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‘The Sarcophagus of Alexander the Great?’, by Andrew Chugg, explores a variety of ancient and modern accounts and theories to examine the provenance and authenticity of what was initially believed to be the sarcophagus of Alexander the Great, now known as the “conglomerate sarcophagus of Nectanebo II.”[footnoteRef:1] As a result of Chugg’s anecdotal style his argument is not explicit, however he does conclude that the sarcophagus found in the courtyard of the Attarine Mosque is Alexander’s sarcophagus, despite disputing views from other scholars. [1:  https://www.britishmuseum.org/research/collection_online/collection_object_details.aspx?objectId=111535&partId=1&images=true] 


In the first section Chugg discusses Napoleon Bonaparte’s discovery of the sarcophagus in 1798 and the findings of Bonaparte’s “leading scholar in the team” Vivant Denon,[footnoteRef:2] as well as the 1805 dissertation of the British scholar Edward Daniel Clarke, who brought the sarcophagus back from Alexandria to the British museum. Clarke’s dissertation, which contains an account of the recovery of the sarcophagus is dismissed by Chugg on the ground that Clarke does not provide adequate evidence to that which had already been contributed by Denon.[footnoteRef:3] [2:  Chugg, 2002, 8]  [3:  Chugg, 2002, 12] 


The second section examines the analyses of the sarcophagus, and the hieroglyphs on it. This is the first mention of the sarcophagus belonging to Nectanebo II.[footnoteRef:4] Chugg uses parts of Wace’s argument, and Diodorus’ ancient account to back up his own to create an explanation for this sarcophagus to be connected to Alexander, however, he disagrees with Wace’s last main point about the town of Rhakotis pre-existing Alexandria, but he manages to strengthen his disagreement with archaeological evidence.[footnoteRef:5] I agree with these points in the fact that the sarcophagus of Nectanebo II was not filled by him, and therefore, could have been available for Alexander when he was transported to Alexandria. [4:  Chugg, 2002, 12]  [5:  Chugg, 2002, 13-14; Diodorus 16.51] 


Section three starts with many ancient sources supporting the point that Alexander was buried in Alexandria;[footnoteRef:6] however, he also mentions Pausanias and his views that Alexander was buried at Memphis first, before being moved to Alexandria.[footnoteRef:7] This point is further supported by a fragment from the Parian Marble.[footnoteRef:8] This is the point in the article where I start to disagree with Chugg and how he is forming his article; especially in the way that he completely disregards the fragments of the Parian Marble because he disagrees with it and believes that the sculptor purposefully missed out information to perplex the readers of it.[footnoteRef:9] Chugg examines different scholars’ arguments on where the sarcophagus would have been buried at Memphis. Chugg argues that Alexander and Nectanebo had some sort of connection, as he writes that when buried at Memphis, Alexander is placed in the Nectanebo temple.[footnoteRef:10] Specifically at the entrance surrounded by a semi-circle of marble statues representing important Greeks, which Thompsan[footnoteRef:11] describes as “guarding a shrine of some importance.”[footnoteRef:12] The last part of this section uses “reputable authorities” to make a counter argument that Alexander would not have been buried in the Nectanebo sarcophagus at Memphis.[footnoteRef:13] Chugg does not state his final thoughts at the end of this section, but rather rounds it off with the fact that these arguments provide a “possible context for the Memphite tomb.”[footnoteRef:14] As the location of the sarcophagus at Memphis was never specified in the ancient texts and there is no archaeological evidence to support Thompsan’s argument falls short, and can only be thought of as a theory. Again, whilst Chugg’s association of Nectanebo II and Alexander is supported by ancient texts they do not mention that Alexander’s resting place at Memphis was this Nectanebo temple that Chugg mentions. [6:  Chugg, 2002, 14; Aelian, Varian Historia, 12.64; Diodorus, 18.28.3; Strabo, Geography, 17.1.8]  [7:  Chugg, 2002, 14; Pausanias, 1.6.3]  [8:  FGrH 239 ]  [9:  Chugg, 2002, 14]  [10:  Chugg, 2002, 16]  [11:  A scholar used by Chugg to support his argument]  [12:  Chugg, 2002, 16; Thompson, 1988, 212]  [13:  Chugg, 2002, 19]  [14:  Chugg, 2002, 20] 


