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CHAPTER ONE

HIERONYMUS' LIFE AND WRITING

"No one can bear to read Hieronymus through to the end", said

the literary critic Dionysius of Halicarnassus.1 This was the epitaph

which the ancient world accorded to Hieronymus of Cardia, the contemporary

eye*witness historian of Alexander's Successors. His work in its
original form is now completely lost; but on the basis of epitomes and
a few citations it has been ranked in modern times alongside the
histories of Thucydides and Polybius.2 The peculiar interest of
Hieronymus, as a man and a writer, is the position which hé occupied
in the history of his times. He was the friend and companion in turn
of Eumenes the Cardian, Antigonus Monophthalmus, Demetrius, and
Antigonus Gonatas; possibly he had also accompanied Alexander's
expedition; and he held importaht administrative and diplomatic posts
under his various masters. The great range of his experience and his
close relationship to many of the leading figures of the age made
Hieronymus-uniquely qualified to record one of the most dramatic
evolutions of Greek history: the passing of the classical world into
which he had been born, and the creation of the Hellenistic kingdoms.
was the aﬁthority of his work that even a detractor like Dionysius

sometimes felt obliged to consult it on points of fact;3 and it was

Such

used by epitomisers and biographers of the Roman period as the standard

history of the Diadochi. The literary critics, however, deplored the
style in which it was written; in the passage of Dioﬁysius from
which I have quoted the author voices his objections to nearly the
whole of Greek historiography in the Hellenistic period; and we must

blame the taste of Dionysius' generation for the loss of Hieronymus'

history, along with so many other casualties of Hellenistic literature.
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Not only was Hieronymus' style unfashionable in the Augustan
era; specialised works on the Macedonian period had only a limited
appeal to Romans. Dionysius found Hieronymus useful where his account
touched on the history of Rome in connection with Pyrrhus' Italian
expedition, but in general few were concerned to preserve histories
of long dead kings and cities in eclipse, whose affairs would be of
marginal interest to the educated reading public.4 It is only by
chance that we still have so much of Polybius.5 The first century B.C.
saw a great development in encyclopaedic writing, and the general
trend was towards abbreviation. 'Universal' historians like Diodorus,
Trogus and Nicolaus reduced the histories of their predecessors to
readable synopses, or absorbed them into their own works without
adnowledgement; the biographers plundered them for accounts of
interesting individuals, and the strategical writers for specimens of
military expertise. Ocecasionally in the imperial period an antiquarian
or a man with a real sense of history might resurrect one of the
Hellenistic historians for his own purposes: thus Zosimus showed an
interest in Polybius which his contemporafies must have regarded as
eccentric,6 and Arrian bothered to seek out copies of Ptolemy and
Aristobulus for his history of Alexander, and probably drew on
Hieronymus for his T:‘( /\Ag-ro} ’A,\éngg);oov” » which is partially
preserved in the Photian epitome and on a Vatican codex.7 It is
usually thought that Arrian preserved much of the substance of his
sources; it was, however, re-written and interpreted according to
his own judgement, and even if a copy of his history of the successors,
based on Hieronymus, should turn up on papyri, we would still be only
as near to Hieronymus as we are to Ptolemy or Aristobulus. Two
papyrus fragments of the second century A.D. have been found this century

which come from histories of the Diadochi: one seems to be a fragment



of Arrian's work, the other part of the exercise of a private student
who had set himself to abridge a Rhodian historian drawing on Hieronym.us.8
Therefore by this time it seems that Hieronymus' history was no longer
being copied in its original form and valued for its own sake. The
evident popularity of Arrian at this time, as well as in the Byzantine
period, gives hope that papyrologists may discover a longer extract
from his history of the Diadochi; but since a serious history like
Arrian's, no less than the digests and epitomes, supplanted the older
authors to whom he was indebted, there is little likelihood that a
copy of Hieronymus' history, written in Hieronymus' own words, will
emerge from the sands of Egypt.

A handful of citations — twelve testimonia and eighteen fragments,
none more than half a page long - can be found under Hieronymus'
name in Jacoby's collection, and these provide valuable information
about the historian's life;9 Paradoxically, however, most of what we
know about his work comes not from the named fragments, but from
derivative accounts of the Diadochi in which Hieronymus is not acknowledged,
or only acknowledged for particular details. Accordingly, a separate
commentary on the fragments is appended to the present study, and I have
taken as the basis for my appreciation of Hieronymus the section of
Diodorus Siculus' world history — books XVIII-XX - which deals with
the Diadochi. This is the most extended literary treatment of the
period which survives from antiquity, and there is evidence not only
that Hieronymuswas here the main author used by Diodorus, but that for
long sections Diodorus merely paraphrased or extracted from his source,
without addition or interpretation except of the simplest kind. It
will be evident that the exact nature of this derivation is the
central issue in a discussion of Hieronymus: my thesis is largely a

study in method, and I hope to throw light on two Hellenistic historians,

Hieronymus himself, and incidentally on Hieronymus' medium, Diodorus, a



naive but puzzling writer who is of interest to students of Classical
and Roman as well as Hellenistic history. My intention, however, is
not merely to re-affirm or modify the conclusions long since reached

in a general way by the traditional methods of source criticism. The
loss of most Hellenistic historiography makes the century before
Polybius begins a twilight zone: at least until 272 we have glimpses

of the contemporary account of Hieronymus, a guide, as Tarn says, to

be more than thankful for;10 but the fact that one historian has
dominated the tradition in a poorly documented period, suggests the
need for especial caution, and I shall try to define the extent and

the limits of Hieronymus' celebrated trustworthiness. I shall also |
attempt to characterise and estimate his thought and writing as a
product of its time. The unique relationship between Diodorus and

his sources, which has become increasingly apparent during the last
century, allows us to see something of both the substance and the

tone of the authors he used, and for this reason Hieronymus' own attitudes
and outlook are perhaps easier to discover than those of most of the
lost Greek historians.

Previous studies of Hieronymus tend to neglect these aspects,
or deal with them only in summary form. He is a historian who has
attracted the attention of commentators sporadically since the
beginnings of modern scholarship. G.J.Voss included a short essay
on Hieronymus in his pioneer work on the Greek historians of the early
17th century, in which he discussed the most important evidence for
his life and tried to distinguish him from his namesakes Hieronymus
of Egypt and Hieronymus of Rhodesfiﬁ In the first part of the I
eighteenth century, the French encyclopaedists took note of him: the

Abbé Sévin contributed a discussion of Hieronymus to the Memoires de

1'academie des inscriptions et belles lettres of 1737 (vol.XIII), a




volume which also included essays on Philistus and Timagenes, and

in this he attempted to relate the historian to his historical
background, but made a number of mistakes in identification. These
errors were corrected and serious analysis begun by the German scholar

Brlickner in his dissertation De Vita et Scriptis Hieronymi Cardiani of

1842, which is the foundation of later commentaries.12 The first
extended treatment of Hieronymus was the moééraph by Fr. Reuss,

published exactly a century ago in 1876.13 gkeuss amplified all
Brlckner's points and added an extensive analysis of authors whom he
supposed to have drawn on Hieronymus; but writing as he did at a time
when 'Quellenforschung' was in its heyday, it was his main concern to
trace the influence of Hieronymus on writers of a later period, and

he made little attempt to characterise the history and to set it against
its literary and historical background. This pattern was generally
repeated in later studies: numerous analyses of the sources 'for the
Diadochi exist,14 but there has been no detailed assessment of Hieronymus'
historical method, his outlook and his achievement. The best discussion
remains Jacoby's article on Hieronymus in Pauly-Wissowa of 1913.15
I hope to show that, while our knowledge of Hieronymus' writing is
necessarily restricted by the quantity and by the nature of the second-
hand accounts through which it is filtered, Hieronymus, nevertheless,

is not merely another of the phantom figures who seem to populate

the third century.

% % % %



Hieronzpus' Life

Hieronymus was a citizen of Cardia in the Thracian Chersonese (T1),
born about the middle of the fourth century B.C. The general period
of his floruit is not in doubt, for he lived to record the death of
Pyrrhus in 272 (F15), and according to Agatharchides, cited by Ps.-Lucian

in the Macrobioi, he was 104 years old when he died (T2). He certainly

died before Antigonus Gonatas in 239, because Ps.-Lucian cites Hieronymus
for the ages of many of the other Successors, but cites another source

for the age of Gonatas at his death.16 Allowing him approximately

a decade after Pyrrhus' death in which to write up his history, it

is usually assumed that Hieronymus died in c.260, and was therefore

born c. 364. This calculation seems to be confirmed by the fact that

he led an important diplomatic mission from Eumenes to Antipater in the
year 320 (T3), since it might be expectedlthat the chief ambassador

would be a man in middle age. Furthermore, Hieronymus is described as
the friend ('philos') of Eumenes, who was forty-five when he was
executed in winter 317—316.17 The calculation is by no means precise,
however. Hieronymus may have been the friend of Eumenes without

being his exact contemporary, and it is possible that he was in

fact Eumenes' nephew, which would suggest a gap between their ages.18
A blood relationship could also explain the choice of Hieronymus as
leader of the envoys, even if he were less than thirty at the time.
State ambassadors in classical Greece were normally men of standing
and maturity;19 but whereas the Greek cities elected their emvoys,
an independent dynast like Eumenes was in a position to make a personal
appointment, and from Eumenes' point of view Hieronymus' most important
qualifications would be that he was both trustworthy, and, as his
personal friend or relative, likely to inspire trust: we may compare the

action of Philip in sending Alexander as head of the embassy to Athens

after Chaeronea.



How much reliance can be placed on the evidence of the

Macrobioi on this matter is very uncertain. In this section of the

work Ps.-Lucian was probably drawing on an earlier compilation of the
same sort as his own, rather than making his own calculations, as he
does elsewhere;21 but if Agatharchides is correctly cited, it must
then be asked how Agatharchides came by his information. Jacoby
suggested that autobiographical details were contained in the preface to
Hieronymus' history;22 and we know that Aristobulus prefaced his history
with a statement of his age at the time when he began the work.23 No
one can record his own death, however, and to explain the phrase /‘é&f’
173 TE)QUT%d{S ifaéogj in the citation from Agatharchides, it
is preferable to suppose that a friend or editor appended a biographical
note to Hieronymus' manuscript, for the wording of this text implies
personal acquaintance, and Agatharchides belonged to a later generation.
The statement about Hieronymus' age could, of course, have derived
ultimately from the mouth of fhe historian himself, who was certainly
interested in statistics of this kind: Ps.-Lucian cites Hieronymus for
the ages of Antigonus Monophthalmus, Lysimachus, Mithridates and
Ariarathes, and he is possibly the authority for the ages of Antipater
and Ptolemy, who are mentioned in the same group of octogenarians.24
Towards the end of his long life he may have found a certain gloomy
satisfaction in recounting to a younger generation how he had outlived
so many of his famous contemporaries - though in doing so he may
have been guilty, as very old people sometimes are, of a little
exaggeration.25

If we allow for a slight distortion, possibly originating with

Hieronymus himself, in the figure given by Agatharchides, we may put

Hieronymus' birth sometime during the 350's. Thus his childhood fell
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during a period when Athens had concluded her struggles against her
allies in the east Mediterranean, and when the new king of Macedon
was beginning to look towards the Chersonese; a period in which his
city sought, first of all, autonomy and independence, and when that
was no longer possible, the alliance of Philip. Cardia, founded in
the 7th century by Miletus and Clazomenae and by 342 the greatest
city in the Chersonese, had always been exceptional in its politics.
Its inhabitants were not all, or not purely Greek, for Herodotus impliés
that the Dolonci formed a large part of the population, and that the
peninsula was hellenised only as a result of Athenian colonisation.27
During the 6th century Cardia had its first taste of tyranny when
the elder Miltiades made it the centre of his priﬁate empire. In

493 the city medized and the younger Miltiades was expelled: "As for

' said Herodotus, '"the Phoenicians subdued all the

the Chersonese,’
towns in it Wﬁiv k%féy7g ﬁdkéﬁ'", the first use of a phrase familiar

in the fourth century.28 The position of Cardia on the corn route

from the Black Sea made it an important possession in the Athenian
Em.pire,29 and though we have no evidence that the city defected in

its payments of tribute, the Cardians of the fourth century did not .
forget the burdens of the Athenian 3(/,,)(?/ , and after the Social War
stood resolute against renewed attempts by the Athenians to control

their city. In 352 Cardian territory was excepted when Cersobleptes
handed over the Chersonese to Athens,30 and for a few years seems to

have enjoyed independence; but Cardia was an ally of Philip before 346,
according to Philip's own statement, and was enrolled as such in the
Peace of Philocrates.31 Demosthenes tried to insinuate in 341 that
Philip was in breach of the peace in defending Cardia against Diopeithes,

but such help as he did send was justified by an alliance of more than

five years standing.32 The Cardians preferred the patronage of Macedon
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Alexander to the guest friendship which existed between his father
and Philip.37 Hieronymus the elder was therefore a prominent citizen
of Cardia, the friend of Philip, perhaps active in persuading his
fellow citizens to accept the alliance of Philip in the 340's; and
Hieronymus the younger would have grown up in a Cardian family notable
for its Macedonian politics, in which the topics of the Macedonian
alliance, Philip's growing empire, and the character of Philip himself,
were, no doubt, constantly under discussion. We may speculate whether
Hieronymus ever met Philip and was inspired by that great man with
life-long admiration for the Macedonian character. It seems certain,
at least, that his early environment inculcated in him attitudes to
the future masters of the world which were not shared by his
contemporaries in Athens or Thebes.

The Cardia of Hieronymus' early years was a democracy. During
the reign of Alexander it was ruled by the tyrant Hecataeus, apparently
a strong ruler, who had perhaps seized power in a period of uncertainty
following the assassination of Philip, and whose son was thriving at
the end of the fourth century.38 Hecataeus was the political enemy of
Eumenes - ;jv )/-\(/4 OO ﬁzr}omr{ T &k ToXITiKGY &xqﬂod,oc«?v o) i
ﬁ?%g kXXﬁAqu - and we are told that Eumenes frequently denounced
Hecataeus and urged Alexander to restore its freedom to Cardia.39
Their enmity was such that Eumenes feared he might be murdered by
Antipater to please Hecataeus; and almost certainly Eumenes took
himself to Philip's court and followed Alexander because his position
in Cardia under the tyranny had become impossible. We hear of another
Cardian in Alexander's retinue, Xenodochus, who, possibly for similar

40 Hieronymus'

reasons, sought his fortune away from his native city.
career during this period is quite unknown. He may have shared Eumenes'

exile and taken part in the great expedition to the east; though
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nothing that we know of his history necessarily suggests personal
knowledge of Alexander or of his campaigns.41

It was in the period after Alexander's death that he became of
real service to Eumenes, who, suffering as he did from the disadvantage
of being a non-Macedonian and, so far, a non—military man, needed to
marshal all possible supporters for the coming struggle. We should
think of Hieronymus as a member of Eumenes' staff by 322, when
Eumeneé was confirmed as satrap of Cappadocia after the defeat of
Ariarathes, and made a number of administrative appointments in his
new satrapy.42 Some reorganization of the army must also have been
neceséary after the recent war with Ariarathes.43 Hieronymus'
appointment may have been on the civil side, for, although he spent
a large part of his life with the Macedonian armies, there is no
indication that he ever held a military command.44 Hieronymus'
history shows that he had access to the sort of information which would
be available to a quarter master or some other member of the commissariat,
but we cannot necessarily infer that this was his job. Eumenes and
Antigonus used him as envoy and diplomat; Demetrius made him harmost
of Thebes - a civil office; and the expedition which he led to the
Dead Sea seems to have been scientific rather than military, since it
45

was unable to defend itself against the attacks of hostile Arabs.

Possibly his main functions were those of a gramfjfiteus: in this capacity

Eumenes had served Alexander, and it was a job for which an educated
Greek was needed.46 In the narrative from Hieronymus we hear

frequently of letters and other documents to which a member of the

chancellery would have had ready access, including letters written 'in

s’ 4 /

Syrian characters' - 2i9f‘°ﬂ§ y prumTIV = i.e. Aramaic, the common

S

language of the Achaemenid empire.47 The Macedonians scorned

bureaucratic work, and only Peucestas among Alexander's generals bothered
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to learn Persian:48 the task of reading, writing, and translating
therefore fell on the Greek staff and interpreters, who were, accordingly,
exceptionally well placed to know and understand what was going on in

the empire. Hieronymus is described as the 'philos' of Eumenes, which
possibly has a technical as well as a personal sense, and the 'philoi'

of the Macedonian kings and generals normally formed a military

advisory council; but in the settled kingdoms of the Diadochi the
functions of the king's 'philoi' became divided between the military

and the civil, and Hieronymus should perhaps be seen as & forerunner

of the class of civil servants which grew up under the Seleucids and

Ptolemies.4

Hieronymus emerges at last into the clear light of history in
320, when he accompanied Eumenes, now formally outlawed by the Macedonians
as a former adherent of Perdiccas, to the Phrygian hill fortress of
Nora, where they were besieged by the forces of Antigonus. He is
mentioned at this time by Diodorus and Plutarch as leader of the
embassy sent by Eumenes to Antipater to discuss terms for Eumenes'
surrender (T3, 4). We are not told whether the embassy achieved its
purpose. Antipater died about this time, and affairs in Macedon were
thrown into confusion byAthe disagreement between Cassander and
Polyperchon. Hieronymus may have received assurances of assistance,
however, because after his return Eumenes continued to hold out at
Nora, and Polyperchon later wrote to him with offers of money and the
office of 'strategos autokrator' in Asia.50 On his return to Nora,
Hieronymus was approached by Antigonus, whose permission must have
been needed before the envoys could re-enter the fortress. Antigonus
asked him to deliver to Eumenes a proposal of alliance and partnership,

terms which were, in effect, a counter to those which Hieronymus had
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/

brought back from Macedon. He also offered Hieronymus f&sk;)wg ELJ08~<J
but whether these were accepted, our sources do not relate; Hieronymus
perhaps mentioned them in order to enhance his own importance in the
transaction.

We next hear of him in winter 317-16, after the defeat at
Gabiene and Eumenes' execution by Antigenus. Hieronymus was brought
in among the wounded prisoners of war, and won the trust and kindness
of Antigonus, whose service he now entered (T5). The transfer of
troops from the camp of the defeated to that of the victor was common
practice during the wars of the Successors;51 and Hieronymus, who
was wounded and in the hands of the enemy, probably had no alternative.
His acquaintance with Antigonus formed during the negotiations at Nora
may have made the change easier for him, and our sources preserve
echoes of the propaganda, possibly transmitted through Hieronymus
himself, by which Antigonus tried to exonerate himself from responsibility
for Eumenes' death and mitigate the blow to Eumenes' followers. Diodorus
tells us that Antigonus was unwilling to kill Eumenes - which seems
unlikely, since he had fought for four years to eliminate him - and
was only forced to do so by the demands of the Macedonian soldiers, from

32 We also hear

whose leaders he later exacted a just retribution.
that he treated Eumenes with kindness during his last days and allowed
his ashes to be sent home tb his relatives; and Plutarch records that
Nearchus the Cretan and the eighteen year old Demetrius pleaded with
Antigonus for Eumenes' life.53 This last story may be true, since it
would be unclracteristic for Plutarch to invent an incident without
any basis in his source, and this was perhaps the beginning of the

friendship between Hieronymus and Demetrius which is attested during

the following period. We are well informed about incidents like the
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battle of Gaza, the battle of Salamis, and the siege of Rhodes, involving
Demetrius alone, and again about those such as the expedition to
Nabataean Arabia, on which both Demetrius and his father were present,
but our sources have less to say about Antigonus in the periods when

he was apart from Demetrius - Diodorus is completely silent on the
struggle between Antigonus and Seleucus after 312 - and this suggests
that Hieronymus was attached to the staff of Demetrius after winter 317-16,
perhaps in order to spare him the embarrassment of direct subordination
to s former enemy. References to Demetrius at the battles of
Paraetacene and Gabiene (Diod. XIX,29,4; 40,I), where he held his

first commands in battle, introduce us to the young prince in whom
Hieronymus may have thought at first that he saw a second Alexander:

the portrait of Demetrius at the time of Gaza, and the description of

his prowess at Salamis, seem to reflect this early period of optimism,
when it looked as»though Antigonus and Demetrius would conquer Asia

and establish themselves as Alexander's heirs. The four special
councillors assigned to Demetrius by Antigonus before Gaza included two
Greeks, Andronicus of Olynthus and Nearchus the Cretan (already

associated with Demetrius on the occasion of Eumenes' execution), and
it seems likely that Hieronymus, too, was among the 'philoi' who
advised Demetrius not to fight Ptolemy in 312 and whose advice was
ignored.

Diodorus mentions the historian once more as a historical figure
on the expedition which Antigonus sent into Nabataean Arabia in 312 (T6).
Hieronymus is named as leader of the party which was ordered to collect
bitumen from the Dead Sea: he is described as 'overseer of the revenue'
(cf. Diod. XIX.100.I), a vague title, but it is not impossible that
Antigonus envisaged an office of a permanent nature. The organisation

and administration of his Asian possessions was a major concern to
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Antigonus: directly after his victory over Eumenes at the end of 317
the people of Asia began to call him 'basileus', and he began to
treat the conquered territory as a kingdom, establishing a communications
system like that of the Achaemenid rulers, appointing his own nominees
as satraps, and inquiring into the financial accounts of the satraps;
later he set up a mint at Tyre, and founded cities: in 302 he was called to
Ipsus from the festival celebrating the founding of his new capital at
Antigoneia. Territorial aggrandisement does not seem to have been an end
in itself for Antigonus, as it was for Alexander: his main object was the
secure establishment of his dynasty, as modern writers have stressed.55
The discovery of the 'asphalt lake' pleased him because he thought it
would be a source of revenue for the kingdom — Soxerv 9451?7)(&/-41 TIVK 7‘:{
/ZanAeéf Izaé{cé;v’ (XI1X.100.I) - for bitumen was apparently exported
to Egypt for use in the embalming process.56 This was not the only
commercial advantage of the region: the Nabataeans asked disingenuously
what Antigonus hoped to gain by conquering a nomad people of the desert,
but they did not mention the great caravam route which passed through
Petra, carrying the spices of Arabia to Egypt and the Syrian coast.
The importance of this route was certainly appreciated at a later date
by the Ptolemies, and suggests that the expedition led by Hieronymus
was not merely a raiding party.57 Antigonus' exact methods of
government are unknown, but it seems possible that Hieronymus'
appointment was seen in the wider perspective of a settled and
prosperous kingdom, and that he was intended to be a sort of minister
for economy for the southern region. On this view we might explain the
apparently exaggerated statement d Josephus that Hieronymus 'governed

58

. \ f . BN - /" o . .
Syrla': 77v éaghxv CHETOOMEVEY . Hieronymus was well-informed about
I

]
.

the natural resources of Phoenicia, if we are to regard him as Diodorus'’
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source on the timber and the man-power of this area,59 and possibly
be occupied some administrative post here after the faiiure of the
Arabian campaign.

