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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. 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

2 histories of Thucydides and Folybius. The peculiar interest of

Hieronymus, as a man and a writer, is the position which he 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 important 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. Such

was the authority of his work that even a detractor like Dionysius

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

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 Dionysius 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 1 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 1 Italian 

expedition, but in general few were concerned to preserve histories

of long dead kings and cities in eclipse, whose affairs would be of

4 marginal interest to the educated reading public. It is only by

chance that we still have so much of Polybius. The first century B.C. 

saw a great development in encyclopaedic writing, and the general 

trend was towards abbreviation. 'Universal 1 historians like Diodorus, 

Trogus and Nicolaus reduced the histories of their predecessors to 

readable synopses, or absorbed them into their own works without 

acfaowledgement ; the biographers plundered them for accounts of 

interesting individuals, and the strategical writers for specimens of 

military expertise. Occasionally 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 contemporaries must have regarded as 

eccentric, and Arrian bothered to seek out copies of Ptolemy and 

Aristobulus for his history of Alexander, and probably drew on

Hieronymus for his \* yue-n*' yAX^*"^0^ » which i- s partially 

preserved in the Photian epitome and on a Vatican codex. 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
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of Arrian's work, the other part of the exercise of a private student
8 

who had set himself to abridge a Rhodian historian drawing on Hieronymus.

Therefore by this time it seems that Hieronymus 1 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 1 history, written in Hieronymus 1 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 1

name in Jacoby's collection, and these provide valuable information

9 
about the historian's life. 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 1 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 Hieronymus was 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 1 medium, Diodorus, a
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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; 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 1 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 1 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 Rhodes. In the first part of the ' 

eighteenth century, the French encyclopaedists took note of him: the 

Abb£ SeVin contributed a discussion of Hieronymus to the Memoires de 

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

BrUckner in his dissertation De Vita et Scriptis Hieronymi Cardiani of

12 
1842, which is the foundation of later commentaries. The first

extended treatment of Hieronymus was the moi^graph by Fr. Reuss,

13 published exactly a century ago in 1876. Reuss amplified all

BrUckner'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 1 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

14 
Diadochi exist, but there has been no detailed assessment of Hieronymus 1

historical method, his outlook and his achievement. The best discussion 

remains Jacoby 1 s article on Hieronymus in Pauly-Wissowa of 1913. 

I hope to show that, while our knowledge of Hieronymus 1 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.

* * * * *
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Hieronymus 1 Life

Hieronymus was a citizen of Cardia in the Thracian Chersonese (Tl), 

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 Gfonatas in 239, because Ps.-Lucian cites Hieronymus 

for the ages of many of toe other Successors, but cites another source 

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

a decade after Pyrrhus 1 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 expected that the chief ambassador 

would be a man in middle age. Furthermore, Hieronymus is described as 

the friend ( f philos ! ) of Eumenes, who was forty-five when he was 

executed in winter 317-316. 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

18 fact Eumenes 1 nephew, which would suggest a gap between their ages.

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

19 and maturity; but whereas the Greek cities elected their envoys,

an independent dynast like Eumenes was in a position to make a personal 

appointment, and from Eumenes 1 point of view Hieronymus 1 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

20 
after Chaeronea.
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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

21 does elsewhere; 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

22 
Hieronymus 1 history; and we know that Aristobulus prefaced his history

23 with a statement of his age at the time when he began the work. No

one can record his own death, however, and to explain the phrase

Agatharchides, it

is preferable to suppose that a friend or editor appended a biographical 

note to Hieronymus 1 manuscript, for the wording of this text implies 

personal acquaintance, and Agatharchides belonged to a later generation. 

The statement about Hieronymus 1 age could, of course, have derived 

ultimately from the mouth of the 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
o / 

and Ptolemy, who are mentioned in the same group of octogenarians.

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

25 exaggeration.

If we allow for a slight distortion, possibly originating with 

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

Hieronymus 1 birth sometime during the 350 f 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
26 

city in the Chersonese, had always been exceptional in its politics.

Its inhabitants were not all, or not purely Greek, for Herodotus implies

that the Dolonci formed a large part of the population, and that the

27 
peninsula was hellenised only as a result of Athenian colonisation.

During the 6th century Cardia had its first taste of tyranny when 

the elder Miltiades made it the centre of his private empire. In 

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

the Chersonese," said Herodotus, "the Phoenicians subdued all the

towns in it /rV fapd\n<± jto\toc "» the first use of a phrase familiar

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

from the Black Sea made it an important possession in the Athenian

29 Empire, 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 o(fXl ' an(* a^ ter t*ie 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, 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

31 Peace of Philocrates. 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

32 five years standing. The Cardians preferred the patronage of Macedon
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to the interference of Chares or the depredations of Dippeithes, and 

the hostility between Athens and Cardia was deep. When Demosthenes 

described to the Athenians the atrocity committed by the Cardians 

against Miltocythes, he said that their behaviour was worse than 

that of barbarians, and spoke of the Cardians as 'your enemies 1 -
O O

K°iP&(>tvoi§ Tbir ut^s.T£,po(\ £v&t>oit   We need not doubt that 

the sentiment was returned.

The city of Hieronymus 1 birth, part Thracian, and touched 

by the lengthening arm of Philip , was not, therefore, a typical Greek 

city. Hieronymus 1 elders had rejected alliance with one of the old 

leaders of Greece and had cast in their lot with the new power to their 

west; and the Cardian background is of considerable significance when 

we consider Hieronymus' later career among Macedonians and his 

attitude to the Greek states under Macedonian suzerainty. Personal links 

with the Macedonian nobility may have existed at an early stage, for 

Hieronymus was possibly related to Eumenes, and we know that there were 

ties of guest friendship between Eumenes 1 family and the house of 

Philip. Arrian tells us that Eumenes 1 father was called Hieronymus, 

and the common custom of Greek nomenclature, by which names were 

shared by grandparents and grandchildren, skipping every alternate 

generation, suggests that Hieronymus the father of Eumenes may have 

been the grandfather of Hieronymus the historian, who is described 

as di\o<: K& /To X /roy of Eumenes. If Hieronymus the younger

35 
had been Eumenes 1 son, we should certainly have been told so; but it

is both possible and plausible that he was the son of a brother of 

Eumenes, hence Eumenes 1 nephew; and it should hardly surprise us if

the two most distinguished of all Cardians were members of the same

36 
family. According to Nepos, Eumenes was "domestico summo genere";

and Plutarch, in a passage where he is usually thought to be following 

Hieronymus, says that Eumenes owed his advancement under Philip and
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Alexander to the guest friendship which existed between his father

37 
and Philip. 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 f 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 1 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 1 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

38 
the end of the fourth century. Hecataeus was the political enemy of

Eumenes - y\y y^a <^rb<f ir^^piifcn T<T
ill J J I J

O<k" i'XX^Aoo^ - and we are told that Eumenes frequently denounced

39 
Hecataeus and urged Alexander to restore its freedom to Cardia.

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 

reasons, sought his fortune away from his native city. Hieronymus 1 

career during this period is quite unknown. He may have shared Eumenes 1 

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.

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 1 staff by 322, when 

Eumenes was confirmed as satrap of Cappadocia after the defeat of

Ariarathes, and made a number of administrative appointments in his

42 
new satrapy. Some reorganization of the army must also have been

43 
necessary after the recent war with Ariarathes. Hieronymus 1

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

44 
indication that he ever held a military command. Hieronymus 1

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 

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

Possibly his main functions were those of a gram^teus: in this capacity 

Eumenes had served Alexander, and it was a job for which an educated 

Greek was needed. 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

Syrian characters' - £.co<oK y>x U v.«:<nY   i.e. Aramaic, the commonj ° ' > : ;

language of the Achaemenid empire. The Macedonians scorned 

bureaucratic work, and only Peucestas among Alexander's generals bothered
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to learn Persian: 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 1 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 f philoi f 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.

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 by the 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. 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 Lv£i*

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 1 execution by Antigonus. 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; 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 1 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

52 whose leaders he later exacted a just retribution. We also hear

that he treated Eumenes with kindness during his last days and allowed 

his ashes to be sent home to his relatives; and Plutarch records that

Nearchus the Cretan and the eighteen year old Demetrius pleaded with

53 Antigonus for Eumenes 1 life. This last story may be true, since it

would be uncharacteristic 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 hfe former enemy. References to Demetrius at the battles of 

Paraetacene and Gabiene (Diod. XIX,29,4; 40,1), 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 1 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

A 54 
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 1 

(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 'has ileus 1 , 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. 

The discovery of the * asphalt lake* pleased him because he thought it

would be a source of revenue for the kingdom - &o£t~v e-t^-iJCEi/^i r/v/x r-T
^

(XIX. 100. 1) - for bitumen was apparently exported
J 

to Egypt for use in the embalming process. 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 caravan route which passed through 

Fetra, 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. 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 <f Josephus that Hieronymus 'governed

Syria*: V"W Zc-o/W <f/?£rv?o/T£u£* . Hieronymus was well-informed about
/ J i

the natural resources of Phoenicia, if we are to regard him as Diodorus'
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59 
source on the timber and the man-power of this area, and possibly

be occupied some administrative post here after the failure of the 

Arabian campaign.

For the next twenty years Hieranymus* 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 

describes him as 6 <rus~r0^r£co^evoC of^T^i (sc. "VH VTI J/Q * «^ c ) :0^r£coevo

the sense is ambiguous, but we can hardly doubt, in any case, that 

Hieronymus was present at the 'battle of the kings 1 , and witnessed 

the sudden ruin of Antigonus 1 great hopes. We hear of him again in 

293, when Demetrius made him governor of Thebes after the Boeotian 

revolt: 6 £e

oV, ££oJW n7T<% Kt^f^btU. (pint. Demetr.MXIX.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 factions, 

in favour of direct rule through his own governors. Thus Hieronymus 1 

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 Greeks 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 fhe support of a garrison: while he was absent in Thrace, Thebes
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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 1 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'

62 
history. 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

63 
to seek better fortune. At Lysimacheia, in 277, his luck changed;

and the prestige of his victory over the Gauls carried him on into 

Macedon. 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. 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 1 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.

Our last piece of evidence on Hieronymus* life comes from a 

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

about Hieronymus: t* TbTr TTtfn ^aeJ^^j^oV . Attempts have
J j j i

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

corrupt; and we should read either jrpoj '/e/^vw'Mov' or rrfpv< ^fowv^
I j J J J J

In either case we have evidence of a close relationship between Antigonus 

and Hieronymus, which is confirmed by Pausanias' comment that

Hieronymus wrote t^ neovnV /nyovcJ 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 1 age and his state of health 

in his last days which can only have come from an editor or biographer.

Perhaps the reading jrpoi; Vs 3«iv- AA.CV is more likely, however, since
j J ;' /

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. Here, probably, he
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ended his long life, remaining, according to Agatbarchides' statement, 

sound in mind and body until his last day; 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.

Hieronymus' Writing

If we accept Polybius 1 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 1 work. 

His career forms a sharp contrast to that of the other great historian 

of the third century, Hieronymus 1 slightly younger contemporary Timaeus, 

who, if we are to trust Polybius 1 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, and a doubtful 

nineteenth, is very much smaller than 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 1 battles in Italy (Fll, 12), and these cannot 

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 (Fll, 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 1 (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 a11-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 sections 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. He is not cited 

by pagan authors, apart from Pliny, and there are no papyri fragments

of his work: this suggests that in Egypt, at any rate, older and more

2 famous historians were preferred. 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, Diodorus 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 divine 'pronoia'. Hence Christian authors

3 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 1 edition of Diodorus: "Quern ubi primum legere cogpi, 

dicere non possum, quantos in animo statim meo hie scriptor amores 

excitarit! in quantum sui admirationem me rapuerit! adeo, ut ex illo

tempore ilium amare et magnifacere, praedicare etiam, ubi occasio daretur,

4 nunquam destiterim." 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. 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. One copy of 

Seyssel f s French edition, which had originally been dedicated to 

Louis XII, bears the autograph monogram of Henry VIII on the title 

page. 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
Q

by 'making English* the first fifteen books of the Bibliotheke.

But already some scholars had looked beyond Diodorus 1 entertainment 

value. In 1670, J.H. Boeder 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
9 

writers.' 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. Since then it has been usual to regard the 

Bibliotheke as derivative in the most damaging sense 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; 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

12 for the narrative of Greek and Asian affairs no authorities are named.

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 1 Bibliotheke helped to drive the original 

works off the market. His dependence on earlier literature in a general 

way is 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 1 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. In 

1882 L.O. 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

13 
made the so-called 'Einquellen-theorie 1 untenable. BrBcker 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, many of BrBcker f 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, in principle, 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. 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 Diadochi 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 1 ; 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 

for a history. *Bibliotheke 1 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.

Photius 1 most celebrated work was the review of classical 

and Byzantine writers called f Bibliotheke tou Photiou 1 or 'Photiou 

Myriobiblion e Bibliotheke 1 . The provenance of this collection is unknown, jf
: Iand it is possible that the title refers to an actual rather than a 

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

including writers on many different topics; and it is Photius 1 whole 

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

Bibliotheke* is also the title of a work on the mythical age of Greece 

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

century B.C., and this shows greater similarity to Diodorus 1 book, since

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

18 Photius 1 collection. 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

19 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-Appollodorus or others like it were in circulation in the
y

20 first century B.C. and known to Diodorus. The natural inference is
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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

21 manual of what everyone needs to know about history.

Pliny's discussion of book titles in the preface to his Natural

22 History supports this interpretation. After mocking the ridiculous

titles the Greeks have given their books he concludes, "apud Graecos desiit 

nugari Diodorus et 'Bibliothekas' historiam suam inscripsit." Diodorus 1 

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

23 of handbooks. Furthermore, he is the only historian in the list:

Pliny therefore recognised something about his work which made it different 

from other histories. The title he thought modest compared with

'Violets 1 or 'Talks by Lamplight'; but it still belongs within the

24 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 to 

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 1 , in order to examine 

historical 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 1 dependence on

his predecessors, creates the expectation of a history in the grand
  ") *^ 

manner, aimed at a discriminating audience -

Turning to the narrative itself, the banality of Diodorus 1 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
*

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

? ft 
Asia. Similar claims in the proem therefore become suspect; and a

comparison with other historical proems makes it clear that almost

27 
every item in it is a conventional proem topos. 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

28 
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, viich appears in

several other historians, seems also to be only a rhetorical motif in

29 this case. The conventional nature of Diodorus 1 preface has long

been recognised: Arthur Derby Nock called it "the proem style of a small 

man with pretensions." Only two items are novel: Diodorus is the first

known Greek historian to conclude the proem with a 'captatio benevolentiae*,

31 
an appeal for a favourable audience; and he is unique in expressing the fear

that his work may be mutilated at the hands of future compilers

('diaskeuastai 1 ), - a fear which perhaps tells us something about his

32 own practice and his guilty conscience. 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 1 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 1 Philippica or Nicolaus* Historia Katholike; on the 

other hand it is too large to be a handbook like the Bibliotheke of 

Pseudo-ApAoljbdorus. There is a stylistic peculiarity in Diodorus 1 work> (/ 

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

33 with the epideictic school of Isocrates, which favoured book proems.

Epideictic, i.e. instructive history, was the historiographical

counterpart to didactic writing on practical subjects; and the proems of the

Bibliotheke can therefore be connected 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,

34 
which provided an elegant introduction to the argument. Diodorus 1

Bibliotheke is often called an encyclopaedia, but without a clear account 

of what this means. When it is set against its contemporary, Roman, 

background, 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 Vllth book, was to name one's

predecessors in the field and to indicate the extent of ones debt to them:

35 critxism was tasteless and plagiarism despicable. 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 1 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 1

epitome of Agatharchides' book on the Red Sea, which can be compared

36 
with Diodorus III.12-48. 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 -

Tov.. - - /T.O*:/rAouv'. .... ,7,00 e*,,.-] rc^uf/- although there is no such
I i J i J

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 1 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

37 
therefore have copied this pointlessly from his source. 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

38 
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

39 by a friend.

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 taken

probably from Ephorus, Diodorus 1 main source for the classical period,

40 
or at least from a very good epitome of Ephorus. 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 (f£g.3) 

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

Diodorus 1 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 1 

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 1 plot r is almost 

verbally identical with Diodorus. Overall, Diodorus 1 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 1 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."

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 Polubius 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

42 
source in the way that has been noted in other cases. The relation

between Diodorus XXXI.10 and Polybius XXIX.21, discussing the 'prophecy'
_ \ p  I

of Demetrius of Phaleron in his treatise fit PI Tu^^s 9 ±s very 

striking: Diodorus is partly paraphrasing, partly repeating word for word 

(the actual citation of Demetrius is more or less verbatim); and he finally

"v ^* "^

excels himself by echoing Polubius' ty^ - - - - fcKPfvov' with

, 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
/ *5

on Diodorus 1 method in his account of the Diadochi. In 1918 Hiller 

von Gaertringen published a papyrus found in Middle Egypt which 

concerns Demetrius 1 siege of Rhodes in 305-4. The siege is

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

45 
by Diodorus in book XX; 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 version written 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.
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The historian whom he is abbreviating is undoubtedly the same 

as Diodorus 1 source at XX.93-4; and the main interest of the fragment 

is the light it sheds on Diodorus 1 method of composition 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 1 source: both are drawing on a single common source. The texts 

printed side by side in Killer's edition show how remarkable the 

coincidences are, extending 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 1 - destined to construct siege engines for 

Demetrius, but kidnapped by the Rhodians to work for themselves. The 

word f katapeltaphetai f is found only in the Florentine manuscript of 

Diodorus, and is otherwise extremely rare. The manuscript reading had 

p*eviously been considered corrupt, and even the most recent editions 

of Diodorus print Fischer's emendation, f kai katapeltas 1 . 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 jktT.<XXe4«< instead of P f s M£r*X\cu/)^oj - a 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 1 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 1 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 Demetrius' 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 composition 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

' e r/>eov' Ttov TiT*i/M£va/v 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 1 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.) 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 1 must rest

on the homogeneity of extended sections, and on differences, other than

48 stylistic, between one section and another. 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

48 
source for book XVII. The first four chapters of book XVIII are a

bridge passage, containing material of various origins; 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. Furthermore, during

the early part of XVIII there are many references back to the period

52 of Alexander - no less than 18 within the first 22 chapters. This

suggests an author who is near the beginning of his history and wanting 

to explain the background to events like the Laotian 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 year is marked by a reference to the winter quarters of the

53 armies. 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 f kata genos 1 system with his own 

archon and consul system and produced hopeless chronological confusion.

The characteristics and manner of the narrative itself can be 

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.



47.

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. 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. 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 paralelled in Nepos' Life of Eumenes. 

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 personalities 

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 1 rival Peucestas, who is depicted as a 

coward and a traitor. There is a fundamental distinction, therefore, 

between the values of Diodorus 1 source on the Diadochi and the values of

his sources in books XI-XVII: we may contrast the standardised panegyrics

58 
on Gelon or Epaminondas, which serve an exemplary purpose. 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 <S~OV£<TK . 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).

A consistent political attitude is less easy to define. Eumenes 

is repeatedly praised for his loyalty to the house of Alexander, and, 

during the period when he was at war with Eumenes, Antigonus is described 

as f apostates 1 ; 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 1 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, 

T* OA*. - appears as an obsessive pre-occupation, as the idea of *7/O 

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. 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* - /T/>°J *rX-]fre<*v' 

(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 suppression, 

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 necessarily 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
6? 

straightforward.

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

f\"\ 
Bibliotheke from earlier books. 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 unmistakeably 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
l_ 

the battle raged indecisively because of the evet^p.y 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. By contrast, most of what we know about early Hellenistic 

warfare is derived from the accounts of battles in books XVIII-XX. At 

Paraetacehe, Gabiene, and Gaza, it is apparent that Diodorus 1 source ^ / 

had given strengths and dispositions in full (there are some obscurities, 

but these are plainly the result of Diodorus 1 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 1 , 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
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than merely as leaders of the fighting. 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. It would be impossible to derive information of this kind 

from the military writing of Diodorus 1 other books. Considerable attention 

is also paid to technology. Diodorus 1 source went out of his way to 

describe Eumenes 1 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

68 
the elephant in warfare. He gives a detailed account of the sieges of

Megalopolis, Pydna, Salamis and Rhodes, mentioning the use of f helepoleis f 

and other engines, and, in contrast to the majority of ancient historians, 

avoids dwelling on the emotions of the besieged. Diodorus 1 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 1 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; it is internally consistent in structure, 

attitudes and factual detail, and it differs in several respects from the 

earlier part of Diodorus 1 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 1 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. The object was perhaps more 

to guarantee the reliability of his account than to underline his own 

importance. Everything we know about Hieronymus 1 life is compatible

with the historiographical approach in these books: his friendship with
i 

Eumenes, his connection with Antigonus and Demetrius, the fact that he

was a Greek 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 f 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 evidence 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 1 source. None of the fragments, 

however, contains a direct quotation from Hieronymus: hence there can 

be only a limited argument frowerbal 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 1 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 1 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 1 

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 tone 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 /roXgyu^oc Df TVM."^ T^v S\\£%*\SAVOV K.T. \~ 

(28.3), Diodorus implies that the funeral cortege was destined for 

Alexandria in Egypt. But we know from Pausanias. and Arrian that Perdiccas 1 

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 1 lieutenant Polemon. 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". 

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 which was still without walls. Strabo's version supports this view.

He mentions first Ptolemy's seizure of Alexander's body when Perdiccas 

was bringing it down from Babylon; then Perdiccas 1 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

73 Alexandria. 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 1 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

74 
was no such priest even as late as 311. 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 1 references to the burial at Alexandria and the

institutions of games and sacrifices are therefore highly el/iptical: these </
r

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. 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 jroW £^<^£*'rvrW oCs^v s^eeW TI T<^/ XWTV rw 

o?fcou/utwiv. Alexandria in 321 could hardly be described as the most
j I

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



57.

of the city. It would be a curious remark, nevertheless, for an 

author writing in first century Rome. 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. : <£ u^ y*

This fragment should perhaps be associated with the local histories, or 

f 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

79 Ptolemy Philadelphus which was described by Callixeinus of Rhodes.

If this is right, Diodorus 1 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

8O establishment of the dynastic cult by the founder of the dynasty.

Diodorus 1 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 1 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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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 1 passage are sandwiched between two 

accounts of Perdiccas 1 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 is 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 lambulus 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 1 

digression on the funeral carriage therefore looked to the fashion of 

his own age:works of art and architecture were 'wonders 1 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

81 
Cleitarchus. 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
82 

at Susa. Accordingly, a detailed account of the funeral car, such

as Diodorus gives, would not have been out of place in Hieronymus 1 

history.