Chugg starts the fourth section with a question asking whether or not there were other records pre-Napoleon associating this sarcophagus with Alexander’s tomb. In response to his own question he brings up the report of Leo Africanus from 1550, which is a report on the tomb of Alexander in the city.[footnoteRef:15] Based on his readings, Chugg makes the connection back to the Attarine Mosque, however mentioning that there are also arguments saying it could be discussing another mosque not overly far away.[footnoteRef:16] Using the Braun & Hogenberg map of Alexandria, Chugg solidifies his argument with this topographic evidence.[footnoteRef:17] Within this section Chugg uses a lot of loaded words[footnoteRef:18] and assumptions based on his personal argument which seems to get clearer through the article.  [15:  Chugg, 2002, 21; Leo Africanus, 1550, Descrizione dell’Africa]  [16:  Chugg, 2002, 21]  [17:  Chugg, 2002, 21 – 23]  [18:  For example: “the various eighteenth-century travelogues…are muted on this point” (Chugg, 2002, 20); “clearly these descriptions are highly reminiscent…” (Chugg, 2002, 21)] 


Section five is an examination of The Church of St. Athanasius. Chugg uses ancient sources[footnoteRef:19] to give background to this section in which it is mentioned that the Attarine Mosque was also the site of the Church of St. Athanasius. At the end of this section, Chugg mentions that “the relevant point here is that Athanasius was Patriarch of Alexandria in AD 365 which may help to explain how the sarcophagus ended up in a mosque on the site of a late Roman church dedicated to his memory.”[footnoteRef:20] Within this section there is a lot of unnecessary background, which feels as though it has been added to stretch out the section. [19:  Such as Herodian. (Chugg, 2002, 24)]  [20:  Chugg, 2002, 25] 


In the concluding section of this article, Chugg sums up his sections and arguments, and mentions the problems that he has faced with writing only a small article on this point, and concludes with his final decision that this is “the genuine sarcophagus of Alexander the Great.”[footnoteRef:21] Chugg believes that his argument throughout this article is strong, however, I disagree with this and his final argument as a result of him ignoring strong ancient evidence and modern scholarship which dispute his thoughts. Whilst at the time it was found, the sarcophagus may have been believed to have belonged to Alexander, more modern scholarship and reputable researchers have decided and argued that this sarcophagus did not contain Alexander. It is even thought that this sarcophagus was used as a ritual bath.[footnoteRef:22] [21:  Chugg, 2002, 26]  [22:  https://www.britishmuseum.org/research/collection_online/collection_object_details.aspx?objectId=111535&partId=1&images=true ] 


The overall tone of this article is very anecdotal. It is as though Chugg is trying to tell a story through each section, not revealing the point of having each section and the evidence within it until the end, finally summing up everything with a small paragraph or singular sentence, with not all of his ‘argument’ and evidence needing to be involved in the process. As mentioned above, he does not always agree with the evidence that he uses, and will fully disregard them so as to further his personal view that this sarcophagus belonged to Alexander the Great. Unless the reader does further reading and research around this subject it is easy to be drawn in by Chugg’s views and personal findings.

The journal in which this article is published is meant to “deliver scholarly research to a wider audience.”[footnoteRef:23] However, I have found that in some cases Chugg expects the reader to already have knowledge of this topic, and aspects of ancient Egypt rather than explaining them and how they’re relevant to the article itself. For example, in section five, ‘The Church of St. Athanasius,’ he completely changes the language that he is using: discussing the “Soma mausoleum” rather that the tomb/sarcophagus of Alexander.[footnoteRef:24] I find that this article in fact is for reader who already understands Alexander the Great and the ancient sources that are used by Chugg. [23:  Horky, Petrovic and Petrovic, 2002, Greece and Rome]  [24:  Chugg, 2002, 24] 


Chugg uses a wide variety of sources, including a range of ancient writers, modern scholars, and primary sources, inscriptions, relevant topography, and images. This is helpful for the reader to be able to carry on their research with further reading. However, whilst using some of these sources Chugg uses very long quotes from specific works, and then does not engage or use them to further his argument, rendering them useless and taking up space. At other points he does use his sources well and engages with them, but not always in a credible way. At other points within this article Chugg uses terms such as “many authorities”[footnoteRef:25] and “most modern works”[footnoteRef:26] without giving examples of such evidence. [25:  Chugg, 2002, 21]  [26:  Chugg, 2002, 13] 


There are nine figures in this paper. They show a range of images from works of other scholars that Chugg mentions.[footnoteRef:27] Some of these images are useful to the reader in helping to visualise what and where Chugg is writing about. For example, figure six; which depicts the “Ptolemaic statues of eleven Greek poets and sages arranged in a semicircle at the end of the Avenue of Sphinxes adjacent to the Nectanebo temple.”[footnoteRef:28] However, most of these images are not necessarily needed to strengthen Chugg’s argument, and seem to be placed in to take up space. I also found that the mentioning of the images and where they were placed in the article made for interrupted reading, and for someone who finds it difficult to concentrate on an academic article whilst searching back-and-forth for images it can be very difficult to follow the article. [27:  Such as Clarke and Denon’s initial findings]  [28:  Chugg, 2002, 17] 
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