For the next twenty years Hieronymus' fortunes must have run

parallel to those of Demetrius. A notice in Ps.-Lucian Macrobioi

cites Hieronymus for the age of Antigonus when he died at Ipsus, and
60

describes him as 6 «u{rlo.azuéwsvos o Tt (se.PAv re v.Lr) :
the sense is ambiguous, but we can hardly doubt, in any case, that
Hieronymus was present at the 'battle of the kings', and witnessed

the sudden ruin of Antigonus' great hopes. We hear of him again in

293, when Demetrius made him governor of Thebes after the Boeotian
revolt: & b 7y Wodestv %"\'ﬁ-{}\u;\/ qS/)oujoa\a/ > :f/ozgéf‘evos TONN

XM (T Kk KT NV /TN z’m/«ekr?‘v’ Kot éf/uofrr)v ‘lefuivu/L«ov’
Tov ?srcsjmcc;\/, :‘;gogﬂ/ »5m€o‘g Ké)(f';E&a.(Plut. Demetr .XXXIX.3-7 = T8).
Boeotia now became, like Athens, a subject state, not an ally of Macedon,
and Demetrius departed from the policy of Cassander and Philip, which
might be called the traditional Macedonian policy, hated by the Greeks,
of controlling the Greek cities by means of local tyrants and factionms,
in favour of direct rule through his own govern.ors.61 Thus Hieronymus'
position vis-a-vis the Thebans was different from that of Demetrius of
Phaleron vis—a-vis the Athenians, who were his fellow citizens; and
while Hieronymus may have been chosen for the job on the grounds that

a Greek would understand the problems of a Greek city, the Thebans
must have regarded him as Macedonian in all but name. The '"Macedonizing'
of Greéks from the peripheries of the Greek world is nowhere better
illustrated than in the appointment of the Cardian Hieronymus to

govern Thebes, champion of Greek liberty, in the name of the Macedonian

suzerain. Demetrius quickly found that his new method was unworkable

without te support of a garrison: while he was absent in Thrace, Thebes



17.

revolted again, and after the suppression of the revolt, Hieronymus
was not re-instated, perhaps because the city was now put under a
military commander.

We may suppose that the subjugation of Thebes in 292 brought
Hieronymus in close contact with Antigonus Gonatas, who defeated the
Thebans in battle during his father's absence; and probably he formed
a member of Antigonus' staff from about this time. He was between 65
and 70 years old in 287 - not too old for Demetrius' expedition into
Asia; but the king may have preferred to leave his trusted servant as
friend and counsellor to his son, as Antigonus the elder had left him
with Demetrius at the time of Demetrius' first independent command.

We should, no doubt, imagine Hieronymus among the 'friends and commanders'
at Athens and Corinth, to whom Demetrius sent word after his capture
that they should regard him as dead and take orders in future only
from Antigonus: this notice in Plutarch probably comes from Hieronymus'
history.62 He then shared with Antigonus the period of watching and
waiting. By 279, Antigonus' possessions in Greece were limited to
Demetrias, Corinth and Piraeus, and like Demetrius, he sailed for Asia
to seek better fortune.63 At Lysimacheia, in 277, his luck changed;
and the prestige of his victory over the Gauls carried him on into
Macedon.64 In 309 Lysimachus had ruined the town of Cardia to create
his own capital city, and it was a curious irony that Hieronymus should
make one of his last journeys with a Macedonian army from the site of
Cardia to the royal court at Pella. There was by this time nothing at
Cardia to make him return: 'the greatest city of the Chersonese' had
become a village, and the political background of Hieronymus' youth -
the feud between the factions of Hecataeus and Eumenes, and the issue
of the alliance with Macedon - had disappeared along with the city

itself.65 We must suppose, therefore, that Hieronymus, already a
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Macedonian by adoption, finally found a home in the country of his
master. He may have gone to the Peloponnese with Antigonus for the
final campaign against Pyrrhus, for he seems to have recorded this
episode in detail (F14, 15), though by the time of Pyrrhus' death
in 272 he must have been an old man of over eighty. We may assume
that the evening of his life was passed in comfortable retirement in
Macedon, pensioned and rewarded as his forty years of service to the
family of Antigonus deserved.

OQur last piece of evidence oh Hieronymus' life comes from a

Life of Aratus, in which it is said that Antigonus wrote either to or

3 la Y Land - 66

about Hieronymus: ¢v Todf Tep (Icfpv!;»/.:,b\ov . Attempts have
] J J

been made to defend the text as it stands, but it is almost certainly

67 . |
corrupt; and we should read either }ch\)j ‘IEpc3VjMov' or wEp Y encovl mou.

v v /
In either case we have evidence of a close relationship between Antigonus
and Hieronymus, which is confirmed by Pausanias' comment that
. . SO Y v . .

Hieronymus wrote gs 700v7v’ J4vr1yov©~l and praised him
) 68 . .
immoderately. The second of the alternative readings would

suggest that Antigonus wrote an obituary or biography of Hieronymus,

and it is tempting to connect such a work with testimonium 2, which

contains information about Hieronymus' age and his state of health

in his last days which can only have come from an editor or biographer.
Perhaps the reading ﬂf};‘]§9$uvyov is more likely, however, since
Antigonus is said to have mentioned a number of the philosophers and
men of letters who formed a cultural circle at his court: Aratus,
Persaeus, Antagoras, and Alexander the Aetolian.} Jacoby's suggestion
that this was an invitation to Hieronymus to join Antigonus and his
friends at court is an attractive one, which incidentally gives us a

picture of Hieronymus living in retirement away from Pella, no doubt

on a country estate bestowed on him by the king.69 Here, probably, he
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ended his long life, remaining, according to Agatharchides' statement,
sound in mind and body until his last day;7o and here he would have
composed his history, the fruit of a life which can scarcely be
paralleled among historians of any period in its range of experience

and in the momentous changes of the times which it encompassed.71

Hieronymus' Writing:

If we accept Polybius' maxim that the best histories are written
by men who have practical knowledge of political and military affairs,
something may be inferred a priori about the character of Hieronymus' work.
His career forms a sharp contrast to that of the other great historian
of the third century, Hieronymus' slightly younger contemporary Timaeus,
who, if we are to trust Polybius' invective, scarcely left his library.
In many respects he invites comparison with Polybius himself: a Greek,
apparently of standing in his native city, but for most of his active life
an exile; a diplomat and man of action, who came to admire the power that
eclipsed his own nation, winning the friendship and patronage of its
leading statesman, and in old age writing a history of his times which
favoured his foreign master. Modern commentators have often seen this
similarity between Hieronymus and Polybius as extending to their
writings; and from the fragments alone we have the impression of a
serious historian, although these are meagre.

None of the fragments of Hieronymus is a direct quotation,
and the total number in Jacoby's collection, eighteen,vand a doubtful
nineteenth, is very much smaller fhan the number we have for Timaeus,
Duris or Phylarchus. The citations in general are helpful ones,
however, which enable us to determine the approximate scope of the work
and some of its characteristics. The earliest fragment that is exactly
dateable deals with events in Cappadocia of the year 322 (F3), the

latest with the death of Pyrrhus in 272 (F15): the history thus covered
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a span of at least fifty years. No book numbers are cited, but the
work was of considerable length, because Hieronymus gave details on

the casualties in Pyrrhus' battles in Italy (F1l, 12), and these canmnot
have been central to the history. There seem also to have been numerous
digressions: on the funeral carriage of Alexander (F2), on the Dead Sea
(F5), on the early history of Rome (F13), the topography of Corinth
(F16), the ancient history of Thessaly (F17), the geography of Crete (F18).
These examples of discursive writing - six out of the eighteen fragments -
in which Hieronymus filled in the background to places and events
mentioned in his history, show us a historian with the wide-ranging
antiquarian and ethnographical interests of his Ionian forefathers

from Miletus. At the same time, his history was characterised by a
remarkable precision in statistical details: he is cited for the ages

of Ariarathes, Mithridates, Antigonus Monophthalmus, and Lysimachus

(F4, 7, 8, 10) at the time of their deaths; for the measurement of

the ditch which the Spartans dug as a defence against Pyrrhus (F14);

for the casualty figures at Heraclea and Asculum (F1l1l, 12); for the

size of the island of Crete (F18); and wherever his evidence conflicts
with that of another writer, it is almost always the more conservative
estimate, a fact which naturally tends to encourage faith in his
accuracy. Whether Hieronymus was equally reliable in his treatment

of historical personalities we cannot be sure: Pausanias alleges that

he slandered Lysimachus because he had a grudge against him for
destroying the town of Cardia, and claims that he was in fact hostile

to 'all the kings except Antigonus' (F9) - Antigonus Gonatas, that is,
as becomes clear from a later passage (F15), in which it is implied

that Hieronymus was unfair in his treatment of Pyrrhus because he

wrote to please Antigonus. The accusation of bias is clearly a central

issue in assessing Hieronymus as a historian, and I shall deal with
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this topic in a later chapter. The other fragments and testimonia
give us some idea of the sort of history that Hieronymus wrote, and
though little more can be learned from the citations themselves, they
provide important criteria in tracing the use of Hieronymus by later
writers.

It is generally agreed that all ancient accounts of the Diadochi
are derived in some degree from Hieronymus; but the manner in which they
derive from him is all-important, because a sensible estimate of his
work can only be made if we have some principle by which to distinguish
it from the work in which it is contained; and most ancient authors
are reticent in acknowledging their sources, and have stamped their
writings throughout with the mark of their own personalities. Diodorus
of Agyrrhium, as I shall argue in the following chapter, is a crucial
exception: his narrative of the years 323-302 provides a continuous
text which can be used, despite many qualifications, to analyse
Hieronymus' work; and substantial sectioms of his books XVIII, XIX,
and XX can be appended, as paraphrases of Hieronymus, to the small

collection of fragments in which Hieronymus is cited by name.
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CHAPTER TWO

DIODORUS AND HIERONYMUS

Diodorus could claim a certain popularity in antiquity. His
books were in such demand at the time of composition that some were
pirated for publication before he had had time to revise them: so he

tells us himself, apparently with a touch of pride.1

He is not cited
by pagan authors, apart frpm»Pliny, and there are no papyri fragments
of his work: this suggests that in Egypt, at any rate, older and more
famous historians were preferred.zk However, he suited Christian taste.
Writers like Eusebius and Julius Africanus valued Diodorus not only for
the high moral tone of his history (he constantly awards praise and blame
to famous men), but especially for his chronological organisation.
Unlike the majority of pagan historians, who took a cyclical view of
history, Diodurus traced the history of mankind from a fixed point in
time at which life was created, and saw man's development through the
ages as a process guided by diviné 'pronoia'. Hence Christian authors
describe him as wise and illustrious.

From the 15th to the 17th centuries he was again highly valued
as a historian. The Latin scholar Rhodoman was ecstatic when he first
received Stephanus' edition of Diodorus: "Quem ubi primum legere coepi,
dicere non possum, quantos in animo statim meo hic scriptor amores
excitarit! in quantum sui admirationem me rapuerit: adeo, ut ex illo
tempore illum amare et magnifacere, praedicare etiam, ubi occasio daretur,
nunquam destiterim."4 We have many Renaissance editions of his work;
and the translations into French, German, Italian and English, as well

as Latin, together with selections and extracts in these languages, are

a strong indication of his general popularity.5 Books XVIII-XX seem to
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have had especial appeal: they were first translated from Greek into
Latin by Lehan Lascary, then from Latin into French by Claude de Seyssel
in 1530; and from the French into English by Thomas Stocker in 1569;

and each of these editions included a translation of Plutarch's Life of

Demetrius as an epilogue to the story of the Diadochi.6 One copy of
Seyssel's French edition, which had originally been dedicated.to
Louis XII, bears the autograph monogram of Henry VIII 'on the title
page.7 Interest in Diodorus in England was not confined to intellectual
royalty. Henry Cogan translated the first six books into English in 1653;
and in 1700 George Booth of Chester testified to his continuing popularity
by 'making English' the first fifteen books of the Bibliotheke.8

But already some scholars had looked beyond Diodorus' entertainment
value. In 1670, J.H. Boecler included in his 'Lectiones Polybianae' an
essay entitled 'Diodori Siculi Imitatio Polybiana'; and in his great
edition of 1746 Wesseling suggested that parts of Diodorus' preface
were dependent on Polybius, and remarked that he often seemed to imitate
the spirit of Polybius in a general way. Since that time faith in
Diodorus' value as an independent historian has gradually been eroded,
and 19th century German scholarship made his work one of the most eligible
subjects for the operations of 'Quellenforschung'. Niebuhr described
him as 'naive, unlearned, totally spiritless, without judgement, silly,
incompetent even as an epitomiser', One of the 'worst historians who has
come down to us in either of the languages of antiquity from any period';
and Mommsen, equally damning, spoke of the 'incredible foolishness and
even more incredible unscrupulousness of this most miserable of all
writers.'9 These sweeping judgements were qualified, but rarely
contradicted in later years; and Schwartz's analysis of Diodorus'

sources in his Pauly Wissowa article of 1905 summed up the prevailing
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mood of scepticism.lo Since then it has been usual to regard the
Bibliotheke as derivative in the most damaging semse of that word.

The sources Diodorus is thought to have used include a number of very
important or interesting historians whose works are otherwise lost:
Schwartz's list includes Hecataeus of Abdera, Ctesias, Posidonius,
Agatharchides, Megasthenes, Ephorus, Cleitarchus, Duris, and Hieronymus.
The crucial question is the manner in which Diodorus derives from

these authors.

Diodorus does not tell us that he is a compiler. He cites a
number of authors, especially in the early books on prehistory and
foreign lands, where he may have felt that there was less discredit
in admitting his debt;11 but the citations are embedded in the surrounding
text in such a way that it is often unclear exactly where they begin and
end. In books XVIII-XX he twice cites Timaeus for western history, but
for the narrative of Greek and Asian affairs no authorities are nam.ed.12
Certainty about what sources are being used, and how, could only be
reached if we possessed original histories of the period; but we do
not have one of the works which Diodorus cites or is suspected of having
used - except Polybius, and the part of the Bibliotheke which seems to
follow Polybius itself survives only in fragments. As so often happened
with ancient epitomes, Diodorus' Bibliotheke helped to drive the original
works off the market. His dependence on earlier literature in a general
way 1s not in doubt, but unless this is the dependence of an epitomiser,
drawing on one author at a time over long sections, litle can be learned
from Diodorus about the lost Hellenistic historians. If, on the other
hand, his work is the product of critical research into earlier
historians, independent of those historians in attitudes and historical

interpretation, Diodorus becomes a far more significant author in his own
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right than he has usually been supposed, but his value as a repository
of lost works is greatly diminished. Whereas the fragments of a
historian represent the selection made by particular authors for their
own purposes, and can be misleading as to the character of the original,
an epitome tends to preserve the general assumptions and attitudes of
the source: hence characterisations of Hecataeus, Ephorus, Timaeus or
Hieronymus are very largely dependent on what are taken to be abbreviations
of their works in various parts of the Bibliotheke. However, even if
these historians are Diodorus' chief authorities for a period, the
characterisations attempted by modern scholars are not valid unless it
can be shown that these sections are genuine extracts, not pieces of
original writing by Diodorus, dependent on his predecessors for the
facts alone.

It was at one time thought that Diodorus was entirely unoriginal,
copying out long extracts from a single source at a time, with little
or no alteration, and changing sources as infrequently as possible. 1In
1882 L.0. BrBcker launched a general attack on this view: reviewing all
recent work on Diodorus, he argued that inconsistencies in the narrative
and the repetition of the same material in different books of Diodorus
made the so-called 'Einquellen—theorie' untenable.13 Br8cker had a
number of followers, and although the idea of a multiplicity of sources
for any one section was never universal, probably no one since that
time has wanted to maintain the single source theory in its extreme
form. However, mahy of BrBcker's arguments were based on trivial
discrepancies in the narrative, and were not enough to damage seriously
the belief that Diodorus followed a single main source, supplemented by
additions which could, invprinciple, be distinguished. This modified
view, as set out by Schwartz, found general acceptance until quite

recently, when detailed research on book I has produced fresh scepticism.
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The arguments of W.Spoerri show that the philosophical thought of Diod. 1.7-13
cannot belong to the time of Hectaeus of Abdera, who had always been
considered the main source for book I; and in a new commentary on book I,
Ann Burton declares that the single source theory is no more than an
assumption which cannot be demonstrated conclusively.14 Burton questions
the validity of the 'snowballing' process used by Schneider and Jacoby
to build up a picture of Hecataeus as the main source for Egyptian
affairs; and it is dangerous, she claims, to assume at the outset that
Diodorus epitomised in a straightforward way, following one author for
many chapters at a time and abandoning him only when absolutely
necessary. Her own conclusion is that Diodorus undoubtedly made some use
of Hecataeus, but at the same time incorporated material from widely
different authors into '"the framework of his own construction".
Whether or not Burton is right about the sources of book I - a book which
is not necessarily typical - this is an important challenge to the whole
theory of single sources. If Diodorus has spliced his sources together
in the way here suggested, he may still not be an original historian,
but he becomes a very difficult historian to deal with. There are some
inconsistencies and anachronisms in books XVIII-XX which make it clear
at the outset that Diodorus here used a supplementary source at least
occasionally. Accordingly, the sceptical position has to be answered
before a single source on the Diadqchi can be assumed.

The problem may be approached in several ways: first, by a general
consideration of the nature of the Bibliotheke; second, by comparing
the few texts which may be regarded as 'controls'; third, by identifying
distinguishing characteristics in a given section of Diodorus, of a kind

which suggest one source.
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The Bibliotheke

There are several peculiarities about the Bibliotheke which give
a clue to its real nature. The title, first of all, is a strange title

15

for a history. 'Bibliotheke' normally means a place to put books -

a book-case or a library - and there seem to be only two other

instances in which it is used as a book title.16
Photius' most celebrated work was the review of classical

and Byzantine writers called 'Bibliotheke tou Photiou' or 'Photiou

Myriobibjion e Bibliotheke'. The provenance of this collection is unknown, ///

and it is possible that the title refers to an actual rather than a

metaphorical library.17 But the choice of contents is clearly personal,

including writers on many different topics; and it is Photius' whole

object to acknowledge the authors and the titles of their works.

'Bibliotheke' is also the title of a work on the mythiéal age of Greece

attributed to Apollodorus of Athens, the famous grammarian of the 2nd

century B.C., and this shows greater similarity to Diodorus' book, since

the subject matter is quasi-historical, not a mixture of genres like

Photius' collection.18 It is clear that the attribution to Apollodorus

is wrong, since the work is anachronistic for the second century B.C.,

and I follow the judgement of Schwartz that it should be regarded as a

later compilation which cannot be assigned to any one author.

Schwartz argued that the date of such compilations in general is more

important than their authorship: Diodorus himself seems to have used

a similar compilation in book IV; and they must have been indispensable

to poets like Calvus and Catullus whose works were full of mythological

allusions. It seems likely, therefore, that the Bibliotheke of

Pseudo-Ap/bllodorus or others like it were in circulation in the

first century B.C. and known to Diodorus.20 The natural inference 1is
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that Diodorus' historical Bibliotheke, like the mythographic Bibliotheke,
was intended as a handbook for a general reading public - a sort of
manual of what everyone needs to know about history.21

Pliny's discussion of book titles in the preface to his Natural
History supports this interpretation.22 After mocking the ridiculous
titles the Greeks have given their books he concludes, "apud Graecos desiit
nugari Diodorus et 'Bibliothekas' historiam suam inscripsit." Diodorus’
book must have been the same in kind as the other works mentioned, or
the point would be lost; and all the others are compilations, like
Pliny's own. Diodorus is being classed, therefore, among the compilers
of handbooks.23 Furthermore, he is the only historian in the list:
Pliny therefore recognised samething about his work which made it different
from other histories. The title he thought modest compared with
'Violets' or 'Talks by Lamplight'; but it still belongs within the
context of compilation titles, and is remarkable as a title for a history.
It looks, then, as though Diodorus could not only be recognised as a
compiler by ancient readers, but actually advertised himself as such in

his title.

The claims he makes in his preface, however, are much more
ambitious. Here he stresses the utility of history in general as an
incentive to the noblest actions and as an education for the highest
offices of state; he associates universal history with the Stoic doctrine
of 'pronoia' which guides all men through all eternity; and he cites the
prestige of history as his own motive for undertaking his subject, and
criticises the efforts of his predecessors. The labour of a work on
universal history must be immense, yet it will be of the utmost value
to those who are studiously inclined. '"For ‘from such a treatise

everyone will be able readily to take what is of use for his special
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purpose, drawing as it were from a great fountain." These flattering
remarks are clearly intended to apply to his own book, and they raise
the highest expectations of a weighty work of scholarship. He goes on
describe his qualifications as a historian: he has been engaged in
research for thirty years, and has visited a large part of both Asia
and Europe, 'with much‘hardship and danger', in order to examine
histqrical sites; he mentions his long residence in Rome and the
facilities for research there, and his familiarity with both Latin

and Greek. Finally he expresses the hope that his work will never be
mutilated at the hands of future compilers.

The proem, then, far from advertising Diodorus' dependence on
his predecessors, creates the expectation of a history in the grand
manner, aimed at a discriminating audience - T’oT:g 4>a>\=<vxva(ro‘u€n/.
Turning to the narrative itself, the banality of Diodorus' moral and
philosophical sentiments and his errors of fact and chronology are at
once a disappointment; but it is more serious that his statements about

his method of work appear to be untrue. The claim that he travelled

*

to

25

widely in order to avoid the mistakes of 'common historians' is certainly

false, for there is no evidence for first hand knowledge of any country
except Egypt; and some basic mistakes show that he never travelled in
Asia.26 Similar claims in the proem therefore become suspect; and a
comparison with other historical proems makes it clear that almost
every item in it is a conventional proem_52£2§.27 Justification of
one's own historical theme or approach goes back to Thucydides, and
praise of historical writing in general to before the time of Polybius,
for Polybius states his intention of avoiding this theme. The theme of

universal history and the utility of history are characteristically

Polybian, and there is a general imitation of Polybius in spirit.
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Polemic against ones predecessors is a constant motif in Greek prefaces
from Hecataeus onwards. The claim to have travelled widely in order to
avoid the mistakes of other historians is made by Polybius; and the
theme of long years spent in research and preparation, wich appears in
several other historians, seems also to be only a rhetorical motif in
this case.29 The conventional nature of Diodorus' preface has long
been recognised: Arthur Derby Nock called it '"the proem style of a small
man with pretensions."30 Only two items are novel: Diodorus is the first
known Greek historian to conclude the proem with a 'captatio benevolentiae',
an appeal for a favourable audience;31 and he is unique in expressing the fear
that his work may be mutilated at the hands of future compilers
('diaskeuastai'), - a fear which perhaps tells us something about his
own practice and his guilty conscience.32 The most remarkable feature of
the proem is the absence of any discussion of the historian's sources
and methods of composition. This was the one topic which a serious
student of history would really want to hear about, and the one proem convention
that Diodorus did not choose to imitate. He put into his preface only those
items which he considered the hallmark of a stylish history, and which were
designed to announce him as heir to the great historians of the past.
He was untroubled about the relevance of the proem to the history itself,
and did not scruple to make a claim which was demonstrably false; and most
of his statements about the way he approached his work cannot be taken as
sincere. The proem, which presents the author as a serious historian, is
therefore in conflict with the title of the book, which seems to announce
a compilation; and it is Diodorus' own ambivalence on the matter which
has made it especially difficult to assess his originality.

