
Are Alexander the Great’s actions in both the Battle of Gaugamela and the Sack of Persepolis in positive accordance with ancient philosophical ideas of heroism?


Abstract 

This essay addresses the ideals of heroism and courage in ethics and attempts to apply these notions to two important events in the life of Alexander the Great. Using primarily the three main literary Greek sources of Arrian, Diodorus, and Plutarch, this essay approaches the characteristics of each of these portrayals, their perspectives, and evaluates whether we can come to any conclusions about the true character of Alexander the Great. Comparing and evaluating these accounts through ancient Greek philosophy is important, as Alexander would have had exposure to these ideals, and this aid our understanding of the reception of Alexander by the Greeks in ancient times, as we often focus on his effects on the medieval and modern periods. This essay focuses on Aristotle’s ethics, as Alexander had direct contact, and they are some of the most influential and expansive treatises on morality that survive. The three authors cause problems by having different motives and very different accounts of each event, potentially confusing any clues about Alexander’s character we might find. By examining two very different events, there can be had a better understanding of why Alexander is seen as one of the great heroes of the ancient world, but also why this may not be the most accurate description. Unlike the beliefs of the Roman Emperor Caracalla, the heroism of Alexander the Great is not a straightforward issue, and it is evident Alexander could be capable of valiant deeds but could also be lead into rash and bold decisions unbefitting of a heroic character. 









Plan structure


· Introduction and explanation of the historical problems/difficulties that must be addressed (800 words)
· Intro: The important idea of heroism for ancient philosophers with mention to how Alexander is often seen as one of the great heroes of the ancient world. Aristotle tutored him in Macedon and placed a great deal of importance on the idea of being virtuous.
· Problems with historiography: explain troubles with examining the true character of a historical figure through the texts (Rice 1997:89). This essay therefore will be focusing on the character we can see in Arrian’s, Diodorus’, and Plutarch’s account. 
· Explain and determine the nature of each author’s approach to Alexander’s character.
· Combined we possibly can determine something about Alexander’s character that all these sources agree on. Reinforce the relevance of each perspective whilst building them.

· What is heroism? (200)
· Briefly evaluate the definitions of heroism and how it can be synonymous virtuous courage.

· The philosophy of heroism (700)
· Heroism for Socrates, Plato, and other relevant pre-Aristotelian philosophers: Briefly examining the concept and development of heroism as a virtue and what practical tools they provide for determining heroism in individuals. 
· Heroism for Aristotle: Talk about virtue ethics and Aristotle’s focus upon it. Briefly explain what virtues are and how a man can possess a virtue. Address what is meant by the term hero/heroism. Heroism can be described as virtuous practically-acted courage. Mention the golden mean is not stated by Aristotle, as Apressyan discusses, but explain concisely that the text does describe the model almost exactly.


· Alexander’s actions in the Battle of Gaugamela and the philosophical comparison with criticism of the authors. (1000)
· Plutarch’s version of the events, and if philosophers would describe these events as heroic with attention to Alexander rejecting a night attack (Plut. Alex. 31.3-34.2). disagree with OBrien’s point about Alexander simply being drunk, but rather acting casual for morale purposes (O’Brien 1993:95).
· Arrian’s account in relevance to heroic deeds (Arr. Anab. 3.7-16), his praise of Alexander so we can consider his perspective, and how the portrayal compares to the philosophical ideas of heroism.
· Diodorus’ account (Diod. 17.54-61), his praise of Alexander, and how this relates to philosophical ideas of heroism.
· How confident we can be about these descriptions? Conclude that for most Greek philosophers, Alexander acted heroically yet also may have gone towards an excess of courage; a vice.

· Alexander’s action in the Sack of Persepolis and the philosophical comparison with criticism of the authors. (1000)
· Plutarch’s version of the events (Plut. Alex. 37-38), focusing on how Thais persuaded Alexander and how he regretted his decisions in an unheroic picture of drunken revelry. 
· Arrian’s clinical version (Arr. Anab. 3.18), the dialogue with Parmenio and whether this displays a rashness of character. Arrian’s clear denouncing of Alexander’s actions are also important in relation to his perspective biases.
· Evaluate Diodorus’ negative portrayal of Alexander and his soldiers (Diod. 17.70-72). Comment upon Plato’s ideal of the philosopher king in relation to this. Refute Rice accepting this version as the most likely to be accurate (Rice 2004:48) 
· Assess whether from these accounts we can determine anything of Alexander’s character (a lack of heroism) and how confident we can be about this.

· Conclusion (300+)
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Assess that all the three texts cannot be described as reliable, yet we can detect something of Alexander’s character through the similarities between their perspectives and depictions of the events.
· Conclude that alexander, whilst possessing some ideals heroism, Aristotle would disapprove of many aspects.
· The two events contrast and how generate different judgments about Alexander.
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