There are other candidates, however* Droysen suggested Ephippos of

83 
Olynthus as the source. Athenaeus records as the title of

Ephippos' work both T[£o\

and /Te/Ji TOJ HXtJ-^Sptfv *«} W<^<< s"r/<^>vo£ T*^^1 . However, it is
v

easy to see that the latter title might arise because the funeral of 

Hephaestion, though not that of Alexander, was mentioned. Furthermore,
f

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. Callixeinus was writing not earlier than 221,
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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 1 use of the past tense indicated the use of an earlier

literary account, not only for the description of the Pompe of Philadelphus,

85 but even for that of the barge of Philopator. However, even if there

were special reasons for using a past narrative in Callixeinus 1 case,

this must have been an acceptable form for an 'ekphrasis 1 because

86 
Moschion described the ship built by Hieron in narrative form.

We do not know the ultimate fate of Alexander's funeral carrage:

the tomb of Alexander could be seen at Alexandria until the time of

87 
Caracalla; 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

88 by Ptolemy Cocces; 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 1 , a guide which described

89 
the architecture and famous sights of the city. 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 ary attribution 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 'Ap/n£<£cy /<*£• and /Tro\e*wug') de is

90 
artificial). 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 versions 

of Alexander's dealings with the Cappadocians. It is his own opinion 

( AAO« <To<cex ) that Alexander imposed tribute on the rulers of
-j / *> \ A ,-N

Cappadocia before he hurried on against Darius ( £/T£xi/ou£t/oj" £/r< /4<< <?<^aV ); 

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 1 attack on

"" \ 
Ariarathes by explaining the 'casus belli 1 ; oSrc§ Y*P (sc. Ariarathes)

a/* ~ovf

v _ f
'$ K*a 7TEpt£<t-t6 Atouj. This is at least consistent with Hieronymus 1 

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 ( oJ TtpottYi&tf To'ff
J

/7W/v£cfc367V ) is not precluded by Hieronymus 1 version.

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

at Babylon Eumenes was assigned Cappadocia and Paphlagonia,

\ - .  c- " \ * \

Here the resemblance to Hieronymus F3 is fairly close: Diodorus 1

seems to correspond to oJo ' IT(
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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. 3.1 singles out 

Eumenes' satrapy: few of the others in Diodorus 1 list attract a 

comment of this kind. This is not Diodorus 1 addition, however, because 

Plutarch glosses his reference to Eumenes 1 appointment in the same way:

TOT£

Diodorus and Plutarch therefore seem to have a common source which 

noted the state of Eumenes 1 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 1 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. 3.1 and Plutarch Bum. 3.2, 

although verbal resemblance between Appian and the other authors is

not exact.

Hieronymus fragment 4 (= Ps.-Lucian Macrob. 13) mentions

the death of Ariarathes: £v rot fTpc^

The same fact is recorded by Appian Mith.8, and by Diodorus XVIII. 16. 3, 

and again by Arrian Fl.ll. 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 1 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 1 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. 100.1). 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

y 'CrpttftiAX.' 'i u i^<#£ 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

91 Alexander, and no satrapies anyway in the Ptolemaic empire. At

XIX. 95. 2 Diodorus talks of the 'eparchy* of Idumaea - a common word in

92 
the Roman period meaning district or 'provincia'; but Beloch claims

that while Diodorus could have substituted the colourless

for the technical word ^^r/y^ir^toc , he could not have done the reverse.
i

This seeming anachronism has been used to argue that Diodorus did not

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

93 the second century, possibly Agathar chides.
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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

5fiA»a*r 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 £.upi*t K/ci ^Joivf^ mentionedj i
94 at 94.1, at the beginning of the excursus on Nabataean Arabia.

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

95 Seleucids it was regarded as an 'eparchy', or subdivision of a satrapy.

However, the words 'satrap* and 'satrapy' continued to be used colloquially

by Greek writers of provincial governors in Asia until the Parthian
96 

period: hence the copyists of Diodorus would find no difficulty in

describing Idumaea as a satrapy. This passage should not, therefore, cast 

serious 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

97 of the city. 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

98 Folybius was able to cover both areas in detail. For his account

of Agathocles in books XIX and XX he seems to have drawn chiefly on

99 Duris, and in the later stages he twice cites Timaeus; 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 1 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. Problems 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 1 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 

Imageries, 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.

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, where 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. 

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 chronology, 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 

Eumanes* 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 

i«T* Txrr K~p°$ fl£p& /W><v S~cvc9/i K<r,.

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

have been mentioned either at 29.1, where Perdiccas 1 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 Gyrene 

at XVIII. 19-21, at the end of which Ptolemy is wrongly called 'basileus 1 ;

the use of titles elsewhere in Diodorus 1 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 Gyrene at this period. 

His thesis is that Gyrene did not become a province of Egypt in 322-1, 

as stated at Diod. XVIII. 21. 9, and as implied by Arrian F9.3A, where 

Ptolemy, in the division at Triparadeisos, is given A^VA^V^TTTO\/ , . _ . /o

A** Tyt $iit££4V*L TOCc/TiJ ToV ffb&sjY Kf& O Tl

i ./ 

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 1 text, regarding the lands allotted to Ptolemy

in 321, as follows: AlyvtTToV /c<^ ^1:?<'2/W /^ A* AiunV /<^6( oV/ irzp i*V
/ i i J ' j

~ <?uo /w£/c'^ OA<
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The second source added, after Libya^ K«a TnV $IT£Fi&tV<< T^or^ voV T

referring to Gyrene; and then, unable to make sense of &op\ £V/ /C
r~" / 

changed it to the adjective a o /) \ /cTn 7"oc , 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 <£o o < /CTO Tor
J f J

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 <£<r*v£/ -nv* fi*en\£j«.v o//c7Vi7<?. 

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 

empire to shore up their claims to personal dominion. There is no 

reason to doubt that Diodorus found the word <^o/>//cTo7"oJ in Hieronymus,
v

and that it represents a slogan familiar to Hieronymus from the early 

years of the Successors. 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 Perdiccas, and not the relatively unimportant success in

Gyrene, and it seems very unsafe to argue a second source from these

106 passages.

Regarding the Gyrene digression itself, the close parallel 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 is unsatisfactory for reasons 

which I shall discuss below. It is at least worth noting that the 

opening of the Gyrene section, in Diodorus, has features which would 

naturally associate it with Hieronymus, if one ignores the prejudicial 

'bas ileus 1 at the end. Diodorus goes back in time to explain the 

antecedents to the war in Gyrene, namely, the murder of Harpalus in Crete. 

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 1 

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 Bizi&re,

that 'basileia' means not 'kingdom' but 'sovereignty' seems to be special

108 
pleading, and does not remove the problem of 'basileus'. At XX. 27.1

Ptolemy is described as 6 TI£ Aivvirrou ^sii\&u^V , some four years 

before he actually took the title of 'king', but this is perhaps

understandable in the light of 6o5S,»rfx T«V< /£-<^z.X <s<xy &a p * KLT'

at XIX. 105. 4. The simplest explanation of fTro\£f**4(*> TcZ

is that Diodorus himself made a slip, perhaps under the general influence
<* '' 

of Ptolemaic 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 Gyrene cannot be regardbd 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 1 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, TtSV <^£ fi*v\\&tuV TTf./rX^uy-^VwV (f>*\si~v
/ , ^ / , MirrwM*.7fcV ^/yotfoo^7«>v ) 9 and 'Nicocles 1 is here a mistake for

109 'Nicocreon' . 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 

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

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

account of Egypt in book I. The attributes
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and &u£pv'££~l't - the virtues of a model Hellenistic king - 

which are associated with Ptolemy I in books XVIII-XX are also prominent 

in hook I. Osiris is consistently described as gJffvfcTiKoy 

(1.13.5, 17.2, 18.5, 21.8); also Isis (1.22.1, 25.3), Aegyptus (1.51.4), 

Sesoosis (1.54.2, 55.10), and Psammetichus (1.67.9). Sesoosis, 

Actisanes, Mycerinus, Sabacon, and Amasis showed g/n^/CJUX, in their 

rule of Egypt; Sabacon excelled his predecessors in Xf*]^"r^~r1^ J* 

and at 1.90.2 Diodorus has a digression on the importance attached to 

'euergesia 1 by the Egyptians. Diodorus 1 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 Xfl fTO~^^ * 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. Accordingly, the characterisation of Ptolemy I in 

Diodorus 1 history of the Diadochi probably owes little to Hieronymus, 

but has been superimposed on Hieronymus' factual narrative wherever 

Ptolemy 1 s actions lent themselves to a favourable interpretation. 

In addition to his Alexandrian source or sources, Diodorus 

certainly made use of a Rhodian author. His account of the 'third 

inundation 1 of Rhodes at XIX.45 is irrelevant to the narrative of 

Antigonus 1 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 1 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

112 
Diadochi makes sense only on the assumption that Alexander left no will.

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 generally favourable to the Rhodians, who are 

treated as innocent victims of Antigonus 1 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

113 the Rhodian side. 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 f katapeltaphetai f at 93.5, now supported 

by the parallel text of Hiller von Gaertringen 1 s papyrus; the phrase

tit] vn *~<*>v in the same paragraph, without the article rwv ; 

and the hapax legomenon /U&rx:XXw f>v x °$ of the papyrus, which
J i '

Diodorus has converted to the more usual ;utTxX\£i«C and 

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 1 to the patriotic 

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

children during Demetrius 1 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.70ff. 115

One passage in the 'Rhodian' section needs special comment. 

This is the elaborate descriptions of the great 'helepolis 1 built by 

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

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 1 account of the helepolis with 

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

helepolis built for Alexander by the engineer Posidonius. 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; and Diodorus 1 direct source might have been 

a collection 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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118 referred back to a complete description of the helepolis. Moreover,

the fact that Diocleides, of whom nothing else is kiown, 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 1 machines were objects of wonder to all his contemporaries,

119 and they may have inspired various *ekphraseis f . Plutarch's own

description of this helepolis/ seems to be less technical than the

Diodoran account and rather differently arranged, and it suggests that
120 at Ibast one rival account was in circulation. A historian who

embarked on a description of this sort must have had access to technical

expertise, but the expert most naturally associated with the Rhodian

121 helepolis is Epimachus of Athens, the engineer who built the machine.

A contemporary historian could have drawn on Epimachus' engineering notes,

just as Biton used the hypomnemata of Posidonius and PhiIon and Heron
122 used the hypommemata of Ctesibius. This hypothesis would explain

the similarities between the accounts of 'helepoleis' in Eton 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 1 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 1 whole account of the siege of Rhodes. 

The publication of Killer'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 Indike is the best known example. The dialect is therefore likely

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 Killer's papyrus and of Diod. XX.Slff. The question then 

resolves itself into tie question of Zeno's sources. Living a century 

after the siege of Rhodes, Zeno must have drawn on earlier literary 

accounts for this part of his work, and it may be supposed that, among 

these, the relevant section of Hieronymus 1 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 1 

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 1 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 technology, particularly 

the description of the Salaminian helepolis at XX.48. The chapter on 

the Rhodian helepolis passes naturally into the portrait of Demetrius 

'Poliorcetes 1 , 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 parallel at this point with Plutarch, 

who sketches Demetrius 1 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 

similarities and the differences between Diodorus 1 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 1 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 1 account which moralises on the instability of 

Fortune and the cruelty of the Athenian mob, and tries to enlist the 

reader's sympathy for Phocion and his party. The tone is out of 

character with Diodorus 1 treatment of Athenian affairs elsewhere in

XVIIIrXX, and the apologia for Phocion probably derives from a local

125 
historian who shared Phocion*s views - perhaps Philochorus. 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

126 
fragment of Duris. 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

127 Hieronymus' history - a book ending, for example. 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
1 o ft

about the relation of his work to that of Hieronymus.

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

129 of the language of Diodorus' proem to book I.

The supplements, whether drawn from local histories, or whether 

the fruit of Diodorus 1 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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Intermediary 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

130 
is the name most frequently mentioned in this connection. 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 

supplementarjsources. 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 in the Bibliotheke. Diodorus took Hecataeus of
JLl

Abdera as his principle source for his description of Egypt in book I; 

but he omitted Hecataeus 1 account of the Jews at this point, to

introduce it forty books later as a digression in the narrative of

131 
Pompey's Jewish War. A description of the Dead Sea is given in

book XIX, in connection with Antigonus 1 Arabian campaign; but the

same description occurs in book II, as part of a geographical excursus

132 
on Arabia. 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 repetition or anticipation of material in different books 

of the Bibliotheke strongly suggests that Diodorus 1 method was not 

entirely mechanical.
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The specific arguments in favour of Agatharchides or some other

133 
re-working of Hieronymus are not compelling. The reference to

the' 'satrapy of Idumaea 1 , 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. ^ 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 narrative that it makes little difference 

to a final estimate of Hieronymus whether they are the additions of 

Diodorus or whether of 'proto-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 exceptions 

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

in cases where there is doubt about Diodorus 1 derivation from Hieronymus, 

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

material of his own (e.g. XVIII. 3.1, XVIII. 19-21, XX. 92, discussed above). 

Generally speaking, the other accounts add little to the knowledge
i

of Hieronymus gained from Diodorus, and close comparison of the texts 

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 resume of the position with regard to our most

    135 important sources.

Among writers of the Roman period who used Hieronymus, our 

greatest loss is undoubtedly Arrian 1 s "Tier j*-6r* *A^t%*v$ pet^ 

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

136 source. 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 Arrian and Diodorus

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

137 
using not Hieronymus but an Athenian source. 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
138 Athenians: an Athenian author therefore probably lies behind

Arrian F9.13-15. Furthermore, the description of Antipater as <fx»y»&f 

6"T>jA^tov' occurs in Arrian and in Plutarch, but not in Diodorus,

and the offensive phrase must derive from an Athenian democratic source,

139 not from a historian writing from a Macedonian point of view.

It seems likely, therefore, that Arrian 1 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 TJ yUtri- XX^Kcey^V do not otherwise conflict with 

Diodorus, but in many places they add substantially to Diodorus 1 

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 f s coalition on the other; also of the papyrus

fragment which concerns Eumenes 1 negotiations with Craterus 1 troops

140 after the battle at the Hellespont. 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 1 

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

141 historiographical traditions on any one period. 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 1 conquests in Cappadocia and Pisidia and his marriage

142 plans, and at XIII.8, describing Perdiccas 1 harsh character.
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The account of Eumenes' battle with Neoptolemus and his exile on
 f / O

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

144 
at Nora. 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 Gyrene at XIII.7 is certainly 

from a source other than Hieronymus, and seems to replace the narrative 

of Thibron's fortunes in Gyrene given 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

145 
who tried to minimize the final catastrophe of the Greeks. 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

- 146 alone.

It is possible that Trogus' account of events at Babylon, like that

of Curtius, had elements deriving ultimately from Duris; but unlikely that

147 
he used either Duris or Hieronymus direct, as Fontana suggests. 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

148 
are very uncertain. It has often been thought that Trogus drew

extensively ati Timagenes 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

i -A -A 149 
laid aside.

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 

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 1 high birth and his important 

position under Philip and Alexander (ch.I) is probably from Hieronymus 

(contrast Duris ap. Plutarch Eumenes I.I), likewise his narrative of 

Eumenes 1 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 1 own conclusions, 

though in the final paragraph (13.4) he seems to return to the Hieronyman 

tradition for his account of Eumenes' burial.

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

152 three times as a source. 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 1 

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

153 
by the tradition from Duris, but in general the more colourful elements

can be sufficiently explained in terms of Plutarch's own method of

. . 154 
composition.

In the Demetrius, at least three principal strands are woven 

together. A version of Hieronymus was clearly used for the main 

part of the historical narrative: thus chs. V-VII and XXII.I can be 

paralleled in Diodorus, also the characterisation of Demetrius at 

II.2-3 and at XIX.6-XX.1; 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 

(reference to Hieronymus at XXXIX.2), XLIII-XLIV.2, XLV-LII. 5 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 1 retort to his son), or the magnitude of his final catastrophe

(cf. ,

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 ,UITUJ^^ A«*(n. is

missing from Diodorus. 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

158 
between Plutarch's account and fragments of Philochorus.

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

159 
and theatrical showt 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. To what extent the 

Peripatetic view of a change in Demebrius* 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.



87.

For the question of the sources of Plutarch's Pyrrhus, where the

picture is more complicated, I refer to the analysis by Leveque in his 

study of Pyrrhus. 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
1 £ O

for the events here related. A version of his work was probably used, 

however, for the major part of the historical narrative of Pyrrhus 1 

campaigns in Macedon before and after the Western expedition, and again 

for the Peloponnesian campaign at the end of Pyrrhus 1 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 evidently 

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 1 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 author who had been present on the Macedonian side; and the 

omission of any reference to Pyrrhus 1 victory over Antigonus outside

Argos may indicate that bias in favour of his master which Pausanias

163 
attributes to Hieronymus. The closing scene, in which Antigonus

weeps over his fallen rival, possibly represents the finale to Hieronymus 1

v,- *. 164 
own history.

Hieronymus did not confine himself, however, to relating those 

parts of Pyrrhus 1 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 

Proxenus, Timaeus and Roman annalistic sources, for much of Plutarch's
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account of the Italian expedition (though not for Pyrrhus 1 activities 

in Sicily). 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 1 western 

expedition as an episode in the war of Greeks against barbarians, as 

suggested by Leveique, and was therefore disposed to treat Pyrrhus more 

sympathetically in his role as representative of Hellenic aspirations. 

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 Monophthalmus .

Among 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 (A.R. 1.5.4 = Hier. F13) , and this 

excursus must have fallen in the section of Hieronymus' work dealing with

n

Taking this with the evidence of Plutarch, who twice cites Dionysius 

and Hieronymus together on Pyrrhus 1 battles against the Romans, it 

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

books XIX-XX, where he treated Pyrrhus 1 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 1 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 1 own time, suggest a Greek author

Pyrrhus in Italy ( ev Tn T^V ftr/yoWv Tr/y^vu-cre^^. Dion. Hal. loc.cit.).
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168 
writing for a Greek audience, who can only be Hieronymus. Despite

his complaints about Hieronymus, therefore, Dionysius seems to have 

found him of considerable use in his account of Pyrrhus 1 invasion of 

Italy.

Pausanias twice cites Hieronymus, but almost certainly had no 

direct knowledge of his work. The allusion at the beginning of Paus. 1.6 

to 0£ <row?voH£vo« ~T~°'<\ {£<t6l\zZ<ftV t7n ^u lKK 3^ (/^7 ToS> £PY<^V 

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; but we can hardly guess what other authors may have intervened 

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

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

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

connection with the summary of Pyrrhus' career at 1.11-13, where he is 

named explicitly. The passage describing Pyrrhus 1 ambition to conquer 

the Romans - notorious as a result of Ferret's thesis about the legend

of the Trojan foundation of Rome - may, as Perret claimed, derive from

172 
Hieronymus' account of Pyrrhus; he is also probably the source for

some of the details about the western expedition, for example, the

173 
provenance of the elephants which Pyrrhus took to Italy. It is

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 1 version was different again 

from those he has actually given. 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 tie 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 1 empire after Ipsus (ch.55) and 

Seleucus 1 war against Lysimachus (ch.62), which may be supposed to 

represent parts of Hieronymus 1 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. 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 important; 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 1 s source in ch.56 was 

more probably Duris, for the story about Lysimachus 1 dog at ch.64 

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 1 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

178 
as reliable in any instance as his sources. In book IV the parallels

with Diodorus 1 account of Eumenes and Antigonus show that Hieronymus is

179 
certainly the ultimate source; 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 1 moral victory over Eumenes 1 fleet 

in Phoenicia (IV. 6. 8), an incident which explains Eumenes 1 withdrawal 

from Phoenicia into Mesopotamia after 318. (Compare Diod. XVIII. 73. 2:

"

Polyaenus claimed to be of Macedonian descent, and therefore had a special 

interest in Macedonian history (Bk.IV, Praef. TioV b utrtou>V /ro^ov^v ) 9 

but it is hardly possible that Hieronymus 1 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

-> / c 
might take it with them as an fcj!>oc<«V 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 1 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 

nan.

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 the Bibliotheke allows us 

to reconstruct from it the character of Hieronymus 1 lost history in a 

way which would be otherwise impossible.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TWO

ii
1. Diod. XL. 8. Cf. Wachsmuth, Uber das Geschichtswerk des Sikelioten

Diodors, Leipzig 1892, p. 7 and p. 8 n.l.

2. Pliny NH Praef. 25.

3. Eusebius Praep.Evang. 1.6: o

Jus tin Cohort, p. 44 (Otto) , o e^a^r^rc^ 3<t 7fAo'ov«V r<wv
t j »/ ' •

Chronicle of John of Antioch, /TEJI oc <nj^£k^^x,ro 4<acW/?or o

John Malalas, p. 68: KX©- ^ ^<o£<-j<?o o
/ , A <je/te/-oi ol/'JTcuSJ'ofv of 0/5 ^c.rfe 63 C F. Mac^a^uarv c X)/o^oraS', ^>^

4. Rhod Oman's preface is included in vol.1 of Wesseling's edition 

of Diodorus.

5. See B.M. Catalogue of Printed Books, vol.53 (1960), s.v. Diodorus , 

for a list of translations and extracts made between the 15th and 18th 

centuries.

6. "L'histoire des successeurs de Alexandre le Grand, extraicte de 

Diodore Sicilien: et quelque peu de vies escriptes par Plutarque, etc."; 

Translated de Grec en Latin par messire Lehan Lascary. Et de Latin en 

Francoys par messire Claude de Seyssel. Paris 1530. Thomas Stocker: 

"A righte noble and pleasant History of the Successors of Alexander 

surnamed the Great, taken out of Diodorus Siculus; and some of their 

lives written by the wise Plutarch." London 1569.

7. HR (sic): B.M. General Catalogue, loc.cit. no.C45g4.

8. Cogan: "The History of Diodorus Siculus. Containing all that is 

most memorable and of greatest antiquity in the first ages of the world 

until the war of Troy. Done into English by H.C.Gent." London 1653. 

Booth: "The Historical Library of Diodorus the Sicilien. In 15 books . . . 

Made English, by G. Booth, of the City of Chester, Esq." London 1700.

9. Cf. L.O. BrBcker, Untersuchungen Uber Diodor, Gutersloh, 1879, p. 5.
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10. Schwartz BE V (1905), s.v. Diodoros no.38. col.663ff.; see esp. col. 

669: "Die Frage nach den Gewahrsmannern ist bei D.noch cardinaler als bei 

anderen secundaren Historikern. Denn sein Bibliothek ist und will 

thatsachlich nichts anderes sein als ein Serie von Excerpten."

11. At III.52.3 Diodorus states hia dependence on Dionysius Scytobrachion, 

Cf. Fraser, Ptol.Alex. I pp.296-7.

12. Diod. XX.79.5; 89.5.

13. BrBcker, Moderne Quellenforscher und antike Geschichtsschreiber, 

Innsbruck 1882.

14. W.Spoerri, SpUthellenistische Berichte Uber Welt, Kultur, und Glitter, 

Basel 1959. A.Burton, Diodorus Siculus, Book I, A Commentary, Leiden 1972; 

(cf. the review by O.Murray, JHS XCV, 1975, pp.214f.)

15. Cf. Farrington, Diodorus Siculus, Inaug.Lect. Swansea, 1936, p.5.

16. For 'Bibliotheke 1 in its normal sense, cf. Polyb. XII.27.4; Strabo 

XIII.1.54. In Christian writers it regularly means the Bible: Alc.Alvit. c. 