A degree of deliberate concealment cannot be ruled out; but there

was perhaps a real difficulty for Diodorus in trying to classify his
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work. It does not seem to belong with other world histories of the

period - Trogus' Philippica or Nicolaus' Historia Katholike; on the

other hand it is too large to be a handbook like the Bibliotheke of
Pseudo—Aptolkdorus. The;e is a stylistic peculiarity in Diodorus' work, 4/
namely, the isolation of individual books by means of extended book

proems which introduce the subject of the book; and this associates it

with Ephorus, the historian whom Diodorus most admired, and in general

with the epideictic school of Isocrates, which favoured book proems.33
Epideictic, i.e. instructive history, was the historiographical

counterpart to didactic writing on practical subjects; and the proems of the
Bibliotheke can therefore be conmnected also with the book proems of
contemporary didactic works like those of Varro and Vitruvius. Didactic works
by convention prefaced individual books—with their own proems; the books
were short, so that the reader should not be wearied by the difficulty

of the contents, and this encouraged the author to add a proem

containing matter extraneous to the real subject of the treatise,

which provided an elegant introduction to the argument.34 Diodorus'
Bibliotheke is often called an encyclopaedia, but without a clear account

of what this means. When it is set against its contemporary, Roman,
backgrougd, it is apparent that it belongs to the vogue for encyclopaedic
writing of the first century B.C., and that we should regard it as a
compilation like the compilations on linguistics, strategy, agriculture,
architecture, and other branches of knowledge which were a characteristic
genre of this period. The best practice in making up a compendium, as
enunciated by Vitruvius in the proem to his VIIth book, was to name one's
predecessors in the field and to indicate the extent of ones debt to them:

crittism was tasteless and plagiarism despicable.35

Thus Diodorus,
as will become apparent, succeeded neither as an original historian nor

as a conscientious compiler.
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Parallel Texts

None of Diodorus' sources survives in a complete form, but

the fragments of some authors can be used to check his method over
limited sections. The longest of these is a section of Photius'
epitome of Agatharchides' book on the Red Sea, which can be compared
with Diodorus III.12-48.36 The scale of the epitome is approximately the
same in each case, so that the two texts can be set out side by side; and
the similarities between them are remarkable: Diodorus has re-written
Agatharchides in his own words, watering down the lively style of the
original, but for both facts and opinions he is totally indebted to his
source. The agreement extends to verbatim repetitions of remarks made
in the first person by Agatharchides: at III.41 Diodorus refers to an
earlier account of the voyage from Ptolemais to the Tauri promontories -

T%V-.--iﬂﬁ7ﬁﬁAdDV.....iwmzafﬁlcﬁuffv although there is mo such
description earlier in his own work; and at III.38 he claims that in
describing the Arabian Gulf he is drawing "'in part upon the royal
records preserved in Alexandria, and in part upon what we have learned
from men who have seen it with their own eyes," - the very words by
which Agatharchides guaranteed his own account.

Posidonius seems to have been used in the same way. The

citations of Posidonius in Strabo and Athenaeus show a close correspondence
with sections in Diodorus book V describing the Gauls and the Etruscans,
and here too Diodorus has taken over remarks made by Posidonius which were
in some cases inappropriate to Diodorus' own day. At V.35, for example, he
says: "In the preceding books which told of the achievements of Heracles
we have mentioned the mountains in Iberia which are known as the
Pyrenees'. The Pyrenees are not mentioned in his earlier books: he must

therefore have copied this pointlessly from his source.37 He repeats

a famous riddle of Demetrius of Phaleron which Posidonius had incidentally
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preserved; and he has no scruples in echoing Posidonius' criticisms

of his predecessors for their accounts of tin-mining in Spain.

Again in book IV Diodorus has appropriated a story about the hardihood

of Ligurian women which, as we know from Strabo, was told to Posidonius

by a friend.39
This slavish dependence on his sources was not confined to the

early books on foreign lands. For his account of classical Greek

history we are able to compare Diodorus with a papyrus fragment takenl

probably from Ephorus, Diodorus' main source for the classical period,

or at least from a very good epitome of Ephorus.40 The fragment

concerns the operations of Cimon off Caria and Cyprus and the battle

of the Eurymedon, the plot of Artabanus against Xerxes, and the

character of Themistocles. The estimate of Themistocles 65;2.3)

shows the most striking resemblances to Diodorus (XI.59ff.):

Diodorus' version is slightly shorter; part of it is paraphrased, part

repeated verbatim — in one place no less than thirteen consecutive

words are identical; and the opinion of his source about Themistocles

and the treatment he received from the Athenians is appropriated wholesale.

Fragments 8, 9, 10 and 53 of the papyrus, which deal with the fighting

around Caria and Cyprus, show many verbal similarities to Diodorus'

account of the same events, and in the case of fragment 8, the

differences between the two texts are minimal. The long fragments 12

and 13, on the battle of the Eurymedon, again show many general

resemblances to Diodorus; and fragment 16 - Artabanus' plot + is almost

verbally identical with Diodorus. Overall, Diodorus' text is rather

shorter than that of the papyrus; but this comes about not so much through

abbreviation of the original, as through the omission of whole episodes,

e.g. Cimon's recovery of the bones of Theseus (frg. 47-51), the capture
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of a Persian admiral (frg. 75-6), etc. He appears to be extracting

rather than systematically condensing his source in the way that, for
example, Photius does. In a few places Diodorus' manner of expression

is slightly fuller than that of the papyrus, but his additions contain
nothing substantial: the same method of 'padding' his source can be

seen in the case of Agatharchides. Grenfell and Hunt in their commentary
on the papyrus conclude: "Evidently Diodorus was a writer of very slight
originality, and a future editor of Ephorus' fragments will be able to
include most of Diodorus XI with confidence ..... the effect of 1610 on
the criticism of other books of Diodorus ... is ... likely to be

considerable."41

For his account of the period 220 to 146 it is clear that Diodorus
relied heavily on Polybius, the standard Greek historian of the period
and a writer who appealed to him as being a 'universal' historian.

The comparison here is not straightforward, since we have Diodorus

only in fragments (mainly the Constantinian excerpts), and Polgbius often
likewise. In many passages, however, there is sufficient general
resemblance to show that Diodorus was at least paraphrasing Polybius;

and sometimes he has adopted the attitudes and reflections of his

source in the way that has been noted in other cases.42 The relation
between Diodorus XXXI.1l0 and Polybius XXIX.21, discussing the 'prophecy'
of Demetrius of Phaleron in his treatise nEf7 71%K75 s 1s very
striking: Diodorus is partly paraphrasing, partly repeating word for word
(the gctual citation of Demetrius is more or less verbatim); and he finally
excels himself by echoing Poyybius' Ey;>---- g%f‘vov with ket

ﬁf“ék éﬁffvx/wev ., These pointless and naive repetitions make

it clear that, so far from reinterpreting his sources, Diodorus has

preserved their attitudes with some precision and appears to have done
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so in every case. Wherever he can be checked, he turns out to be
following one source very closely indeed, and for many chapters at a
time; and it is significant that these check points occur in widely
differing parts of the Bibliotheke - in the early books on foreign
lands and ethnography, in the Ephoran narrative discussing the personality
of Themistocles, and in the political and military narrative based on
Polybius in the later parts of the work.

Another control source can be added which has a direct bearing
on Diodorus' method in his account of the Diadochi.43 In 1918 Hiller
von Gaertringen published a papyrus found in Middle Egypt which

44

concerns Demetrius' siege of Rhodes in 305-4. The siege is

described by Plutarch in his Life of Demetrius, and in greater detail

by Diodorus in book XX;45 and it was at once clear to the transcribers

of the papyrus that the fragment bore a remarkably close resemblance

to the account in Diodorus, so much so, that the two texts could be

used to restore and correct one another. The fragment consists of

two columns of writing in Ionic dialect, and the form of the handwriting
dates it to the second century A.D.; but we do not know the author, nor

the purpose of the composition. It is not an ordinary historical
composition, because it has been corrected by erasures in a different
coloured ink, and a more concise versimwritten in, by the first hand, above
the line in a darker colour (this is especially noticeable at the bottom

of the right hand column). The author therefore cannot be a copyist, nor

a man extracting for his own use, who knew in advance what he wanted to
write. On the other hand, the form of the writing and the difficulty of
the subject seem to exclude the idea of a school exercise. Hiller regarded
it as the work of a man sketching a presentation for a high official,

and perhaps this is the sort of purpose we should envisage.



43.

The historian whom he is abbreviating is undoubtedly the same
as Diodorus' source at XX.93-4; and the main interest of the fragment
is the light it sheds on Diodorus' method of compositionm for this part
of the Bibliotheke. Each author contains information not included by the
other, so that Diodorus cannot be the source of P, nor can P be a copy of
Diodorus' source: both are drawing on a single common source. The texts
printed side by side in Hiller's edition show how remarkable the
coincidences aré, éxtending even to trivial details. The passage opens
with the capture by the Rhodians of the ship bearing royal robes to
Demetrius from his wife Phila: the first words in the papyrus refer to
this incident. It continues with the capture of other ships, containing
engineers — 'katapeltaphetai' - destined to construct siege engines for
Demetrius, but kidnapped by the Rhodians to work for themselves. The
word 'katapeltaphetai' is found only in the Florentine manuscript of
Diodorus, and is otherwise extremely rare.46 The manuscriptAreading had
pféviously been considered corrupt, and even the most recent editiomns
of Diodorus print Fischer's emendation, 'kai katapeltas'. The papyrus
shows that the reading of the Florentine manuscript ought to be restored,
and we here have an instance of Diodorus taking over even a rare technical

word from his source. (This was not his regular practice, however: at

XX.94.2 he has beﬂ&%&&( instead of P's fa&kXXuTéxqg—ra hapax legomenon;
and in book III he avoids Agatharchides' technical terms on gold-mining).
At this point the papyrus contains information not included by Diodorus,
about Demetrius' attempt to ransom his engineers: this extra paragraph
illustrates the general tendency of P to concentrate on personal details
rather than factual matters. Diodorus shows the opposite tendency: he
omits the quarrel over the ransom agreement, but he here includes the
politically important account of a Rhodian proposal to pull down the

statues of Antigonus and Demetrius, which P omits. Both continue with
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the story of Demetrius' attempt to undermine the city walls, and
the construction of the Rhodian counter—tunnel. This culminates
in the episode centred on Athenagoras, the Rhodian mercenary commander,
and the capture of Demetrius' captain, Alexander, and an account of the
decree rewarding Athenagoras for his loyalty to the Rhodians. Once more
the papyrus is fuller than Diodorus on the personal aspects of these
events: P narrates the ambushing of Alexander at length, where Diodorus
has only a summary; he mentions the oaths exehanged between Athenagoras
and Démetrius' soldiers: and he concludes with something about the fate
of Alexander - the Rhodians were going to kill him, but they changed their
minds when a herald came from Demetrius .... and here the papyrus breaks
off.

The original length of this compositim cannot be estimated:
only two columns are preserved, 49 lines in all, and the corresponding
section of Diodorus is less than two chapters. However, there are
references within the surviving portion which presupposes the earlier
stages of Diodorus' narrative. The opening lines of the papyrus clearly
refer to the incident of Demetrius' clothes: and the mention of
XJrfwv Tuov TafénN{V“N’ refers to the ransom agreement made between
Demetrius and the Rhodians in the previous year of the siege, which Diodorus
records some nine chapters earlier. Undoubtedly further concordances would
be observable if more of the papyrus were preserved. Brief as it is, the
significance of this fragment is nevertheless considerable. It provides
a check point for Diodorus' method within a section of his work for which
no sources are acknowledged, and it confirms the evidence of comparisons
between Diodorus and Agatharchides, Posidonius, Ephorus and Polybius,
that Diodorus adhered very faithfully to his sources at least over

limited sections: the longest of these is in book III, where the comparison
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with Agatharchides extends over 36 chapters. He did not copy them

word for word: an analysis of Diodorus' style shows that it is consistent
throughout the Bibliotheke, with no marked differences from one book

to another such as would indicate a change of source. (I discuss the
problem of language separately.)47 He seems, however, to be a reliable
vehicle for the subject-matter of the histories he used, taking over

both facts and the inbuilt attitudes and assumptions, and his language

frequently echoes, even when it does not actually repeat, the language

of the original.

The homogeneity of books XVIII-XX

It is a natural assumption that the method of composition
evident in the passages discussed was the method which Diodorus used in
all parts of the Bibliotheke: the passages in which he can be checked
are entirely random, but all point to the same conclusion. We have an
idea, therefore, of the way he abbreviated individual authors. Whether
he followed one author exclusively for a whole period at a time is
a further question. The case for the 'single source theory' must rest
on the homogeneity of extended sections, and on differences, other than
stylistic, between one section and another.48 Books XVIII-XX, excluding
the sections on the history of the West, do have a distinctive flavour, and
it is perhaps easier to characterise this part of the Bibliotheke than
earlier books in which Diodorus was following authors whose manner was
rhetorical and monochrome.

Several structural features isolate book XVIII from the narrative
which has gone before. Chronologically there is a new beginning. In

ch.2 Diodorus opens with the archon year of Cephisodorus and proceeds

to give an account of the struggle for the succession on Alexander's
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death: but Alexander died on June 10th 323, and the succession was
settled within the next seven days; the new Athenian archon year did not
begin till July. Diodorus has tried to match the new year with a new
phase of his narrative, and this strongly suggests a break from the
source for book XVII.48 The first four chapters of book XVIII are a
bridge passage, containing material of various origins;50 then with
chapters 5-6 there are again._signs that we are meeting a new source.
These chapters contain a geographical survey of Asia, designed to help
the reader follow the Asian campaigns of the Diadochi; and if Diodorus
had been using one source for books XVII and XVIII, this survey ought
to have preceded the narrative of Alexander's expedition. It looks
instead like the opening.of a new history.51 Furthermore, during
the early part of XVIII there are many references back to the period
of Alexander - no less than 18 within the first 22 chapters.52 This
suggests an author who is near the beginning of his history and wanting
to explaiﬁ the background to eveﬁts like the Lamian War and the murder
of Harpalus. With chapter 25 we encounter yet another new feature; a
chronological framework which is unique to this part of the Bibliotheke.
Throughout books XVIII-XX events are classified year by year, and the
turn of the yéar is marked by a reference to the winter quarters of the
armies.53 The resulting clarity in the historical sequence at once
distinguishes these books from the books on the Peloponnesian War, where
Diodorus has tried to reconcile a 'kata genos' system with his own
archon and consul system and produced hopeless chronological confusion.
The characteristics and manner of the narrative itself can bev
mentioned only briefly here: the main features have often been pointed
out in earlier studies; and they will be the subject of detailed

discussion in my later chapters. The most distinctive are as follows.
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There are no gods in Diodorus' narrative of the Diadochi, no
talk of sacrilege or piety: the author he followed was not a religious
man, and the occasional references to prophecies concerning Antigonus
and Seleucus do not imply his own belief, but only his recognition of
superstitious belief in others.54 There is a wide gulf between this, and,
for example, the tone of outrage with which Diodorus recounts the

plunder of the Delphic oracle in book XI.55

The concept of Tyche -

Chance - is prominent, especially in the history of Eumenes. The homily
on Tyche at XVIII.59.5-6 is probably the work of Diodorus himself (the
language compares with the language of his proem to book I); but Tyche may
have played some part in the account given by his source, because some

/ -
of the references can be paraléli;d in Nepos' Life of Eumenes.56

~

This is not unexpected: every‘Hellenistic historian seems to have made
use of the idea, and in the period of the Diadochi, especially, events
must often have appeared to have been guided by Chance. The supernatural
background to the history of Agathocles, in the same books of Diodorus, has
a slightly different emphasis: the word 'tyche' appears, but is less
prominent than 'to daimonion' or 'to theion'. By contrast, then, to
his Sicilian narrative, Diodorus' account of the Diadochi is essentially secular.
The dynamic forces of this narrative are on the one hand the personalitiesv
of the generals, on the other the collective will of the armies under
their command.

The narrative focuses on the careers of individuals; not all the
Successors, however, are given equal attention. Book XVIII and the
first half of XIX concentrate on the history of Eumenes: the wealth of
personal detail in this section points to an eye-witness — someone who
had travelled with Eumenes' army; and the praise of Eumenes' character
and intelligence, together with an intimate knowledge of his thoughts and

plans, suggest that the writer followed by Diodorus was a friend and
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admirer of Eumenes. The rest of book XIX and book XX show a similar
imbalance: after the death of Eumenes, Diodorus concentrates on the
history of Antigonus Monophthalmus and Demetrius, and again shows a
pre-occupation with their character and ambitions, though we miss the
eulogistic tone of the section dealing with Eumenes. The other Diadochi
appear, in general, only when their history coincides with that of
Eumenes, Antigonus or Demetrius. They are judged in terms of

personal ability: questions of personal morality play no part, except
perhaps in the case of Eumenes' rival Peucestas, who is depicted as a

coward and a traitor.57

There is a fundamental distinction, therefore,
between the values of Diodorus' source on the Diadochi and the values of
his sources in books XI-XVII: we may contrast the standardised panegyrics
on Gelon or Epaminondas, which serve an exemplary purpose.58 Women
as well as men are treated seriously on books XVIII-XX: Olympias, for
example, is criticised for her generalship during the siege of Pydna;
Phila and Cratesipolis are praised for their Géve€5 .59 Furthermore,
the characterisation of individuals is absolutely consistent throughout
the books in question, and this is true not only of the main characters:
Polyperchon and Cassander are recognisably the same personalities at
the time of their conflict in 318 (Diod. XVIII.68ff), and during the
negotiations over the pretender Heracles, nine years later (XX.28).60

A consistent political attitude is less easy to define. Eumenes
is repeatedly pfaised for his loyalty to the house of Alexander, and,
during the period when he was at war with Eumenes, Antigonus is described
as 'apostates'; but it is not clear that this reflects the historian's
personal attitude to the issue of legitimacy and the unity of the empire,

rather than his desire to present Eumenes as a man of honour and champion

of legality. After Eumenes' death, Antigonus declared himself protector
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of the Argead house; and after the murder of Alexander IV and the naval
victory at Salamis, Antigonus and Demetrius proclaimed themselves
'Basileis’, laying claim, as is usually supposed, to the whole of
Alexander's empire. There are many references in Diodorus to Antigonus'
great ambitions, but the tone of the discussion is ambiguous: it is not
certain, as is often claimed, that Diodorus' source thought these
ambitions either impossible or undesirable; rather, the idea of possession
of the whole empire - in Diodorus, represented by the vague expression,
‘ﬁ‘c oA - appears as an obsessive pre—oc;:upation, as the idea of &[/(7,
was for Thucydides. Diodorus' source perhaps felt that Antigonus' failure
was chiefly a failure of leadership: world dominion was not in principle
an impossibility, but those who aspired to Alexander's empire lacked
Alexander's charisma.61 There is ambiguity again in attitudes to the
Greek ideal of 'eleutheria': Diodorus' narrative of the fighting in the
Lamian War shows admiration for the courage of the Greek and Thessalian
leaders; but he takes a Macedonian view of Antipater's settlement and of
the installation of Demetrius of Phaleron; and Cassander's governor in
Megalopolis, Damis, is praised for 'epinoia' and 'empeiria'. He is
sceptical about the rival professions of Antigonus and Ptolemy towards the
Greek cities in 315 (Diod. XIX.62.1-2); but later comments that Antigonus
was trying to liberate the Greeks 'in very truth' - 71'/)35 5(:\'; Bexy
(XIX.78.2). This has sometimes been taken as a sign of more than one
source; but other explanations are possible. The attitude is essentially
a pragmatic one: the Greek revolt of 323 failed because of disunity

among the Greek allies and insufficient preparation; after its suppressionm,
the Greek cities and their Macedonian suzerains had to learn to live
together, and the question was one of finding an acceptable formula for

the relationship; the situation in mainland Greece was different from
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the situation in Asia and the islands, and the liberal policy adopted
by Antigonus would not hecessarily have worked had he become king of
Macedon - ultimately this was Demetrius' experience. Furthermore, if
we are dealing with a Greek historian, it might be expected that
attitudes towards Macedonian relations with Greece would not be
straightforward.62

Consistency in the political narrative is better illustrated by
the regular use of political documents: a recent study counts over
sixty citations of, or references to, documents in Diodorus XVIII-XX,
and this is a feature which sharply distinguishes this part of the
Bibliotheke from earlier books.63 We are evidently dealing with a
historian who set considerable value on the use of primary evidence
and whose authority is therefore to be respected.

Finally, the most impressive feature of these books is the
military narrative. Diodorus gives regular statistics on the strength
of armies and fleets, casualties in battle and prisoners of war; he
notes the financial resources of the generals and satraps, the times
and distances of marches, the relation of terrain to battles and campaigns;
he describes the equipment and provisioning of armies. This is rare in any
ancient author, and almost unknown elsewhere in Diodorus. The source has
a good understanding of strategy: he states the objectives and plans of
the generals, and reports discussions at councils of war. His descriptions
of battles are ummistakeably superior to those in earlier books of Diodorus.
The battles of the Persian War and the earlier part of the fourth century
follow a standardised rhetorical pattern: the trumpets sound and the troops
send up a war cry; the fighting is stubborn and there is gallantry on
both sides; the issue is doubtful until some lucky turn gives an advantage;

. . 64 . .
one side flees, pursued by the victors. Diodorus may have found this
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scheme in Ephorus, but it is applied also in books XVI and XVII. The
topoi are couched in nearly identical language, and are punctuated by
eulogies on the bravery and prowess of the combatants, at the expense

of any real information about strengths, dispositions, terrain or tactics.
This description of the battle of Issus is typical: "Many were killed as
the battle raged indecisively because of the evenily matched fighting
qualities of the two sides. The scales inclined now one way, now another,
as the two sides swayed alternately backward and forward"; this is
accompanied by comments on the inspiring example of the officers, the
prowess of individuals, the pathetic state of the female prisoners of
War.65 By contrast, most of what we know about early Hellenistic

warfare is derived from the accounts of battles in books XVIII-XX. At
Paraetaciﬁe, Gabiene, and Gaza, it is apparent that Diodorus' source Mﬂ//
had given strengths and dispositions in full (there are some obscurities,
but these are plainly the result of Diodorus' abbreviation, for example,
the role of the elephants at Paraetacene). The nature of the terrain

is related to the course of the battle: at Gabiene, for example, Antigonus
captures the enemy baggage under cover of the dust which arose from the
salt plain. The corporate spirit of groups of professional soldiers, like
the Macedonian 'Silver Shields', is given more emphasis than the prowess
of individuals. Tactical novelties are noted. At Paraetacene (the most
detailed account of a battle in these books), it appears that both
Eumenes and Antigonus started off at the extreme ends of their lines in
order to take up any position subsequently without disturbing their
original dispositions, and throughout the battle they seem to know what
is going on elsewhere on the field: Tarn observed that this is virtually

the first instance of generals acting as directors of a battle rather



52.

than merely as leaders of the fighting.66 Paraetacene also provides the
first example of a true reserve: Philippus with 300 horse picked from all
the cavalry contingents was stationed behind Eumenes on the extreme
right.67 It would be impossible to derive information of this kind
from the military writing of Diodorus' other books. Considerable attention
is also paid to technology. Diodorus' source went out of his way to
describe Eumenes' device for exercising his horses, the elephant traps at the
siege of Megalopolis, forms of telegraphing in the Persian empire, the
use of dromedary camels for communication over long distances; his account
of the battle of Gaza is interrupted by a short lecture on the correct use of
the elephant in Warfare.68 He gives a detailed account of the sieges of
Megalopolis, Pydna, Salamis and Rhodes, mentioning the use of 'helepoleis'
and other engines, and, in contrast to the majority of ancient historians,
avoids dwelling on the emotions of the besieged. Diodorus' description
of naval warfare in these books - for example at the battle of Salamis -
is similarly of a high quality, and must come from the same source as
other military items.

