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For the forthcoming reasoning, it would be a great mistake not to take into account the potential
possibility of resistance to the Achaemenid Empire and the dignity of its ruler in 334 BCE. The
Persians had a serious numerical superiority over the enemy. Against 30,000 foot soldiers and 5,000
equestrian warriors commanded by Alexander, the Achaemenid Empire could set up a powerful army
if, of course, the surviving figures were true (Sykes).

Equally boundless were the financial possibilities of the Great Tsar, who had treasures in Susa,
Ecbatana, Persepolis and Babylon. Contrary to popular belief, the Achaemenid Empire of the fourth
century had not yet entered a phase of rapid decline. There are no signs of either an economic crisis
or general discontent. The great king could count on the dedication of the Persian aristocracy, as well
as on cooperation with the highest strata of society on the ground. In addition, the various stages of
the Macedonian conquest show that on the march, Alexander met not only the resistance of the
Tsar's army but sometimes that of whole nations and individual cities.

Military Strengths of Macedonia and Persia

On the other hand, it is also true that the Macedonian-led army was technically superior to the enemy
and, undoubtedly, possessed greater manoeuvrability. Alexander inherited an army from Philip and
was trained in the art of battle in close combat order. Alexander, for his part, was an unsurpassed
tactician who had a talent for finding the best solution in a particular situation very quickly. Compared
with the royal army of Darius, which mobilized only in extreme circumstances, the Macedonian army
acquired the qualities of an army of almost professional level. Nevertheless, the Achaemenid army
included a much better-trained contingent, and Darius managed to bring technical innovations into it.
In addition, he possessed a superior fleet, which in 334 BCE, in essence, provided him with control
over the Aegean Sea.

Alexander’s Strategic Constraints

However, a comparison of the number of troops on the fighting side and the methods of conducting
combat still does not give an idea of the course of operations. In the strategic plan, it should be
specially noted that in May 334 BCE, Alexander’s position was not as reliable as it might seem.
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Contrary to the view taken in ancient times, he had sufficient financial resources, so he should not
allow a single miss. He clearly realized that any failure would inspire “revanchists” in Greek policies.
In addition, this means that Alexander was sentenced to victory.

Another objective advantage of Darius was that, as Alexander advanced deeper into the territory of
the empire without having previously dealt with the Achaemenid opposition, he saw that the strategic
position was becoming increasingly critical. The Macedonian army, “the island advancing along
enemy territory” (E. Badin), nearly backed off the counteroffensive by the Persians, which they
undertook on the rear after the battle of Granik (May 334 BCE) and after the battle at Issus
(November 333 BCE).

The Campaign in Asia Minor

No matter how significant the results of the Battle of Granik were (Alexander was not thrown back to
the sea), it still did not give the Macedonians hope for the unimpeded conquest of Asia Minor. A large
part of the Persian army managed to leave the battlefield and gather near the walls of Miletus, where
Memnon led it, and then, after the fall of Miletus, at Halikarvas. All these troops were united by a
strong will to resist. In particular, Alexander’s ill-treatment of the captured Greek mercenaries after
the battle destroyed their desire to leave the ranks of Darius.

Memnon and Orontobat besieged Halicarnassus. Darius instructed the former to conquer the islands
and the coast. For Alexander, defeated by the defenders of Halicarnassus (summer 334 BCE), this
represented a significant danger. He himself chose the place of battle with his back to the sea. In
Miletus (July-August), he really decided to disband the fleet, consisting of a Greek contingent. He
believed that this fleet had no chance of winning against the Phoenician fleet, which had a large
numerical and qualitative superiority. On the other hand, the king feared the uprising of the Greek
crews. Finally, he did not have the necessary financial resources to support these naval forces. So, at
least, Arrian explains Alexander’s decision, which is connected with a number of issues. Nevertheless,
the king decided to fight on land and resist Persian superiority at sea, establishing dominance over all
the territories from which Darius withdrew his fleet with crews, that is, over the Lycian-Pamphylian,
Cilician and Syrian-Phoenician coasts.

However, such a strategy posed a serious danger. He found himself between two fires: between
Darius, who had mobilized en masse, and Memnon, who achieved considerable success in recapturing
the Anatolian coast and whose actions gave rise to great hopes (which, incidentally, were illusory) in
European Greek policies. Despite the particular importance that a number of ancient authors attach to
the death of Memnon under Ethylene on Lesbos (in the summer of 333 BCE), it did not lead to a
drastic change in the situation. Farnabaz and Avtofradat, who came to replace him, did not weaken
the resistance. Their strategy became even more offensive: they seized a number of islands, on which
Persian domination was restored on the principles that were proposed in 386 BCE by Artaxerxes II.
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So, around July 333 BCE, Alexander sailed from the Phrygian Gordion; his position could not yet be
called reliable. Shortly before the Battle of Issus, the enemies were almost unified: the king of Sparta,
Agis Ill, was already ready to join the forces of Avtofradat and Pharnabaz on the island of Sifnos. The
victory at Issus saved Alexander from the threat of defeat and allowed him to shift his attention to the
Phoenician cities, especially Tire, which by that time had become his main target. Nevertheless, in
Cohen’s statement that “the victor has never been so free in his actions as Alexander after the Battle
of Issus,” there is a serious contradiction. On the contrary, it was then that one of the most difficult
stages of the campaign began (autumn 333 - spring 332 BCE).