Eutycfr. I.p.209; Isid. Prig. 6.3.2; cf. Du Cange, Gloss.I.

17. The prefatory address to Photius 1 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 government; and it has often 

been thought that 'Bibliotheke 1 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^ f>4*<\iK*. T*f ̂ rL* ; 

a small library of mainly strategic works was taken on Constantine 1 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.

18. flrro&oV^oc, >1&*]V-C40^ jr^M^rhroo ft^Xio&j/^ed. Heynes, GBttingen 1783,

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

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

fathered on Apollodorus. Diodorus founded the chronological 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, I/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 (1.3); 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. Cf. 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 1 . Nicolaus 1 universal 

history is cited as Wro /)/.a or \eropl*. krx^oXjK^ (F.Gr.Hist. 90 Tl).

The oddity of Diodorus 1 title is reflected in the confusion it caused among

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

Athenaeus XII.541E, AtoS<**P<$. ~ . „ 6v TbTj rrt^ /2.£A<o&o^<; j

Hier. in Dan. 11.36 p. 718, "Polybius et Diodorus, qui bibliothecarum

scribunt historias"; Pliny NH Praef. 25, "Diodorus 4i£>fo6oKo5 historiam

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

based on a curious misunderstanding. Stephanus, 'De Diodoro Brevis Tractatus 1

(included in Wesseling vol.1), wanted to emend the MS tradition of Pliny

to h&No&K'Q which would at least bring this passage into line with

others which speak of /i£confc** in the plural : cf. Justin Cohort.

p. 10: Euseb. Praep.Ev. X.10.488C, cf. II. i. p. 52 (1.114), and II. 2. p. 52 (1.125);

Chron.1.284. Eusebius once speaks of 'historike bibliotheke 1 , not as Diodorus 1

title, but when describing his trouble in collecting material (Praep.Ev. 1.6);

and BUdinger, Die Universalhistorie im Altertum, 1895 p. 113 n.2,

considered this passage the probable basis for the MS tradition which

gives f Bibliotheke Historike 1 as Diororus 1 title. However, the tradition

of the scholiast on Aristophanes,

may be independent of Eusebius. Cf. also Suidas, s.v.

7 !Vro/3<K6C. £VX^£ /£</^6&oMV. It is certain that Diodorus 

used the word in some form as his title, because Pliny, writing only a 

century later, expressly says so.

25. Diod. 1.3.6.

26. At 1.44.1 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. 1.61.4, 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, Mllnchen 1899; D.Earl,

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

II (1972) p.842£f. Lucian Hist. 53 summarizes the best of previous practice

with regard to historical prologues. For Diodorus 1 proems see M.Kunz,

Die Prooemien in Diodors Bibliothek, Zurich 1935.

28. Compare Diod. I.i.lf. - Polyb. I.35.6f; D.I.1.4 - P. 1.35.7; 

D.I.1.4 - P.30.6.4, 12.25b.3; D.I.1.5 - P.32.16.1; D. 1.1.5 - P.I.1.2; 

D. 1.1.5 - P.9.9.9; D.I.1.5, 1.2.2 - 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. 1.27 (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 

(VI.783) imply that Theopompus, too, had enlarged on the length and the 

carefulness of his research; and in the f Peri Thoukididou 1 he says that 

Thucydides spent 27 years composing his history (I.llSff.): 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.105): 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. 1.5.2.

33. See Laqueur, Hermes 1911, p.!61ff.



98.

34. Cf .Engel, op.cit. p. 15.

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

36. Mllller, Geo graph! 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'

Oj when no mountain has been mentioned.

38. Diod. V.37.1; cf. Strabo 3.2.9, Athen. VI.233C, V.38.4.

39. Diod. IV. 20. 2-3: ?<T<oV n i^ nv/?x:aVjov KX&'^M^ ffWd&'i

fTif>< i^'tKM YL>V«S\K<. ^?ve<r>a. 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 £<rnV shows that he is here reproducing 

his source literally: cf. Droysen, Hell. II. 3. p. 33-4, n.3.

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

41. Grenfell and Hunt, comm.ad loc. p. 111.

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

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

Philip at Abydos); Diod. XXIX. 2 - Polyb.- XX. 8 (Antiochus becomes demoralised 

after his marriage); Diod. XXX. 1 - Polyb. XXVII. 6 (Perseus 1 last embassy to 

Rome; declaration of war); Diod. XXX. 2 - Polyb. XXVIII. 1, cf. XXVII. 19, 13 

(dispute between Ptolemy and Antiochus over Coele Syria); Diod. XXX. 5 - 

Polyb. XXVII. 15 (character of Char op s) ; 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 

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

ch.VI p.HOf.
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43. The fragment of Arrian dealing with Eumenes 1 battle against

Craterus appears to derive from the same source as Diod. XVIII.30-32

(PSI XII.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.!86f.)

The opportunities for direct comparison are limited; note, however, in

column I of the papyrus ( /rx. lines 20-21) the letters jlyvc* and ]<s<r<j,*.

which seem to correspond to Ivvuv- .. OfjM.X^^'ys at Diod. XVIII.31.4,

describing Eumenes' duel with Neoptolemus.
o

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

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

p.20ff; Jacoby F.Gr.Hist. TlB 533 (Rhodes: 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.
2 346. Cf. IG II .665.27; XII.5.30 (Ceos) = Syll. 958 (discussed by

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

Philon Bel. 82.13. (Philon, Bel. Sl.lOff., 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 

Treatises, 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 Baboon, Wien 1970 p.114; and below,

ch.III.p.

50. See ch.Ill p.13! ff.

51. Ibid, p. ||£ 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. XVIII.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, 80r5, (313-12); 89.2 (312-11); XX.28.4 (309-8); 109.2, 109.4, 

III.2, 112.4, 113.5 (302-1). On the chronology of these books see below, 

ch.IV p. 1*7

54. Cf. Jacoby RE Hieronymos col.1553.

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

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

57. Cf. below, ch.IV.p.2.1^.

58. Gelon, XI.21.3, 22.5, 23.3, 38.5, 67.2-3; Epaminondas, XI.1.2; 

XV.39.2-3, 88; XVI.2.3.

59. Cf. below, ch.V.p.32.Sf.

60. Ibid, p. 333 ff-

61. cf. ch.IV. p.

62. Ibid, p. a3

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

1967, p.41ff. Cf. ch.IV p. 131/f.

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

The Historian Ephorus, Cambridge 1935, p,140ff.

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. Bum. XII.1.

70. Paus. 1.6.3; Arr. F9.25.

71. Paus. 1.7.1; Ps.-Callisth. III.35; Curtius X.10.20; Marmor Parium, 

F.Gr.Hist. 239 F fill. Cf. Jacoby Die Basetzungen 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).

74. See Fraser, op.cit. I. pp.215f.
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75. Cf. ch.III.p.133

76. Diod. XVII.52.

77. Cf. Diod. 1.4.3.

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

cf. I p.513.

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

n.58.

80. Cf. Syll. 3 390.

81. Athen. V.40 p.206DE (= Hier.F2); Diod. XVII.115.

82. Diod. XIX.34.4; 48.7.

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

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

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

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

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

85. Jacoby RE X.2 s.v. Kallixeinos col.!752f.

86. Athen. V.40 p.206DE.

87. Herodian IV.8.9.

88. Cf. Strabo XVII.1.8 (794C).

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

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

II Paris 1829; K.F. Mllller, Per Leichenwagen Alexanders des Grossen, 

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

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

pp.53-73 (correcting Mllller); 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 IVe s. 11.1963, 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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90. Mttller, op.cit. p.32-3, argues that the use of the word </?-u***
' r * ; J J

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.

291. Beloch, gr.Gesch. IV.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 Bengfeson, Die Strategic in d.hell.Zeit. 

II. Munchen 1944, p.34ff. The reference to the 'eparchy of Idumaea 1 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
f 

that the eparchy was a M^P'j 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 1 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 1 (pace Beloch), as a genera]., 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
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own satraps are also classed as 'satrapeiai'; cf. XVIII.5.4, 6.3 

(Lycaonia and Sittacine). Cf. ch.IIIp.

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.ix-x n.3.

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

100. Cf. ch.III p. 137/f-

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

MUnchen 1969, pp.69ff.

102. Jacoby RE Hieronymos col.1554.

103. E.Will, La Cyrenaique et les partages successifs de l f empire 

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

1974, p.369ff).

104. Will, art cit. p.377 emends -PjY to J^tf-
ii

105. See Schmitthenner, Uber eine Formveranderung der Monarchic seit

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

106. Cf. Biziere art cit. p.373.

107. Diod. XVIII.19.1-2. The phrase K«C&*?TT:> Bv TQ TToo Wr/yj' ;2u/2Au> 

' at 19.2 is naturally Diodorus 1 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 1 admiration for Alexandria, cf. 

XVII.52.
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111. Cf. Ps. Ar is teas, ad Philoc. 290: o^o^1 ^*j«"rov /c«< /T«£uJt/x£

ov*rov tffa&v £*r(. Herondas Mimes 1.30; o /£«*6VX<u>£ Xj 7>r}sro$'

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

seems to be an 'indivisible compound 1 , 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 1 see Merkelbach, Die Quellen des greichischen 

Alexander-romans, Munchen 1954 pp.!24ff., 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 tKK*X£<rcfrc< see below, App.II p. xlvli'-

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 T<^V ^Tro T^J /*9X* V 1$ 

T«ve^ , and 91.3; XX.96.7, r^ T£7vi/ju<*voor ^ffv TT} fciv A &-<*>§ 3 
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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 05- 7^ &r'

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 l^ 2n-' .Xef«vPe-u , or TV u/r'

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 1 

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
2 the Successors. The regular way of saying 'events after Alexander 1 would

be either T* M«T ' MXsfWbpov 9 which is the title given to Arrian's 

history of the Successors in Photius 1 epitome, or ~rk e/T* yiXt^v^P^ 

/JWy^ev/TV, and Suidas 1 words can easily be corrected to the latter. We 

have a model for this use of £TT< in Appian, speaking of Lysimachus:

fer ' V^jf^P <r«Xe*i«s2j , and this reading therefore
<0

3 meets the requirements of both sense and grammar.

The other evidence cannot be reconciled with Suidas. Diodorus 

describes Hieronymus as o -fr$ r£v SWSo^toV ci*Toj>/-<5 ~f*Yf *<$<*$ > 

Josephus calls him o r/jv nt^ FW *<WWuv ^uvv-f.^/^^^ , and 

Dionysius speaks of ^ ttpi TioV £/7V^oV6ov' fTp^^^^r^^ . 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: i'XX^ /r*vr* £5

/
; Strabo says that after 

the death of Alexander, f/j 7T\e/oiX T°uf 2

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 - T/v£5 <$' e?j TOU~ SWcfoyoc/^  } 7tJWJ'
/ f \ /v 5>voff K^Tf s't p&d)esv TVC <5"uV7~<<<^ <S<^ J ^ The word

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.9.1:

XIX.52.4,
i/

ttj /^oj -PJ} ^«nXc/xj.

We can infer nothing from these passages about Hieronymus 1 

title, however. Diodorus once speaks of C>( o/x.ocw-^-1 in the 

relevant sense, as a proper noun meaning 'the Successors'; but this is in 

the context of the 'Last Plans' (XVIII. 4.1), a notoriously controversial 

passage which can hardly be used to adduce anything about Hieronymus 1 

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 1 when he speaks of the Successors as a group, but it seems 

likely that the term already had this significance in his day. By the

second century, bi°t£ovcn. , along with <p<Ao and
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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

etc. and also that the orders were honorary and did not imply real office; 

and the term 'diadochi' - 'successors 1 - is scarcely intelligible in this 

context unless, at an earlier stage, it had been applied to Alexander's
o

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 to 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

9 
mercenaries settled in the Egyptian 'nomes', the 'katoikoi*. 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 to 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 letter. 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 1 , and it is possible that he has confused them with the Persian 

boys. Arrian clearly distinguishes the 30,000 Persian r/V/Ty ^^6Kcvmc 

from the half-oriental children who were left behind in Alexander's 

care when their fathers returned to Macedon. 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

12 is highly individual. 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 collectLve 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 applied the name

in retrospect. The evidence that these men were ever known colloquially

13 as 'epigoni' is extremely tenuous: 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 1 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 //£/>< XA^t^cru K^ rcoV /Wc^uv R^ '£-[nv&\/u>\f

in twenty-four books; and in describing Nymphis' history of Heraclea, Suidas 

uses also the phrase T^ Lirlt Tour <f/ri y&vcu^ , suggesting
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that his terminology for the whole period which he treated was sharply

14 
defined. Nymphis must have been born before 310 at the latest, and

died after Ptolemy Euergetes took the throne, probably in the 240 f 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, 

writing at approximately the same time. The relative order of 

writing is unknown, but we might assume that Hieronymus, the elder and 

more celebrated historian, gave Nymphis his inspiration. 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

/ "V f 
c>YQ\ und Gtnyovvt- sind fllr ihn (sc. Hieronymus) gesichert."

He compared also the case of Anaximenes, who divided his work into

ire.t.
I I ' J i I •>

The degree to which the parts of Anaximenes 1 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

18 
of his work separately. No book numbers are mentioned in our citations

of Hieronymus 1 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 1

20 
Antigonus Monophthalmus .

We should therefore interpret Suidas 1 evidence as a description 

of the contents of Hieronymus 1 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 1 dynasty and must have 

been peculiarly conscious of the continuity of history from one generation 

to another. Numphis 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 1 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 1 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

21 in which it was composed, cannot be recovered. There is some evidence

for an introductory section dealing with the history of Macedon down to

22 the time of Alexander's death: 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. Polybius, impressed by the prophecy of Demetrius of Phaleron, 

opened his history of the rise of Rome with reflections on the rise and 

fall of kingdoms and the cosmic workings of Tyche, and Hieronymus may
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have expressed some such sentiments as he traced the startling 

development of the Macedonian state and the conquest of Persia, and 

prepared his readers for the meteoric careers of the Diadochi: but 

this is naturally conjectural.

The point at which the main narrative began is certainly 

contained somewhere in the early chapters of Diodorus XVIII, because 

the numerous references back to the reign of Alexander in the early 

part of this book show that Diodorus' source is near to the beginning 

of his history and explaining what had gone before: Diodorus has therefore 

made a fresh start and has abandoned, as his main source, the author he 

used for Alexander in book XVII. Hieronymus fragment 3, which concerns 

events of summer 322, gives a terminus ante quern for the beginning, and 

since Diodorus draws on Hieronymus for the same events at XVIII.16.1-3, 

signs of Hieronymus 1 opening point are to be looked for in the first 

fifteen chapters of Diodorus XVIII.

One passage in this section stands out: this is the geographical 

survey of Asia at XVIII.5-6, a self-contained section which falls between 

the account of the Succession in chapters 2-4 and the narrative of Pithon's 

campaign against the Bactrian Greeks in ch.7, and which is clearly designed 

to stand as an introduction to events in Asia. It is closely linked to 

Diodorus 1 account of the Bactrian revolt, and its object, he states, is 

to make the narrative easier to follow by setting forth both the causes 

of the revolt and the disposition and character of the satrapies. It 

occurs in no other author, and has therefore sometimes been regarded as 

an interpolation by Diodorus from a subsidiary, possibly a non-literary 

source. The north-south division of Asia, which forms the main structure 

of the geography, recalls the scheme adopted by Eratosthenes, and there

is a coincidence at 6.1-2, in the description of India, with a passage

23 of Strabo which draws on Eratosthenes. However, the verbal resemblance
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between Diodorus and Strabo is not extensive nor especially remarkable, 

and the section on India in any case raises problems of its own, which 

are discussed below. As far as the scheme of the geography is concerned, 

we should consider the possibility that the horizontal division of Asia 

along the line of the Taurus-Caucasus did not in fact originate with 

Eratosthenes, but it was an idea at least implicit in the studies made

by Alexander's bematists, which were known to Eratosthenes and frequently

24 used by him. Diodorus' geography does not mention the 'sphragides 1

25 
which were a striking characteristic of Eratosthenes' own system. There

are, finally, positive grounds for dating the geography earlier than 

Eratosthenes, because it contains traces of the political conditions of 

the time of Alexander, which could not have appeared in a third century 

geographer presenting an up to date world picture.

The indications of the date were analysed in detail by Tarn, who 

described the geography as a political gazeteer of Alexander's empire, and

believed that it was based on a document compiled in the last year of

26 
Alexander's life. His arguments can be summarized as follows. The

gazeteer includes the Indian provinces and is therefore later than 

Alexander's return from India in 324. The Hyrcanian and Caspian seas are 

still two separate lakes; it is therefore earlier than the report made 

by Patrocles in c.280, which spoke of only one sea, and belongs to the 

brief period in the fourth century when Aristotle and Alexander knew the 

truth about the Caspian and the Aral. Chandragupta is apparently unknown; 

it is therefore earlier than Megasthenes. Porus is still alive; it is 

therefore earlier than 317. Media is still undivided, so it is earlier 

than the partition at Babylon when the fiction of an Armenian satrapy 

was abolished and never revived. It is earlier than the partition at 

Triparadeisos, however, because there are three instances of the verb

.<t/AA y&xr.Vai/ > signifying a temporary political arrangement known to
J J

have existed in 324-3, but which was terminated by the new political
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dispositions of 321. The gazeteer, Tarn concluded, can be dated precisely:
t

it was compiled between summer 324 and June 323, in the last year of 

Alexander's life.

The last two of these arguments are doubtful; but Tarn's general

27 
conclusion on the date must be accepted. The question then arises, how

Diodorus came by the document, if such it is. He had access, it. seems, to 

a certain amount of pseudo-documentary material purporting to date from the 

end of Alexander's life: the 'Will 1 of Alexander, and, in the opinion of 

many, the 'Last Plans' of Alexander belong to this category; and the 

gazeteer, like these, appears in no other source. However, we must, for 

two reasons, regard the gazeteer as respectable: it has no politically 

tendentious content, like the Will; and it is not 'thaumasion' , like the 

Last Plans. In addition, there are echoes of the thought and language 

of the gazeteer later in books XVIII and XIX which show that it must have 

come from Diodorus' main source. Thus at XIX. 17.3 the Pasitigris (here 

mistakenly called the Tigris) is described as flowing down from the 

mountains into the Erythraean Sea in a way which apparently applies the 

principle, set out in the gazeteer, that the rivers of Asia flow north 

and south from either side of the central mountain range: TbV

- pcs ftfcr* &«*«*. compare XVIII. 5. 3: tx^ote^ 3e 

Tborcur TbTr /cX^MXir/ TtoV TTo/^/uwv' T^ />us-£K £^OVT(*>/ ^rr/fi>o<no/rc)ur- .. o\ M^V 

K»tT«: 7W 3/l/SlJCO/. . . £Yioi ^'efr lAv K^Xou^£vAV' CTpc-&piv &l*WT7xV K*tt<(f)£po\Sr*l .

Again, at XVIII. 39. 6, in the list of the satrapal appointments made at 

Triparadeisos, we find the phrase ruV . . . TT>O y T-V otptcr&v /ce/tX^fi/coV (sc.

and under this category are included Cappadocia, Great 

Phrygia, Lycia, Caria, Lydia and Hellespontine Phrygia. In the gazeteer
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we are told that the satrapies are divided like the rivers, to north 

and south of the mountains: ouoicoj St -roL>-ro^ <)i£X»rMAilv<*>v

*\ M^ Im Tn 

/ </cTov

?,
/ ^* / I

TO/ </cTov esTp*H** <*** /er*i-.--r«v!koicix..- rd ^jfj f^yi *" 7

Diodorus himself is not responsible for this consistency in the 

geographical assumptions of his narrative, because Arrian's version 

of the partition at Triparadeisos agrees with Diodorus almost verbatim, 

and the final section of Arrian*s list is introduced with the words,

Too /oou O/'O'-'J >,f V y/ A

«.?/ tKxvoflt l7T£.rf)c<l>€V ^. r. \ . The view of Asia

presented to us in the gazeteer was therefore maintained consistently by

Hieronymus, the common historical aource of Arrian and Diodorus, and

28 
Hieronymus must be the source for the gazeteer itself.

We must next consider the nature and purpose of the excursus on 

Asia. Tarn showed that 7T«rV* >4<nW or o\^ ^W^ (as at XVIII. 5.1 and 2) 

in the latter part of the fourth century regularly meant the Persian empire 

which Alexander claimed to rule, i.e. a political rather than a geographical

entity, and he regarded the 'gazeteer 1 as primarily a list of political

29 
divisions rather than a geography. It is true that Diodorus concludes

the section with the words <*$ us/ oCV l>n' MX^v^.oou /<^7^7roXdM.o9£idWi< ^^.-.

' - --
Tb eokEcY T/OofToV yU£\/«| i^Lo^<< o< -xoo j-u.x &fl

but the def ink ion of the provinces as those which Alexander had conquered 

is Diodorus 1 own, since he is here attempting to link up the survey of Asia 

with the li£ of satrapal appointments made at Babylon which he has recorded 

in chapter 3. If it is political in nature, this is a singular sort of 

document. Alexander surely did not need to be reminded of the names and 

number of the provinces in his empire, and there is no correlate, such
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as a tribute quota or a military levy, which would indicate its purpose 

It might perhaps have been something like the list of tribute-paying

peoples which was drawn up for Darius, but in this case it has been

29 radically modified by Hieronymus. As it stands in Diodorus, it is

plainly intended just as a geographical aid. Diodorus describes it 

as a 'topothesia 1 which will make the narrative easier to follow

), and when he states in the introductory 

paragraph that he is going to set out ~nw (S^r/J^ir^^ov T^ ^zj/ 

he reveals something about the character of the original, for this promise is 

not fulfilled in the excursus itself: we must conclude, therefore, that 

Hieronymus had included precisely the details about the size and nature 

of the satrapies which Diodorus fails to give. When, in the later narrative 

of the campaigns of Asia, we hear occasionally of the climate of Persis or 

the fertility of the land of Media, we should perhaps suppose that 

Hieronymus here enlarged on general remarks he had made in his introductory 

survey of Asia. A further indication of the essentially geographical 

character of the excursus is the use of the term f lndike f at 6.1 and 6.3, 

meaning the land of India as a whole, in which various political units, 

such as the kingdoms of Taxiles and Porus, were contained. Tarn tried to 

understand f lndike f as referring to one of the Indian satrapies, but the 

text cannot be understood naturally in this way. Another general category 

which was perhaps included by Hieronymus was that of the Upper Satrapies: 

the expression is not, of course, unique to this part of Diodorus, and 

it is used in other authors; but it is a term which occurs frequently 

in the history of the Diadochi, and one for which Hieronymus 1 readers 

might have needed an explanation. Diodorus begins his account of the

Bactrian revolt in ch.7 with the words, Ol £' Iv

6*rp*irti/°tt? K*To(Ki&£\fTe$ £\ViveJ K-r\ . , suggesting that the 

geographical survey, which in a general way sets the scene for events in

Asia, had commented on the **<*> G^Tfl«ir£oa , as a guide to the
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narrative of the Bactrian revolt. The satrapy list of 321, which, as I 

have suggested, refers back to the Geography for the 'satrapies which 

face the north 1 , includes a category of *v<,o ,^^.Tf)^rrtj^( , and this
i

too may indicate that they had earlier been defined in the Geography. 