The various characteristics mentioned here can be found in each
of Diodorus' books XVIII, XIX and XX; and between them they link up the
greater part of all the narrative of Greek and Asian affairs. Accordingly,
there can be no reason to doubt the direct use of a single main source in
this part of the Bibliotheke; if is internally consistent in structure,
attitudes and factual detail, and it differs in several respects from the
earlier part of Diodorus' work. There may be special reasons for excepting
a particular passage which seems at first to belong with other passages
of the same type (I shall discuss the exceptions later in this chapter);
but one cannot object to many passages of the same type, ignoring the

existence of the group which they form, because the whole case for
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homogeneity is cumulative. The implication is, that in these books

of Diodorus we have an extensive epitome of (or more precisely, a

series of extracts from), a Hellenistic historian; and on the assumption
that Diodorus' method of paraphrasing was similar here to his method of
paraphrasing Ephorus, Agatharchides, et al., the epitome is close enough
to enable conclusions about the character and value of the original.

It is perhaps more important to isolate a source in this way than to
establish his identity; but there can in fact be no reasonable doubt

that the historian in question is Hieronymus of Cardia.

The case for Hieronymus

Although Diodorus characteristically nowhere acknowledges a
source for his history of the Diadochi, on four occasions he mentions
Hieronymus as a historical figure. No other minor character is so
prominent in the account, and it is reasonable to suppose that these
notices come from Hieronymus himself; in the same way Thucydides sometimes
referred to himself in the third person.69 The object was perhaps more
to guarantee the reliability of his account than to underline his own
importance. Everything we know about Hieronymus' life is compatible
with the historiographical approach in these books: his friendship with
Eumenes, h;s connection with Antigonus and Demetrius, the fact that he
was a Creek serving Macedonian masters. Hence the apologia for Eumenes,
the many signs of eye-witness observation, the concentration on the
affairs of Antigonus and his son. Hieronymus ended his life under
Antigonus Gonatas, and on the assumption that he wrote his history in
his old age, his ambivalent attitude towards Greek independence may be

partly explained in the light of events of the 260's: his account of the

Greek revolt of 323 was written with knowledge of the Chremonidean War.
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To the biographical argument may be added the evidemce of some
of the fragments of Hieronymus: fragments 2, 3, 4, 5 and 16 correspond
to some degree with passages of Diodorus, and this strengthens the
case for identifying Hieronymus as Diodorus' source. None of the fragments,
however, contains a direct quotation from Hieronymus: hence there can
be only a limited argument fromverbal resemblance, and the agreement
of subject matter alone does not prove the use of Hieronymus by Diodorus.
The fragments have to be left till last because of this limitation:
their function is to help identify Diodorus' source once it can be shown
that he is using a single main source; they cannot be used as a starting
point in arguing that he drew on Hieronymus; particularly since each

of them raises problems of its own.

Fragment 2

The citation is from Athenaeus, listing writers who had described
spectacular objects. Diocleides of Abdera described the helepolis built
for Demetrius at the siege of Rhodes; Timaeus described the pyre of
Dionysius; Hieronymus the funeral carriage of Alexander; Polycleitus the lamp
made for a Persian king. Diodorus XVIII.26-28 gives an elaborate
description of Alexander's funeral carriage as it looked on comietion
in 321 B.C., and it is generally supposed that this is a version of
the account he found in Hieronymus.

The difficulties of attribution arise from peculiarities in
Diodorus' narrative in the following chapters. The panegyric of Ptolemy
in ch.28, and again in ch.33ff., describing Ptolemy's prowess at the Fort
of Camels, is out of character with the restrained and realistic
portraits of individuals we find elsewhere in these books. Diodorus'
references to Ptolemy are consistently favourable, but nowhere else, in

the history of the Diadochi, at least, does he lapse into obsequious flattery;
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and for the chapters in question the general tome obliges one to
suppose that he has picked up a supplementary pro-Ptolemaic source. It
is unclear at exactly what point he began to use this source, but items
in chapter 28, preceding the eulogy of Ptolemy are suspect.

With the sentence ITrok&/onoS Oé Tt/MoS\/ Tov 34)\'55.4\/5}00\/ .7\
(28.3), Diodorus implies that the fumeral cortége was destined for
Alexandria in Egypt. But we know from Pausanias.and Arrian that Perdiccas'
original plan had been to send it to Aegae in Macedon, the traditional
burial place of the Macedonian kings, and that in fact the body was
hijacked by Ptolemy when it reached Damascus and rushed off to Egypt
pursued by Perdiccas' lieutenant Polemon.70 The opening sentence of 28.3
accordingly suggests a writer who sought to justify the theft of Alexander's
body by Ptolemy I. Furthermore, Ptolemy did not, as Diodorus says, take
the body straight to Alexandria: the evidence of Pausanias, Ps.—Callisthenes,
and Curtius, confirmed by the Parian Marble, shows that it was first buried
at Memphis, and later transferred to Alexandria - by Philadelphus, as
Pausanias says, but according to Curtius, ''paucis post annis".71
Ps.-Callisthenes also implies that the body did not stay long at Memphis,
and it is likely that Ptolemy kept it there merely for the duration of
the war with Perdiccas, thinking that it would be vulnerable at Alexandria,

72 Strabo's version supports this view.

which was still without walls.
He mentions first Ptolemy's seizure of Alexander's body when Perdiccas
was bringing it down from Babylon; then Perdiccas' invasion of Egypt,
the murder of Perdiccas, and the departure of the kings for Macedon;
finally he says that Ptolemy took Alexander's body to be buried at
Alexandria.73 Probably the outbreak of war with Perdiccas gave Ptolemy
no time to make proper arrangements for the burial, and accordingly the

body was left at Memphis for safe-keeping. After the settlement at

Triparadeisos he was confirmed in his possession of Egypt, and with the
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departure of Antipater and the kings he was able to return to the
unfinished business of the burial.

Diodorus' allusion to the establishment of a cult of Alexander
also seems to be anachronistic in this context. Our earliest evidence
for a priest of the dynastic cult of Alexander comes from 285-4, and there
was no such priest even as late as 311.74 It is possible, though
unlikely, that a priestless cult existed at an earlier date; but even
if this were the case, it cannot have been set up before 321 at the
earliest, since the burial logically precedes the cult, and Strabo's
evidence suggests that the burial took place when the war with Perdiccas
was over. Diodorus' references to the burial at Alexandria and the
institutions of games and sacrifices are therefore highly ey@pticalz these
things did not take place until a later date; and it is difficult to
suppose that his main source disturbed chronological order to this extent.

The allusion to Ammon as the destination of Alexander's body
in 28.3 apparently gives the pretext for taking Alexander's body to Egypt:
the vulgate tradition on Alexander alleged that it was Alexander's dying
wish to be buried at Ammon, and Ptolemy and Arrhidaeus might represent
themselves as the executors of Alexander's last orders. For later
Ptolemaic writers the Ammon story would help to account for the presence
of Alexander's tomb at Alexandria.75 Here again, then, is an indication
of a pro-Ptolemaic source.

The identity or date of this source cannot be established with
certainty. One chronological indication is the description of
Alexandria in 28.3 as TONV Ezn¢7xv54"rér7v' als KV 6’)(850'\( TI TV KT 7‘7\v
o?ro%méw7v. Alexandria in 321 could hardly be described as the most
illustrious city of the world. The remark may be Diodorus' own, for he
had visited Alexandria himself, and had commented on its size and wealth

in a digression in book XVII, in connection with Alexander's founding
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of the city.76 It would be a curious remark, nevertheless, for an
author writing in first cemntury Rome.77 An earlier Alexandrian source
seems very probable; and it is in any case difficult to attribute an
encomium on Alexandria to Hieronymus, writing in the Macedon of Antigonus
Gonatas. The nearest parallel for the praise of Alexandria as the greatest
city of the 'oikumene' is the encomium of Alexandria found in a papyrus
fragment of the first century B.C. - first century A.D.: fAEV Y%P
X \\ac ﬁéka[:g] s bmna«/he’[v')g )(o’g]jo-zj wédeg sy, ’A(\eguBJp&’xS e
K:.\/b\n(l’ 5 Y’\‘f o?kou;mfv?g AN[2] Sxvdp e rodig v, 78
This fragment should perhaps be associated with the local histories, or
'patria', which we know from the imperial period, and whose titles
refer to Alexandria, Heliopolis, Hermoupolis, and the Great Oasis. It
may, however, come from a work rather earlier than other members of this
genre. A date as early as the third century has been suggested,
and the encomium may have been delivered at the victory celebration of
Ptolemy Philadelphus which was described by Callixeinus of Rhodes.79
If this is right, Diodorus' Alexandrian source is perhaps to be dated to
the same period; and this date is appropriate to the whole tone of the
passage, which seeks to justify and applaud the behaviour of Ptolemy I,
particularly with reference to the burial of Alexander. Soon after 280
Ptolemy II officially instituted the cult of Soter and Berenice, and
at such a moment it would be appropriate for an Alexandrian historian
to assert the legitimacy of the original burial of Alexander and the
establishment of the dynastic cult by the founder of the dynasty.80
Diodorus' use of this source in XVIII.28 must effect our view
of the preceding chapters. At the end of ch.25 Diodorus had outlined

Perdiccas' plans for the invasion of Egypt and the defence of the

Hellespont. In chs. 26-28.2 he describes the funeral carriage; and
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27,
at 28.2-6 he is using the Alexandrian source. At 28.1-3 he recapitulates

the account of Perdiccas' strategy given at 25.6. Thus the description of
the funeral car and the 'Ptolemaic' passage are sandwiched between two
accounts of Perdiccas' strategic plans, and the repetition is a further
sign that Diodorus has been using a supplementary source. Whether the
Alexandrian author is responsible not only for the encomium of Ptolemy,
but also for the description of the funeral car, remains unclear.

There is nothing intrinsically improbable in the attribution
of this description to Hieronymus. Their capacity for being astonished
at beautiful and strange things 1s an appealing characteristic of early
Hellenistic writers. In the first instance this was a legacy from
Herodotus, who came into his own - despite attempts by imitators to
impugn his accuracy - in the period of expanding horizons which came
with Alexander's conquests. Theopompus, whose admiration of Herodotus
took the form of epitomising his work, filled his own history of Philip
with digressions, one of them on 'thaumasia'; and for the writers who
had gazed at the wonders of India there was a strong incentive to follow
his example. As a form of writing it became typical of the period: authors
like Euhemerus and Iambulus departed further from reality and
wrote accounts of Utopian lands full of marvels, invested with a
strong philosophical content; the tidy instincts of the Alexandrians, led
by Callimachus, set them compiling lists of "thaumasia'. Hieronymus'
digression on the funeral carriage therefore looked to the fashion of
his own age:works of art and architecture were 'wonders' which appealed
typically to contemporary taste. Athenaeus mentions three authors apart
from Hieronymus who included 'ekphraseis' in their works: Diocleides,
Timaeus, and Polycleitus; and we have also the description of Hephaestion's
funeral pyre at the end of Diodorus XVII, which perhaps comes ultimately from

cleitarchus.81 There are other brief allusions to works of art in Diodorus
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XVIII-XX: the ornaments worn by the wife of Ceteus the Indian; the
golden vine of the Persian kings which Antigonus found in the treasure
at Susa.82 Accordingly, a detailed account of the funeral car, such
as Diodorus gives, would not have been out of place in Hieronymus'
history.

There are other candidates, however, Droysen suggested Ephippos of
Olynthus as the source. 3 Athenaeus records as the title of
Ephippos' work both [T £f} 1-7”3 ’Ake}évfﬁ/o&u Ko ‘Hcfuus‘rzéwqg“ Teks,u‘r;}g
and lTer.‘ ™ ﬂkqévgjpau kot ‘Hepxi s covag T<$75. However, it is
easy to see that the latter title might arise because the funeral of
Hephaestion, though not that of Alexander, was mentioned. Furthermore,
the fragments of Ephippos, which refer only to the later part of
Alexander's lifetime, show a certain hostility to the King, whereas the
account of the magnificent funeral procession in Diodorus is evidently
designed to promote the glory of Alexander.

A more serious possibility is a Hellenistic rhetorical or perigetic
writer. The account as it stands is cast in narrative form: "First they
prepared a coffin ... the space about the body they filled with spices ...
Upon the chest there had been placed a cover of gold ... Over this was
laid a magnificent purple robe ..."; and the account concludes with
information about the progress of the carriage and the mechanics and
roadmenders who accompanied it. Although this at first suggests a
historian's account, and some circumstantial details even give the
impression of eye-witness observation, we have other examples from
the third or second centuries of rhetorical 'ekphraseis' set out as
historical narratives. The most famous of these are the descriptions

of the Pompe of Philadelphus and of the barge of Ptolemy Philopator by

Callixeinus of Rhodes.84 Callixeinus was writing not earlier than 221,



when Philopator succeeded to the throne, and perhaps as late as the
second century, since Moschion, the contemporary of Hieron of Syracuse,
did not mention him in the list of his predecessors. Jacoby thought
that Callixeinus' use of the past tense indicated the use of an earlier
literary account, not only for the description of the Pompe of Philadelphus,
but even for that of the barge of Philopator.85 However, even if there
were special reasons for using a past narrative in Callixeinus' case,
this must have been an acceptable form for an 'ekphrasis' because
Moschion described the ship built by Hieron in narrative form.86
We do not know the ultimate fate of Alexander's funeral carrhge:
the tomb of Alexander could be seen at Alexandria until the time of
Caracalla;87 but the carriage, after leaving Damascus in 321, is never
mentioned again. We may guess that it was used to transport the body
of the King from Memphis to Alexandria in or after 321, and that
ultimately it shared the fate of the gold sarcophagus which was plundered
by Ptolemy Cocces;88 but how long it escaped the melting pot of the Ptolemaic
mint, and who saw it in the meantime, are matters of speculation.
Certainly an object so huge and so striking could not have escaped the
notice of ancient tourists, and it is just the sort of thing Callixeinus
would have included in his 'Peri Alexandreias', a guide which described
the architecture and famous sights of the city.89 But whether the account
we have in Diodorus represents that of Hieronymus himself, or of someone
who used Hieronymus, or of a later 'ekphrastic' writer who had seen the
vehicle at Alexandria, cannot be ascertained. The fact that such
writers seem to have drawn on one another makes the picture more complex
and shows that we should beware of making amyattribution dogmatically.
The coincidence between Hieronymus fragment 2 and this passage

of Diodorus tends to create an overwhelming prejudice in favour of the
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derivation of Diodorus (here) from Hieronymus; and this is reinforced
by the impression of a general change of tone at XVIII.28.2-3 (the
~ / — ~
antithesis between %lffn&’aoj /M‘-’/ and /rTO)\E,M«Aef € is
- / J
artificial).go However, the arguments set out above show that, in

this instance, we should continue to talk in terms of likelihood rather

than of proof.

Fragments 3 and 4

These citations concern the campaign made by Eumenes and Perdiccas
against Ariarathes of Cappadocia in summer 322, and the earlier
condition of Cappadocia. Appian Mith.8 (= Hier.F3) gives two versioms
of Alexander's dealings with the Cappadocians. It is his own opinion
( /«,\o; Sored ) that &lexander imposed tribute on the rulers of
Cappadocia before he hurried on against Darius ( 5«‘&}/0’/@«&?}’ S ijoé‘:fov )R
but Hieronymus says that Alexander did not touch the Cappadocians at all; but
marched against Darius by another route.

Two passages of Diodorus come in question. The first is

XVIII.16.1, where Diodorus opens his account of Perdiccas' attack on

n)

\ o
Ariarathes by explaining the 'casus belli'; o ¢Tof 3/79 (sc. Ariarathes)
— - ¢ \ oo \ \ / -~
60 mposéywy Ty Jflxrkesdsi oo v ANefevepeu Ixpeunoiln ik oy iz Axneiov
i : i
/
&'}/ofv"«:g Kick TEME /745/#‘»0‘3] . This is at least consistent with Hieronymus'
i

statement, as reported by Appian, about relations between Alexander
and the Cappadocians: nothing is said about tribute; and the vague
demand for recognition of Macedonian suzerainty ( o¢ T«JDOSFXUOV’ Tak:y
JA'/XK&,( 0/6?\;’ ) is not precluded by Hieronymus' version.

We must also consider Diodorus XVIII.3.1l. In the appointments

. . . «A\ “/ o
at Babylon Eumenes was assigned Cappadocia and Paphlagonia, ) :}’-1,\&3-(\/()‘/)05'
-~ ” — P Wd [ / \ -
olk 2:7/)}9%\/ %x&kasfﬁ&j OTD Tev Kxi 2oV, OTE C’*STFOAEJMEA 0§ Awpeioy.
J ' )

Here the resemblance to Hieronymus F3 is fairly close: Diodorus'

PN
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UK éﬁ;}Agﬁ/ seems to correspond to ou¢’ gTh¢xUs?| Tuv EBvay
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in Hier. ap.Appian. (Alexander's haste is a theme in both Appian,
version one, and in Diodorus, but there is probably little significance
in this: Alexander's desire to meet the enemy was a fact, whatever the
truth of his dealings with the Cappadocians.)
The historical note on Cappadocia at XVIII.3.l singles out
Eumenes' satrapy: few of the others in Diodorus' list attract a
comment of this kind. This is not Diodorus' addition, however, because
Plutarch glosses his reference to Eumenes' appointment in the same way: £§u£V7S
X(ju/&/v&r )Ccantcgom’-u/---,Ogﬁ‘w Tote Muxe§dveuy 0262«, 3“110¢x:p:<975 Y“f adrr/)ig gﬁdsg)\%ﬁ/.
Diodorus and Plutarch therefore seem to have a common source which
noted the state of Eumenes' satrapy; and the special interest shown
in Eumenes naturally suggests that this source was Hieronymus. Appian's
survey of Cappadocian history from the time of Alexander until the founding
of the Pontic kingdom by Mithridates follows the+same pattern as the
references to Cappadocian affairs in Diodorus. It may be supposed that
Appian worked through Hieronymus systematically, extracting the information
relevant to his purpose; hence his citation of Hieronymus was probably
taken from the beginning of Hieronymus' history, his references to the
defeat of Ariarathes from a later point. It is reasonable, then, to
suppose that the citation was taken from Hieronymus' satrapy list, at a
point corresponding to Diodorus XVIII.3.l and Plutarch Eum. 3.2,
although verbal resemblance between Appian and the other authors is
not exact.
Hieronymus fragment 4 (= Ps.-Lucian Macrob. 13) mentions

~ | . - N o
the death of Ariarathes: gv T7¢ @m% ﬁ%mﬂﬁwaqux7t&§unp7§&J QVESCUAOﬁ7€&ﬁ,
The same fact is recorded by Appian Mith.8, and by Diodorus XVIII.16.3,
and again by Arrian Fl.11l. There are minor variations in the language
used, but there must be a strong presumption that the secondary authors

have a common source in Hieronymus, especially when this fragment is
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considered in connection with fragment 3. (Diodorus gives a real
variant in his later discussion of the kings of Cappadocia, at XXXI.19,
where he states that Ariarathes died in battle: here his source

was probably a local patriotic historian of the Pontic house).

Fragment 5

The paradoxographer cites Hieronymus for an account of the
'bitter lake' in the country of the Nabataean Arabs: no fish or other
water creature can live in this lake, and the local peoples take from
it blocks of asphalt. The fragment is naturally associated with
Diodorus' digression on the 'asphalt lake' at XIX.98ff., where the same
features are described at length. In the preceding chapters (XIX.94ff.)
he has described the land of the Nabataean Arabs, also mentioned in
fragment 5; and at the end of the excursus he has a biographical notice
on Hieronymus - the historian was sent as leader of an expedition to

gather asphalt from the lake (XIX.100.l1). The prima facie case for

deriving these chapters from Hieronymus is therefore very strong.
It is often considered, however, that Diodorus' use of the phrase

7‘7\\1 erzp’eﬁ‘a';(\/ 7’7.; ’Ié\u’/wea’.xj in this context is problematic
(XIX.98.1-.) According to Beloch, such a satrapy could not have
existed until Coele Syria became Seleucid after the battle of Paneion at
the beginning of the second century: there was no satrapy of Idumaea under
Alexander, and no satrapies anyway in the Ptolemaic em.pire.91 At
XIX.95.2 Diodorus talks of the 'eparchy' of Idumaea - a common word in
the Roman period meaning district or 'provincia';92 but Beloch claims
that while Diodorus could have substituted the colourless éﬂﬁﬂxfk
for the technical word er?xﬁzﬁx, , he could not have done the reverse.
This seeming anachronism has been used to argue that Diodorus did not

draw directly on Hieronymus, but knew him only through a historian of

the second century, possibly Agatharchides.93
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The difficulty in.this passage is actually less great than is
often supposed. The manuscripts R and X of Diodorus omit the phrase
7§§ 75%MKX%§ altogether, and it seems highly probable that the
characterisation of Idumaea as a satrapy is nothing but a later gloss on
the text. The satrapy in question is probably é«jpﬁx (<A @ozv/ﬂ»] mentioned
at 94.1, at the beginning of the excursus on Nabataean Arabia.94
The name Idumaea did not become usual before the first century B.C.
(although the Edomites had inhabited the region to which they gave their
name from approximately the sixth century), and probably under the
Seleucids it was regarded as an 'eparchy', or subdivigion of a satrapy.95
However, the words 'satrap' and 'satrapy' continued to be used colloquially
by Greek writers of provincial governors in Asia until the Parthian
period:96 hence the copyists of Diodorus would find no difficulty in
describing Idumaea as a satrapy. This passage should not, therefore, cast
sgrious doubts on the inference which is most naturally drawn from the

correspondence with Hieronymus F5, namely, that Hieronymus was Diodorus'

direct source for his excursus on Nabataean Arabia.

Fragment 16

Hieronymus is cited with several other writers for Strabo's
description of Corinth. Strabo had also seen the site for himself: it
is not easy, therefore, to identify the contribution of each of his
sources. Diodorus, however, in describing Demetrius' seige of Corinth
in 303.(XX.103) refers to the place called Sisyphium and to the Acrocorinth,
both of which are mentioned by Strabo, and Jacoby concluded that it was
at this point in his narrative that Hieronymus described the topography
of the city.97 The resemblance between the fragment and Diodorus'
text is very slight, but this case can at least be added to the others

discussed, to give a cumulative picture of the way the Hieronymus
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fragments seem to match passages in this part of the Bibliotheke.