After the defeat at Issus, thousands of Persian equestrians moved north under the leadership of
outstanding generals. Retreating in orderly numbers, they moved along the Tsar’'s way and settled in
territories de facto remaining outside the Macedonian authorities, particularly in Cappadocia and
Paphlagonia. Here, the Persian commanders conducted recruitment for the troops, and soon
significant forces were under their command (late 333 - early 332 BCE). The coinage in Sinope of
coins with the names of Mifrfast, Orontobat and Guidarn is undoubtedly connected with the activity of
the Persians. They sought to win all of Asia Minor above Galis.

Therefore, at that moment, Darius began to collect new troops in Mesopotamia, and the Phoenician
fleet constantly controlled the sea. In Europe, albeit alone, Agis Il conducted preparatory activities.
Alexander, for a few months, was stuck under Tyr. The inhabitants of Tire were determined to resist
for as long as possible in order to give the Great King the opportunity to complete his preparatory
activities. On the other hand, Alexander could not lift the siege, as it could disrupt his plan to conquer
the Phoenician coast, on which the course of the entire campaign depended. Therefore, the situation
was not easy, and there was a danger of getting into the mites.

In this tense situation, Alexander appointed Antigone the One-Eyed, the satrap of Great Phrygia, the
commander-in-chief of all the combined armies of Asia Minor. An outstanding military leader,
Antigonus, with the support of other satraps (Kalas, Nearh, and Balakros), managed in the spring of
332 BCE to repel the Persian counteroffensive. Of course, these victories markedly improved
Alexander’s position at the very moment when the Phoenician, Cypriot and Cilician squadrons stood
under his banner. The fall of Tire (in the summer of 332 BCE) enabled him now to implement the
program, scheduled for the summer of 333 BCE, to destroy the coastal bases of the Achaemenid fleet.
However, this part of the plan was not realized: after recovering from shocking news from Issus and
being weakened, Pharnabaz continued to operate until the fall of 332 BCE. Alexander hardly managed
to seize the fortified city of Gaza, whose protection was superbly led by his ruler Batis. In the
meantime, Darius collected and prepared a new army.

At the same time, Greece did not remain passive. Having conquered Asia Minor in May 334 BCE,
Alexander was perfectly aware of this danger. He ordered Antipater to observe Greek policies, and for
this, he left under his command an army of 15,000 foot soldiers and 1,500 equestrians. An open
revolt came from Sparta, which was not part of the Corinthian Union and consequently did not provide
Alexander with its contingent. In other words, Agis Ill, who became king in 338 BCE, had his hands
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untied for the preparation of the Spartan troops. He was going to act in union with the Great King. In
333 BCE, he finally decided to speak on the side of the Persians and went to Sifnos to join the fleet
commanders Avtredradat and Farnabazu. To his misfortune, at that moment came the news of the
defeat of Darius under Issus, which destroyed his hope of conducting concerted action in Asia and
Europe.

In 331 BCE, an uprising broke out in Thrace. Apparently, the governor of Alexander in Thrace,
Memnon, set out to become independent. Whether this uprising was connected with the revolt of
Agis, one cannot say for sure. At the same time, Agis’s offensive actions began. Committed to the
Thracian front, Antipater sent Corral’s strategist to the Peloponnese. Corral was defeated and fell in
this battle. Reading Oscine’s speech “Against Ctesiphon” (165), one can imagine the consequences of
this first defeat of the Macedonian army: “The Lacedaemonians and the mercenary troops won the
battle and destroyed the Corrag army.” They were joined by the Eleans and the Achaeans, except for
Megalopolis. In addition, he was besieged, and day after day, it was expected that he would fall.
“Alexander overcame the pole and was almost at the border of the world.” Antipater slowly collected
his army, and the future was uncertain.

Alexander followed the events in the Peloponnese with alarm and prepared to fight with Agis in the
spring of 331 BCE. At Tire, wishing to congratulate Athens and encourage their non-interference, he
finally agreed to give freedom to the Athenian mercenaries captured in the Battle of Granica. Soon,
Navarch Amphoter was sent “to help those Peloponnesians who, from the beginning of the Persian
War, showed independence and did not obey the Lacedaemonians” (Arrian, Ill, 6, 3). Finally, before
heading to the Euphrates, he ordered Antipater to conclude (for a short time) a truce with Memnon
and direct his actions against Agis. Antipater conducted recruitment of a contingent from the
Corinthian Union. The battle took place in October 331 BCE at the walls of Megalopolis. The Spartans
were defeated; King Agis fell in battle. Yet Alexander did not get rid of anxiety: we see that for several
months (the end of 331 - the beginning of 330 BCE), he made generous gestures towards the
European Greeks. Without playing a decisive role in the outcome of the military campaign, the revolt
of Agis undoubtedly caused Alexander to worry about the reliability of the European bases (Anson).
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