Hieronymus 1 main purpose in providing this excursus was, it seems, to be 

helpful, and though the word 'satrapy 1 is used everywhere (which may anyway 

be the fault of Diodorus), we should not take this term too literally 

and try to press Hieronymus' rather general geographical indications 

into a perfectly logical political scheme. The 'satrapy' of Armenia, 

and the undivided Media, for instance, may be mentioned simply as

geographical entities, to which Hieronymus knew he was going to allude

31 in the course of his narrative. He did not reproduce a list of the

satrapies of the empire, because some satrapies, like Farapomisadae, are 

missing, and, more importantly, some names are included which are not 

those of satrapies at all, like Lycaonia, Indike, Sittacine; possibly

Hieronymus also gave the names of the 'cities of the Greeks' which

32 Diodorus chooses to pass over. Again, an account of the different

climates was not relevant to a political survey, nor were the courses of 

the rivers of Asia. The real satrapy lists are those at XVIII.3 and 

XVIII.39.6, recording the political divisions of the empire at Babylon 

and at Triparadeisos. Naturally there is some coincidence between these 

and the excursus on Asia, because the names of geographical and political 

districts were often the same, and because in his geography Hieronymus 

wished, inter alia, to give some account of the satrapies as administrative 

districts; his survey, however, went far beyond the requirements of a 

political gazeteer. This excursus serves the function of the map which 

would be obligatory in a modern history of the Successors: most of Hieronymus' 

readers would be unfamiliar with the distant regions of Asia, and, by the 

time he wrote, only old men like Hieronymus himself would remember the
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anabasis of Eumenes and the campaigns of Antigonus. The remark in

the first person at 6.3, IK ^f- u^TLpou /u?'oour, <*-£ ' o^>
J j i J

seems to be Hieronymus 1 own, since 

Diodorus certainly made no such journey, and probably when he wrote 

the Geography, Hieronymus had in mind his own travels with Eumenes 

and Antigonus, described so viridly in Diodorus XVIII and XIX.

The idea that there is a documentary basis to the Geography 

should therefore be abandoned, and we need not suppose that Hieronymus 

relied on any source other than his own recollection. Hieronymus was 

careful to note, in the course of his narrative, changes in the 

administration of the satrapies, and the indications of a date before 

321 which Tarn noticed in the Geography show him deliberately describing 

the state of the provinces as it was at the time of the first events in

his history, avoiding political anachronisms and matching the administrative

33 set-up to his historical background. If, as I have suggested, the

'satrapy' of Armenia and the undivided Media are here treated as physical 

geography, we are not committed to a date earlier than the partition 

at Babylon; and once we see the excursus as a geographical aid of Hieronymus 1 

own composition, designed to accompany the narrative at least down to 

Ipsus, and in particular to set the scene for the first episode - the 

revolt in distant Bactria - it is only a short step to the conclusion 

that it was the introduction to the whole historical narrative. This 

suggestion was made by BrUckner, and Reuss also observed that "Den 

geographischen Abschnitt giebt Diodor hier, weil mit ihm seine neue
Q/

Quelle d.i. Hieronymos von Kardia einsetzte."

A geography, as a basic historical aid, was a natural way to 

open a history. Among Hieronymus 1 contemporaries, Hecataeus of Abdera

included a forrolised geography of Egypt in his work on the Egyptians,i~\

and Timaeus used probably his first five books for a fly>o/c*7Vfi"/cewj on
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oc
the geography and early legends of the West. These Hellenistic 

writers found their ultimate model in Herodotus, though it is 

possible that Timaeus, at any rate, was influenced by the arrangement 

which Ephorus had adopted: Ephorus 1 fourth and fifth books were taken 

up with a geographical introduction to Europe and Asia respectively, in which 

he rambled from place to place in perigetic style, discussing city 

foundations, details of topography such as rivers and harbours, and so on. 

A universal history demanded some account of geography: Polybius, too, 

included one such book (bk. XXXIV); and we find both Polybius and Diodorus 

stressing the importance of travel to the historian.

It is evident that Hieronymus 1 Gepgraphy does not correspond to the 

pattern of the typical Greek historical geography: it is a general survey 

of the districts of Asia, showing their physical relation to each other, 

rather than a detailed description of lands and peoples: a map rather
e,

than a perigesis. In particular, the east-west dividing line was a novelty: 

the old Ionian geographers, followed by Ephorus, -had divided the world into 

four parts, each occupied in its extremities by one of the famous barbarian 

peoples - Scythians to the north, Aethiopians to the south, Indians to 

the east, Celts to the west. The nearest parallels to the Hieronyman 

Geography are to be found in Roman, not Greek historians: we may compare 

the simple geographical indication given by Caesar at the beginning 

of the Gallic Wars - the product of a military mind, comparable in its 

clarity of scheme to Hieronymus 1 two-part division of Asia; or the 

brilliant opening to Tacitus 1 Histories, in which the historian sets 

forth in the space of eight chapters 'the condition of Rome, the armies 

and the provinces, the sources of discontent and the elements of power, 

in order that the reader may understand, not only the course and conclusion 

of events (often the product of chance) but the causes and the reasons. 1
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"Alert and unclogged, Tacitus moves from one end of the world to the 

other and returns quickly to Rome"; he is able to "plunge into the 

stream of events, stripped for action and unencumbered by the paraphernalia 

of explanation." With more cumbrous movement, but a similar design, we 

see Hieronymus setting the scene for his account of the struggle for 

power.

* * *

Before examining the question of Diodorus 1 sources in XVIII.1-4, 

something must be said about a section of the Geography which is almost 

certainly an interpolation, and as such, has a bearing on the controversy 

about Diodorus 1 method of composition in the early part of book XVIII. 

This is the description of India at 6.1-2, which refers in paragraph I
/ s

to a great river, thirty stades wide, rroTxi/uoj1 o A/a^/<rroc
!

To

The MSS of Diodorus gives no name to this river, but the grammatical 

oddity of o kfv-/<rroj <iV indicates that something has fallen out of the 

text at this point, and on the basis of a similar passage at Diod. II. 37.1, 

Fischer reads o o^o^SoVfuor f~~*YY')5 , -ittrro dv /c.-r. X . . Now,

when Tarn argued that Diod. XVIII. 5-6 is based on a gazeteer compiled 

in 324-3, he forged a powerful weapon which has been used regularly in 

arguments about the extent of Alexander's knowledge of Asia and about 

his final plans and objectives; and although Tarn himself made an exception 

of the description of India and finally regarded much of the passage as 

an interpolation, others, clinging to the premiss that Diodorus has here 

used a contemporary document, have pressed on to the conclusion that 

Alexander must have known about the Ganges, or have formulated the less 

ambitious theory that Alexander did not know about the Ganges but that

Hieronymus, through whom the 'gazeteer 1 was transmitted, learned of it

38 
during his campaigns in the upper satrapies with Eumenes.
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The question of Greek knowledge of the Ganges before Megasthenes 

is not, as such, my chief concern, and it seems in any case impossible 

to pronounce dogmatically on the problem of Alexander and the Ganges. 

The best source on Alexander, Arrian, does not mention the Ganges in

his main narrative - it is only named in Alexander's speech at the Hyp has is,

39 the authenticity of which has long been doubted - and leaving aside

the supposed allusion in Hieronymus' Geography, the case rests on no 

more than probabilities. Scha chermeyr and Hamilton point to the close 

cultural unity of northern India at this time, and to the fact that 

Alexander was only 200 miles from the nearest point of the Ganges when 

he reached the Hyp has is; and I follow the view that, on general 

considerations, it is more likely than not that he knew there was another 

large river system beyond that of the Indus, though the extent of his 

knowledge, likewise the precision with which his objectives were formed, 

can only be conjectured. However, since there is no firm evidence 

outside Diodorus XVIII. 6.1, the mention of the Ganges here is not above 

suspicion. We can prove nothing about the state of Hieronymus' knowledge 

of further India before Megasthenes; after Megasthenes, no doubt 

information was available to hinj but we cannot assume that he necessarily 

made use of it - the area of the Ganges lands cannot have figured largely 

in his history. A priori considerations apart, it can be shown that the 

whole section on India contains a number of oddities and fits badly into 

its context; in addition, it is reminiscent of Diodorus' treatment of 

India in earlier books; and for these reasons we should not, in any case, 

derive this section of the Geography from Hieronymus, but should regard 

it as Diodorus' interpolation.

Internally the passage is muddled and the directions unclear.

In particular the use of the word «Pi at 6.2 is vague, and the 

different parts of Indike are not defined. Furthermore, Indike is the
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only province which is awarded more than the briefest of comments - it 

occupies two out of the nine paragraphs in the whole excursus; it is 

also the only province to which Diodorus attaches a historical note; 

and the entire description differs in manner from the description of 

the other satrapies, except for Egypt, in that it goes beyond the merely 

factual. Media is very large, Mesopotamia lies between two rivers, 

Armenia, Lycaonia and Cappadocia have a very wintry climate, and so on; 

but Indike is /uew

and Egypt is 6-crv»<*7r&<x: 7TX<r^Iv ^/JKST^ K*<^ Tr/o
/ j I I

1 have suggested that Hieronymus 1 Geography was originally more 

detailed than the version Diodorus gives; and it might be argued that 

the remark about Egypt refers to the important role of this satrapy 

in the bargaining between the generals at Babylon: in all our sources 

Egypt is placed at the top of the list of satrapies, both at Babylon 

and at Triparadeisos. Nevertheless, it is surely not a coincidence 

that Egypt and India, the two countries singled out in this way in the 

Geography, are the two countries to which Diodorus had devoted the first 

two books of the Bibliotheke, treating comprehensively the history and 

legends and inhabitants of each, and giving a detailed account of

the great rivers which brought fertility and life to these lands. It
/ 

is from the account of the Indian rivers in book II that the word /. ̂ fflS

has been restored at Diod. XVIII. 6.1, and there are a number of 

similarities of a general kind between the Indian section of the Geography 

and the relevant passage of book II.

A third passage to be considered in this connection is Diodorus 

XVII*93.2, where Alexander learns from Phegeus that after a twelve 

day journey across a desert he will reach the Ganges, which is 32 stades 

wide and the deepest of all the Indian rivers; and here, as in book II and
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book XVIII, we are told that the east bank of the river is inhabited 

by the Gandaridae, who possess numerous war elephants, and on account 

of the elephants, Alexander fails to make a campaign against these

people. Diodorus 1 ultimate source here is usually accepted as Cleitarchus,

41 since the passage can be closely paralleled in Curtius; and his source

at 11.37 must be later than Cleitarchus, since he here has Alexander 

actually reaching the Ganges. At XVII I. 6.1, he has elements taken 

from both book II and book XVII: Alexander is deterred by the elephants 

and fails to attack the Gandaridae, as in book XVII, but the river is 

30 stades wide, as the Ganges is in book II, not 32 stades, as in book XVII , 

It seems very likely, therefore, that Diodorus is writing from memory in 

this section of the Geography , and that his details about India and 

Alexander's failure to conquer its further parts (irrelevant to the 

history of the Diadochi) are interpolated into the account based on 

Hieronymus .

If Diodorus is here thinking back to his earlier account of India, 

we may reconsider the restoration o ovroK^oyttfvof1 l~*YY"r]$ 

The river in question flows north-south, as do all the rivers in the 

southern sector of Asia according to the scheme followed in the Geography. 

Tarn objected that the Ganges cannot have been meant, since it flows 

west-east; nor can it be the other obvious candidate, the Indus, because 

although the Indus flows north-south, it is said in the next paragraph 

of the Geography to flow through the kingdoms of Taxiles and Porus, 

and was therefore not a boundary, as this river is supposed to be. He 

concluded that the river originally named here was the Sutlej , which 

Alexander had regarded as the eastern boundary of his empire. But pace 

Tarn, Diodorus says explicitly as II. 37. 4, that the Indus is the boundary 

of Indike: a o& ir* /TO

ryf iic. The reference at XVIII. 6. 2 is thus most
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naturally taken as a reference to the Indus, which was a geographical 

boundary, even if not a political one. The textual difficulty is most 

easily explained by haplography, Diodorus 1 text having been '/V^IKOV JTB 

O V<£oj, Htj-ifiToj- fcV /c.T.X. Thus the Ganges vanishes altogether. The 

Indus was apparently named twice in 6.2, and the repetition reinforces 

the impression that Diodorus has '.interpolated material of his own. The 

interpolation appears to run from y^sAsw A*.£y-*\o in 6.1 down 

to K-cr> TW &Jo*!iMov/W t7Ticj)0<vfgr*tt in 6.2. Whether it has usurped 

the place of information about India which Hieronymus gave, it is impossible 

to tell; but gramatically it can be excised altogether without involving

9alterations: fT/otoro - -, . £<ST/V 9/v<^iK'i in 6.1 can be followed
V *

directly by )cxd' o/ ^np^E. in 6.2; and if the text is pruned in

this way, the section on India is in proportion to the scale of the 

rest of the Geography.

Diodorus often could not resist the temptation to 'improve on 1 

his main source, and this passage is a good example of both method and 

motive in Diodoran interpolations. Firstly, Diodorus had a sense of the 

importance of India and Egypt as cradles of civilization, and he was 

anxious to remind the readers of book XVIII of his main treatment of these 

countries in books I and II. Lacking the modern device of the footnote, 

he was obliged to insert an equivalent note into the main text, and 

did so without great skill, leaving scars visible where the extraneous

material was grafted on. Secondly, he had written at length about both

43 India and Egypt in the course of his history of Alexander, and his

previous book was still fresh in his mind when he turned to Hieronymus 

and the history of the Successors: this consideration is of some 

importance a propos of the opening chapters of book XVIII.
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II   The Struggle for the Succession and Alexander's Last Plans 

We have seen that the Geography of Asia can be regarded as 

introductory to Hieronymus 1 main historical narrative, which took its 

starting point from the 'staseis 1 that broke out everywhere in the 

Greek world on Alexander's death. It must next be considered whether 

Diodorus was already using Hieronymus for his account of events in Babylon 

in chapters 2-4 of book XVIII. Our various accounts of the Succession 

show a fair degree of unanimity in the facts they relate, though they 

differ gratly in scale. This unanimity does not in itself show that 

Hieronymus is their common source: the versions of Diodorus, Arrian and 

the biographers are so abbreviated, and those of Curtius and Justin so 

overlaid with rhetoric and obviously later elaboration that it is 

difficult to find any marked characteristic which might identify the 

primary source or sources (for example, a bias in favour of one of 

those contending for power). There are some indications, nevertheless, that 

Hieronymus treated the Succession and that he was used by at least some of 

the later authors.

Plutarch and Nepos both allude briefly to events in Babylon in 

their biographies of Eumenes, and there must be a strong presumption

that each was here using the author who was his main historical source

44 for the rest of the Life. Plutarch underlines the part which Eumenes

played in reconciling the hostile factions of the Macedonians, and it 

might be expected that other authors using Hieronymus would emphasise the 

role of Eumenes. Diodorus, however, mentions the reconciliation without

f r f   y' ~\- *~* "*'
referring to Eumenes ( o< \/*tr>\t6 rvToi Tow yvdp^v' £/7E^6^v

a^Jroyj' 6ju.ovoo<5x.i XVIII.2.4), and prima facie this argues Hieronymus

45 as the source of the biographers but not of Diodorus. We may perhaps

appeal to the extreme compression of Diodorus 1 account: Curtius names 

Pasias of Thessaly and 'Damyllus 1 of Megalopolis as the envoys sent

by the cavalry to negotiate with the phalanx, and it is possible that



130.

46 Hieronymus mentioned several names, or more than one embassy. The

biographer would ignore everyone except Eumenes, in order to put his 

subject into high relief; Diodorus, writing general history, and 

perhaps not yet aware of the central position which Eumenes was to occupy 

in the early history of the Diadochi, disposed of the ambassadors as a 

group. However we account for this variant, it seems probable that 

Diodorus is drawing on Hieronymus by chapter 3, where he gives the list 

of satrapal appointments. Eumenes 1 satrapy is one of the few to which a 

a historical note is appended: it had not previously been conquered by 

Alexander; and this comment may be intended to enhance Eumenes 1 glory 

as the conqueror of Cappadocia (cf. Diod. XVIII.16). Furthermore, there 

seems to be a coincidence between this passage and Hieronymus fragment 3:

according to Appian, Hieronymus said that Alexander had not touched the

47 Cappadocians in his haste to press on against Darius. Brief and

colourless as it is otherwise, there are therefore reasons for thinking 

that Diodorus is already drawing on Hieronymus for his account of the 

Succession. His chronological organisation lends support to this idea. 

Schachermeyr has pointed out that Diodorus puts his narrative of the 

Succession under the archon year of Cephisodorus, i.e. July 323-322, 

which is wrong, since Alexander died on 10th June 323 and the mutiny 

and settlement took place during the next seven days. This strongly 

suggests that Diodorus 1 new start begins with the beginning of book XVIII, 

and that the change from book XVII to book XVIII corresponds with a 

change of source.

Hieronymus accordingly began where Ptolemy, as it seems, broke 

off. He analysed the disturbances which followed immediately upon 

Alexander's death and which produced the nominal successors of Alexander:
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Philip the idiot, and Roxane's unborn son. His account was more full 

and coherent than that of Diodorus; though whether it contained the 

sort of detail we find in Curtius is questionable. One item we know 

was given at length: this was the list of provinces and governors, which 

named the real heirs of Alexander. Almost certainly this was based on a 

contemporary document: Hieronymus lacked the skill of a Tacitus in organising 

and condensing his material, and would not risk incompleteness; hence 

the cumbrous device of a list of personalities and, separately, a 

geographical list, taking him from events within Babylon to events in 

the rest of the empire. Places and individuals are ranged before us for 

future reference: characterisation probably came later, because Diodorus 

formally introduces the Diadochi as each makes his appearance in the main 

narrative. The account of the 'stasis' in Babylon was thus introductory 

and forward-looking, focusing attention on the problem of succession to 

Alexander' s empire, which was the chief preoccupation of Hieronymus 1 

history: the contestants were lined up, the prize - the empire - set on 

display. All this is a prelude to the main action. When the satraps had 

taken up position in their satrapies, the narrative could begin to move

forward: *i. . _

/ 50Pithon was the first to act, characteristically: he was by nature

So we move into discussion of the 'staseis' outside Babylon and the 'aitiai*

of the Greek revolts.

It seems to me unlikely that Hieronymus burdened his already 

complex introduction wth irrelevant details about Alexander. Brief 

allusions to Alexander's lifetime were often necessary; the detailed 

discussion of the exiles' decree was strictly germane to his purpose in 

analysing the causes of the Lamian War. The Hypomnemata of Alexander, 

which occupy such a prominent place in the opening of Diodorus XVIII, are, 

on the contrary, a piece of clutter which a political historian would have
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avoided. The currently prevailing view on the Hypomnemata sees them 

as in some way connected with a plot of the generals at Babylon against 

the absent Craterus, hence as belonging to the history of the Successors 

rather than the history of Alexander. The story of Perdiccas bringing 

the Flans before the Macedonians and having them cancelled is not 

incredible, whether or not we interpret it in terms of a conspiracy theory;

but the description of the Plans themselves nevertheless remains untypical, 

so far as we can judge, of Hieronymus' style and method. A final solution 

to the controversy over the Last Plans may be impossible, but Hieronymus 1 

name appears so often in discussions of the problem that it seems necessary 

at least to estimate the weight of probabilities. The original arguments of 

Tarn, by which he tried to discredit the narrative leading up the 

Hypomnemata in Diodorus XVIII. 4 have by now mostly been refuted: chapters

1-4 can hardly be characterised as a 'patchwork 1 of sources, and many of

52 the oddities of Diodorus 1 account can be attributed to its compression.

Some exceptions still have to be admitted, however: the allusion to Alexander's 

bequest of his ring to Perdiccas (2.4) and the mention of Ammon as the 

destined burial place of Alexander's body, for different reasons stand 

out as additions to the central narrative, and cannot easily be explained 

away. It is no doubt true, as it is sometimes said, that there is nothing 

here which cannot come from Hieronymus, but this is not a compelling 

argument when we are admittedly in the realm of probabilities, and 

looking only for the coherent and credible. Tarn's instinct that there 

is something odd about the opening of Diodorus XVIII was, I believe, 

essentially sound; and there is a cumulative case for the interweaving 

of at any rate two sources.

Diodorus XVIII. 1 is a Diodoran proem of the same type as the 

proem to book XIX, which passes from a general maxim to the particular 

illustration: dying souls foreknow the future; this is shown in the case
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of Alexander of Macedon. Diodorus was not incapable of constructing

this simple opening device himself, and we need not look for specific

53 sources behind 1.1-3. 1.4 contains the dying words of Alexander:

X , ,\ ,
T/vi hv /«!

x YLvn

Arrian mentions Alexander's dying words among the things that are recorded 

by o\ oi , and these certainly included Cleitarchus, because the same 

story appears both in Curtius and at the end of Diodorus XVII. This is 

a 'logos' therefore; whether or not it had any truth in it, it made a 

suitable introduction to the yu«?v-wr\oi «fytu w'<fy of the Successors, 

and undoubtedly Diodorus is repeating it at the beginning of XVIII from 

the end of his previous book. The last two paragraphs of chapter I continue 

the theme of a prophecy fulfilled, and conclude with a statement of the 

scope of the book, such as we find in Diodorus' other book proems. The 

whole of chapter I is therefore a proem of Diodorus' own composition, in 

which we can clearly see him picking up a motif from Bk.XVII.

There is a strong presumption that the story of Alexander's ring 

is also repeated from book XVII, where it is given along with Alexander's 

dying prophecy. Nepos also mentions it, and since he draws on Hieronymus 

extensively. elsewhere, it is arguable that Hieronymus had given it. 

In Diodorus XVIII, however, it looks like an interpolation: it is appended 

in a relative clause which could be omitted without damage to the rest 

of the sentence, and, on the face of it, it is a 'footnote', like 

Diodorus' comment on Alexander in India at XVIII. 6. 1-2, designed to 

remind his reader of the main account of Alexander in book XVII.