Supplementary sources in Diodorus XVIII-XX

The general picture of Hieronymus as Diodorus' source on the
Diadochi needs certain qualifications. It has been shown earlier in
the discussion that where Diodorus can be compared with a parallel text
he appears, in every case, to be following his source very closely; but
it would be wrong to assume that he is a purely mechanical copyist and that
he was altogether unaware of any but the standard authorities. At the
least, his sources for the history of the West must have been different
from those on mainland Greece, since no Greek historian before
Polybius was able to cover both areas in detail.98 For his account
of Agathocles in books XIX and XX he seems to have drawn chiefly on
Duris, and in the later stages he twice cites Ti.maeus;99 and the tone
of the sections on western affairs is highly coloured and romantic, in
contrast to the sober style of the narrative of the Successors. These
sections, then, may be left out of account altogether in a consideration
of Hieronymus. The digression at XX.22-26.3 on the history of the kings
of Bosphorus may also be discounted: here Diodorus has picked up a
local Pontic tradition which he included in the effort to give breadth
to his 'universal' history.

In other places, too, Diodorus supplemented Hieronymus with a
local tradition which offered more detail or seemed more interesting in
its handling of an episode. Préblems arise when these episodes are not
obviously external to the main history of the Diadochi (like the sections
on Pontus or on the West), but fall within the main account; and in
such cases the change can only be detected by a change in tone and manner.

The opening of book XVIII contains a number of oddities which
can only be explained on the assumption that Diodorus had two sources

in front of him; and I regard chapters 2-4 as a bridge passage in which
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the transition was made, not without difficulty, from Diodorus' old source

on Alexander to his new source, Hieronymus. In particular, the description

of the so-called 'Last Plans' seems to come from an author who had an

interest in the spectacular and dramatic; and the use in this context of

the term 'diadochi', rather than 'hetairoi' or 'somatophylakes', as

everywhere else in Diodorus' account of the Successors, indicates a

source of a later period than the main source in these books. I

reserve detailed discussion of this section for the following chapter:

my general conclusbn there is that Diodorus' source on Alexander - perhaps

Timagenes, ultimately based on Cleitarchus - had taken his history down

to the burial of Alexander, and that Diodorus continued to make use of

this tradition, alongside Hieronymus, until it ran out.100
It is possibly this Alexandrian source which is used at XVIII.28.3-6

for the pro-Ptolemaic account of how Alexander's body was brought to

Egypt, and again at XVIII.34.2-5, whefe Diodorus describes the personal

prowess of Ptolemy in battle against Perdiccas: the tone of flattery in

these passages is foreign to Diodorus' general treatment of the Diadochi.101

How much of the account of Perdiccas in Egypt can be attributed to this

source and how much to Hieronymus is very uncertain. At XVIII.33.1

Diodorus makes an error of chromology, placing Eumenes' victory over

Craterus before the start of Perdiccas' campaign. This is nonsense, because

it was the apparent military failure of Perdiccas and his allies which

led to Perdiccas' assassination: at 37.1 Diodorus states that news of

Eumenes' victory arrived in Egypt directly after Perdiccas' death,

and that had it been known two days earlier, "no one would have dared

raise a hand against him." Plutarch says exactly the same in his

Life of Eumenes, (VIII.2), and this is apparently the Hieronyman version,
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Diodorus' inconsistency shows that he was here unsuccessfully trying

to combine Hieronymus with his second source. In chapter 38.1 there

is another indication that he has not been following Hieronymus

exclusively. After the departure of Antipater for Asia, the Aetolians

made a campaign into Thessaly for the purpose of diverting Antipater
KT TRy Tp;; ﬁ%f57p&<v vaf%{&ﬁu

This treaty has not, in fact, been mentioned before. It should

have been mentioned either at 29.1, where Perdiccas' other preparations

for the invasion of Egypt are described, or at 33.1, where Antipater

leaves the Hellespont and sets out for Asia to help Ptolemy. Diodorus

takes up his Ptolemaic source, with its muddled order of events, at 33.1,

and it is perhaps at this point that the Aetolian treaty has dropped out.
| A Ptolemaic source has also been claimed for the section on Cyrene

at XVIII.19-21, at the end of which Ptolemy is wrongly called 'basileus';

the use of titles elsewhere in Diodorus' history of the Diadochi is, as

102

Jacoby commented, without exception accurate. Will has developed

this idea in a recent study of the position of Cyrene at this period.103
His thesis is that Cyrene did not become a province of Egypt in 322-1,
as stated at Diod. XVIII.21.9, and as implied by Arrian F9.34, where
Ptolemy, in the division at Triparadeisos, is given Ai;uﬁ7bv’,,- . et
/11/§J7v o 7;7\v drexelvn To(«frﬂ -r?‘v ;Tb'x)ﬁv ks & 14 EQ Xy ,(73;5
ToJrog' JO//MO\/ ?F!KT';Kf)T'{I R'//k\oj fucf/kefv:‘fv i})\l/ou.

Will thinks that both Arrian and Diodorus have combined Hieronymus with
another author who misinterpreted the events of 322-1 in the knowledge

that Gyrene did, at a later period, become a province of Egypt. He

reconstructs Hieronymus' text, regarding the lands allotted to Ptolemy

in 321, as follows: Aljvrrov ke MoxBlev ki /1:)@&'7\/ ol T TEP WV
L J

/ —
ﬁ‘joo\j Toéroif 50/9‘1 §ﬁ( KT')/K))TM ﬁ;péj < uo,&év’ou f))\lou H’TO)\S’MQ(OU Svad .
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The second source added, after Libya, K« —,—,)‘V erékeva TxA::r?g YV ,To\)«)/v’,
referring to Cyrene;lo4 and then, unable to make sense of géf} 5ﬂ7&r%97rxa
changed it to the adjective 55?f%777@5 , which Diodorus takes over
at 39.5, making it refer to the whole satrapy and explaining it by
Ptolemy's success over Perdiccas.

Whether one can argue in this way from the word 55ffn777@§
may be doubted, however. Diodorus uses this word not only at XVIII.43.1
(where he might simply be repeating the substance of 39.5), but also
at XX.76.7, describing Ptolemy's attitude to Egypt after his defeat
of Antigonus in 306, and at XIX.105.4, where each of the generals on
the death of Alexander IV is said to have entertained hopes of royal
power and held his territory «exved Tiv /@¢n>\a’4v 59ffc7770v.
The antique idea of 'spear-won land' had been revived by Alexander
and was used by his successors in the newly conquered lands of the

105 There is no

empire to shore up their claims to personal dominion.
reason to doubt that Diodorus found the word ‘gop/K777pS in Hieronymus,
and that it represents a slogan familiar to Hieronymus from the early
years of the Suecessors. The importance of this concept (made plain in
the passage at XIX.105.4) makes it likely that at Diod. XVIII.39.5 and
in the parallel text of Arrian the conquest referred to is Ptolemy's
victory over Pérdiccas, and not the relatively unimportant success in
Cyrene, and it seems very unsafe to argue a second source from these
passages.

Regarding the Cyrene digression itself, the close parallél with
Photius' epitome of Arrian (F9.16-19) shows that it was not the
independent addition of Diodorus, but appeared also in Arrian's source.

To deny that this common source was Hieronymus involves the assumption

that both authors used a re-working of Hieronymus — an assumption which
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has far-reaching consequences and which 1s unsatisfactory for reasons
which I shall discuss below. It is at least worth noting that the
opening of the Cyrene section, in Diodorus, has features which would
naturally associate it with Hieronyﬁus, if one ignores the prejudicial
'"basileus' at the end. Diodorus goes back in time to explain the
antecedents to the war in Cyrene, namely, the murder of Harpalus in Crete.107
This compares with the practice throughout his account of the Successors,
and especially in the narrative of the Lamian War, of citing the 'aitiai'
of events, and this practice one might reasonably see as typical of
Hieronymus. Furthermore, the source he used did not presume knowledge

of events of Alexander's time: hence on the theory that the 'Ptolemaic'
source of book XVIII is the same as Diodorus' source in book XVII, it

can at least be said that the explanations about Harpalus cannot come
from such a source. How the 'basileus' and 'basileia' of XVIII.21.9

are to be accounted for remains a problem. The suggestion of Bizidre,
that 'basileia' means not 'kingdom' but 'sovereignty' seems to be special
pleading, and does not remove the problem of 'basileus'.108 At XX.27.1
Ptolemy is described as 6 ’T‘ig A"ru/zrrou /(,zﬂ}\&fuv, some four years
before he actually took the title of 'king', but this is perhaps
understandable in the light of (SsRvEd v J,@.(slkaf,q/ Jop./(r77ov

A

at XIX.105.4. The simplest explanation of ﬁ%bk%hx;%ﬁ Tw /f&SWXEI

2~

is,that Diodorus himself made a slip, perhaps under the general influencg»iﬁ
ogtholemaic source which habitually referred to Ptolemy as 'king'. The
possibility that he combined Hieronymus with another author in this

section; as in his account of Perdiccas' invasion of Egypt, cannot

be absolutely excluded; but the evidence of Arrian suggests that some
account of these events could be found in Hieronymus, and that therefore

Diodorus' digression on Cyrene cannot be regamkd as deriving wholly from

a subsidiary source.
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A series of passages dealing with Ptolemy in Diodorus XVIII-XX
come into question in connection with the supposed Ptolemaic source of
XVIII.28. In these passages Ptolemy's 'epieikeia' and 'philanthropia'
is stressed repeatedly, though the overt tone of encomium appears only
at XVIII.28. It seems likely that Hieronymus' comments on Ptolemy
were not unfavourable - he recognised the personal ability of all
the Successors = but it can hardly be supposed that he went out of
his way to praise the founder of the dynasty most consistently hostile
to the Antigonids. The account of the death of Nicocles of Paphos
and his family may be derived from an Alexandrian source (XX.21):
not only does it contain an apologia for Ptolemy's conduct, but the general
tone is rather dramatic (21.3, Twov e /Simkijv' ﬁaw)Qfoywévaw'<?Jvuw'h@&
G%MWT%7447hN/ }ﬁyoﬁéoﬁinV'), and "Nicocles' is here a mistake for
'Nicocreon'.109 It is perhaps inappropriate, however, to look for
specific sources behind most of the passages in question. Rather
Diodorus appears to have seized on opportunities to promote Ptolemy
and to exaggerate remarks made by his main source. We see this at
XVIII.14.1 - Ptolemy wins popularity in his new satrapy; at XIX.55.5
and 56.1 - Ptolemy's kindness to the exiled Seleucus; XIX.86.2—4 -
Ptolemy's forgiving nature illustrated by the case of Andronicus.

In these instances, nothing factual has been added to the main account,

but Ptolemy's 'philanthropia', which was surely a matter of policy,

has been turned into a description of his character. This distortion

can be explained in a general way in terms of Diodorus' special interest

in Egypt, the only foreign country he had visited, and hence in the

110

founder of the Ptolemaic dynasty. But he may have been particularly

under the influence of Hecataeus of Abdera, whom he had used for his

)

2 4 /
account of Egypt in book I. The attributes Em&tKEX, d)t)w(v&-mm/xj va)?(?é?)g
v
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and EJgfy@G{( - the virtues of a model Hellenistic king -

which are associated with Ptolemy I in books XVIII-XX are also prominent
in book I. Osiris is consistently described as Eﬁﬁﬁr%TlKég

(£.13.5, 17.2, 18.5, 21.8); also Isis (I.22.1, 25.3), Aegyptus (I.51.4),
Sesoosis (I.54.2, 55.10), and Psammetichus (I.67.9). Sesoosis,
Actisanes, Mycerinus, Sabacon, and Amasis showed &7 &fICEX in their
rule of Egypt; Sabacon excelled his predecessors in *V%qf?&??S.;

and at I.90.2 Diodorus has a digression on the importance attached to
'euergesia' by the Egyptians. Diodorus' source for book I has

projected on to the legendary rulers of Egypt the virtues advertised

by the Hellenistic kings of his own time. The word 'XJM7676%7y , used
of Sabacon in book I and of Ptolemy I at XIX.55.5, is particularly
significant, because this was a quality especially associated with the
Ptolemaic kings.111 Accordingly, the characterisation of Ptolemy I in
Diodorus' history of the Diadochi probably owes little to Hieronymus,
but has been superimposed on Hieronymus' factual narrative wherever
Ptolemy's actions lent themselves to a favourable interpretation.

In addition to his Alexandrian source or sources, Diodorus
certainly mdde use of a Rhodian author. His account of the 'third
inundation' of Rhodes at XIX.45 is irrelevant to the narrative of
Antigonus' campaigns, and must derive from a local Rhodian historian.

It was perhaps the same historian whom Diodorus used in book XX for

his account of Demetrius' siege of Rhodes. The sections XX.81-88

and 91-100.4 fall under suspicion in the first instance because of

the reference at 81.3 to the will of Alexander: "Alexander, the most
powerful of men known to memory, honouring Rhodes above all cities, both

deposited there the testament disposing of his whole realm and in other
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ways showed admiration for her and promoted her to a commanding position."

This is the fiction of a Rhodian patriot: the entire history of the

Diadochi makes sense only on the assumption that Alexander left no wi11.112
The account of the siege in the following chapters is a piece of

good historical writing (unlike the historically muddled account of

Ptolemy in book XVIII), and it differs only slightly in manner from

the narrative of Diodorus/Hieronymus. The differences are important,

however. The account is gemerally favourable to the Rhodians, who are

treated as innocent victims of Antigonus' aggression, and it is very

well informed about events within Rhodes: the measures taken as preparation

for the war (emancipation of slaves, provision for public burial of the

fallen and for widows and orphans, etc.); the discussion in the Rhodian

assembly of a proposal to pull down the statues of Antigonus and

Demetrius; and the honorary decree voted to the mercenary captain

Athenagoras, are all items which indicate knowledge of affairs from

the Rhodian side,113

The general interest in siege machinery might be
thought a Rhodian interest, Rhodes and Alexandria being the centres of
Hellenistic military technology; and there is some evidence of Rhodian

terminology. The rare word 'katapeltaphetai' at 93.5, now supported

by the parallel text of Hiller von Gaertringen's papyrus; the phrase

/ -~
e V”7510V in the same paragraph, without the article 7wV :
and the hapax legomenon A«aﬁ<kkcuﬂéﬁ'9f of the papyrus, which
Diodorus has converted to the more usual ﬁAaTxAlgi&, and /MjIKXX£$S)
114 ’

are all very Rhodian expressions.
In this section Diodorus seems also to adopt a new style of
military writing. There is a dramatic note in the picture of the

anxious Rhodians gazing down at the enemy fleet (83.2), in the hand-to-hand
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battle at 87.3, in the appeal of the Rhodian 'prytaneis' to the patriotic

citizens (88.3), and again in the fears and weeping of the women and

children during Demetrius' final assault on Rhodes (98.8-9). This

dramatic manner is not characteristic of siege descriptions in Diodorus/

Hieronymus: contrast, for example, the account of the siege of

Megalopolis at XVIII.7Off.115
One passage in the 'Rhodian' section needs special comment.

This is the elaborate descriptions of the great 'helepolis' built by

Demetrius in the second year of the siege (XX.91). The techmicality

of this description has suggested to some that it derives from a

writer on military technology; and this theory has serious implications

for Diodorus' method of composition, since it suggests that in this passage

he wove together material from more than one source, instead of

adding a single supplementary account to his main source in the way here

argued. Marsden compared Diodorus' account of the helepolis with

the description by the third century techmnical writer, Biton, of the

helepolis built for Alexander by the engineer Posidonius.116 He

concluded that the striking similarity both in details of subject matter

and in the order in which they are discussed postulate a technical

writer like Biton as the ultimate source of Diodorus. This writer, he

thought, could be Diocleides of Abdera, who was famous for his description

of the Rhodian helepolis;117 and Diodorus' direct source might have been

a éollection of engineering excerpts. However, Marsden overlooks the

fact that in the narrative following the description of the helepolis,

there are repeated allusions to items in its construction which are not

only consistent with the original description but actually presuppose it.

The references to the pent-houses, the iron plates which covered the machine,

and the men assigned to move it, would be unintelligible unless they
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referred back to a complete description of the helepolis.118 Moreover,
the fact that Diocleides, of whom nothing else is own, wrote a famous
description of the Rhodian helepolis, does not guarantee that this was
the one used by Diodorus: a man who won fame for describing a helepolis
was surely a rhetorical, not a technical writer. We know from Plutarch
that Demetrius' machines were objects of wonder to all his contemporaries,
and they may have inspired various 'ekphraseis'.119 Plutarch's own
description of this helepoliif seems to be less technical than the
Diodoran account and rather differently arranged, and it suggests that
at lBast one rival account was in circulation.120 A historian who
embarked on a description of this sort must have had aécess to technical
expertise, but the expert most naturally associated with the Rhodian
helepolis is Epimachus of Athens, the engineer who built the machine.121
A contemporary historian could have drawn on Epimachus' engineering notes,
just as Biton used the hypomnemata of Posidonius and Philon and Heron
used the hypommemata of Ctesibius.122 This hypothesis would explain
the similarities between the accounts of 'helepoleis' in Bion and in
Diodorus, for Greek engineers presumably learned from one another and passed
on traditions of design and construction, and after Posidonius probably
every helepolis was based on the pattern he had established. There are
good reasons, therefore, for associating Diodorus' description of the
Rhodian helepolis with the rest of the Rhodian section and attributing
the entire passage to a single subsidiary source.

The question of the helepolis raises a general problem about
the ultimate origins of Diodorus' whole account of the siege of Rhodes.
The publication of Hiller's papyrus, with its parallel account, inspired
a number of guesses. The Ionic dialect of the papyrus does not necessarily

point to Duris of Samos, as Cavaignac suggested, for there is abundant
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evidence for the popularity of Ionic for historical compositions in
the second century A.D., at the time the papyrus was written: Arrian's

123 The dialect is therefore likely

Indike is the best known example.
to be the affectation of the writer of the papyrus. There is little to
recommend Diyllus, the third century Athenian historian whom Cavaignac
proposed as an intermediary between Duris and the papyrus. The most
likely candidate, and the one favoured by Jacoby and other commentators,
is Zene of Rhodes. There is no difficulty in attributing to Zeno the
detailed and intelligent narrative, with its Rhodian bias, which forms
the basis of Hiller's papyrus and of Diod. XX.81ff. The question then
resolves itself into te question of Zeno's sources. Living a century
after the siege of Rhodes, Zeno must have drawn on earlier literary
accoﬁnts for this part of his work, and it may be supposed that, among
these, the relevant section of Hieronymus' history was the standard
version. That Hieronymus gave an account of the siege - an episode
which demonstrated all the brilliance and the futility of Demetrius'
achievements - can hardly be doubted; and in Diodorus the detailed
knowledge of affairs on the Macedonian, as well as the Rhodian side, is
most naturally attributed to a Macedonian source. The description of
Demetrius' helepolis can be ascribed ultimately to Hieronymus (with the
collaboration of Epimachus), and associated with other passages in
Diodorus XVIII-XX showing an interest in military techmology, particularly
the description of the Salaminian helepolis at XX.48. The chapter on
the Rhodian helepolis passes naturally into the portrait of Demetrius
'"Poliorcetes', the builder of the machine (XX.92), and this can be
compared with portraits of other individuals in this part of the

Bibliotheke. Furthermore, the paraltlel at this point with Plutarch,

who sketches Demetrius' character in the same terms as Diodorus and in
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the same context, is most easily explained on the assumption that
Plutarch and Diodorus have a common source in Hieronymus.

A theory along these lines is needed to account for both the
simiiarities and the differences between Diodorus' narrative in these
chapters and his main narrative of the Diadochi. (Naturally one might
make the picture more complicated by assuming that more than one author
has intervened between Hieronymus and the Rhodian historian). Evidently
Diodorus abandoned the original text of Hieronymus at this point
because the Rhodian re-working of Hieronymus offered more material -
the Macedonian version was balanced by a Rhodian point of view - and
treated it in a generally more vivid manner. In the same way he had
tried to look at events in Egypt from the Alexandrian point of view;
and although he did not always handle his material with equal success
when he tried to work in the additions, Diodorus' principle of supplementing
his main narrative with local histories in order to focus on important episodes
was one that was by no means foolish.

Two other supplements may be mentioned briefly. First, the passage
at XVIII.66.4 —67.6 describing the trial and death of Phocion - a.highly
coloured and 'pathetic' account which moralises on the instability of
Fortune and the cruelty of tlre Athenian mob, and tries to enlist the
reader's sympathy for Phocion and his party. The tone is out of
character with Diodarus' treatment of Athenian affairs elsewhere in
XVIII=XX, and the apologia for Phocion probably derives from a local
historian who shared Phocion's views - perhaps Philochorus.125 Secondly,
there is a notorious crux at XIX.44.4-5, where Diodorus' description
of Rhagae and the origins of its name appears to correspond with a
fragment of Duris.126 Coming as it does directly after a reference to
Hieronymus (XIX.44.3, Hieronymus enters the service of Antigonus) this

passage is a distinct oddity. It appears from his history of Agathocles
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that Diodorus was familiar with Duris' work, and it can only be
supposed that the Rhagae passage is a simple addition to the Hieronyman
narrative, like the account of the Rhodian flood in the next chapter.
It was perhaps inserted at a point where there was a natural break in
Hieronymus' history - a book ending, for exam.ple.127 In what connection
Duris had spoken of Rhagae is a matter of conjecture: the coincidence
with Diodorus does not, in any case, justify any far-reaching conclusions
about the relation of his work to that of Hieronymus.128

As well as his occasional use of subsidiary sources, some
allowance has to be made for Diodorus' own additions to Hieronymus.
These are mostly brief and unimportant passages which tie together the
various parts of his unwieldy narrative, and which can be paralleled in
other books of the Bibliotheke. Chapter I of book XVIII, for example,
is Diodorus' own introduction to his new theme; similarly, XVIII.75.3 is
his own conclusion to the book;and he regularly marks the change from one
theatre of events to another in his own words. Philosophical reflections
also tend to represent the thoughts of Diodorus himself: for example,
the discussion of Tyche at XVIII.59.5-6, where the language is reminiscent
of the language of Diodorus' proem to book I.129

The supplements, whether drawn from local histories, or whether
the fruit of Diodorus' own reflections upon history, are mostly short
and self-contained, and can be distinguished without difficulty from

the central narrative. These exceptions do not affect our view of

Hieronymus as the single main source of Diodorus in the history of the

Diadochi. The rest of the narrative shows the internal consistency
of factual detail and of general outlook described earlier, and I take it
as a principle that there need to be special grounds for doubting that

any particular passage derives directly from Hieronymus.
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Intermediarz_sources

It has been held by some, including Schwartz and Beloch, that
Diodorus did not make direct use of Hieronymus, but knew him only through
an intermediary, probably a historian of the second century: Agatharchides
is the name most frequently mentioned in this connection.130 The idea
of an intermediary was originally developed by those who clung to the
theory that Diodorus was a mindless copyist of his sources and used only
a single author at a time, but at the same time wanted to account for
the obvious anomalies, attributed in this discussion to the use of
supplementarpources. Hence the theory of a proto-Diodorus who had
already combined various strands of the primary material. The idea
of this shadowy figure, the intermediary, behind the person of
Diodorus, is not only uneconomical. It also makes it difficult to account
for major repetitions én the Bibliotheke. Diodorus took Hecataeus of
Abdera as his princigig source for his description of Egypt in book I;
but he omitted Hecataeus' account of the Jews at this point, to
introduce it forty books later as a digression in the narrative of
Pompey's Jewish W’ar.l31 A description of the Dead Sea is given in
book XIX, in connection with Antigonus' Arabian campaign; but the
same description occurs in book II, as part of a geographical excursus
on Arabia.132 The two passages agree almost word for word. This might
represent a chance use of a common author by Diodorus and his source
in book II; but it is more reasonable to suppose that Diodorus had read
a number of authors before he started to write, and tried to make
use of them not only where they provided the standard account of a
period, but also where they had something to contribute in a specialised
area. The repetitibn or anticipation of material in different books

of the Bibliotheke strongly suggests that Diodorus' method was not

entirely mechanical.
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The specific arguments in favour of Agatharchides or some other
re-working of Hieronymus are not com.pelling.133 The reference to
the 'satrapy of Idumaea', supposedly indicating a date after 198 B.C.,
has been discussed above. The geographical description of Asia at XVIII.5-6
with its horizontal division along the line of the Taurus-Caucasus, has
sometimes been thought to presuppose the scheme of Eratosthenes; but
our ignorance of the state of Greek geography directly before Eratosthenes
hardly allows this conclusion. It is entirely possible that the north-south
division of Asia is an idea which goes back to Alexander's geographers;
and there are in any case references in this passage to the political
conditions of Alexander's time which could not have survived a general
renovation in the light of Eratosthenes' work.134 The passages of
XVIII-XX which show sympathy for Ptolemy, and again the coincidence with
the fragment of Duris are admittedly not derived from Hieronymus; but
it is no complement to Agatharchides to suppose that it was he who made
the clumsy 'Ptolemaic' additions in book XVIII and elsewhere. The
passages which I have described as supplements are so clearly different
in manner from the central narrativevthat it makes little difference
to a final estimate of Hieronymus whether they are the additions of
Diodorus or whether of fproto-Diodorus'; but it is in fact arbitrary
and pointless to insist that they could not have been made by the author
of the Bibliotheke himself. That Agatharchides knew Hieronymus' history
is a natural inference from Hieronymus T2, but there is nothing to show
whether this was a casual allusion, or whether it indicates a more
extensive use of his predecessor. It is in any case highly improbable
that Agatharchides merely copied out long extracts from Hieronymus'

work.
The theory of an intermediary cannot actually be disproved, but

neither can it be substantiated, and it solves no problems relating to
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the source of criticism of Diodorus XVIII-XX. In the following
chapters I shall assume that Diodorus drew on Hieronymus directly
in his history of the Diadochi, and that, with the exceptiomns

noted above, he drew on Hieronymus alone.

