح.) )
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