A third instance of repetition from the Alexander historian 

may be suspected at XVIII. 3. 5, where Diodorus says that Arrhidaeus was 

appointed to supervise the arrangements for taking Alexander's body for 

burial at the sanctuary of Ammon in Egypt. Curtius records that it was 

Alexander's dying wish to be buried at Ammon, and he links this with the
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story of the ring and the dying prophecy: all three 'legomena' presumably 

come from the Cleitarchan vulgate. Diodorus, however, does not have 

the Ammon story along with its fellows in Bk. XVII, possibly because 

he was using a version of the vulgate different from that of Curtius; and 

the case is complicated by the fact that Justin, too*; says that the body was 

to go to Ammon, so that Diodorus 1 allusion to Ammon is not, it seems, a 

repetition from an earlier source, but it is a tradition about the 

Succession which was used by at least one other author. There is, 

however, a conflicting tradition, for we are told by Pausanias that the body 

of Alexander was supposed to go to Aegae in Macedon, and Arrian implies

that when it was taken to Egypt by Arrhidaeus in 321, it was taken from

58 Babylon against the orders of Perdiccas. Two associated problems are

raised by this conflict in the evidence: the question of historicity, and 

the question of the source. Badian has argued that the statement of 

Diodorus is authentic and derived from the main source of XVIII.2-4 

(i.e. Hieronymus), and he believes i can be reconciled with the 

information of Pausaniaa and Arrian. The kernel of his argument is, that 

to Perdiccas in 323, "Ptolemy was an ally, and the ruler of Macedon ... 

a potential enemy": therefore, since it was of the first importance to 

keep control of the dead king's body, it would have been unthinkable at 

this time to arrange for the burial to take place at Aegae, whereas Ammon 

would be both safe, and in accordance with the last wishes - as it was 

popularly believed - of Alexander. It took two years to prepare the 

funeral carriage, and by 321 the situation had changed: Ptolemy was now 

an enemy and Antipater a friend, therefore for a while Perdiccas wished 

the body to be buried at Aegae, not Ammon; hence Pausanias speaks of 

Aegae as the destination. But by the time the funeral cortege was ready 

for off, Perdiccas 1 alliance with Antipater had also collapsed, and now
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his only course was to keep the body under his own control in Babylon: 

hence, when Arrian relates Arrhidaeus 1 theft of the body, he does not 

say that he began by pretending to take it to Aegae, but simply that

he took it Z'TTO &*<gu\£vor against Perdiccas 1 will.ii *-*

As a historical reconstruction this is not very likely. Perdiccas 

and Ptolemy were obliged to strike a bargain in 323: Perdiccas was 

confirmed as chiliarch only by conceding to Ptolemy the important province 

of Egypt. This was a compromise, not an alliance, and there is no evidence 

that the two were on terms of mutual trust: on the contrary, Arrian 

explicitly says that at the time when the satrapies were distributed, 

Perdiccas urrorrroc £c TT^\/r-<c ^ \^ K<>& OCUTO^ u7fco7rr£c/eV. 

Given that possession of Alexander's body was of paramount importance to 

each who wfehed to be thought his heir, it is therefore extremely improbable
 

that Perdiccas should have acquiesced in sending' the body into the land of 

Ptolemy, a rival hardly less dangerous than Antipater and Craterus. It 

is perhaps wrong, in any case, to assume that the decision lay entirely 

with Perdiccas: what would have been the reaction of the Macedonian 

phalanx to the news that Ammon, not Aegae, the traditional burial place 

of the Macedonian kings, had been selected as the last resting place of 

the son of Philip? The same mood that had led the Macedonians to mutiny 

at the idea of a half-oriental king and to prefer even the idiot 

Arrhidaeus, so long as he were Philip's son, and which, according to 

Diodorus' story, led them to reject the extravagant projects planned 

by Alexander before his death, would surely have been inflamed anew 

at this suggestion.

In terms of historical probability, to which alone we can appeal, 

it is therefore most unlikely that Ammon should have been named as the 

destination of Alexander's body in 323. We do not know what conclusion 

was reached by the generals at Babylon on this matter, and it may be 

that they reached no agreement, and that the building of the elaborate
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funeral carriage was a way of putting off the contentious day of decision. 

The one thing that is certain is that, as a matter of historical fact, 

the body ended up in Egypt; and if we apply to the statement that it 

was meant to go to Egypt the simple test of 'cui bono? 1 , the conclusion 

is inescapable, that we are here dealing with Ptolemaic propaganda. 

Possibly the story about Ammon goes back to Ptolemy himself. 

We know that he actually buried the body at Memphis, and later transferred 

it to Alexandria, but he may have named Ammon as his ultimate destination 

in 321 in order to confer a semblance of legitimacy on the body-snatching, 

for Alexander's attitude to Ammon was of course well known. By leaving 

it temporarily at Memphis, for safe-keeping during the war with Perdiccas, 

he shrewdly avoided a final decision on the place of burial, and when the 

war was over, his unassailable position enabled him to put the body exactly 

where he wanted it, at Alexandria, the political centre of his kingdom. 

That the Ammon story was later used by his apologists in Alexandria 

seems certain, for it appears not only at Diod. XVIII.3.5, but also at 

XVIII.28.3, in a passage which contains a panegyric of Ptolemy and an 

allusion to Alexandria as the greatest city of the world, items which 

cannot come from Hieronymus. The remark about Alexandria is possibly a 

reminiscence of Diodorus 1 own description of Alexandria at XVII.52; the 

panegyric can only derive from an Alexandrian flatterer of the Ptolemies. 

This pro-Ptolemaic source has been recognised as such by most commentators; 

and since there is no compelling reason to accept the Ammon story on its 

own merits, it is a natural assumption that the references to Ammon, 

both at XVIII.28.3 and at XVIII.3.5, are taken from this source, which 

sought to justify Ptolemy's theft of the royal body by claiming that he had 

acted in accordance with the wishes of Alexander and the decision of the 

Diadochi. The 'logos' that Alexander expressed a last wish to be buried 

at Ammon evidently comes from the same or the same sort of source.
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At this point it is convenient to review the several strands 

which have appeared in the composition of the early part of Diodorus XVIII. 

Chapter I is Diodorus 1 own proem; chs. 2-3 and 4.7-8 are probably a 

condensed version of Hieronymus, because a sentence in ch.3.1 recalls 

Hieronymus F3. The Geography of Asia at XVIII.5-6 is mostly taken from 

Hieronymus; and with ch.7 the main Hieronyman narrative hegins. In at 

least three places Diodorus tries to link his history of the Diadochi 

with his history of Alexander, for we find reminiscences of Bk. XVII at 

XVIII.1.4 (Alexanders prophecy); at XVIII.2.4 (Perdiccas and Alexander's 

ring); at XVIII.6.1 (Alexander in India); at XVIII.6.3 (Egypt is the best 

satrapy); and possibly again at XVIII.28.3, the praise of Alexandria. 

These reminiscences of his own work by Diodorus are, of course, to be 

distinguished from the passages in which Hieronymus fills in the historical 

background to events such as the Lamian War: Diodorus intended the different 

parts of his work to be self-contained, as the proems to the individual 

books show, and sometimes made efforts of his own to outline the 

background. Besides allusions back to his previous book, Diodorus has 

also incorporated some material from a source which is not Hieronymus 

and which favoured Ptolemy: this we can see at XVIII.3.5, at XVIII.28.2ff., 

and again in parts of his account of Perdiccas 1 campaign against Ptolemy 

in Egypt, in which Ptolemy's personal prowess is written up in heroic

style.

Some further suggestions can now be made about the Ptolemaic material, 

It is not generally disputed that Diddorus 1 ultimate main source for Bk.XVII

is Cleitarchus, the Alexandrian historian who established the vulgate

62 
tradition on Alexander, and who is known to have flattered Ptolemy.

When Diodorus recapitulated passages from Bk. XVII, therefore, he still 

had his Cleitarchan source in mind. But the debt of book XVIII to the 

Alexander historian may go further than this. We do not know where
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Cleitarchus ended his history: it is cited as T\er>\ ^OuJ*',/d/*>vi or 7^
< 4 «

HXe£<*v£oou ; but on one view the history of Alexander ended not with 

his death but with his burial. Curtius, who also used the Cleitarchan 

tradition for the main part of his Alexander history, concludes it 

with an account of the Succession, and ends the whole work by relating 

how Ptolemy took the body to Memphis and later to Alexandria, "where 

every honour was paid to his memory and his name." Recently Schachermeyr 

has argued in detail that Curtius was still drawing on his Cleitarchan source 

for events after Alexander's death; and Badian has argued, independently 

of any considerations of source criticism, that Cleitarchus himself was 

in Babylon at the time of Alexander's death. If Cleitarchus took his 

history down to the burial of Alexander, there are clear implications 

for the problem of Diodorus' sources at the beginning of book XVIII. It 

appears that Diodorus, like Curtius, continued to draw on the vulgate 

tradition he had used for his book on Alexander, though to a more limited 

extent than Curtius; the turning point in history marked by Alexander's 

death was reflected in historiography, and the later authors had to 

take account of other histories which began with the Succession, chief 

among them that of Hieronymus. The overlap was not handled very successfully 

by Diodorus; he knew that he wanted to use Hieronymus later for his 

narrative of Eumenes and Antigonus, but may have found him a more difficult 

author at first than he had anticipated, and relapsed from time to time 

into the easy rhetoric of the alternative source. This may account for 

the extreme brevity of his account of events in Babylon, an episode which 

was carefully documented in Hieronymus, and altogether different from the 

lively narrative of Alexander in India to which Diodorus had become 

accustomed in the last part of Bk. XVII. Diodorus almost certainly did

not use Cleitarchus directly: his immediate source for Bk. XVII was

66 
possibly the work 'On Kings' by Timagenes of Alexandria. Timagenes,
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however, may have given an account of Ptolemy I directly after his

account of Alexander,since Ptolemy was the first of the Successors to

establish himself firmly in his domain. It is easier to understand the

heroic tone of Ptolemy's battle with Perdiccas at XVIII.34 and the

extravagant loyalty displayed in the eulogy of Ptolemy at XVIII.28, if

we suppose that the conclusion to Cleitarchus 1 history, in which Ptolemy,

victorious over his enemies, triumphantly asserted his claim to Egypt

and to Alexander's body, was elaborated by successive Ptolemaic

historians who wished to praise the founder of the dynasty; and that Diodorus,

himself an admirer of everything Egyptian, added the final touches.

The early part of Diodorus XVIII should therefore be characterised 

neither as 'patchwork' nor as the epitome of a single source. The most 

economic hypothesis, which still takes account of the oddities in the 

text, is that of two sources, the old and the new, forming a bridge passage 

between Bk.XVII and Bk. XVIII. For the first thirty-five chapters of 

his history of the Successors, Diodorus had difficulty in breaking away from 

his source for book XVII, and we find him not only looking over his 

shoulder to things he himself had written in the previous book, but 

still sometimes glancing at his old source, whose narrative was not

exhausted with the death of Alexander, and enriching the austere history

68 
of Hieronymus with supplements from the Alexander vulgate.

I regard the Last Plans as another instance of these vulgate 

supplements. No anachronism has been found which would disprove their 

authenticity, and other arguments have proved inconclusive, but the feeling 

of disbelief aroused on reading the Plans is not thereby dispelled. 

Two questions have never satisfactorily been answered: why do the Plans 

not mention the one project known to have been dear to Alexander just 

before he died, the circumnavigation of Arabia, but put in its place the 

incredible expedition against Carthage; and why are they unknown to Arrian?
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It is at least arguable that Arrian wrote the Anabasis after his history 

of the Successors, for which he used Hieronymus extensively; therefore, 

had the Plans been in Hieronymus, as many now seem to believe, he should 

not have been ignorant of Alexander's ultimate ambitions. These are 

old problems. The style of the Hypomnemata also gives grounds for 

suspicion. Diodorus 1 narrative in chs. 2 and 3 is concise and clear 

and confined to the facts; at 4.2 the train of thought suddenly becomes 

clumsy and long-winded, and in his specification of the Plans Diodorus 

becomes involved in parentheses and repetitions. The space taken up 

by the Plans is disproportionate to the rest of Diodorus 1 account of 

events in Babylon: they occupy four out of a total of seventeen paragraphs, 

although the projects themselves are of no relevance to the history of 

the Successors, and they are included at the expense of far more important 

items, notably, the earlier stages of the 'stasis 1 and settlement. The 

points Diodorus tries to stress are the expense, the magnitude and the

importance of the projects - T*§ ft \o<n #2 roo

.v A*.

The Hypomnemata are a 'thauma 1 , and as such they belong most naturally 

in vulgate writing. A comparable 'thauma 1 is Hephaestion 1 s pyre, described 

at XVII. 115, with emphasis on the great size and expense of the 

construction: here the ultimate source was certainly Cleitarchus, and 

the fact that the completion of the pyre is the first of the memoranda 

named possibly indicates a connection between the two passages.

A further oddity in Diodorus 1 description of the Plans is the 

way it has displaced other material and disrupted the order of the 

narrative. Our other authorities are unanimous in placing Perdiccas 1 

lustration of the army and tic execution of Meleager's following after 

the reconciliation of the phalanx and cavalry and before Perdiccas 1
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distribution of the satrapies. Diodorus 1 order of events is: 

reconciliation, distribution of the satrapies, Last Plans, execution of 

Meleager and company. It appears from Arrian's account that Me1eager 

was killed later than the other rebels (F1.4, 'not long afterwards'), and 

it is possible that Diodorus has condensed the order of events so as to 

have all the executions fall on this occasion. It remains a notable fact, 

nevertheless, that Diodorus is the only author who has the wrong order of 

events, and also the only author who has the Hypomnemata. The other 

major disruption is apparent in the narrative which introduces the Flans 

and which discusses Craterus' return to Europe. There is no obvious 

connection between Alexander's instructions to Craterus, as they are 

known to us from Arrian (VII. 12.4) and from a later passage of Diodorus 

(XVIII. 12.2), and the Hypomnemata of Alexander, except that both were

cancelled after Alexander died. Diodorus has made a clumsy attempt to

/ 
link the two items by the connective \°Lp , and has produced a non-

72 
sequitur which seems to indicate a change of source. An especial

indication that Diodorus has abandoned Hieronymus at this point are the 

words ToTf ai^So^ot^ Z&o^e K .r. \. : as we have seen, the 

word 'Diadochi* may have appeared in Hieronymus' title, but it is not 

his regular term for Alexander's generals. The allusion to Craterus in 

this context is most naturally explained in terms of what has gone before, 

rather than what follows, because Diodorus has failed to mention him in his 

satrapy list in ch.3. There were several stages to the settlement at 

Babylon, and Diodorus gives only the final arrangements. At the time 

of the compromise which ended the conflict between cavalry and phalanx, 

Craterus had been appointed 'prostates' of the empire, an office which 

remains mysterious, but which in any case seems to have been abandoned 

after the execution of the thirty rebels; and in the final settlement 

the nobj.es appear to have reverted to a much earlier plan, mentioned by
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Curtius, according to which Craterus was to share the administration of

Macedon and Greece with Antipater; this, at least, is the implication of

73 our best source, Arrian. Craterus' final instructions, therefore,

were to join Antipater in Macedon, instead of replacing him, as Alexander 

had ordered. The allusion to Alexander's orders at 4.1 must have been 

meant to explain this alteration, and recalls other references in the 

satrapy list to the situation in Alexander's lifetime: Eumenes' satrapy 

was not conquered by Alexander, but is to be conquered now; the eastern 

satrapies are to remain as they were under Alexander. The satrapy list 

in ch.3 is therefore the context to which the mention of Craterus 

properly belongs: Diodorus may have reserved his case for separate 

discussion because of its special complications: though it is also possible 

that he lost Craterus accidentally in ch.3 as a result of re-arranging 

the original order of the satrapy list.

There are other signs of a muddle at the junction between chs. 3 

and 4. At the end of ch.3, after giving Seleucus' appointment as 

hipparch, the MSS of Diodorus go on to mention the kingdoms of Taxiles 

and Porus, which have appeared earlier in the list. Editors usually 

adjust the text here, but it is at least arguable that the eastern 

satrapies were listed at this point in the original, and that Diodorus 

tried to get a more rational order by transposing them to an earlier 

position, but then absentmindedly started to repeat them in their 

proper place, at the end of the list. Whatever the explanation, 

there is a repetition in the text; and it is followed by the appointment 

of Arrhidaeus and the reference to Ammon, which should be attributed 

to Diodorus' Alexandrian source. At the beginning of ch.4 we return 

to Craterus, whom Diodorus has failed to mention earlier; and an 

association of ideas distracts him into a full-dress account of the Last 

Plans, in the course of which he includes the anomalous term 'Diadochi 1 .
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Finally in ch.4.7, we are offered more left-overs from the Hieronyman 

narrative in the account of the executions. Signs of confusion are 

unmistakeable, and are most easily explained on the assumption that 

Diodorus had more than one source to hand. The most economic hypothesis 

is that his supplementary source here is the Ptolemaic historian whom he 

used in his narrative of 321 and for the reference to Ammon at 3.5. The 

Plans themselves are not pro-Ptolemaic, but this is hardly a serious 

objection: it would be unreasonable to expect Cleitarchus, or whichever 

historian we are dealing with directly, to identify himself by flattering 

Ptolemy on every page of his history. The intention of their author was 

rather to describe 'thaumasia 1 , and this, equally, is a characteristic 

of the Cleitarchan tradition. The fact also that they are not obviously 

anachronistic points to an early Hellenistic author: a later writer 

fabricating the Plans could hardly have avoided some mistakes which would 

have given him away. Finally, it is a striking coincidence that, 

although the list of the Hypomnemata appears in no author but Diodorus, 

the most remarkable item in it, the western expedition, is known in a 

slightly different form to Curtius, the other author who drew extensively 

on the Cleitarchan tradition for his Alexander history.

It is apparent that for the opening part of his history of 

the Successors Diodorus had difficulty in controlling his material, and 

this was because he tried to combine his new source, Hieronymus, with a 

more colourful source which he had used for book XVII, and which was based 

ultimately on Cleitarchus 1 history of Alexander: the Last Plans were taken 

from the second source, likewise the references to Ammon as the burial 

place of Alexander, and other pro-Ptolemaic material. Hieronymus had

provided an account of the Succession, but it did not appeal to

78 Diodorus, who summarised it in less than three chapters. The problems

he must have encountered in making his abridgement are apparent when we
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consider the scale and complexity of Hieronymus 1 treatment of the 

earliest events in his history. To this and related questions I now 

turn.

Scale and Book Divisions

The scope of Hieronymus 1 history is known to us: it is 

usually accepted that he took it down to the death of Pyrrhus in 272, 

and from the death of Alexander to the death of Pyrrhus it covered a 

little more than fifty years. The scale on which it was written is not 

easy to estimate from Diodorus. Each of Diodorus books XVIII, XIX and XX

treats a period of less than ten years, as compared with twenty or thirty

79 years in most of the other historical books of the Bibliotheke:

this uneveness suggests that Hieronymus was either much more lengthy h> I^ !

than Diodorus 1 other historical sources, or more difficult to reduce. 

Diodorus also failed to make an even abridgement within the period 323-302,

preferring to treat some events in considerable detail and omit others

80 
altogether. The most noticeable omissions are Seleucus' activities

in India after 312, which are mentioned by other authors, and the

wars between Seleucus and Antigonus during the same period, known to us

81 from Babylonian documents. On the other hand, Diodorus frequently

describes in detail episodes which are only of marginal importance to 

the historical narrative: at XVIII.26 Alexander 1 s funeral bier is 

described at length, although Diodorus gives a very inadequate account of 

Perdiccas 1 campaign in Egypt in the following chapters; other examples 

include the ancient history of Thebes at XIX.53.4ff., the ritual death 

of the Indian princess at XIX.33ff., and the description of Nabataean 

Arabia at XIX.94ff.; the Hypomnemata of Alexander at XVIII.4 also show how 

unevenly Diodorus distributed his material. The same irregularity appears
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in book XX. It can be shown that there is a progressive change in 

scale in Diodorus 1 treatment of Greek and Asian affairs throughout the 

period 323-302: this can be attributed largely to his increasing interest

in the history of Agathocles, which begins in book XIX and which lessened

82 
his enthusiasm for his main theme. By book XX he is prepared to sacrifice

the whole of Hieronymus 1 account of Antigonus 1 war with Seleucus - an 

episode of military history which was not enlivened by Hieronymus 1 

personal observation - but devotes eighteen chapters to the dramatic 

events of the siege of Rhodes. For the brief passage where we can

compare him with the papyrus on the siege of Rhodes it is clear that

83 Diodorus has not omitted much of the substance of the original. He

seems to have picked out the * plums 1 in Hieronymus 1 work and transcribed 

them quite fully, while giving only a sketchy account, or none at all, 

of intervening events. It is possible that he reflects to some 

extent the way Hieronymus himself distributed his material, and that 

Hieronymus had given a fuller account of events in which he had been 

personally involved; but Diodorus 1 reason for preferring these 

sections may simply have been that they were the most lively. Diodorus 1 

evidence on this question is therefore rather ambiguous.

Arrian possibly gives a better idea of the scale of Hieronymus 1 

ordinary narrative. Fragments 1 and 9 of his History of the Successors, 

which are taken from the Photian epitome, are merely a survey of the 

contents. Fragment 10, however, the Vatican palimpsest, is a fragment 

of the original work. It deals with Eumenes 1 intrigues with Cleopatra 

at Sardis and Antigonus 1 attempt to ambush Eumenes, and we can see from 

the more complete parts of the fragment that the treatment was exhaustive. 

The same is true of the more recently discovered fragment of Arrian 

which describes Eumenes 1 duel with Neoptolemus. If all the events in 

Arrian 1 s history which Photius summarises were treated on this scale, it
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is not surprising that it took him ten books to cover only three years; 

and if the entire history of Hieronymus, covering more than fifty years, 

was in proportion, it would have filled some 170 books - a mighty work 

indeed, surpassing both Theopompus and 'huge Livy 1 . Works of this size, 

however, tended to arouse comment and inspire jokes (Dionysius 

'Skytobrachion 1 , Didymus 'Chalcenteros', 'Livius ingens 1 ), and since the 

authors who cite Hieronymus' history never comment on its length, it was 

probably not out of the ordinary. Mechanical calculations on the basis 

of an epitome are in any case unreliable. Arrian may have used other 

sources: in the Anabasis he supplemented Ptolemy with a variety of material, 

including another serious historian, Aristobulus; and though it seems 

clear that Hieronymus was the main ingredient of the Tat /UC7V .HXfJWvtyaov, 

the Hieronyman framework may have been filled out by a discriminating 

use of the lesser historians of the Successors, or of those histories
 

of Alexander which continued down to the year 321. Furthermore, Hieronymus 

probably did not give equal weight to all parts of his chosen period. 