The other secondary authors

All the surviving accounts of the Diadochi derive to a greater
or lesser degree from Hieronymus; few authors, however, apart from
Diodorus, seem to have used him both directly and extensively. For
this reason I have seen it as essential to take Diodorus as a starting
point: we do not know in advance what sort of history Hieronymus
wrote, since the fragments tell us so little; and it is only from
Diodorus, thanks to his unique method of composition, that we can form
an idea of its characteristics. The method followed by Reuss in his
study of Hieronymus, which was to trace a common source in all the
secondary authors and then to identify this source as Hieronymus, is a method
which raises many problems, and Reuss attributed to Hieronymus much
material which, according to the literary criteria described in this
chapter, must actually derive from other sources: the same fact does not
necessarily imply the same source, and we cannot decide arbitrarily
what Hieronymus may have written. The use of Hieronymus by writers of
the imperial period is to be judged partly by the tests applied in the
case of Diodorus - a focusing of tie material on the figures of Eumenes,
Demetrius and antigonus, reference to Hieronymus as a historical character -
but mainly by comparison with the narrative of Diodorus. Where another
author (A) corresponds closely with Diodorus/Hieronymus, both in details
and in the order of events, two conclusions may be drawn: first, A may

add to our knowledge of Hieronymus through the inclusion of certain details



81.

not given by Diodorus, if these are not obviously his own additions; secondly,

in cases where there is doubt about Diodorus' derivation from Hieronymus,

the parallel account of A can be used to check whether he has added

material of his own (e.g. XVIII.3.1l, XVIII.19-21, XX.92, discussed above).
Generally speaking, the other accounts add little to the knowledge

of Hieronymus gained from Diodorus, and close comparison of the tex£s

tends to reveal more about the methods of the secondary authors than

about Hieronymus himself. For detailed analysis, therefore, I refer

to earlier studies of the historiographical tradition on the Diadochi,

and I give here only a resumé of the position with regard to our most

important sources.135
Among writers of the Roman period who used Hieronymus, our

greatest loss is undoubtedly Arrian's Tx /«é?‘p\( ’/\(\gfxvg'/aov.

Photius' epitome of this work shows that it included the same items as

Diodorus for the years 323-321, and in the same order; and the similarity

of subject-matter alone is such, in this case, as to suggest a common

source.136 Where Photius goes into more detail, for example in his

account of the settlement at Triparadeisos (F9.34), he agrees with

Diodorus almost word for word, and it is hardly possible that both

authors independently here combined Hieronymus with another historian

(see above). - Arrian diverges from Diodorus in recounting how Alexander's

body was brought to Egypt (F9.25): here, as we have seen, Diodorus was

using an Alexandrian source, and it may be supposed that Arrian preserves

the version of Hieronymus. On the other hand, where Afrian and Diodorus

differ in their accounts of the murder of Demades, Arrian is probably

using not Hieronymus but an Athenian source.137 He relates the incident

in connection with the fate of the other Athenian democrats in the context

of the year 322, and makes Cassander responsible for the murder, whereas

Diodorus puts it in 318, shortly before Antipater's death, and says
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nothing about the deaths of Demosthenes, Hypereides and the other
Athenians:138 an Athenian author therefore probably lies behind

Arrian F9.13-15. Furthermore, the description of Antipater as Kaﬁyay o
ﬁx)xeS GTﬁkﬂaw occurs in Arrian and in Plutarch, but not in Diodorus,
and the offensive phrase must derive from an Athenian democratic source,
not from a historian writing from a Macedonian pointtof view.139
It seems likely, therefore, that Arrian's method in his history of

the Successors was similar to his method in his history of Alexander,

where he took the best original account of the period - Ptolemy - and
supplemented it with the lesser histories and legomena. The fragments

of the Tx /ueré 34XE§KV§P°V do not otherwise conflict with

Diodorus, but in many places they add substantially to Diodorus'

information. This is true particularly of F10 (cf. F9.25-26), dealing

with the outbreak of the war in 321 between Perdiccas and Eumenes on the

one hand and Antipater's coalition on the other; also of the papyrus
fragment which concerns Eumenes' negotiations with Craterus' troops

after the battle at the Hellespont.140 These appear to be true-

fragments of Arrian, as opposed to the abbreviated version of Photius,

and they give an idea of the scale on which Hieronymus must have written,
for the treatment of the material is exhaustive.

Trogus, also, we have only in epitome. His 'Historiae Philippicae’
seems to have been written as serious history, though with a certain
moralising and anecdotal tendency, and in his method of work he
differed significantly from Diodorus, weaving together different
historiographical traditions on any one period.141 For the period of
the Diadochi the account of Trogus/Justin in many places corresponds closely
with that of the Hieronyman tradition in Diodorus, particularly at XIII.6,

discussing Perdiccas' conquests in Cappadocia and Pisidia and his marriage

plans, and at XIII.8, describing Perdiccas' harsh character.



83.

The account of Eumenes' battle with Neoptolemus and his exile on

143

Perdiccas' death also parallels that in Diodorus. Again in book XIV,

where he narrates the later fortunes of Eumenes, Justin follows the
tradition of Diodorus/Hieronymus, though he fails to mention Hieronymus
at Nora.144 For the final battle at Gabiene, however, this tradition
is abandoned, and Justin gives an account recalling that of Plutarch,
referring to Eumenes' attempt to flee from the army. This unflattering
account of Eumenes' behaviour possibly derived from Duris, likewise
the theatrical last speech of Eumenes, recorded by Justin and Plutarch.
The excursus on the history of Cyrene at XIII.7 is certainly

from a source other than Hieronymus, and seems to replace the narrative
of Thibron's fortunes in Cyrenevgiven by Diodorus and Arrian. Justin
also differs from Diodorus in his narrative of the Lamian War, which is
written from a Greek, not a Macedonian point of view, and suggests an author
who tried to minimize the final catastrophe of the Greeks.145' Again, his
account of reactions in Babylon to Alexander's death differs considerably
from that of Diodorus and resembles the last chapters of Curtius' history,
both in its dramatic tone and in the record of the generals' speeches;
like Diodorus, on the other hand, Justin refers to the decision to send
Alexander's body to Ammon - an item which occurs in these two authors
alone.146

It is possible that Trogus' account of events at Babylon, like that
of Curtius, had elements deriving ultimately from Duris; but unlikely that
he used either Duris or Hieronymus direct, as Fontana suggests.147 His
knowledge of Hieronymus might have come from Diodorus, since Justin has
no factual details, in the Hieronyman parts of the narrative, which
are not also in Diodorus, and such a relation between the two works

would explain the reference to Ammon in each. However, Diodorus does not

seem to have been used generally by other historians before the Christian
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chroniclers, and the relative dates of writing of Trogus and Diodorus
are very uncertain.148 It has oftem been thought that Trogus drew
extensively,;%:;;magenes for his history of Alexander, and it may be
that a common use of this author by Trogus and Diodorus accounts for
the detail about Ammon at the beginning of their narratives of the
Diadochi, where the old source on Alexander had not yet altogether been
laid aside.149
The biographers Nepos and Plutarch have detailed accounts of
the careers of Eumenes, Demetrius and Pyrrhus, which undoubtedly derive
in part from Hieronymus; probably neither knew his work at first hand,
however, and in the case of Plutarch, especially, the biographical
150

genre makes it difficult to isolate the various sources used.

Nepos in his Life of Eumenes is very similar in a general way

to Diodorus. His account of Eumenes' high birth and his important
position under Philip and Alexander (ch.I) is probably from Hieronymus
(contrast Duris ap. Plutarch Eumenes I.1), likewise his narrative of
Eumenes' campaigns in Asia (chs. 3-10), which corresponds closely with
Diodorus, although much briefer. It is doubtful whether the allusions
in chapter 2 to Alexander's ring is taken from Hieronymus, as this was

a story which appeared in the vulgate tradition on Alexander. The final

chapters of the Life (11-12), which contain dicta and other material

found in Plutarch but not in Diodorus, also suggest a more popular type

of historical writing. Chapter 13 contains mostly Nepos' own conclusions,
though in the final paragraph (13.4) he seems to return to the Hieronyman
tradition for his account of Eumenes' burial.151

Plutarch mentions Hieronymus in each of his three biographies

of the early Hellenistic princes: in the Eumenes and the Demetrius

he is named as a historical character; and in the Pyrrhus he is cited

. 2 .
three times as a source.15 For Plutarch, however, Hieronymus was only
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one of many authorities. At the beginning of the Eumenes he cites Duris
for the view that Eumenes' father was a waggoner: the alternative
version, that Eumenes owed his advancement to the guest friendship
between his father and Philip of Macedon, must come from Eumenes'
admirer Hieronymus. The hostile account of Eumenes' career under Alexander
in ch.2 again suggests Duris, and there are signs of this author at the
end of the Life, where it is imputed that Eumenes showed cowardice before
the final battle against Antigonus, and in the dramatic account of
Eumenes' capture and execution. The main narrative of Eumenes' adventures
in Asia is based on Hieronymus, hut has been worked over, certainly by
earlier writers, as well as by Plutarch himself, so as to put character and
moral issues into high relief. Thus Eumenes' battle with Neoptolemus, the
death of Craterus, the demagogic behaviour of the eastern satraps to the
soldiers, the battle with Antigonus, and the account of Eumenes' illness,
all show an exaggeration for the sake of effect which is absent from
the parallel sections of Diodorus. Some of these episodes may be influenced
by the tradition from Duris,153 but in general the more colourful elements
can be sufficiently explained in terms of Plutarch's own method of
com.position.154

In the Demetrius, at least three principal strands are woven

155 A version of Hieronymus was clearly used for the main

together.
part of the historical narrative: thus chs. V-VII and XXIT.I can be
paralleled in Diodorus, also the characterisation of Demetrius at
II1.2-3 and at XIX.6-XX.l; and to these sections we should probably
add ch. IV (Demetrius and Mithridates), XXVIII-XXIX (character of
Antigonus and battle of Ipsus), and the narrative of Demetrius' later
fortunes in Greece and Asia in chs. XXX-XXXIII, XXV-XXXVII, XXXIX-XL

. 1 .
(reference to Hieronymus at XXXIX.2), XLIII-XLIV.2, XLV-LII. >0 This
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narrative is on the whole favourable to Demetrius, though it does
not minimize the weaknesses of his character (for example, ch.XL,
Demetrius' retort to his son), or the magnitude of his final catastrophe
(cf. LI.1, é’:/o'n-alp T&8V7Ko/roS ’)’lvrerév&g T?cj ng)‘ecjk-r.e\.).

It is perhaps doubtful whether Plutarch's account of the battle
of Salamis is taken from the Hieronyman tradition, since it diverges
in some details from that of Diodorus; the figures for the fleets of Ptolemy
and Demetrius are different, and so are the losses; and the colourful
picture of Ptolemy and Demetrius exchanging Ko}uﬂLBQQ‘ Aér01 is
missing from Diodorus.157 There was a contingent of forty Athenian ships
on Demetrius' side at Salamis (Diod. XX.50.3), and it is possible, as
Reuss suggested, that Plutarch here used an Athenian author, An Athenian
source seems certain, at least, for the hostile account of Demetrius'
invasion of Attica and his misbehaviour in Athens: the most likely
candidate is Philochorus, the atthidographer who believed in the ideals
of the old democracy; and in a number of places there is a correspondence
between Plutarch's account and fragments of Philochorus.158

Some of the more scurrilous anecdotes perhaps derive from the
comic poets or from the popular historian Duris. It is probably Duris
who lies behind the frequent references to Demetrius' love of finery
and theatrical show-;159 and Plutarch's general interpretation of the
life of Demetrius as a tragic play (see especially ch.LIII) may owe much
to Duris' 'mimetic' style of historiography.160 To what extent the

.

Peripatetic view of a change in Dengrius' character was generally
accepted by contemporaries must remain in doubt; but there are some
indications that Hieronymus, despite his personal association with the
prince, recognised in him the development of the harsh traits of his
father Antigonus, and passages of the Life which imply a criticism of
the subject are not invariably to be attributed to the tradition

hostile to the Antigonids.
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For the question of the sources of Plutarch's Pyrrhus, where the
picture is more complicated, I refer to the analysis by LévEque in his
study of Pyrrh.us.161 Hieronymus is cited three times, but on each
occasion in conjunction with either Dionysius or with Phylarchus, and
it seems likely that he was known to Plutarch only via these authors
for the events here related.162 A version of his work was probably used,
however, for the major part of the historical narrative of Pyrrhus'
campaigns in Macedon before and after the Western expedition, and again
for the Peloponnesian campaign at the end of Pyrrhus' life. The history
of Pyrrhus was deeply involved with that of Demetrius and Antigonus
Gonatas, and Hieronymus necessarily treated in some detail the career
and character of the enemy who had posed the greatest threat to the
establishment of the Antigonid dynasty in Macedon. His account efidently
showed little sympathy for Pyrrhus, and perhaps failed to do justice to
his grand visions of empire. The contrast in the personalities of Pyrrhus
and Antigonus Gonatas is clearly drawn in the later chapters of the Life,
and here the authorship of Gonatas' faithful servant cannot be in doubt.
The dicta of Antigonus, recorded at XXXI.2 and XXXIV.5, together with
the topographical and personal details of the last campaign at Argos
suggest an autﬁor who had been present on the Macedonian side; and the
omission of any reference to Pyrrhus' victory over Antigonus outside
Argos may indicate that bias in favour of his master which Pausanias
attributes to Hieron.ymus.163 The closing scene, in which Antigonus
weeps over his fallen rival, possibly represents the finale to Hieronymus'
own history.164

Hieronymus did not confine himself, however, to relating those
parts of Pyrrhus' history which brought him in contact with the Antigonids.

Plutarch cites him for the losses incurred at the battles of Heraclea

and Asculum, and it seems probable that he was used in conjunction with

X u L3 L -
Proxenus, Timaeus and Roman annalistic sources, for much of Plutarch's
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account of the Italian expedition (though not for Pyrrhus' activities

in Sicily).165 In this section the character of the Hieronyman strand

is less pronounced than in the parts centred on Greece and Macedon,

but I see little evidence that Hieronymus viewed Pyrrhus' western
expedition as an episode in the war of Greeks against barbariang, as
suggested by Léveque, and was therefore disposed to treat Pyrrhus more
sympathetically in his role as representative of Hellenic aspirations.166
It seems more probable that the attack on Rome was, for Hieronymus, the
supreme folly of the King's career, and that the Romans, to whom he
devoted a special excursus, were seen as embodying an ideal of barbaric
courage and independence, like the Nabataeans who resisted the

imperialistic expansion of Antigonus Monophthalm.us.167

Amoné the minor sources on the Successors, Dionysius appears to have
read Hieronymus in the original, because he comments unfavourably on his
style (Hier. T12). He also cited him as author of the first Greek
treatment of early Roman history Q&ﬂ&: I.5.4 = Hier. F13), and this
excursus must have fallen in the section of Hieronymus' work dealing with
Pyrrhus in Italy ( Ev ‘Tj TV ’gﬁ(}/o'lvwv le't)/JwLT&/:f Dion. Hal. loc.cit.).
Taking this with the evidence of Plutarch, who twice cites Dionysius

and Hieronymus together on Pyrrhus' battles against the Romans, it

appears that Hieronymus was one of the sourcesof Dionysius in his Antiquities,

books XIX-XX, where he treated Pyrrhus' invasion. These books survive only
in excerpts, but we know from the citation of Proxenus at XX.10.2 that
Greek sources were used, and among these Hieronymus was probably the
principal authority for the military narrative. Dionysius' descriptions

of the battles at Asculum and at Beneventum show a competence which at
once recalls the excellent military writing of Diodorus XVIII-XX, and
certain details about the equipment and fighting methods of the Roman army,

which are anachronistic for Dionysius' own time, suggest a Greek author
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writing for a Greek audience, who can only be Hieronymus.168 Despite
his complaints about Hieronymus, therefore, Dionysius seems to have
found him of considerable use in his account of Pyrrhus' invasion of
Italy.

Pausanias twice cites Hieronymus, but. almost certainly had no
direct knowledge of his work. The allusion at the beginning of Paus. I.6
to  Of SUYYEVO nEVO 7005 Basi\é&osiv Em JUH/NQS{ TSV 5’/ WV

,y J / J - j)/

may include Hieronymus, but there is no evidence that Pausanias conducted
serious research into writers who were by his own time both ancient and
obscure, and his immediate sources for the historical episodes which are

introduced into his Perigesis were probably compilations or abstracts of

the imperial period. The criticism of Hieronymus' reliability implied
in both Pausanias' citations perhaps indicates, as Segre suggested,
that Hieronymus has been filtered through that notorious fault-finder,

Timaeus;169

but we can hardly guess what other authors may have intervened

between Pausanias and his ultimate source. It seems clear that Hieronymus'

work formed the basis of the series of sketches in Paus. book I, describing
170 . . . .

the careers of the Successors; and Hieronymus is often mentioned in

connection with the summary of Pyrrhus' career at I.11-13, where he is

171 The passage describing Pyrrhus' ambition to conquer

named explicitly.
the Romans - notorious as a result of Perret's thesis about the legend
of the Trojan foundation of Rome - may, as Perret claimed, derive from
Hieronymus' account of Pyrrhus;172 he is also probably the source for
some of the details about the western expedition, for example, the

173 It is

provenance of the elephants which Pyrrhus took to Italy.
unlikely, however, that Pausanias has more than a garbled version of

what Hieronymus said about Lysimachus and the tombs of the Epeirot kings;

and his account of the rival versions of Pyrrhus' death should probably
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be interpreted to mean that Hieronymus' version was different again

from those he has actually given.l74 Pausanias, then, while he preserves
some valuable details not given by other sources for the Diadochi, is not
always a reliable vehicle for the transmission of Hieronymus.

Appian in the Mithridateios also cites Hieronymus by name

(Hier. F3 = Mith.8-9), and he similarities between his summary of
Cappadocian history in these chapters and the references to Cappadocia
and the fortunes of Mithridates in Diodorus and Plutarch suggest that
Hieronymus was his principal or only source throughout the excursus.

He seems to have used Hieronymus again in the Syriaca for the history of
Syria under Seleucus I, and here Appian is a valuable source for items
such as the partition of Antigonus' empire after Ipsus (ch.55) and
Seleucus' war against Lysimachus (ch.62), which may be supposed to
represent parts of Hieronymus' history. It seems highly doubtful,
however, that Hironymus was also his source for the list of Seleucid
oracles mentioned in connection with the battle of Ipsus, as suggested
in a modern study.175 We need not doubt that the Chaldaean prophecy to
Antigonus and the claims to divine patronage made by Seleucus on the occasion
of his reconquest of Babylonia, as recorded by Diodorus, go back to
Hieronymus: these were probably historical events, and the psychological
influence of such prophecies made them historically im.portant;176 but

it is not obvious what purpose would have been served, in a work which
focused principally on the Antigonids, by a collection of pro-Seleucid
stories current at the time of Ipsus - as far as can be judged from
Diororus, Hieronymus was not a writer who ever mentioned religious
phenomena merely for their own sake. Appian's source in ch.56 was

more probably Duris, for the story about Lysimachus' dog at ch.64

. 177 . . . .
recalls Duris F55. Appian perhaps made use of a compilation which had
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already combined several writers who mentioned events in Pontic and
Seleucid history.

Polyaenus is another author who drew on Hieronymus only
selectively, using Hieronymus' stories of the generalship of the
Successors to illustrate his 'strategemata' of the Macedonians in Bk.IV.
Polyaenus states at VI.18.21 and 60.5 that he compiled his work from
many historical writings, and it has been generally accepted that he is
as reliable in any instance as his sources.178 In book IV the parallels
with Diodorus' account of Eumenes and Antigonus show that Hieronymus is
certainly the ultimate source;179 and it may be supposed that he was
also used for strategeme from the same period which are not known from
other authors — for example, Antgonus' moral victory over Eumenes' fleet
in Phoenicia (IV.6.8), an incident which explains Eumenes' withdrawal
from Phoenicia into Mesopotamia after 318. kCompare Diod. XVIII.73.2:
knx)(oéjuavoj d1ém vy Ka/:.’c?v O’KVQS&JECV &K 773 @O/v:/x7g‘ KT,
Polyaenus claimed to be of Macedonian descent, and therefore had a special
interest in Macedonian history (Bk.IV, Praef. Twv v} /usré}) wV ﬁ‘ferc{vu\/),
but it is hardly possible that Hieronymus' work was known to him in the
original, especially as he seems to have made his collection of strategems
in a hurry, in order that the emperors Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus
ﬁight take it with them as an },’C#cigl@/ on their Parthian campaign.
The close similarity with Diodorus in a number of passages is perhaps to
be explained in terms of the anecdotal character of the incidents related;
the lively manner of the original may have facilitated their transmission
from author to author throughout the Hellenistic period and ensured their
preservation down to imperial times. (Some of the same strategems are
preserved by Plutarch and Nepos). Not all Polyaenus' strategems of the
Diadochi have the stamp of Hieronymus: for example, the story of

Eumenes hiding from some pursuing Gauls, at IV.8.1, perhaps comes from
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the uncomplimentary portrait of Eumenes by Duris; and like many writers
of this period, he may have made use of an already existing mixture of
material from Hieronymus, Duris, and perhaps other early Hellenistic
sources. A priori it must be considered unlikely that writers of the
second century A.D. drew on the original work of men such as Hieronymus.
Arrian was the exception; but Arrian was in other respects an exceptional
man.