The space devoted to Eumenes and the Antigonids was considerably greater 

than that accorded to the other Successors, and episodes in which the 

historian himself had played a part may have been especially detailed. We 

should also expect the History to concentrate around the great battles - 

Gabiene, Gaza, Ipsus - and the political landmarks - Triparadeisos, the 

Peace of 311 - with the narrative spread more thinly in between. One of 

the densest patches would be at the beginning of the history. Thucydides 

had spent his first book talking about prehistoric Greece, summarising 

the Pentacontaetia, discussing historiographical method; Polybius filled 

two books with preliminaries of the same kind. Xenophon's Hellenica 

was also more solid at its beginning: if we had only the first two books, 

we might suppose we had lost an exhaustive political analysis of the early
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fourth century. For a historian like Hieronymus, whose work covered 

such a vista of space and time and revolved around successive protagonists, 

starting off was not a simple matter. We have some indication of the 

things that preoccupied him in his opening books: a preface, no doubt; 

the earlier history of Macedon and the complexities of the Succession; 

satrapy lists and a Geography of Asia; then he needed to follow the 

various satraps to Bactria, Egypt, Thrace, Cappadocia, to discuss the 

of the Lamian War, and analyse the first major complex of the History, 

the 'koinopragia 1 which destroyed Perdiccas; finally all these strands 

had to be re-united at Triparadeisos. Initial explanations and then the 

ferment of activity which followed Alexander's death, may well have 

filled as much as ten books: we have seen that Diodorus was more than 

once nearly defeated by his new source in book XVIII, and deserted him 

for an easier historian. After 321, Hieronymus could settle down to the 

straightforward narrative of Eumenes 1 campaigns against Antigonus, and 

we can assume that from fcis point the History moved more rapidly. If we 

allow for the relatively concentrated character of the first few years, 

also for a number of geographical and 'archaeological 1 digressions, and 

for the speeches which, like nearly every ancient historian, he certainly 

included, we may suppose that Hieronymus 1 history was comparable in size 

to the histories of Polybius or of some of his third century contemporaries. 

Polybius treated the history of 84 years (220-146) in 40 books, including 

two books on the historical background, a book on geography and a book

on the Roman constitution. Ephorus had written thirty books, and seems

85 to have set the fashion for dividing histories into books. Timaeus

wrote thirty-three books, Phylarchus twenty-eight, Diyllos twenty-six,

86 
Psaon of Plataea thirty. Hellenistic histories were undoubtedly on

the long side, compared with the fifth century classics, and this may have 

been one reason why someone like Dionysius had little patience with them.
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Hieronymus' book divisions can sometimes be traced. His 

chronological framework was evidently based on the annual campaigning 

season, after the manner of Thucydides, for on ten occasions in Diodorus 1 

history of the Successors the turn of the year is marked by the mention 

of winter quarters. Dionysius claimed that this system proved so 

unsuccessful in Thucydides that no later historian adopted it: in order 

to follow events in each theatre of war during a single season Thucydides

had to chop up his narrative in a way which, in Dionysius 1 judgement,

87 
made it impossible to follow. But we can see from Dionysius 1

illustration (taken from Thucydides Bk.III) that he is exaggerating to 

prove his point; and the statement that no one imitated this system is 

also an exaggeration. Xenophon had used the annalistic plan of Thucydides 

in the early part of the Hellenica; and it is clear from Diodorus that 

Hieronymus was following the same model. The campaigning season of the 

Hellenistic period was considerably longer than that of classical times: 

Alexander showed that winter need be no deterrent to military action,

and the armies of the Diadochi did not go into winter quarters until

88 the late autumn. Accordingly, Hieronymus had the best part of a year

in which to record the alternate affairs of Asia and Greece, and his 

narrative may not have given the disjointed impression to which Dionysius 

took exception in tie case of Thucydides.

On the Thucydidean system, it was natural to end a book with 

the end of a year - Thucydides does this at the end of books 2, 3, 4 

and 5; and it is probable that Hieronymus often did the same. Where 

Diodorus changes to a supplementary source we may often suspect that he 

has come to the end of a book in his main source, and in several instances, 

a change of source coincides with the end of a year. At XVIII.2.56, the ^ 

year 322 closes with Antipater and Craterus postponing their winter 

campaign against the Aetolians and Perdiccas sending Eumenes to the
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Hellespont; in the next chapter, Diodorus launches into his description 

of Alexander's funeral carriage, which -may or may not come from Hieronymus, 

followed by the Ptolemaic version of the bringing of Alexander's body to 

Egypt, which certainly does not. At XIX.44.4, the year 317 ends with 

Eumenes* defeat at Paraetacene and the transfer of the wounded Hieronymus 

into the army of Antigonus - the end of an era in the personal history 

of Hieronymus: in chapter 44.4-5 we have a coincidence with a fragment 

of Duris, and chapter 45 contains a description of the flood at Rhodes, 

again not derived from Hieronymus. Diodorus 1 reasons for changing from 

one source to another are often puzzling: sometimes the motive seems to

be pious fervour or the desire to underline a point which he felt had been

89 insufficiently expressed by his main source; and at the beginning of book

XVIII his use of a pro-Ptolemaic source can perhaps be explained by his 

own interest in Egypt and the founding of the Ptolemaic dynasty. Practical 

considerations should not be overlooked, however: a natural break in the 

main author from whom he was working would encourage him to look at other 

accounts, some of which he would then incorporate into his history by way 

of an interlude, as at XIX.44.4ff. The end of a book also made an 

obvious stopping place when Diodorus wanted to turn to his parallel 

narrative of affairs in Sicily and Italy, and this is apparently what 

has happened at XIX.69.2 and XX.28.4 (winter 314-13 and 309-8). 

Most of the other references to winter quarters correspond with a

change from Asian to Greek affairs or vice versa, though in these cases

90 
it is uncertain how often the break marks a book ending. The events

at Triparadeisos undoubtedly concluded a book, perhaps the tenth of

the history, if Arrian was following Hieronymus closely. At Diod. XVIII.39.7,

Antipater departs from Triparadeisos and crosses back into Macedon with

the kings and army; at 40.1, Antigonus opens the year 320 with the

assembly of his troops from winter quarters to start the war against
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Eumenes; and Arrian's History of the Successors ended with Antipater f s

91 return to Europe. Finally, Diodorus concluded his own twentieth book

in the middle of winter 302 (references to winter quarters at XX.109.2, 

109.4, 111.3, 112.4, 113.5), with the promise that he will relate the 

battle of the kings in his following book; and there can be little doubt 

that here, too, he is following the structure of Hieronymus 1 work, and 

that Hieronymus made Ipsus the centre piece of his last book on the 

Diadochi.

The End of the History: Antigonus 1 Tears

The structure of Hieronymus 1 history down to the time of Ipsus 

is relatively clear. Babylon was to have been the capital of Alexander's 

world empire, and it was here that Hieronymus started, with Alexander's 

body a symbol of the unity of empire, lying in state within the palace, 

while outside the army mutinied and his generals divided up his lands. 

The division of the empire was the most important item in the sequence 

of events during the week which followed Alexander's death: we should 

give credit to Diodorus for seeing its significance and reproducing it 

in detail when he has omitted or abbreviated so much else, and he and 

Arrian seem to reflect the prominent position which the list had 

occupied in Hieronymus. Centrifugal forces were at work from the moment 

Alexander died, and, during the next twenty years, resolved his unwieldy 

kingdom into its component parts. Hieronymus' history of the Diadochi 

correspondingly moved from the centre outwards, following the generals 

from Babylon to Alexandria, Cassandria, and Antigonia, as the new 

political map took shape. The battle of Ipsus was the natural stopping 

place for the first part of the History. Here all the threads converged, 

and the vision of world empire, now embodied in Antigonus, was dealt its 

death blow.
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After Ipsus, the direction of the narrative seems to have 

changed. Our knowledge of Hieronymus 1 account of the Epigoni is severely 

circumscribed by the state of the evidence; but we have the impression 

that interest in Ptolemy and Seleucus diminished once they were established 

in their new domains, and that the growing power of Lysimachus, chief 

architect of the strategic victory at Ipsus, and the appearance of the 

new kings, Pyrrhus and Demetrius, now centred attention on the western 

empire. The geographical focus of the History of the Diadochi is 

implied in the survey of Asia with which it opened; this focus shifts from 

Asia to Europe as the eastern kingdoms consolidate, while the European 

territories are thrown into confusion by the death of Cassander; finally 

it narrows down to the struggle between Pyrrhus and Antgonus Gonatas. 

Macedon itself was the last major Hellenistic kingdom to settle under a 

single ruler, and Gonatas was the last of Alexander's 'heirs 1 : firmly 

established in Macedon, he formed the third member of the triumvirate who 

ruled the eastern Mediterranean, and completed Hieronymus' picture of the 

evolution of the new dynasties. The last event Hieronymus is known to have

recorded is the death of Pyrrhus at Argos in 272, and it seems likely that

92 this was the last episode in the History. With Pyrrhus' death, the last

serious threat to Antigonid Macedon was removed, and both historical and 

artistic considerations probably suggested this as a fitting conclusion. 

To the loyal servant of Antigonus' house it was a satisfactory denouement 

to the history of his times: before his death he had seen Demetrius' son 

as unchallenged ruler of the Macedonian homeland, and the wars of the 

Successors might be considered at an end.

With victory did not come complacency. Pausanias, citing 

Hieronymus as an authority for the last days of Pyrrhus, says that 

his account was written £j ^cowv ^Vr/voveu } an(j
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probably there was substance to this criticism. If Plutarch is 

using Hieronymus for the last chapters of his Life of Pyrrhus, it appears 

that Hieronymus omitted any allusion to Pyrrhus' victory over Gonatas 

in battle outside the walls of Argos: it was perhaps not easy to concede

that Pyrrhus, for all his posturing as a latter-day Achilles, might be

93 the equal of Gonatas in tactical skill. We must suspect the

suppression of facts which reflected unfavourably on his master. However, 

Hi|ronymus was far from representing Gonatas' eventual victory over Pyrrhus 

as the triumph of a great conqueror. The note on which he ended may be 

inferred from the chapters of Plutarch which describe Pyrrhus' fortuitous 

death in the street fighting at Argos and Antigonus' reaction when
*

Halcyoneus brought him the head of his enemy: "Antigonus, when he saw

and recognised the head, drove his son away, smiting him with his

staff and calling him barbarous; then, covering his face with his cloak,

he burst into tears, calling to mind Antigonus his grandfather and Demetrius

94 his father, who were examples in his own family of a reversal of fortune."

The victor weeping over the vanquished is a motif of Hellenistic 

historiography of which this is apparently the first instance. Antiochus 

wept over the rebel Achaeus; Scipio shed tears at the sight of burning 

Carthage; Octavian is said, however implausibly, to have wept at the

news of Antony's death. In the same spirit Scipio moralizes over the

95 cowardly Hasdrubal, and Aemilius Paulus over the downfall of Perseus.

To ponder, at such a moment, on the mutability of Fortune, showed a 

'proper Hellenistic sensibility'; and the scene in which Antigonus 

weeps over the dead Pyrrhus with thoughts of mortality would not call 

for especial comment, were it not, as it seems, the final cadence to 

Hieronymus' work, and as such, a striking anticipation of the conclusion 

to Polybius' history. Polybius took his work down to the year 146: the 

fall of Carthage removed Rome's last major enemy in the Mediterranean, and
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so ended the period of evolution from first state in Italy to mistress 

of a world empire, which Polybius had set himself to describe. The 

future was not his concern, but Scipio f s reaction as he watched the flames 

rise from Carthage put into perspective the history of Rome's rise to 

power, and the quotation from Iliad VI.448 re-expresses the prophecy

of Demetrius of Phaleron which had so impressed Polybius: one day Rome,

97 
too, would suffer the fate of Persia, Macedon and Carthage. Hieronymus

believed that when Antigonus wept he thought of his father and grandfather,

who had once been mightjr kings and had perished miserably; and the implication

is that in the moment of success he, like Scipio, looked forward gravely

to an unknown future. Antigonus 1 rebuke to Halcyoneus and his kind

treatment of Helenus suggest not only the clemency of the victor but

the superstitious prudence of a man who had learned not to trust the seeming

invulnerability of power.

Polubius never mentions Hieronymus in the surviving parts of his 

work, and it would be unwise to assume that he was imitating him - though 

this is not out of the question. The tears of Antigonus and the tears of 

Scipio may have their source merely in a common Hellenistic sentiment. 

It is at least a notable coincidence that the two major political histories 

of the Hellenistic period use this motif as a concluding statement. One 

can point to a common literary ancestor: in the last book of the Iliad 

Achilles is moved to tears by Priam asking for the body of Hector; and as

he weeps he thinks, like Antigonus, of his own father and the unhappy lot

98 
of men. The pathos of this celebrated passage lies not merely in the

magnanimity of the strong to the weak, but in the fact that Achilles is 

close to his own death: this lies outside the scope of the epic, but 

Thetis has reminded him, and even as he speaks to Priam, Achilles looks 

forward to his approaching fate. In each of these endings, then, we can 

trace a common way of thought about the end of war and the final value of



154.

the victor's achievement when set against the powers of fate or chance 

or time.

Hieronymus gave less prominence to the role of Tyche than Polybius, 

but he could not be uninfluenced by the idea of life's uncertainty and 

of the supreme power of Fortune which dominated Hellenistic popular 

philosophy. To a historian, Tyche presented herself on a grand scale, 

raising up kings and kingdoms and casting them down again: Demetrius
(

of Phaleron had expressed the idea of power succeeding power in his

treatise ntft^ ^ u/*l5   The optimistic mood of the days of Alexander

had been quenched in the seemingly interminable wars of the Diadochi, 

in which the outcome often appeared to be determined as much by chance 

as by virtue: Pyrrhus* death was a classic example, and there was no 

guarantee that Antigonus himself would not one day suffer a similar 

'peripeteia'. The aged Hieronymus, who could not prophesy the sequel 

to the events he had recorded, preferred, it seems, to end his work on a 

quiet and reflective note, demonstrating the becoming humility of the 

king in the hour of victory. As the envoi p to a history of this period,
 " l"   -^~ y

it is to be contrasted with two types which have been mentioned 

incidentally earlier in this chapter: the abrupt termination of Ptolemy's 

narrative of Alexander, which is to be inferred from Arrian; and, at the 

other extreme, the fanfare with which Diodorus' Alexandrian historian hailed 

the triumph of Ptolemy. Neither a military chronicle, nor a court history, 

Hieronymus' work shows the conscious design of an author who had perceived 

the real drama of events, and was able to give shape and sense to his complex 

narrative through his understanding of individual ambition on the one hand, 

and on the other, of the obstinate nature of events which persistently 

frustrates human endeavour.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER THREE

1. Kuester, Suidae Lexicon, Cambridge 1705 II p. 103 n.2.

2. Cf. ch.II p.

3. Appian Syr. I.I. Jacoby, RE Hieronymos col. 1547, suggested 

en' AAe&v&jKoj ^-i^i\^ tl*a : 'That which was done for Alexander's kingdom 1 . 

However, the use of £?T/ meaning 'for the sake of 1 seems to be 

exclusively Homeric: cf. Iliad XXI. 585, iro\\k T£rcJu$ir*a %\f^ tn> <*LTq : 

'many are the woes that shall be suffered for her 1 , i.e. Troy. Jacoby 

F.Gr.Hist. 154 suggests T«r ^H"' y\\s^v^p^>i rrpot-^B-t^r^ ; but see 

below, p. || Af- with n.17 for his later view.

4. Diod. XVIII. 42.1; Joseph c.Apion, 1.213; Dion. Hal. A.R. 1.5.4. Cf. 

Diod. XVIII. 50. 4, XIX. 44. 3, 100.1, where Hieronymus is described simply 

as 'the writer of the histories'.

5. Appian Praef. 10; Strabo XV p. 736; Diod. 1.3.3. Cf. also Suidas s.v. 

Hecataeus ; Hecataeus of Abdera lived Sfft T<Zv

6. Polyb. VIII. 12; IX. 29.

7. See S track Rh.Mus. LV (1900) pp,168ff. and 189f., with examples from 

papyri and inscriptions of the period 191-117 B.C.

8. For f somatophylakes' see Welles RC p. 368.

9. Arr. Anab. VII. 6.1, cf. VII. 8. 2. PSI_ VI.588.7; Wilcken UPZ XIV. 70.

10. Laqueur RE XVII s.v. Nymph is col. 1609.

11. Arr. Anab. VII. 12. 2.

12. H.Droysen RE VI. s.v. Epigonoi col. 68, says that Arrian has here

r \ ">o

misapplied the name; but Arrian 1 s explicit statement ooj cr 

r\\s%oe.r'$p6$' must be taken from Ptolemy.

13. Usener's theory that 'Epigones', father of Antigonus, mentioned 

in an epigram from Cnidus (Kaibel 781), is the 'Epigonos* Demetrius 

Poliorcetes, father of Antigonus Gonatas, has been definitely refuted by
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the discovery of an inscription from Miletus honouring the Cnidian /'

(Inschr. Milet. 138.73. For bibliography on this 

controversy see C.Habicht Gottmenschentum u.gr. StMdte, Mlinchen 1970, p. 79). 

'Epigonos' here is therefore a personal name. Holleaux suggested 

f7ro\ekf(7oV £n<yrova]v as a possible supplement to a decree from Telmessos 

of the year 240 B.C. (OGIS 55 line 22), referring it to Ptolemy the son of 

Lysimachus (BCH 28 p. 411; JHS 41 p. 183; cf. Hill, Klio 26 p. 229); but 

this has not gone unchallenged: see Bouche-Leclerq, Histoire des Lagides 

IV. 312; Kalinka, Tit.Asiae Min. II.1.4f. The reading of the fourth letter 

is very uncertain: it may be T or F or P

14. F.Gr.Hist. 432 Tl.

15. F.Gr.Hist. IIIB p. 259.

16. So Laqueur RE s.v. Nymphis col. 1608.

17. F.Gr.Hist. IIIB No ten p. 169 n.12 and n.14; F.Gr.Hist. 72 F3,4,15 etc.

18. F.Gr.Hist. 432 F17: Aelian mentions the ninth book of a work

] 7Tr& \£ /u«7 o V (i.e. Philadelphus) , which is usually identified 

with the (Ttp^ T^oV <£/n Kovw/ . If the numbering were Continuous 

throughout, we would expect a higher book number for events of the third 

century.

19. See T.S. Brown A.J.Phil. 1950 p. 141 with n.53 on the practice among 

ancient authors of bringing out their works in. instalments.

20. Wachsmuth Einleitung p. 581, wanted to combine the evidence of 

Diodorus and Josephus, to make Hieronymus 1 title c/sra/)!.^ r^oV ^x^o^-toy' 

&ci tirtvo^<^^» Most commentators have seen the work as consisting of 

two parts: cf. Susemihl I p. 562. (This does not, of course, imply that a 

long period of time elapsed between the publication of each part: see 

below, chJV p. £4-0 ). Recently Fontana, Le Lotte p. 257, has revived the 

idea, which goes back to Sevin, of an independent treatment of Pyrrhus. 

However, Dionysius mentions a work on the Epigoni in connection with
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Pyrrhus 1 western expedition, not a history of Pyrrhus; and Hieronymus 

seems, in any case, to have had little admiration for Pyrrhus: it would 

be astonishing if he had selected him as the subject of a historical 

biography in preference to either Antigonus Gonatas or Eumenes. Cf . the 

scepticism of O.MUller, Antigonus Monophthalmus und das Jahr der KBnige, 

Bonn 1974 p. 7 n.31.

21. On the origin of Tl see ch.I p. 7.

22. Cf . App. I p. ?.

" ~23. Diod. XVIII. 6.2, ^ \O,TJ^ -<ft "V *l ) ic^ . .. ?To rvy 

Strabo XV. 1.13 (690): c/l ̂ ^r«: ^'2<rr/ K*T<O;

24. See E.Thonke, Die Weltkarte des Eratosthenes und die FeldzUge 

Alexanders, Diss. Strasburg 1914, esp. pp.45-9, 52-4, 56.

25. Cf. Jacoby RE Hieronymos col. 1555-6. Sphragides: Strabo II.1.22; 

XI.12.5.

26. Tarn JHS XLIII (1923) p.93; Alex.Gt. II App.17.

27. Periphrasis with verbs like s~u«A/£x«V f-iV y/poc&a^ Tu^yx'v^tv'j I ' A.! i ' f A

etc. is so common among Greek writers of the late Hellenistic period 

that the three uses of erufafrxtvtAtf in this passage (XVIII.5.4, 6.2, 6.3) 

hardly call for special explanation. Palm (p.97f.) discussing Diodorus 1 

use of this verb, accepts a special category which he dignifies with the 

name 'chorographic 1 , and of which the three instances in question are

supposedly a paradigm; but it is more probable that Diodorus uses
/ 

here, as frequently, to avoid hiatus: the words ^oc^ and ^

presented especial problems in this respect. For Media, see below. Tarn f s 

general conclusion is reinforced by the demonstration of Bosworth , CQ 1974 

p.49f., that Diodorus uses the early Hellenistic nomenclature for the 

divisions of Syria, both in the f gazeteer f and elsewhere in books XVIII-XX, 

viz. 'Coele Syria 1 for the area from Egypt to Phoenicia, and ĉ  Jvu; ^^<< 

for the northern district next to Cilicia. This is in contrast to the
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usage of both Appian and Arrian, who describe the contemporary division 

of the Levant into three sectors from north to south.

28. Tarn art.cit. p.93 n.2; cf. The Greeks in Bactria and India p.153 n.l,

29. Cf. Herodotus III.89ff.

30. Cf. Diod. XIX.30.3, 21.3, etc.

31. Diod. XIX.23.3: Orontes is described as holding the 'satrapy 1 of 

Armenia in 317. Diod. XIX.20.2-3: Pithon's Media is described as 'the 

land of Media', tout court, a country famous for its

32. The corrupt /TVo *rn> TV^ i oij at XVIII.6.2 might contain a 

reminiscence of a lost sentence which included the word /T^^/T^M'

33. See Diod. XVIII.3 and XVIII.39.6ff. for the re-organization of 

the empire in 323 and 321; cf. also XIX.48.1-5 (Antigonus reshuffles the 

satraps of Asia), and XIX.56.4.

34. Reuss Rh.Mus. LVII (1902) p.586 n.l.

35. On Hecataeus, see O.Murray JEA 51, 1970 p.!41ff.: Hecataeus showed 

little interest in serious geography, since he failed to mention Egypt's 

most striking physical feature, the Nile. For Timaeus, see Pearson, 

Yale Class. Stud. 24 (1975) p.185.

36. Syme, Tacitus p,146f.

\ c   /" \ I f }/37. Post reads JTOTVM-OC o I otvY^ , fcoa TO w8-or /u^'orof t^\s~ /c.rA-/ -> 91 / J ! J J i J
(adopted by Geer in the Loeb edition of Diodorus), which is based on Diod. 

XVII.93.2. On the latter passage, see below, p.f££/.

38. Tarn, JHS 1923 p.93ff: Alex.Gt. II App.14. Cf. E.Meyer, Klio XXI 

(1927) p.!83ff.; Schachermeyr, Natalie ium C.Jax Sept. obi. I, Innsbr.Beitr.z,

Kulturgeschichte 3 (1955) p.123 ff. = Griffith, Main Problems p.137 ff.; 

Hamilton Comm.Plut.Alex. p.171; Kienast, Historia XIV (1965) p.188.

39. Cf. Hampl, La Nouvelle Clio 6 (1954) p.!33ff.

40. Hamilton op.cit. p,170f.

41. Curtius IX.2.
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42. Diodorus' source is not Megasthenes, whom he uses for much of 

the Indian section on Bk.II, because Megasthenes gave the width of the 

Ganges as 100 stades: Strabo XV.702; cf. Arr.Ind. 4.7.

43. Diod. XVII.52 passim is an excursus written in Diodorus' own person 

on the city of Alexandria. He stresses the pre-eminence and wealth of 

Ptolemaic Egypt, as again at XVIII.6.3 and 28.3.

44. Plut.Eum, 3.1-2; Nep. Bum 2.1-5.

45. Cf. Tarn JHS 1921 p.8.

46. Damyllus is probably to be identified with Dam is of Megalopolis: 

cf. Diod. XVIII.71.2 and ch.IV p

47. See ch.II p. £lf. and App. I p. 1hx ff.

48. Schachermeyr, Alexander in Babylon, Wien 1970 p.114. For the date

on which Alexander died, Samuel, Ptolemaic Chronology, Mllnchen 1962 p.46f.

Cf. Curtius X.10.9: "Septimus dies erat, ex quo corpus regis iacebat in solio."

49. Heidelberg Epitome, F.Gr.Hist. 155, 3.

50. Cf. Diod. XIX.14.2.

51. See Badian HSCP 72 (1967) p.!83ff. This view is now accepted by 

Errington, JHS XC (1970) p.59 n.75, Schachermeyr, Alexander in Babylon p.187 

and Bosworth, C£ n.s. 21 (1971) p.!27ff.
v\

52. Tarn JHS 1921 p.4ff., Alex.Gt. II App.24. Schachermeyr, Die LetztePlinecU H 
Alexanders des Grossen, Jahreshefte des osterreLschen arch. Inst. 41 (1954)

s* 
p.llSff. = Griffith Main Problems p.322ff.

53. Contra M.Kunz, Zur Beurteilung der Proemien in Diodors historischer 

Bibliothek, Zurich 1935 p.89f. who conjectures a source like Posidonius.

54. Arr. Anab. VII.26.3; Curtius X.55; Diod. XVII.117.4; cf. Justin 

XII.15.6-8.

55. Cf. ch.IIn.A7.

56. Nep. Bum. 2.1.

57. Justin XIII.4.6. Justin has muddled Arrhidaeus the noble with
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Arrhidaeus the king, and has this notice in the wrong place.

58. Paus. 1.6.3; Arr.F9.25.

59. Badian art.cit. p.!87ff.

60. Arr. F1.5.

61. For the burial of Alexander, see Curtius X.10.20, Ps.-Callisth. III.34; 

cf. ch.II p.

62. Pearson Lost Histories p.217ff., restates Schwartz's view that 

Cleitarchus was the common source for Diodorus and Curtius on Alexander. 

Cleitarchus F.Gr.Hist. 137 F4 = Curtius IX.5.21: Cleitarchus said that 

Ptolemy saved Alexander's life in the city of the Malli; Arr.Anab.VII.il.8 

names Peucestas. Curtius IX.8.22ff. and Diod. XVII.103.6-8: Alexander 

is especially anxious for Ptolemy during his illness in India (cf. Strabo 

XV.2.7, 723). Cf. Jacoby RE s.v. Cleitarchus col.622-3; Pearson op.cit. p.214, 

For Cleitarchus as a native of Alexandria, cf. Philod. De Rhet. IV.1 col.xxi; 

Fraser, Ptol.&lex I p.496, II p.717, n.3.

63. F.Gr.Hist. 137 Fl,2,3 etc.

64. Curtius X.10.20.

65. Schachermeyr, Alexander in Babylon p.92ff. Badian PACA 8 (1965) p.Sff.

66. Kaerst Philologus LVI (1897) p.627ff.

67. Quintilian Inst.Or. X.I.75, mentions Timagenes after Cleitarchus

in the list of historians whose style he admires. Timagenes may, therefore,

have favoured a rhetorical style, like Cleitarchus.

68. Again at XIX.33 Diodorus looks back to his discussion of suttee among 

the Indians at XVII.91.2 (probably from Onesicritus via Cleitarchus: cf. 

Pearson Lost Histories p.225): the account of the /r«i)<«£or iro^o^ is
*J *

added to the historical account (from Hieronymus) of the death of Ceteus 1 

wife.

69. See G.Wirth Historia XIII (1964) p.209ff.
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71. Cf. Errington, art.cit. p.57 n.59.

72. Cf. Tarn JHS 1921 p.8.
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is more surprising, because Diodorus is otherwise very close to Arrian: 
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74. Rosen art.cit. p.47ff. analyses the diagrammata from which this list 

was compiled.

75. Ibid.

76. It is not clear exactly where the main interpolation begins.

Possibly we should bracket only the section XVIII.4.4-6, leaving the

circumstantial account of Perdiccas presenting Alexander's papers to

the Macedonians: so Hampl. Stud.P.M.Robinson II 816 ff., Washington 1953 =

Griffith, Main Problems p.322 ff. The term £\*So^cn and the inappropriate

conjunction W/7 at 4.1 tend, however, to cast doubt on everything

that follows.

77. Curtius X.I.17-19.

78. I have confined the discussion to Diodorus. Hieronymus 1 account of 

the Succession was certainly used also by Arrian; but the extent to which 

our other sources derive from him remains highly uncertain. For detailed 

analysis (and widely differing conclusions, especially on the sources of 

Curtius), see Fontana Le Lotte p.lSlff.; Schachermeyr, Alexander in Babylon
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p.81ff.; Errington art.cit. pp.72-75.

79. Diod. XIII, however, covers only the ten year period 415-405. Cf. 

Biziere, Diodore XIX, p.x, n.l.

80. Simpson Abbreviation of Hieronymus in Diodorus, A.J.Phil. 80 (1959)

p.370ff.

81 Seleucus in the east: Strabo XV.689; App.Syr. 44; Justin XV.4.

12ff. War between Antigonus and Seleucus: cf. Smith, Babylonian Historical

Texts p.124 ff., Olmstead CP 22 (1937) p.Iff.
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8S. Cf. ch.II p

84. Speeches of exhortation before a battle: XVIII.10.2 (Craterus at

the Hellespont); XIX.81.6 (Demetrius at Gaza); XIX.90.3-5 (Seleucus encourages

his companions on the return to Babylon). Diod. XIX.41.1, Antigen?s f

proclamation is in oratio recta: lEVJ re

/C£<^)WA £.T\. (cf. Plut. Bum XVI.4). Hieronymus iiay have recorded important

speeches on policy: XVIII.10.4 (debate at Athens); XVIII.36.6 (Ptolemy's
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by Fischer, Dindorf reads c>l/i6&au ); XVIII.63.4-5; XIX.25.5-7
"\ ^-" V- ({ ") rx *t \

Cf. also XIX.97.3ff, the speech of the Nabataean elder: clearly the method

here, and no doubt in many other cases, was to record irt/Ti ruw O^EA Mxocvrcov
' J ' 

i^ 6 to^iot. (It must be supposed that Diodorus included this speech, contrary

to his normal practice, because of its philosophical content).



163.
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(Theopompus 1 Philippica was probably the model).

86. F.Gr.Hist. 566 Tl; 73 Tl,3; 78 Tl; 81 Tl; cf. also Demetrius of 

Callatis F.Gr.Hist. 85 Tl (20 books).

87. Dion. Hal.De Thuc. 9 (1.337).
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94. Plut. Pyrrh. 34.4. This story, like the story of Pyrrhus 1 challenge 

to Antigonus (ibid. 31.1-2), is told also of Octavian in Plutarch's Life
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Antigonus. Tarn JRS XXI (1931) p.!79ff. argued that at the time of Actium 

Octavian deliberately imitated both Demetrius and Antigonus Gonatas: 

possibly the writers (Plutarch or his sources) who said that Octavian 

wept for Antony were enlarging on this theme.
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Walbank, HCP I.p.l9f.

97. Polybius and Demetrius of Phaleron: Polyb. XXIX.21.1-6. The motive 
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Oxford 1967, App. IV p.282ff., summarizing the various theories. The 
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Momigliano Alien Wisdom pp.22f.

98. Iliad XXIV.507ff.

99. F.Gr.Hist. 228 F39.
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CHAPTER FOUR 

THE HISTORIAN'S TRUTHFULNESS

'History is the prophetess of truth', so Diodorus grandly claimed. 

We can hardly share his faith. Oracles are usually ambiguous; and the 

assumption underlying Diodorus 1 Bibliotheke, of an uncritical trust in 

historical sources, is one that is opposed to all scientific historical 

method. Hieronymus dominated the historiography of a particular period 

much in the way that Thucydides did, and held a virtual monopoly on the 

later tradition; and because of the form in which his history has come 

down to us, it is especially hard to check it. The general tone of the 

history inspires confidence; but apparent precision and factuality can 

be misleading. Thucydides, for all the impression of dispassionate 

judgement which his work conveys, is nevertheless sometimes suspect; and

there is still more need for caution in the case of a historian who is lost

2 
to us in the original and who, even in antiquity, was accused of bias.

Wilamowitz, for example, certainly overstated the position in his

3 glowing appraisal of Hieronymus 1 truthfulness. Limited by the sources

available to him, and conditioned by pressures and prejudices of which he 

may be unaware, a historian even of the greatest integrity can only approach 

the truth obliquely. It is therefore the object of this chapter first to 

consider the general credibility of Hieronymus 1 narrative and his use of 

his sources; and second to examine the personal and political influences 

which may have coloured his interpretation of the period.

I. The Practice of c|<rTb,oi^  i

The credibility of Diodorus 1 account

A general consideration of Hieronymus 1 work leaves no doubt that 

he was on the whole, and by ancient standards, a very reliable reporter. 

Turning from Diodorus 1 history of Alexander in Bk. XVII to the account
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based on Hieronymus in Bks. XVIII-XX, the immediate impression is that 

one is at last in the hands of a serious and competent historian. The 

military narrative is excellent, and regularly supported by statistics; 

major political trends - the dissolution of the empire, the freedom 

movement among the Greeks - are described with understanding, 'aitiai* 

are analysed, documents are quoted; with few exceptions facts are 

related in a straightforward manner and the account is free from rhetorical 

and pathetic touches. Hieronymus seems to avoid the personal gossip and 

tedious moralising of Theopompus. He is not tempted to invoke the gods 

to explain the extraordinary: Tyche makes her appearance, inevitably 

in a Hellenistic historian, but her responsibilities are circumscribed. 

Account is taken of the religious superstition of others: Seleucus 1 

propaganda has its effects; Eumenes is said to have had success in

instituting the cult of Alexander; but the religious commitment of the

4 
author is not implied. Diodorus 1 source for the Diadochi stands in the

same relation to contemporary sensationalist writers, like Duris, as 

Ptolemy does to Cleitarchus: the sober account of the one corrects the 

literary excesses of the other. Here, then, is a historian who seems to 

approach the standards set by Thucydides, but met by so few of his 

successors, and whom the modern historian is predisposed to trust.

There are some areas of doubt, but these arise chiefly from the 

deficiencies of the secondary accounts or the brevity of citations. 

Several of the fragments of Hieronymus record disagreement with another 

author. This is not in itself an indication that his history was 

especially controversial, because it is in the nature of ancient citations 

that they are often given to support or disprove a disputed point. In 

two instances the disagreement is a serious matter, because Hieronymus 

apparently gave a version which cast a favourable light on his masters: 

I have discussed these cases separately and will return to them in a
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later part of this chapter. The other fragments in question deal with 

figures and measurements and here we may well prefer Hieronymus' 

statistics to the alternatives.

Diodorus 1 narrative based on Hieronymus raises two recurrent 

problems: chronology and statistics. The chronological difficulty 

arises from Diodorus 1 attempt to reconcile the Athenian archon year 

(i.e. summer - summer) with the winter to winter year used by Hieronymus, 

which was like the Julkn year - a constant problem in his Bibliotheke. 

The device which he adopted for the greater part of the Hieronyman narrative 

was to equate the archon year with the campaign year in which it began, so 

that the events of the first six months of the Julian year are regularly 

given under the wrong archon, namely, the one who actually took office 

that summer. In several instances Diodorus departed from this principle 

and created a deeper confusion: in the first half of book XVIII he is 

still undecided about his chronological system, and we lose two Athenian 

archons altogether (for the years 321-20 and 320-19): again a special 

solution is needed to account for his misdating of events which properly 

belong to the year 317; and the extreme compression in the years 313-311 

has led to uncertainty about the date of Polemaeus* arrival in Greece and
Q

the battle of Gaza. These chronological muddles are plainly the work

of Diodorus rather than his source: Hieronymus, as we have seen, used

the campaigning year, like Thucydides, as his chronological framework (extended

in Hieronymus 1 day to about ten months), and marked the end of each year by

a reference to the winter quarters of the armies, a system which did not

9 allow for the sott.. of mistakes we find in Diodorus.

Errors and inconsistencies in numbers likewise seem to have their 

origin in the carelessness of Diodorus. In general Hieronymus 1 figures 

have commanded especial respect: Beloch, one of his less admiring critics, 

stated that they were 'ganz vorzUglich 1 ; and they look particularly well
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by contrast with the exaggerated figures given by Dionysius for the 

losses in Pyrrhus 1 battles. The sort of difficulties which arise in 

the transmission may be illustrated in a few examples. Speaking of 

Eumenes' march to the upper satrapies Diodorus states that the River 

Tigris (i.e. the Pasitigris) flows for 700 stades from the mountains 

to the Erythraean Sea, and that it is a day's march from Susa at the point 

where it flows out from the mountains. In book XVII, he gives the

distances as 600 stades and four days march from Susa; and Curtius also

12 speaks of 'quartis castris*. The difference between 600 and 700 stades

is of little significance: Hieronymus and the Alexander historian may have 

calculated from different points. The one day's journey from Susa ( ^ 

^o^rfTW b£ov /j/^/7*j ) is wrong, however, and the four days of the 

Alexander historian is correct. That the mistake originates with 

Diodorus rather than Hieronymus is apparent when we compare the passage 

at XIX.18.1, where Antigonus makes the same journey from Susa to the 

Fasitigris:

V ' -,\x 'HfiV t
'I ' "i ' J s 

The plural fro pt4<<; and the imperfect ^vtytc^ovro show that

13 
the journey took several days. Another kind of mistake can be detected

in Diodorus' account of the battle dispositions at Faraetacene: the 

lists of separate units on each side do not match the totals given; and 

the same is true for the review of the satraps' forces at XIX.14.8. 

Whether the discrepancies here arise from Diodorus' carelessness, or 

whether the text is at fault, we can in each case assume the existence 

of a passage in Hieronymus which would have accounted for the missing 

numbers. Other differences are less easy to explain. Describing the 

settlement which concluded the Lamian War, Diodorus says that more than 

22,000 Athenians were disfranchised and emigrated to Thrace; but Plutarch 

in his Life of Phocion gives the number of the disfranchised as 'over 12,000'
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A recent study suggests that the total adult male citizen population in 

the later part of the fourth century was not more than about 20,000, and 

that Plutarch's figure is much nearer the truth. Again, it is doubtful 

what we should conclude about the 480 elephants which appear in the army 

of Seleucus at the end of Diodorus book XX. According to the terms of his 

treaty with Chandragupta, Seleucus had acquired 500 elephants from India; 

Plutarch mentions 400 elephants in Seleucus' army at Ipsus; Diodorus' 

480 accordingly has a specious precision. But none of these figures is 

actually credible: the largest fighting force of elephants otherwise 

known from the Hellenistic period is that of Antiochus III - 150 elephants 

collected in Bactria and India; at Paraetacene Eumenes had either 114 or 

125; 400 - 500 therefore seems much too large. Tarn demonstrated that 

'500' is a stereotyped expression in Indian literature at this period

meaning 'a great many', and decided (arbitrarily) that Seleucus really had

18 
150 elephants, like his successor Antiochus the Great. But Tarn does

not easily account for the figures 400 and 480 in Plutarch and Diodorus. 

It may be that at the end of his twentieth book Diodorus was looking 

ahead to a part of his work in which he used sources other than Hieronymus; 

and his 480 elephants may have intruded from such a source. Another 

possibility is that Chandragupta did indeed hand over a very large number 

of elephants, but that not all were fighting males: elephants at Apamea 

are mentioned in the context of the Syrian War of 277, and it may be

that this was a stud which Seleucus and Antiochus maintained to keep

19 up supplies. There can be no certain solution to problems of this

kind. Statistics in ancient texts, however, are peculiarly liable to 

corruption and misunderstanding, and the occasional discrepancies or 

exaggerations in the authors who derive from Hieronymus cannot be taken 

as a reflection of inaccuracies in the original.



169a.

Outside Evidence

The chief obstacle to a proper estimate of Hieronymus' factual 

accuracy is the absence of a continuous alternative tradition. A 

comparison of the surviving sources on the Diadochi is ultimately a 

comparison of Hieronymus with himself, and tends to reveal more about 

the accuracy of the epitomisers than about their common source. There is 

a notable exception, however, to the monopoly exercised by the Hieronyman 

tradition. This is the cuneiform text from Babylon which gives a synopsis 

of historical events between 321 and 307 from the Seleucid point of view. 

The chronicle was first published, with translation and commentary, by 

Sidney Smith in 1924: it appears to have been written in c.280, and Smith

conjectured that it might have been compiled for the use of Berossus in

20 his history of Babylon. The main interest of the text in the present

connection is the fact that it corresponds at many points with the 

account of the same period in Diodorus, thereby guaranteeing the reliability 

of Hieronymus in the part of his work which is best known to us. Under 

the year 321-320 there is a certain reference to the war of Perdiccas 

against Ptolemy and the murder of the regent by his troops, followed 

apparently by a reference to the assembly at Triparadeisos and the entry of 

the new satrap of Babylon, Seleucus, into his capital. The crossing of 

Antipater to Europe is mentioned, as in Diodorus and Arrian, and his 

illness and death. We have an account of the activities of Eumenes in 

Babylonia in the year 318-17; and on the reverse of the tablet, after a 

long break, the chronicle continues with the war between Antigonus and 

Seleucus after 312. The system of dating employed by the chronicler, 

who dates first by Philip Arrhidaeus and later by Alexander and finally 

by Seleucus, has proved exceptionally controversial, and the matter is 

scarcely penetrable to the non-specialist. It has become clear, however, 

since publication of the first edition, that the events recorded on
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the reverse belong to the period after the battle of Gaza, and not, as

21 Smith originally supposed, to the year 317-16 and following years.

This removes the major difficulties which Smith encountered in trying to 

reconcile the chronicle with Diodorus' account of 317-16.

There remains a problem in matching the Babylonian account of

22 Eumenes in Babylonia in 318-17 with the account of Diodorus. Under

this year (Philip's 7th), the chronicle refers to the 'royal troops', 

presumably the army of Eumenes, the new representative of the Kings in 

Asia, and to a capture of the 'palace' of Babylon; then Seleucus employs 

some stratagem involving a dam made of reeds; and the royal hanu corps 

are moved up: this must be an allusion to the Argyraspids. The year 

concludes with a bare mention of 'Antigonus the satrap'. This account 

bears some similarities to Diodorus' story of Seleucus breaking open a 

dam and flooding Eumenes' camp on the Tigris (XIX.13.2, cf. XVIII.73.4); 

but this he puts in spring 317 (XIX.12.1, Eumenes in winter quarters). 

Furthermore, Diodorus makes no mention of a capture of the citadel of 

Babylon. The most probable solution is that two different episodes are 

being related, as the different dates imply, and the fact that a 

stratagem employing a dam is used on each occasion is not surprising, 

given that the action takes place in Mesopotamia: Seleucus considers 

using this device yet again, according to the chronicle, after his return 

to Babylon in 312, when he is again trying to recapture the citadel 

(Reverse 7: cf. Diod. XIX.100.6). Diodorus has altogether omitted the 

earlier of the two episodes - the capture of Babylon by Eumenes in 

autumn 318 - and it is easy to understand how it has dropped out when 

we consider that this was the point of Diodorus' transition from Asian to 

Greek affairs (XVIII.73-74) and then from book XVIII to XIX: in book XIX 

he began his history of Agathocles, which from this point became 

increasingly interesting to him, and when he resumed the Eumenes 

narrative, he made a fresh start with the new campaigning season of 317.
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Perhaps Hieronymus had started a new book at this point. Before 

leaving Eumenes at the end of book XVIII, however, Diodorus had given a 

summary of some of his later activities: marching inland from Phoenicia
/

to the Upper Satrapies, he was attacked Treat . - -. TQ\S "TWw TTOT*^ 

by the local inhabitants; then in Babylonia, >T«</)X rov &>(fcoJiT' 

Seleucus flooded his camp, but Eumenes escaped by employing a counter 

stratagem. This summary may conceal an allusion to the operations 

at Babylon which are related in the cuneiform text. The flooding of 

Eumenes' camp, as described at length in Diodorus XIX, took place by 

the Tigris, not, as Diodorus here states, by the Euphrates. This is 

not the first time he has confused the two rivers of Mesopotamia: in 

book II he places Niniveh on the Euphrates (II.3.2). If we reverse 

the names at XVIII.73.3, we have first, operations on the Euphrates 

(? capture of Babylon, autumn 318), then the flooding episode on the Tigris 

(spring 317). This is the logical order, considering the direction of 

Eumenes 1 march, and would match the information given in the Babylonian 

chronicle. It may be not without significance that in spring 317 

Eumenes 1 troops repeatedly resisted the attempts of Seleucus and his 

party to detach them from their commander (XIX.12.2-3; 13.1-2): if at 

this moment Eumenes had a garrison in the citadel of Babylon, guarding 

his rear, it might well prove difficult to undermine the loyalty of his 

army.

Further correspondences with Diodorus are apparent on the reverse 

side of the chronicle. Seleucus 1 attempts to capture the citadel of 

Babylon, which are going on in the month of Ab (late summer) of 

Alexander IV 1 s 6th year (311-10), are the consequence of his return to 

Babylon the previous year after the battle of Gaza. Diodorus describes 

his return, and later Demetrius' capture of one of the citadels of Babylon: 

this must be the 'palace' which Seleucus is besieging in the chronicle.
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The alliance and friendship sworn in the month of Marcheswan (Reverse 10) 

must be an alliance made between Seleucus and the troops of Gutium (Reverse 

11), i.e. the Cossaei, who had proved fiercely hostile to Antigonus in 

the campaigns of 317 (cf. Diod. XIX.19), and now support Seleucus in his 

struggle against Antigonus. Momigliano argued convincingly that this 

alliance cannot be the Peace of 311: the other participants, Cassander,

Lysimachus and Ptolemy, are not mentioned, and the chronicler does not

24 seem to regard the treaty as an event of the first importance. If the

allusion is to a local treaty, it follows that the chronicle does not 

mention the great Peace of 311 at all (we are here at the very end of 

events of Alexander's 6th year), and this confirms the evidence of

Diodorus and of Antigonus' letter to the Scepsians, that Seleucus was not

25 included in the Peace, but was left to fight it out with Antigonus.

The chronicle goes on to relate the war between Antigonus and 

Seleucus which continued intermittently throughout the years 310-308.