A little can be added to our knowledge of Hieronymus by 'snowballing'
operations conducted on the Augustan and imperial authors. It is easy
to make mistakes of attribution, however, in the case of writers who
drew on Hieronymus only indirectly and incidentally, and whose main
purpose was not to relate the history of the Diadochi, but to write
biography, perigesis, strategemata, or Roman history. Diodorus differs
from our other sources for the special reasons described at the beginning
of this chapter, and the peculiar nature of thé Bibliotheke allows us
to reconstruct from it the character of Hieronymus' lost history in a

way which would be otherwise impossible.
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XIII.1.54. In Christian writers it regularly means the Bible: Alc.Alvit. c.
Eutych. I.p.209; Isid..gzigL 6.3.2; cf. Du Cange, Gloss.I.

17. The prefatory address to Photius' book shows that he undertook the
work at the request of his brother Tarasius, who grieved at their separation
when Photius was sent on an embassy to the Arab govermment; and it has often
been thought that 'Bibliotheke' refers to the contents of a travelling
library that Photius took with him. Other portable _libraries are known

from this period. See the De Ceremoniis of Constantine Porphyrogenitus,

¢ /
Bonn.Corpus I pp.444-508, describing T _ﬁdﬂf\t&x Tx§ i &
a small library of mainly strategic works was taken on Constantine's

eastern campaigns. Reynolds and Wilson, Scribes and Scholars, Oxford 1968,

p.55, suggest that Photius organised "a kind of literary club", and that
before setting off on the Arabian mission he wrote, as an offering and

a consolation to Tarasius, a summary of the books read or discussed at
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gatherings of their circle. This would account for the wide variety of
writers in the collection, which includes historians, secular as well
as ecclesiastical, medical writers, philosophers, orators, poets and

romance writers.
( 3l & A . /
18. AmoXo B““fau f(%‘r)v«uou }/,""(J““,‘“"'”KOO 8";3)"08')"'} ed. Heynes, GBttingen 1783.

19. Robert, De Apollodori Bibliotheca Berlin, 1873. Schwartz, RE

s.v. Apollodorus no.61l col.2875ff. We do not know how early the work was

fathered on Apollodorus. Diodorus founded the chromological framework of

his history on the Chronika of Apollodorus, which covered the history of

1040 years from the sack of Troy to the late second century. The mythographic
'Bibliotheke', which covered the pre-Trojan period, may have been known

to Diodorus as the work of the same author, and perhaps suggested a title

for his own work.

20. M.Galdi, L'epitome nella letteratura latina, Naples 1922, p.8, puts

it in the first century A.D., but gives no reasons for his date.

21. This is in accordance with what Diodorus says in his preface about the
need for an up to date universal history (I.3); and the pirating of some of
his books before their final revisions shows the demand for such a work
(v.supra, n.l). The 'Bibliotheke' belongs to a general background of
encyclopaedic writing in Rome of the first century B.C.

22. Pliny NH Praef. 24ff.

23. Ccf. Janson, Latin Prose Prefaces, Stockholm 1964, p.29. It was

the Roman convention to present a literary work as an impromptu effort,
engaging no more than a small part of ones time and personality. Diodorus,
who resided at Rome for some of the period of his researches, may have
been influenced by this convention. Justin wrote that he only epitomised

Trogus to while away his leisure (Praef.4-5): epitome, par excellence, was

the occupation of a dilettante.
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24, Trogus called his work 'Historiae Philippicae'. Nicolaus' universal
history is cited as %Sbe{“ or fsropix Kx@okn<{ (F.Gr.Hist. 90 T1).

J
The oddity of Diodorus' title is reflected in the confusion it caused among

later writers. In three cases we find a nonsensical genitive form:

Athenaeus XII.541E, Aw’gw/oog.. .. Ev TSI n‘a/a\. i@aﬂkm@r)/ﬁqgj

Hier. in Dan. II.36 p.718, "Polybius et Diodorus, qui bibliothecarum

scribunt historias"; Pliny NH Praef.25, "Diodorus léafé)(o&),n?g historiam

suam inscripsit"; These passages must be either textually corrupt or

based on a curious misunderstanding. Stephanus, 'De Diodoro Brevis Tractatus'
(included in Wesseiing vol.I), wanted to emend the MS tradition of Pliny

to /é«/ﬁ)‘lo@jllﬁfj which would at least bring this passage into line with
others which speak of /€V£)¢og¥;kxu in the plural : cf. Justin Cohort.

p.10: Euseb. Praep.Ev. X.10.488C, cf. II.1.p.52 (I.114), and II.2.p.52 (I.125);

Chron.I.284. Eusebius once speaks of 'historike bibliotheke', not as Diodorus'

title, but when describing his trouble in collecting material (Praep.Ev. I1.6);

and Bldinger, Die #niversalhistorie im Altertum, 1895 p.113 n.2,

considered this passage the probable basis for the MS tradition which
gives 'Bibliotheke Historike' as Diororus' title. However, the tradition
of the scholiast on Aristophanes, r(] TV cro’z'O}/"/"-’V /gl/gAM@“)/K’P

may be independent of Eusebius. Cf. also Suidas, s.v. xﬁzééuvkg :
2:(6)“@51‘737 ?(rojf)ucc\ag. g}rjﬂa(%& %:f@}\(o@iiﬁﬂ It 1s certain that Diodorus
used the word in some form as his title, because Pliny, writing only a
century later, expressly says so.

25, Diod. I.3.6.

26. At I.44.1 Diodorus says that he visited Egypt in the reign of
Ptolemy Auletes (between 60 and 56 B.C.: the Macedonians have controlled it
for 276 years since Alexander, i.e. 331 B.C.; cf. XVII.49); and later he
refers to an incident he had witnessed there in which a Roman ambassador

was mobbed for accidentally killing a cat. Cf. I.61.4, 22.2, 10.6-7.
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For his ignorance of Asian geography, cf. II.3.2, where Nineveh is placed

on the Euphrates.

27. For ancient proems in general, see G.Engel, De antiquorum epicorum

didacticorum historicorum proemiis, Marburg 1910; Lieberich, Studien zu

den Prooemien in der gr. Geschichtsschreibung, Minchen 1899; D.Earl,

Prologue Form in Ancient Historiography, Aufstieg u. Niedergang der rbm. Welt,

IT (1972) p.842ff. Lucian Hist. 53 summarizes the best of previous practice
with regard to historical prologues. For Diodorus' proems see M.Kunz,

Die Prooemien in Diodors Bibliothek, Zurich 1935.

28. Compare Diod. I.i.1f. - Polyb. I.35.6f; D.I.1.4 - P. I1.35.7;
D.I.l.4 - P.30.6.4, 12.25b.3; D.I.1.5 - P.32.16.1; D. I.1.5 - P.I.1.2;

D. I.1.5 - P.9.9.9; D.I.1.5, I.2.2 - P.2,61.3; D.I.2.2 - P,I.14.6;

D. 1.3.2 - P.I.4.2f.; D.I.3.8 - P.3.32.2; D.I.4.1 - P.3.59.7; D.I.5.2 -
P.16.20.8.

29, Dion. Hal. A.R. I.27 (22 years of research); Cass. Dio. LXXII.23.5
(10 years gathering material plus 12 years writing, i.e. 22 in all); cf.

ibid. frag.I.2. Dionysius' remarks on Theopompus in the Letter to Pompeius
1o1c g y

(VI.783) imply that Theopompus, too, had enlarged on the length and the
carefulness of his research; and in the 'Peri Thoukididou' he says that
Thucydides spent 27 years composing his history (I.115f£f.): Thucydides
himself said nothing on the matter, and Dionysius evidently computed

this figure from the number of years spanned by the history, because it
was customary for a historian of his own day to provide such information.
Nicolaus of Damascus took only ten years to write the 144 books of his

universal history (cf. Wachsmuth, Einleitung, p.l105): if Diodorus really

spent 30 years on his work he must have been a very slow reader.
30. A.D. Nock, JRS XLIX (1959) p.5.
31. Cf. Polyb. 16.20.8, however.

32, Diod. I.5.2.

33. See Laqueur, Hermes 1911, p.161ff.
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34- CfoEngel, OE.Citc po]-S'

35. Vitruvius, De Architectura, VII Praef. 3ff,

36. Mliller, Geographi Graeci Minores pp.123-194 sets out the parallel

texts side by side.
37. Cf. XIX.58.3 for a similar example of clumsy abridgement: To 5’3éog
73370, when no mountain has been mentioned.
38. Diod. V.37.1; cf. Strabo 3.2.9, Athen. VI1.233C, V.38.4.
39 Diod. IV.20.2-3: 4iov Kk T=0kGe¥ov Kal ¢4 mxs Tuvel/?
L] [ ) [ ] . . { {0 T. [ “ §O 7/ S ./ ”

ﬁs!n‘ /.u"xv yuwakac sz’,s&u. Cf. Strabo 3.4.17. Diodorus also
fails to modernise his chronology in book I: cf. O.Murray, JEA 56 (1970)
P-145 n.3. Again, his remarks about the strategic importance of Chalcis
at XIX.78.2 are appropriate to the early Hellenistic period, but not to
his own day, and the present &5tV shows that he is here reproducing

his source literally: cf. Droysen, Hell. iI.B.p.33—4, n.3.

40. P Oxy XIII1.1610 = F.Gr.Hist. 70 F191.

41. Grenfell and Hunt, comm.ad loc. p.l1l.

42, Compare Diod. XXVIII.5 -~ Polyb.XVI.I (Philip ravages the territory

of Peqpmum); Diod. XXVIII.6 - Polyb. XVI.34 (Aemilius Lepidus meets

Philip at Abydos); Diod. XXIX.2 - Polyb.-XX.8 (Antiochus becomes demoralised
after his marriage); Diod. XXX.l - Polyb. XXVII.6 (Perseus' last embassy to
Rome; declaration of war); Diod. XXX.2 - Polyb. XXVIII.1l, cf. XXVII.19, 13
(dispute between Ptolemy and Antiochus over Coele Syria); Diod. XXX.5 -
Polyb. XXVII.1l5 (character of Charops); Diod. XXX.17 - Polyb. XXVIII.21
(character of Ptolemy); Diod. XXX.18 - Polyb. XXVIII.18 (character of
Antiochus); Diod. XXXI.2 - Polyb. XXIX.27, cf. 2 (Popilius Laenas meets
Antiochus); Diod. XXXI.5 - Polyb. XXX.4 (Rhodian envoys try to exculpate

themselves before the Senate). Cf. Nissen, Kritische Untersuchungen

iber die Quellen der vierten und flinften Dekade des Livius, Berlin 1863,

ch.VI p.110f.
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43. The fragment of Arrian dealing with Eumenes' battle against
Craterus appears to derive from the same source as Diod. XVIII.30-32

(PSI X1I.2.1284, ed. Bartoletti; cf. Latte, Nach.d.Akad.d.Wiss. in

Gottingen, phil.-hist.Kl. 1950 pp.23-27; Rostagni, Riv.Fil. XXIX 1951 p.186f.).
The opportunities for direct comparison are limited; note, however, in

column I of the papyrus ( X lines 20-21) the letters :]YVU and ]s&#ﬂ&
which seem to correspond to ?rvd@-..6¢xkif575 at Diod. XVIII.31l.4,

describing Eumenes' duel with Neoptolemus.

2

44, P Berl. 11632 = Pack™2207. Hiller von Gaertringen SB d.preuss.Akad.

1918 p.752£f; Vitale, Aegyptus 2 (1921) p.207ff- Bilabel, Kleine Texte no.$8

p.20££f; Jacoby F.Gr.Hist. 11B 533 (Rhodos: Anhang); E.M.Walker in Powell

and Barber, New Chapters in Greek Literature, II p.66f. For the text, see

below, App.II.
45. Plut. Demetr. XXI-XXII; Diod. XX.81-88; 91-99.
46. Cf. IG 112.665.27; XII.5.30 (Ceos) = Sy11.3 958 (discussed by

A.H.M. Jones, The Greek City from Alexander to Justinian, p.224);

Philon Bel. 82.13. (Philon, Bel. 51.10ff., says that he derived information
on artillery from personal association with artificers in the arsenals at

Rhodes and Alexandria. Cf.Marsden, Greek and Roman Artillery, II, Technical

Treatisés, Oxford 1971, p.8).

47. See below, App.II.

48. Cf. the remarks of Hammond, C.Q. 1937 p.79ff. on the source
criticism of Diod. XVI.

49. Cf. Schachermeyr, Alexander in Babjon, Wien 1970 p.1l1l4; and below,

ch.III.p.

50. See ch.III p.!131 ff.
51. Ibid. p. JI§ ff.
52. Diod. XVIII.3.1, 3.2, 4.1-6, 7.1, 8.1-5, 8.6~7, 9.1, 9.2-3, 10.1,

10.4, II.3-4, 12.2, 13.6, 16.1, 18.2, 19.1-2, 22,1.

53.  Diod. XVIIL.25.1 (322.1); 40.1 (321-0); XIX.12.1, 15.6 (318-17);
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34.8, 37.1, 39.1, 44.4, 46.1 (317-16); 56.5 (316-15); 69.2, cf. 68.5-6
(314-13) ; 77-7, 80=5, (313-12); 89.2 (312-11); XX.28.4 (309-8); 109.2, 109.4,
I1I1.2, 112.4, 113.5 (302-1). On the chronology of these books see below,
ch.IV p.167

54. Cf. Jacoby RE Hieronymos col.1553.

55. Diod. XVI.56-57, 61, 64.

56. Nepos Eum. VI.5, cf.I.l.

57. Cf. below, ch.IV.p.219.

58. Gelon, XI.21.3, 22.5, 23.3, 38.5, 67.2-3; Epaminondas, XI.l.2;
Xv.39.2-3, 88; XVI.2.3.

59. Cf. below, ch.V.p.BiSF-

60. Ibid. p.323f-

61. cf. ch.iV.p.23T

62, Ibid. p. 237§

63. Rosen, Political Documents in Hieronymus of Cardia, Acta Classica

1967, p.41ff. Cf. ch.IV p. 9l

64. Cf. Wachsmuth, Uber das Geschichtswerk des Sik.Diodors. p.7; Barber,

The Historian Ephorus, Cambridge 1935, p.l40ff.

65. Diod. XVII.33.6ff.

66. Tarn, Hellenistic Military and Naval Developments, Cambridge, 1930, p.

34-5.

67. Ibid. p. 34.

68. Diod. XVIII.42.3-4; 71.2-4; XIX.17.6-7; 37.6; 84.3.

69. Diod. XVIII.42.1; 50.4; XIX.44.3; 100.1. Cf. Plut. Eum. XITI.l.
70. Paus. 1.6.3; Arr. F9.25.

71. Paus. I.7.1; Ps.—Callisth. III.35; Curtius X.10.20; Marmor Parium,

F.Gr.Hist. 239 F Bll. Cf. Jacoby Die Besetzungen Alexanders des Grossen,

Rh.Mus. 58, (1903), p.461f.

72. Ps.-Callisth. loc.cit.; cf. Fraser Ptol.Alex. I.pp.11-18.

73. Strabo XVII.1.8 (794C).

714. See Fraser, op.cit. I. pp.215f,
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76.
77.

78.
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Cf. ChQIIIcp. ’33 ﬁ‘
Diod. XVII.52.
Cfo DiOd. 1.4.3.

P Berl. 13045. Cf. Fraser, op.cit. IL.pp.702 n.58; p.740 n 160;

cf. T p.513.

79.

n.58.

80.

81.

82,

83.

Oliver, The Ruling Power, TAPS 1953, p.883; cf. Fraser op.cit. II p.702

Cf. Sy11.3 390.

Athen. V.40 p.206DE (= Hier.F2); Diod. XVII.1l5.
Diod. XIX.34.4; 48.7.

Droysen Hell. II.1 p.126 n.2; cf. Niese I p.217 n.2; Kaerst, Rh.Mus.

L1l (1897) p.54f. On Ephippus, see Schwartz, Hermes XXXV p.127.

84.

F.Gr.Hist. 627 Fl1, F2; cf. F5 (= Pliny NH 36.67-8), on the obelisk

erected by Philadelphus in front of the Arsineion and the elaborate machinery

needed to move it. Cf. Fraser op.cit. I p.512f.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

Jacoby RE X.2 s.v. Kallixeinos col.1752f.

Athen. V.40 p.206DE.
Herodian IV.8.9.
Cf. Strabo XVII.1.8 (794C).

Cf. Fraser op.cit. I p.513. For a reconstruction of the funeral

carriage, see Quatremére de Quincy, Monuments et ouvrages d'art antiques,

IT Paris 1829; K.F. Miller, Der Leichenwagen Alexanders des Grossen,

Leipzig 1905; E.Petersen, Der Leichenwagen Alex. d.Gr. Leipzig 1905;

H.Bulle, Der Leichenwagen Alexanders, Jhrb. d.Deut.Arch. Inst. XXI (1906)

pp-53-73 (correcting MUller); cf. Kurtz and Boardman Greek Burial Customs, 1971

p.304ff. and 305, figure 76 (following Bulle). See now Ch.Picard, Man.Archeol.

gr., La Sculpture IV® s. II.1963, pp.1284-1287, figs. 503-4. The fnneral

carriage of the Duke of Wellington - a sombre and splendid vehicle in black

and gold, now housed in the crpt of St.Paul's Cathedral - gives an idea of

the impression which must have been produced by Alexander's

'harmamaxa'.
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9. Miller, op.cit. p.32-3, argues that the use of the word iﬁﬁu§4&§K
at Diod. XVIII.26ff. indicates Hieronymus as the source, on the grounds
that the West Greek Diodorus otherwise avoids this Persian expression.
Compare, however, Diod. XIV.22.4.

91. Beloch, gr.Gesch. IV.2.2 p.5 with n.2.

92. Eparchia: cf. Polyb. 2.19.2; Diod. XXXVII.10; XXXVIII.8; XIX.44.4.
93. See below.

94, This suggestion was made by Bengtson, Die Strategie in d.hell.Zeit.

II. Minchen 1944, p.34ff. The reference to the 'eparchy of Idumaea' at
XIX.95.2 perhaps comes from Diodorus himself, using the terminology of
his own day: note, however, that the text is corrupt at this point, the
figure 2,200 stades being impossible in the context and inconsistent with
XIX.98.1. Cf. ch.IV n.176.

95. Idumaea; cf. Beer, RE IX s.v. Idumaea col.913. For the suggestion
that the eparchy was a /Aéf6 of a satrapy, see Bengtson, loc.cit.

96. Cf. Welles, RC p.361; Rostovzteff Yale Class. Stud. II.46f. In

the Hellenistic kingdoms the term 'satrapes' was in most cases replaced

by 'strategos'; but Greek writers continue to refer to the Seleucid

governors as 'satraps', and Rostovtzeff suggests that the official name for

a province of the Seleucid empire was not 'strategy' but 'satrapy'. Diodorus
himself sometimes uses 'satrapy' (pace Beloch), as a general, not a technical
term. At II.24.3 he speaks of the 'satrapy' of Babylonia when the context

is the Assyrian, not the Achaemenid empire. At XVIII.5.4 he calls Armenia

a satrapy, although its ruler, Orontes, had long been independent in all

but name, and it had not been included in the list of satrapies and satraps
drawn up by Perdiccas in 323. Armenia is again excluded from the list of
appointments of 321, recorded by Diodorus at XVIII.39.5-7; but four years
later he is still describing Orontes as 'satrap' of Armenia (XIX.23.3).

Geographical districts which had not at any time been governed by their



103.

own satraps are also classed as 'satrapeiai'; cf. XVIII.5.4, 6.3
(Lycaonia and Sittacine). Cf. ch.IIIp.lloF

97. Jacoby F.Gr.Hist. IID p.547.

98. The Sicilian sections are missing from book XVIII: at XIX.3.3 and
10.3 Diodorus refers to the Syracusans Heracleides and Sosistratos, whom he
claims to have mentioned in the preceding book; but nothing has been said
about Italy and Sicily since book XVII. This gap perhaps resulted from

the hasty publication of this part of the work: cf. Biziere, Diodore XIX.
PP.1ix-x n.3.

99. Schwartz, RE s.v. Diodoros no.38 col.687-8.

100. Cf. ch.IIT p.{37f.

101. Cf. Seibert, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des Ptolemaios I,

Mlinchen 1969, pp.69£ff.

102.  Jacoby RE Hieronymos col.1554.

103. E.Will, La Cyrenaique et les partages successifs de 1'empire

d'Alexandre, AC1.29 (1960) pp.369-90. (Reviewed by Bizidre, REG LXXXVII,

1974, p.369£f).

104. Will, art cit. p.377 emends TV to }V-
11
105. See Schmitthemner, Uber eine FormveriYnderung der Monarchie seit

Alexander d.Gr., Saeculum 19 (1968) p.31-46.

106. Cf. Biziére art cit. p.373.

107. Diod. XVIII.19.1-2. The phrase K«Cﬁirﬁ; Ev ‘ﬁ? Rpo 723?7?12483%3
/ L

&EJﬁA‘HO?MﬁV at 19.2 is naturally Diodorus' addition.

108. Biziere art.cit. p.372.

109. Cf. Jacoby, RE Hieronymos col.1555.

110.  So Nietzold, p.136. This idea is not as silly as Jacoby (RE Hieronymos

col.1555) seems to think: for Diodorus' admiration for Alexandria, cf.

XVII.52.
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111. Cf. Ps.Aristeas, ad Philoc. 290: ;7;303 X(Or,o'r?w Keh mdoa"cg K£Ko¢vwrrll<\0_3

~ /
Soverev .’(//))(&v 2¢ri. Herondas Mimes I.30: O ;’%&6&@5 X, M6 TS,

referring to Ptolemy Philadelphus. Cf. Nairn, comm.ad.loc.: the phrase

seems to be an 'indivisible compound', suggesting that it was commonly

used of Ptolemy. (On the order of noun and adjective, cf. Gow comm. ad Theoc.

IV.49).

112. On Alexander's 'Will' see Merkelbach, Die Quellen des greichischen

Alexander-romans, Minchen 1954 pp.124ff., 151.

113, Diod. XX.84.2-6; 93.6-7; 94.5.
114. Hiller von Gaertringen art.cit. p.757f. and above n.46. On the
expression éKq(xk&sS‘u see below, App.II p. Xxlvii.

115. Cf. Jacoby, RE Hieronymos col.1554.

116. Marsden, Greek and Roman Artillery, II, Technical Treatises,

Oxford 1971 p.85.

117. Athen. V.40 p.206DE.

118. Compare XX.95.1 and 91.8 (penthouses); XX.96.7 TSV Ao Ti}/*7xxvag
VeaiSwv TIVES and 91.3; XX.96.7, Tou T&Tx}//hévacis emt 7'7'} KLV»}(&wS‘)

and 91.7.

119. Plut.Demetr. XX.3-5.

120. Ibid. XXI.1-2.

121. Vitruvius X.22.4, p.281.3; Athenaeus ﬂ%f:/ﬂ7xxv7f4iﬂwV' 27 (ed.Wescher).
122. Marsden op.cit. II.p.5-6, 1-2 and 8-9.

123, Cavaignac, Mel.Glotz 1932 p.160f. Cf.Hiller von Gaertringen art.cit.

p.760 for examples of the vogue for writing in Ionic.

124, Zeno is cited by Diod. V.56.7 as a source for early Rhodian history.
125, See Jacoby, Atthis p.78-9 for Philochorus' conservative sympathies,
and p.74 for his relation to that well-known conservative, Androtion;

cf. F.Gr.Hist. 328 Fl1l17 and comm.ad loc. IIB p.46l. For the view that

Diodorus used Diyllus as a source for Athenian affairs, see below, ch.IV p.z2i#2 .
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126. Duris F.Gr.Hist. 76 F54 = Strabo 1.3.19. The agreement is one of

content, not words: see below, n.128.

127. Cf. below, ch.III p./44.

128. Strabo XI.9 p.435 attributes the same information about Rhagae to
Posidonius. This was a famous place in antiquity: cf. also Book of Tobit,
4.1, 4.20, 5.6 (Tobit's son Tobias goes to Rhagae to collect his father's
silver, accompanied by the angel Raphael).

129. Diod. XVIII.59.6, Mwvix Tov arddv . cf. I.1.3, 2.3.
XVIII.59.6, ©O Ko:'vog f»’{oj : cf. I.1.1, 2.1, 8.8, 9.2, Cf. App.II p.xxx'x.

130. Beloch, Gr.Gesch. IV.22 p.3£ff; Schwartz RE Diodorus col.685.

See also Bottin Rév.Belge de Phil. VII (1928) p.1326 for the same view.

131. See O.Murray, Hecataeus of Abdera and Pharaonic Kingship, JEA 56

(1970) p.145-5.

132. Diod. XIX.98; II.48.6-9. Cf. Krué%olz, Wiederholungen bei Diodor,

Rh.Mus. 44 (1889) p.286ff. Compare Diod. II.29-31, where, in an excursus
on the Chaldaean astrologers, Diodorus refers to their predictions about
Alexander and Antigonus, to be treated in later parts of his work. This

excursus can hardly be attributed to Hieronymus, as Reuss, Hieronymos p.118.

133. Cf. the arguments of Fontana, Le Lotte p.l6lff.

134. See below, ch.III p.lléf.

135. See above, ch.I n.l4, for references. The tradition on events at
Babylon after Alexander's death is discussed in greater detail in ch.III.

136. Cf. Grimmig, Arrians Diadochengeschichte, Diss.Halle 1914;

KBhler, Uber die Diadochengeschichte Arrians, SB d Berl.Akad.d.W.phil-Hist.Kl.

1890, II, p.557ff.; Fontana, Le lotte, p.213 ff.

137. Arrian F9.14; Diod. XVIII.48.1-4.

138. Diodorus' reference to Demosthenes and Hypereides at XVIII.13.5-6
is perhaps his own addition. The statement that Demosthenes was still in

exile at this time appears to be an error: cf. Schifer, Demosthenes u.
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seine Zeit.2 Leipzig 1885, III, p.34l. Diodorus sometimes comments on

famous orators elsewhere in the Bibliotheke, e.g. XVII.4.8, Aeschines, XIV.

109.3, Lysias; cf. XVI.84-85, taken from Demosthenes De Corona XVIII.169-178.

These notices, like his notices on historians and poets, were apparently

an attempt to bring cultural history within the scope of Kb:v% §ST?W;DQ.

139. Cf. Plut.Demosth. XXXI.5; Phoc. XXX.9. Cf.ch.IV, n.119.

140. Cf. n.43 above.

141. Amm.Marc. XV.9.2, Trogus collected material 'ex multiplicibus libris'.

Cf. Justin Praef. I:'quae historici Graecorum ... segregatim occupaverant.'

142. Cf. Diod. XVIII.22-23 (it is presumably Justin who has conflated the
Cappadocian with the Pisidian campaign); Diod. XVIII.33.3, Arrian F9.28.
143. Justin XIII.8.4-10; cf. Diod. XVIII.3O0ff.

144. Cf. Diod. XVIII.40ff. For Justin XIV.5-6, Olympias' return to
Macedon and her death, cf. Diod. XIX.II; 35-36; 49-51.

145. Justin XII.5.15-17; N.B. 5.17, 'Graecorum quoque copiae finibus
Graeciae hoste pulso in urbes dilapsae.'

146. Diod. XVIII.3.5, Justin XII.4.6; cf. below, ch.III p.IiS4

147. Fontana Le lotte p.187-200.

148. Diodorus was at work on his history by 56 B.C. (1l.44.1-4, with
XII.49), and was perhaps revising it in 36 B.C. (XVI.7.1, the refounding

of Tauromenium: for the date, see Beloch, Die BevBlkerung der gr.-RBm.Welt,

p-337). He had probably finished by 30 B.C., since the Macedonians, not
the Romans, are said to be the last alien rulers of Egypt (I.44.4).

Trogus' floruit is uncertain, depending on whether the 'Pompeius' of Justin
XLIII.5.11 is his father or his grandfather: the latest event mentioned

is the ending of the Spanish War by Augustus in 19 B.C., but Trogus wrote
when the greater part of Livy's history was completed (Justin XXXVIII.3.1).

The suggestion of Welles, Diodorus ed. Loeb vol.VIII. Introd., that Trogus
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was Diodorus' source for book XVII, can hardly be substantiated

because of the uncertainty about the dates of the two authors; the use °

of a common source on Alexander is more likely.

149. Trogus and Timagenes: cf. von Gutschmid, Rh.Mus. XXXVII (1882),
ppP.548-55, = Kl.Schr. V pp.218-27 (modified by Wachsmuth, Rh.Mus. XLVI, 1891,

pp.465£f; cf. Einleitung pp.114f.); Jacoby, F.Gr.Hist. IIC pp.220-22, 227f.;

Laqueur, RE s.v. Timagenes no.2 col.l065ff.; Klotz RE s.v. Pompeius no.l42

col.2307£f; Schwartz, RE s.v. Curtius no.30 col.1887ff.; Fraser, Ptol.Alex.

II, p.748 n.214. Cf.below, ch.III p.ngf-
150. For Nepos' knowledge of the older historians whom he cites, cf.

E.Jenkinson, Nepos, in Latin Biography, ed. T.A.Dorey, London 1967, p.6.

The view that Plutarch used only secondary sources has been normal since

E.Meyer, Forschungen zur alten Geschichte II, 65-71.

151. Cf.Diod. XIX.44.2.
152. Plut. Eum, XII, cf. Hier.T4; Demetr. XXXIX.3-7 = Hier.T8; Pyrrh.XVII.7,
XXI.7, XXVII.8 = Hier.Fll, 12, 14.

153. So Fontana, op.cit. p.231f.

154. Cf. Jacoby RE Hieronymos col.1559f., for the distortions in Plutarch's

account. For another example, see below, ch.V p.282.

155. See W.Sweet, Classical Weekly, 44 no.12, March 1951, p.l177ff.;

E.Manni, Introd. to ed. of Plutarch's Vita Demetrii, Florence 1953.

156. In ch.XXXII the casual reference to the treasury of Cyinda suggests
that Plutarch is excerpting from an extensive work in which Cyinda was

often mentioned: cf. Reuss, Hieronymos p.137.

157. Plut. Demetr. XVI.1-2; Diod. XX.50.1-4, cf. 52.6.

158. Compare Plut. Demetr. X, Philoc. F.Gr.Hist. 328 F66; Demetr. XII (the

month Munychion took the name Demetrion), Philoc. F166; Demetr. XXIV,
Philoc. F67; = Demetr. XXVI (the Eleusinian mysteries), Philoc.F69-70

(contrast the account at Diod. XX.100.1l, from Hieronymus). At Demetr. XI-XII
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the record of Athenian psephismata recalls Philochorus' collection of
/
Athenian documents - gmr/»é/«yu.au Arnik« , At ch.VIII events are

dated by the Attic calendar month Thargelion. Cf. Reuss Hieronymos p.132ff.

159. Compare Demetr. XLI and Duris, F.Gr.Hist. 76 F14 = Athen. XII p.535E.

160. Cf. de Lacey, Biography and Tragedy in Plutarch, A.J.Phil. 73 (1952)

p.159-71.

161. Lévéque, Pyrrhos, Paris 1957, pp.22-26; 61-66.
162. Hier. F11, 12, 14.

163. Paus, I1.13.9 = Hier. F15; cf. App.I p.

164. See below, ch.III p. ISIf.

165. Hier. F11l, 12; Leveque, locc citt.

166. Leveque, op.cit. p.25.

167. See below, ch.IV p.242 ff.

168. Dion. Hal. A.R. XX.1 (Asculum: the Greek dispositions are given in
detail); XX.II.1 (Beneventum: cf. Leveque op.cit. p.522). Cf. E. Rawson,
PBSR 1971 pp.24-26; and below, ch.lV, p.203 .

169, Cf. Segre, Historia 1928 pp.217-37.

170. Paus, I1.6.2-8, Ptolemy; I.9.5-10.5, Lysimachus; I.11-13, Pyrrhus;

I.XVI.3, Seleucus Cf. O. Pfundtner, Die Historischen Quellen des Pausanias,

Neue Jahrb.f.Philol.u.Paedagogik, XCIX (1869), pp.452-4; Daebritz, RE s. ' v.

Pausanias, col.1560.

171. Paus, I.13.9 = Hier. F15; cf. I.9.8 = Hier.F9.

172. Paus. I.12.1; Perret, Les Origines, p.414 n.I.Cf. App.I.p.xix.

The reference at I.12.1 to the 'hypomnemata' recalls Plut. Pyrrh. XXI.12,
where it is implied that Hieronymus drew on Pyrrhus' Memoirs: see below,
ch.IV,

173. Paus. 1.12.3.

174, Contra Reuss, Hieronymos p.l47. See below App.Il p.XiV £f,

175. Hadley Historia XVIII (1969) pp.l42ff.
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176. Diod. XIX.55.6-8; 90.3-4. Cf. Jacoby, RE Hieronymos col.1553.

177. Duris F.Gr.Hist. 76 F55 = Pliny NH VIII.143.

178. See J.Melber, Uber die Quellen u. den Wert der Strategemenssamlung

des Polyaen. Jahrb.f.klass.Phil. 14 Suppl.Bd., Leipzig 1885, pp.415-685.

Cf. Lammert, RE XXI.2, s.v. Polyainos col.l434; Droysen, Hell. I.p.685.

179. Compare Polyaen. IV.6.4, Diod. XVIII.39.3, Arrian F1l1l.44-45;

Polyaen. IV.6.7, Diod. XVIII.44f., cf. Kallenberg, Philologus XXXVI p.644;

Polyaen. IV.6.8, Diod. XVIII.72; Polyaen. IV.6.10, Diod. XIX.32, cf.

Kallenberg art.cit. p.654f; Polyaen IV.6.11, Diod. XIX.37, Nep.Eum.8, Plut.

Eum. 15£f.; Polyaen. IV.6.13, Diod. XIX.42ff. Plut.Eum. 16ff; Polyaen.IV.6.14,
Diod. XIX.46; Polyaen.IV.6.15, Diod. XIX.48,'P1ut.§EE, 19; Polyaen. IV.7.3, Diod.

XX.102.2; Polyaen. IV.7.6, Diod. XX.45.2, Plut. Demetr. 8; Polyaen. IV.7.7,

Diod. XX.103.1, Hier.F16; Polyaen. IV.8.2, Diod. XVIII.60, Nep.Eum, 7.
Plut. Eum. 13; Polyaen. IV.8.3, Diod. XIX.23; Polyaen. IV.8.4, Diod. XIX.38,

Nep.Eum. 8f.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE BOOK : TITLE AND ORGANIZATION

The Title of the History

It is uncertain whether any of the ancient authorities gives the
exact form of the title to Hieronymus' work, and they disagree among
themselves. Suidas speaks of Hieronymus as OS Tw &m’ A,\e§=<v'3/o£u/ Pfayaevﬂl °’uv&th'£
This is nonsense, and the text has to be emended. If Suidas were
referring to a history of Alexander, as the older commentators supposed, we
should read either 7% 3n’ﬂ)s§x’v§f&u , OF Tw ST’ 34X£§,’<Q{mu ﬁ-/;a/Y&e'vrk ;1
But Hieronymus cannot have wirtten such a work. None of the later writers
on Alexander refers to his authority, and .the references to the period of
Alexander in Hieronymus fragment 3 and in the early part of Diodorus'
narrative of the Diadochi, so far from placing Hieronymus among the
historians of Alexander, suggest rather than he had not written about
events before 323, but needed to fill in the background to his history of
the Successors.2 The regular way of saying 'events after Alexander' would
be‘either T JHET yuéng?fOV , which is the title given to Arrian's
history of the Successors in Photius' epitome, or 7x e’ 74Xé§é§?ﬁt?
.ffﬁxaéka; and Suidas' words can easily be corrected to the latter. We
have a model for this use of &mi in Appian, speaking of Lysimachus:
Au64}4,9(05' juiv o eﬁ?K78 Eﬂ'mgo/(v?‘pg inwa/GRig , and this reading therefore
meets the requirements of both sense and grammar.3
The other evidence cannot be reconciled with Suidas. Diodorus
describes Hieronymus as o TS TV 3143é)(av (I€Toj)t'-<'§ 7eyfachw/g,
Josephus calls him o Tr}x/ "‘f—f\' TtV BM&&(‘W 6’uw€.yane<)>u§ , and
Dionysius speaks of ;7 "'Efu TV Ef‘z}/o\/cov f’/‘d{mer&oé .4 The
terms Diadochi and Epigoni are used regularly by writers of the first

century B. C. to refer to the first and second generations, respectively,

of Alexander's Successors. Appian, describing the power and wealth of
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the 'satraps' who succeeded Alexander, concludes: X\\« T<v7 €S
To?/g émro‘voug 0TV  SovE ip{cp@? ; Strabo says that after
the death of Alexander, 813 F)\&/ouj Tox\if B;aégegx/u&(vauj Kk ij
%ﬁlyévouj Tod Twv /«2/0«5956& rﬁ‘éy.&fw\//;{ 'F}}“ ’Aﬁxj E‘£>68']5
and Diodorus, in his main proem, says that among previous historians,
some have closed their accounts with the deeds of Philip and Alexander,
some with the Diadochi or Epigoni - Twvés 3 & rolg guJojrogg 5 Tb:‘f
ém)/o/vou lcx-rs%rjp&(})xv T.‘{S o’avné{&j 5. The word &4&3}(9&»
is of course common as an ordinary noun or adjective, and Diodorus used it
more than once in this way in his narrative based on Hieronymus: XVIII.9.1l:
r&\cu‘rf&(\rrog ’Akgafvgfov Kec: 77’:g l@.zm}‘cf-(g Ufot/:)’ g«xd’oj(ouj olk gxovroj KT\
XIX.52.4, & D& kd{al\(g‘?os XIEYVGSK‘& Jllu\w XVENEIV mﬁ;f’évédm‘) Tov A5 . -
St /,\75&‘5 5 Td\hagtcﬁ)(o\g T'B‘ jl{oé@z\e{fg.

We can infer nothing from these passages about Hieronymus'
title, however. Diodorus once speaks of Of csﬁ/xgc//\/iﬂ in the
relevant sense, as a proper noun meaning 'the Successors'; but this is in
the context of the 'Last Plans' (XVIII.4.l), a notoriously controversial
passage which can hardly be used to adduce anything about Hieronymus'
language. In the main narrative based on Hieronymus, Diodorus speaks
of Alexander's generals as the 'philoi' or 'somatophylakes' or 'hetairoi'
of Alexander - the contemporary terminology which we find also in Arrian,
from Ptolemy. This was evidently the terminology which was habitual to
Hieronymus, though it need not have precluded the use of the more
portentous term 'Diadochi' as part of his title. Polybius does not use
'Diadochi' when he speaks of the Successors as a group, but it seems

likely that the term already had this significance in his day.6 By the

/ . / ~
second century, gm&o/(m , along with q&)\o( and mocTo <p’¢(\m
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have become a class or order at the Hellenistic courts: our evidence

suggests that members of these orders were never referred to in the

singular, but always as belonging to the class TdN‘Buxééx$3%’ﬂ3V ff°37w’ ¢/A“”3
etc. and also that the orders were honorary and did not imply real office;7
and the term 'diadochi' - 'successors' - is scarcely intelligible in this
context unless, at an earlier stage, it had been applied to Alexander's
generals and acquired a sense parallel to that of 'philoi' or 'somatophylakes'.
The missing link evidently lies in the third century, and it may easily be
imagined that it was Hieronymus, the greatest historian of the Successors,

who coined the term or at least helped to make it common currency.

We have a few examples of the use of 'epigoni' from the early
Hellenistic period. This was the name given by Alexander b the contingent
of 30,000 Persian boys brought to Susa in 324 and trained in Macedonian
fashion. It appears also on Ptolemaic papyri of the third and second
centuries referring to the first generation of the descendants of
mercenaries settled in the Egyptian 'nomes', the 'katoikoi'.9 Lacqueur
tried to establish a connection between these two uses of 'epigoni' and
the famous Epigoni of the third century, the sons of Alexander's generals,
arguing that 'epigoni' was the name given by Alexander b the sons of his
Macedonian veterans at the end of his life, that it was extended to include
the sons of his officers and generals, and that the expression is a mark of
a time before the unity of the empire became a dead 1etter.10 This
connection is based, however, on Justin (XII.4.11), who is alone among
our sources in stating that Alexander called the sons of his veterans
'epigoni', and it is possible that he has confused them with the Persian
boys. Arrian clearly distinguishes the 30,000 Persian iT;Qky ﬁﬂk%KnVTtS
frqm the half-oriental children who were left behind in Alexander's
care when their fathers returned to M’acedon.11 It is true that the

idea of kinship was a motif of the last year of Alexander's life, and

it is possible that, after the mutiny at Opis, he nominated the sons
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of the Macedonians as his 'epigoni', his 'heirs', just as he included
the Macedonian soldiers among his 'syngeneis' at this time; but the
evidence is not reliable. Whether the 'epigoni' of the Ptolemaic papyri
are to be explained in terms of Alexander's policy of fusion is also
uncertain; but a connection between the Persian 'epigoni' at Susa -
30,000 of them - and the small group of early Hellenistic kings who were
called the Epigoni, does not seem likely. Arrian is clear that it was
Alexander himself who gave this name to the Persian boys, and the use

is highly individual.12 As applied to the sons of his generals, it

is surely a direct reference to the seven heroic Epigoni of legend, who
fought against Thebes in the quarrel between the sons of Oedipus, and,
as such, its origins are probably literary. Hieronymus' interest in
Theban legend, presumably a consequence of the period he spent as
governor of Thebes, is apparent in the 'archaeology' of Thebes at Diod.
XIX.53.4ff., in which the heroic Epigoni are mentioned. It is perhaps
true, as Laqueur says, that Demetrius and the rest would not have
thought of themselves as a group with a collective name at the time when
they held power and were at war with one another; but writers who had a
view over the whole period of the Successors could have épplied the name
in retrospect. The evidence that these men were ever known colloquially
as 'epigoni' is extremely tenuous:13 unlike 'diadochi', the word does
not seem to have found its way into the terminology of the Hellenistic
courts.

Some support for the idea that Hieronymus' title spoke of
'Diadochi' and 'Epigoni' is to be found in the title cited for his
contemporary, Nymphis of Heraclea. According to Suidas, Nymphis wrote
a work ﬁ&/o} %Aeg,ﬂvgfav Kee TCoV A:-z&&uv’ K meévw\/
in twenty-four books; and in describing Nymphis' history of Heraclea, Suidas

> /
uses also the phrase T /uark Tb%y fkuyovugf » suggesting
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that his terminology for the whole period which he treated was sharply
defined.14 Nymphis must have been born before 310 at the latest, and
died after Ptolemy Euergetes took the throne, probably in the 240's;
and he began to write after 281, when he returned from exile to his
native city: he was thus a much younger contemporary of Hieronymus,
writing4at approximately the same time.15 The relative order of
writing is unknown, but we might assume that Hieronymus, the elder and
more celebrated historian, gave Nymphis his inspiration.16 The parallel
between their supposed titles suggests in any case that their works were
arranged along similar lines, and it led Jacoby to claim that '"die termini

Aixoro/)(at und E'F/)/O/VW sind fUr ihn (sc. Hieronymus) gesichert."
He compared also the case of Anaximenes, who divided his work into

ﬂ/wjru ‘lcrc)/n'xl) Af /TEjD\' O\ imov (/GTOJ/’;"‘, and T 'TE/;' )/41\3“‘/5/30‘/ 17,
The degree to which the parts of Anaximenes' work were self-contained is
indicated by the fact that each had its own system of book numbers, and
it is likely that Nymphis, also, numbered the books to the three parts
of his work separately.18 No book numbers are mentioned in our citations
of Hieronymus' work. The evidence suggests, however, that it was not
uncommon for a historian to bring out his work in instalments with separate
titles; and it seems likely that Hieronymus may have made a structural
break in his work, probably after Ipsus and the death of the 'diadoch'
Antigonus M.onophthaimus.2

We should therefore interpret Suidas' evidence as a description

of the contents of Hieronymus' work rather than its title; and the
signs are that Hieronymus followed the example of Theopompus, Anaximenes
and the Alexander historians in placing the individual at the centre of
his history, in preference to the affairs of a country or a nation. The

idea of grouping Alexander's Successors into a first and second generation

is one which may well have originated with Hieronymus himself: he had
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served under three successive members of Antigonus' dynasty and must have
been peculiarly conscious of the continuity of history from one generation
to another. Ngmphis probably imitated him, and Diodorus and other late
Hellenistic authors who knew his work took over his convenient terminology,
which we still use: Hieronymus' selection of his theme has so dominated the

tradition that even now it is difficult to think of this period except as

the period of the Successors.

The Opening of the History

1. The Geography of Asia

We may assume that Hieronymus began with a general preface.
With the exception of Xenophon, who took his role as Thucydides' continuator
rather literally, it was normal practice among Greek historians to begin
with a statement of aims and methods, sources used, and perhaps a few
autobiographical details. Unfortunately, Hieronymus' epitomators were
only interested in the content of his history, and such information as
Hieronymus gave about himself, the nature of his work, and the circumstances
in which it was composed, cannot be recovered.21 There is some evidence
for an introductory section dealing with the history of Macedon down to
the time of Alexander's death:22 Hieronymus may have seen himself as the
continuator of Ptolemy in the sense that he took up his story at the point
where Ptolemy had left off, directly after Alexander's death; but it seems
certain that his history had greater literary pretensions than that of
Ptolemy, and it is likely to have begun more in the manner of Thucydides
and Polybius, with a survey of the historical background, which explained
the situation at Babylon in summer 323 and set the tone of the work
as a whole. Polybiu<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>