Diodorus has nothing to say about these campaigns, and direct comparison
26 of the two texts is impossible after this point. It should be noted,

however, that the Babylonian account of Antigonus and Seleucus in 

general confirms the characterisation of these men which we find in the 

Greek tradition. Seleucus' popularity in his satrapy, and conversely, the 

brutality of Antigonus to the wretched Babylonians, is testified by the 

repeated references to burning and plundering during the period after 311, 

and to 'weeping and mourning in the land' (Reverse 26-29, 39-40). It 

is evident that it was Antigonus who was responsible for the destruction 

of Babylon, and not, as once thought., Seleucus himself, and that it was in

consequence of this devastation that Seleucus was forced to build a new

27 capital at Seleuceia. Twice in the chronicle we are told of specific

actions which must have won Seleucus popularity among the local inhabitants: 

in the year 319-18 he is engaged in lavish building activities (Obverse
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9-12); and during the war against Antigonus in 308-7 he is trying to 

supply his subjects with corn from Borsippa (Reverse 35-36). For 

Hieronymus, Antigonus 1 TO^^UT^^ was the chief cause of his 

downfall, and the contrast between this and the 'philanthropia 1 of 

men such as Ptolemy, Seleucus and Feucestas towards their subjects is 

implicit in all our Greek accounts of the Diadochi: the independent

statements of the Babylonian chronicler are a striking confirmation

28 
of one of the dominant themes in Hieronymus 1 history.

The cuneiform chronicle, representing a totally different 

tradition of history and historiography, is the only continuous text 

which can be brought into direct connection with Hieronymus 1 history; 

but although the latter ousted rival Greek literary accounts, the parallel 

evidence of Greek inscriptions and archaeology can be compared at certain 

points, and shows a general agreement with Hieronymus 1 narrative. There 

is naturally a limit to the non-literary evidence which can usefully be 

cited in his support, but some striking instances may be mentioned.

The majority, as is to be expected, are found in inscriptions. 

Antigonus Monophthalmus T letter to the Scepsians supports Diodorus 1 

account of the peace terms in 311; it also refers to earlier events in

Diodorus XIX and confirms Hieronymus 1 account of Antigonus 1 attitude

29 to the Greek states. A Milesian decree, which dates to 313 the

restoration of freedom, autonomy and democracy by Antigonus, similarly

refers to events mentioned by Diodorus: the liberation of Miletus,

he relates, was carried out by Antigonus 1 generals Medeius and Docimus in 313.

The Athenian decree of c.275 in honour of Phaedrus of Sphettus mentions

the naval war against Antigonus during 315-14, and shows that it was

Thymochares who commanded the Athenian fleet sent to help Cassander in

31 
313-12. Another Athenian decree, in honour of one of the companions

of Antigonus and Demetrius, and dating from the period 307-6 - 301-0 

refers to his services in connection with events at Lemnus of 314-13
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32 which Diodorus describes. An inscription from Aspendus refers to

Leonidas, the general sent by Ptolemy to subdue the cities of Cilicia

Trachea in 310-9, and to the mercenaries he stationed at Aspendus:

33 Leonidas' campaign is summarized at Diodorus XIX.19.3-4. Again, we have

a fragment of a Hellenistic inscription from Thebes, which supplements

34 
information given by Diodorus. The inscription lists a series of

donors, both individual kings and cities, who have made financial 

contributions to the city of Thebes. The order is apparently chronological, 

since the kings are not given pride of place at the top of the list, and 

the cities are from all parts of the Greek world. The occasion is clearly 

an extraordinary one, since the Thebans were generally disliked in 

antiquity, and it can only be the rebuilding of Thebes by Cassander in 

316, an enterprise to which many cities would subscribe for political 

reasons. The restoration of Thebes is described at Diodorus XIX.54.1, 

amd e 'many of the Greek cities 1 ( T<^r cAXov/ 

are said to have played a part, not only those from Greece itself, but 

also those from Italy and Sicily; the Athenians are specified by name. 

The stone which recorded the final list of contributors does not mention 

either the Athenians or any of the western Greeks; but this is because 

Diodorus (Hieronymus) has given only the first contributors, in and 

immediately after 316, and the first part of the inscription, where these 

would have been recorded, is missing. Written history and epigraphy 

therefore form a remarkable complement to one another in this instance.

Numismatic evidence similarly confirms parts of Diodorus' account. 

Describing the satrapal appointments made by Antigonus in 316, he 

records that the new satrap of Susiane was a native Persian called 'Aspisas', 

a name apparently equivalent in meaning to the Greek 'Philippos', and
oc

which occurs only here in Greek literature. It has turned up again, 

however, on an issue of the Asiatic Alexander coinage, evidently struck
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at Susa: the reverse bears the inscription ^]<r7rW<5rz>u , which must 

be the genitive of the Persian name Aspeisas; and the mention of this 

man in Diodorus allows us to date the coin between 316 and 312. 

Seleucus reduced Media and Susiane after his return to Babylon in 312, as

we know from a later passage of Diodorus, and it is not likely that Aspeisas

37 kept his satrapy after this time.

Another numismatic find, this time from the Peloponnese, can be 

linked with Diodorus' account of the mission of Aristodemus in 315:

71 ̂

7vX*rv/r«£.

'i

  He was to come to an arrangement

with Polyperchon and his son, and to hire mercenaries for the war against

Cassander. Some of the 1,000 talents brought by Aristodemus seem to have
hoard f m 39 

found their way into a small but well preserved coin/from Andritsaina.

The hoard contains a very large proportion of Asiatic issues (43, to 

30 European ones), all but one from before the death of Philip Arrhidaeus, 

and one Babylonian coin, in excellent condition, which represents an 

issue directly after Philip's death in late 317. The condition of this 

coin, the latest in the hoard, shows that it had seen little use, and, 

allowing time for its journey from Babylon to the western Peloponnese, it 

must have been buried within about a year after it was struck. Both 

the composition of the hoard and the date of its burial thus suggest that 

the Asiatic issues are to be identified as part of the money which 

Antigonus sent with Aristodemus.

Finally, two archaeological items may be mentioned. First, the 

military fortifications on Mount Salganeus, on the Boeotian mainland 

opposite Chalcis. Diodorus records that the diplomatic offensive led 

by Aristodemus was followed up by the sending of Ptolemaeus, one of 

Antigonus 1 nephews, at the head of a substantial military force: o 3e
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A recent study of Salganeus shows that it must have been Ptolemaeus 

who was responsible for much of the extensive fortification works across 

the peninsula, of which the remains are still visible, namely, the 

Antiforitis wall, which defended the plain of Salganeus against attacks

from inland Boeotia, and the fortress known as the Kastro, which commands

41 
the plain and the roads leading to Chalcis. During his three years as

Antigonus' chief commander in Greece Ptolemaeus showed the strategic 

importance of the Salganeus plain and of Chalcis, and Demetrius probably 

benefitffed from this experience when he successfully invaded Thessaly in 

304. Salganeus and its fortifications, it has been said, "still testify

to the energy and military skill which are so characteristic of the first

/ o 
members of the House of Antigonus. 11

One of Antigonus 1 first victims in his struggle for supremacy, 

Alcetas the brother of Perdiccas, has an equally impressive memorial. 

The largest and most magnificent of the rock tombs at Termessos in Pisidia, 

which is probably the earliest of the many tombs on this site, has long
/ 1

been identified as the tomb of Alcetas. It is rock-cut, like the 

Lycian tombs, but Greek in style, and the interior shows Macedonian features, 

notably the reliefs depicting a horseman and armour, and, above the kline 

at the back of the chamber, an eagle fighting a snake. The tomb "seems to 

reconcile many of the more decorative elements of Macedonian tombs with 

the Anatolian tradition of rock-cut facades and chambers." It provides 

graphic confirmation of the conclusion to Diodorus* story of Alcetas:

Antigonus maltreated the body of his enemy for three days and at last
i 

threw it out unburied - t^T^o^ • but the young men of Termessos,

maintaining their goodwill for the dead man, TO .... (sio/u*

lXv£ji\><.vTo R<c< X* \AfTo6oC t£s}dtjj6o<-v . This is the only tomb of a
j' j J /

companion of Alexander which can be identified with any certainty; and 

the tomb of Alexander himself has notoriously eluded all attempts at
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discovery - a fact which is symbolic of the mystery surrounding the 

great conqueror and the fantasies which most of his historians spun 

about him. The splendid tomb of Alcetas marks the pomp and solidity of 

the period of the Diadochi, and similar qualities seem to characterise 

the historiographical tradition: Alexander's Successors found a historian 

who was securely anchored in reality, and whose work can be Been to represent 

substantial facts.

Autopsy

The links between Diodorus 1 history and the archaeological evidence 

tend to inspire confidence in Hieronymus 1 accuracy/ but in the absence of 

a continuous alternative tradition an estimate of his reliability has to 

be based chiefly on the evidence which the surviving epitomes provide about

his methods of historical inquiry. The most important part of f historia^

47 
according to Polybius, is autopsy and practical experience. This was

a requirement which Hieronymus met as fully as any historian. The 

biographical testimonia show that for a large part of his account of 

Eumenes, Antigonus and the Epigoni he was his own best informant. The 

history of Eumenes is especially vivid in character: the description of

Eumenes 1 duel with Neoptolemus of conditions at the siege of Nora, and other
i

scenes of army life are clearly drawn from personal recollection. So also 

are his picture of the young Demetrius in the army assembly at Gaza, and 

a number of episodes dealing with Antigonus Monophthalmus , in which the 

historian seems to dwell chiefly on the weather: Hieronymus had unhappy

memories of being marched through rain, snow and sand by this relentless

48 task-master. Many small details also testify to Hieronymus 1 personal

observation. The depth of the Pasitigris is measured by the height of 

the elephants as they crossed: /&&BC 6t j&tr* k'^ov TO

49 vTW K.T.\ . We may compare Timaeus 1 method of measuring the

columns of the temple of Zeus at Acragas: after giving the actual
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dimensions, he brings home the vast size by remarking that a man

could without difficulty squeeze his body inside the fluting of the exterior

T 50 columns.

The splendour of Antigonus' army, as described in Plutarch's 

Eumenes , is apparently observed by someone in Eumenes 1 ranks: "The gleam 

of their golden armour flashed down from the heights as they marched along 

in close formation, and on the backs of the elephants the towers and purple 

trappings were seen, which was their array when going into battle." 

This might derive from Hieronymus' own memoirs. Passages of Diodorus 

written from this point of view probably have the same origin; for example,

the description of Antigonus 1 men swimming the river at the battle of

52 the Coprates. In Diodorus' description of Eumenes' journey through

Persis Hieronymus can be identified among the travellers who enjoyed

the scenery - £r<sT£ TOV^ Bdoijropcuvr^ K-£,r* ?n>X\^ 7~&/5^PcoJ £v£i *-/>', jit,\/ ro
r O

iTf>°j ^wfixi/env'; and the elaborate detail of his account of Peucestas' 

feast, particularly the measurements of the concentric rings formed by 

the ranks of the army, comes from someone who had taken part in it: 

Hieronymus must have been among those described as ch 2f" r*ff<.o$ <£<Xo< /a</
/ 54 

6io£T'\voi in the second circle. At Paraetacene, we have an observer's

description of the moments after the battle, when the armies stood by, 

expecting a further engagement: TJ$ 't? VO&TO^ ou«>^ ei}Q/y!ou

o

l^evoi^ • At Gabiene also, Hieronymus tried to express the 

sense of confusion accompanying a great battle: the armies were enveloped 

by dust kicked up by the horses' hooves from the salt plain, £f$TS AoS"*v*i
-7
O

The confusion of the conflict is a stock theme of most aneient battle 

descriptions. That in this case it is an authentic observation is shown 

by the immediate relevance of the salty terrain to the outcome of the

r r> / r- ^v> -7\ S f" / v f 56
' OAfVOU &i°t&Tn(A*LToC T"6 Yi VO H f VO V.
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battle: under cover of the dust screen Antigonus captured the 'aposkeue 1 

of his opponents. The Asian campaigns of 317-16 are very fully recorded 

by our sources relative to other events in the history of the Diadochi, 

and this may represent the distribution of Hieronymus 1 narrative: his 

diary for the years spent in Eumenes 1 service was particularly colourful 

and detailed. Another example is an incident recorded in the aftermath 

of the battle of Paraetacene, the ritual suicide of the Indian princess 

whose husband had died in battle; and in describing the reaction of 

the Greeks in the army, Hieronymus perhaps intended to express his own

'attitude: £v(Gi TOW <5\-i \r6oV ucoV To w^^oic u>^ w>

Again, we may suppose that the historian was among 

those who were called to witness Antigonus 1 public rebuke of those who

were slandering Pithon: To^roif K£v

Allusions to witnesses may sometimes have been included in order to 

guarantee the truth of a story: thus Eurydice's dying curse on Olympias 

is uttered 'in the presence of the servant 1 - /rwpovroy TOO 

The rather dramatic account of Eurydice's death probably derived from

court gossip, and Hieronymus no doubt wished to give weight to a story

59 which was hard to substantiate. The value which he placed on eye-witness

reports is perhaps shown again in the allusion to oiuToTrrodi who came

from Babylon to Athens with news of Alexander's death. Hieronymus 1 

direct allusions to himself also would have been intended to authenticate 

his history, like those of Thucydides, and of Ptolemy. Ptolemy was less 

emphatic in affirming that he had been present on Alexander's campaigns, 

because it was a fact which everyone knew: Hieronymus needed to remind his 

readers of his own status as the confidant of Eumenes and trusted servant 

of the Antigonids. This position brought its own hazards to the writing 

of truthful history, but it gave Hieronymus' account many of the virtues which 

we associate with Ptolemy's work: a clear, well-informed military narrative, 

knowledge of the plans and policies of the commanders, and an insight into
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the organisation and the changing conditions of the army.

Hieronymus' informants

In gathering information about wars and politics outside the range
 

of his own experience, Hieronymus had access to a large body of first-hand 

material, consisting of the statements not only of the Diadochi who were 

his friends, but of members of the whole entourage who surrounded them, 

both European and Iranian, military and civil. Inevitably most of this 

information was woven together in the history to form a complete account 

of any one episode, and only sometimes can we identify specific sources. 

Those who can be named with some degree of probability are men of 

Hieronymus 1 own rank, in the immediate retinue of Eumenes or the Antigonids, 

who could give him an account of campaigns or diplomatic missions in which 

they had taken a leading part, and who would wish their achievements to 

receive suitable commemoration in the official history of the times - as 

contemporaries might regard the writings of a Greek in Antigonus 1 service. 

I shall return to this category.

In addition, the mobile mercenary population of this period provided 

a channel through which detailed news of events in distant theatres of 

war might reach the ears of the historian, and the tendency for defeated 

armies to be absorbed into the ranks of the victor gave him a unique 

opportunity to hear versions of battles and campaigns from both sides: 

the classic example of a shift in military loyalties was the transfer of 

Eumenes T troops to Antigonus 1 camp in winter 317. Well aware of the new 

importance of the mercenary soldier in his role as the dynasts* instrument 

of victory, Hieronymus probably did 119t, however, regard soldiers as a 

first class source of information. The account of Thibron in Gyrene must

come from a mercenary source; the narrative of Perdiccas 1 war in Egypt

62 also may be derived from the reports of soldiers. Again, Diodorus 1
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military narrative of the Lamian War is written with a very clear 

understanding of the strategical issues involved: the disunity of the 

Greek allies, the importance of the cavalry arm, the state of Athenian 

financial and military preparation, the timing of Leosthenes' death and 

Craterus 1 arrival. The account of the actual fighting, as opposed to that 

of the settlement afterwards, is written from the Greek point of view; 

and the special praise given to the courage and prowess of Menon and the 

Thessalian cavalry suggests Thessalian informants: Plutarch, recounting 

the same events in his Life of Phocion, mentions the Thessalian contingent
go

only in passing. Menon of Pharsalus had a later claim to fame as 

the maternal grandfather of Pyrrhus; but his prominence in Diodorus as

architect of the Greek victories of 323-2 was probably underlined by

64 Thessalian survivors of the Lamian War who had served under his command.

An Athenian decree shows Athens receiving fifty Thessalian refugees after 

the battle of Crannon, who are to be allowed to live in Athens free of the 

metic tax until they can be restored to their homeland: Hieronymus was 

perhaps able to talk to some of these exiles when he came to Athens with 

Demetrius, before Demetrius 1 liberation of Thessaly.

Other examples of a soldier's view might be apparent if we had more 

of the narrative centred on Greece, Thrace and the West. In the existing 

accounts, however, a marked preference can be discerned for official 

sources: Hieronymus used documents, especially, when these were available,; 

and he must often have relied on the word of commanding officers in the 

service of his masters. Mithridates, the later king of Pontus, who claimed 

descent! from one of the seven Persians who slew the Magus, would have been 

a useful source of information on Persian historical background and 

especially on the affairs of Asia minor; Eumenes 1 position as satrap of 

Cappadocia gave Hieronymus an especial interest in northern Anatolia. 

Mithridates served in Eumenes 1 army (he must have been among the high-ranking
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Iranians in the innermost circle at Peucestas' feast), and after Gabiene 

transferred to Antigonus 1 camp along with Hieronymus and many others 

from Eumenes* staff: later, like Hieronymus, he became a companion of 

Demetrius. A more senior officer whose career followed the same 

pattern was Fhilippus, mentioned in the new fragment of Arrian as 

involved in the negotiations with Craterus' troops in 322, and we may 

suppose that he was Hieronymus* source for this episode. At Gabiene

Philippus is mentioned as commander of a reserve force of cavalry - a

68 
novel feature in the military history of this period; and after Eumenes'

 

death he served under Antigonus. It is probably the same man who 

appears as one of the four counsellors assigned to Demetrius in 314, 

"men advanced in years who had accompanied Alexander on his whole 

campaign", and who is still faithfully serving Antigonus in 302 - at a 

time when other officers were deserting him - as commander of the 

acropolis of Sard is: Qpi\nnro£ e5r r"u>v

T

Hieronymus' own heart, and undoubtedly he had especial personal grounds for 

underlining the role of a contemporary whose career had run parallel to 

his own. The other counsellors of Demetrius were also trusted veterans to 

whom Hieronymus could turn for funds of knowledge and experience: Nearchus 

of Crete, the friend and admiral of Alexander, who had served under 

Antigonus before Hieronymus joined him in 316, and had made his own 

contribution to the written history of Alexander's expedition; 

Andronicus of Olynthus, mentioned as Antigonus' general at the siege 

of Tyre in 315; Pithon son of Agenor, an expert on Indian affairs

after his many years as satrap of Lower India, and later Antigonus'

72 satrap in Babylon.

Other officers in the retinne?of Antigonus and Demetrius were 

less reliable. Pithon the bodyguard, later satrap of Media, probably

eiVo«v' TTV "><^ Tov TTE/r^rreoKon*: ^ This was a man after
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supplied Hieronymus with the account of Antigonus 1 disastrous crossing 

into Media in 317, representing that Antigonus 1 difficulties arose 

from neglect of Pithon's good advice, and that he, Pithon, had saved 

the situation. Pithon spent the winter of 317 preparing to revolt from 

Antigonus, and the former adherents of Eumenes, especially those like

Hieronymus who were lying on their sick beds, would certainly have been

73 subjected to his propaganda. Antigonus finally executed Pithon for being

too big for his boots, but seemingly not before he had exercised some 

influence on the new recruits. Pithon was a malcontent: he is described 

as K'voTncof and o£^X&<7< /toXoj" ; he had tried to establish a

private empire in the upper satrapies, and had been leader of thegroup

74 of officers who assassinated Perdiccas. His ambition was not satisfied

by the temporary regency he shared with Arrhidaeus after the removal of 

Perdiccas, and his ultimate aim, as it appears from the events of the 

winter after Gabiene, was to make himself ruler of Asia in Antigonus' 

place: Antigonus saw the danger that he might himself suffer the fate 

of Perdiccas. It is not unlikely that the hostile portrait of Perdiccas 

in Egypt, and the charge that he usurped the authority of the other

/ 'commanders  

derive (orally) from Pithon; and it is perhaps significant that Diodorus 

describes Pithon at this point in honorific terms: 0i&£voj - . . Twv 

'/lAe&orSpou XfccTf^Mfv/oP dx'AoaV «fr',«»f-7>f re ft*i do|>| . Whether he was also a
J j j -> i <-( cj

source for Hieronymus 1 account of the revolt of the Bactrian Greeks is 

not clear, as Diodorus is here very brief and an obvious slant to the 

narrative cannot be detected.

Docimus, the outlawed follower of Perdiccas and later general 

of Antigonus, was also a man who had a past to vindicate. At some 

time between 323 and 321 he was sent by Perdiccas to replace Archon 

as satrap of Babylon, and must have fallen under sentence of exile after
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Ferdiccas 1 death, since Babylonia was allotted to Seleucus in the 

partition at Triparadeisos. Docimus evidently offered no resistance 

to the new master of Babylon (the Babylonian chronicle on the Diadochi 

implies that Seleucus 1 entry was unopposed), but fled in good time to 

join At talus' party in Fisidia. In 319 the exiles did battle with 

Antigonus, and upon their defeat and capture, were imprisoned in a 

Phrygian stronghold. Two years later, according to Diodorus* account, 

the prisoners found an opportunity to overpower their guards, but before 

they had decided on their next course of action, reinforcements arrived 

from Antigonus and laid siege to the fortress. Docimus and one companion 

escaped by a secret route, and made their way to Antigonus' wife Stratonice, 

who was in the neighbourhood; and Docimus, it is said, was put under
y /

arrest and accorded no confidence - oo/c

his companion turned traitor and showed Antigonus' troops the secret way 

into the fortress. The improbability of this story is manifest when we 

consider Docimus' later career. In 313 Docimus reappears as Antigonus' 

general in the liberation of Miletus; and in 303, when he deserted Antigonus 

for Lysimachus, he was in a position to betray Synnada and some royal

treasuries. Three epigrams from 'the city of Docimus' show that it was he
% 

who founded the town of Docimeion in Phrygia, a centre for the export of

marble, and coins of the imperial period bear his portrait and the legend

78 2lGKiMo^_ _ an indication of his eventual power and fame. The

statement that he was distrusted cannot be accepted. Docimus' 

position under Antigonus was surely a reward for betraying his companions; 

but in giving his account to Hieronymus, at a time when he was one of 

Antigonus' senior commanders, he was careful to conceal the discreditable 

way in which he had saved his own skin. At talus and the other outlaws 

are praised for their To\M<< and e-J^&p/^ and

in resisting Antgonus' forces; it did Docimus no harm to dwell on the 

courageous last stand of his old associates when there was no longer any
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fear of contradiction.

Another man of distinction who may have influenced parts of 

Hieronymus 1 history was Medeius of Larissa, the companion of Alexander 

famous for his fatal drinking party. Like Docimus, he had been a

partisan of Perdiccas, but later turns up as Antigonus' admiral, and

80 
served also under Demetrius. In 313 he commanded the naval force

which acted with the land army of Docimus in liberating Miletus, and shortly

81 
afterwards attacked Gassender's fleet at Oreus in Euboea. Medeius

would have been one of Hieronymus 1 principal sources on these operations; 

likewise for the battle of Salamis, where he commanded the victorious
go

left wing of Demetrius 1 fleet. Medeius came from the great family 

of the Aleuadae of Thessaly, who had their seat at Larisa. Towards the

end of the fourth century he was voted honours both by the Athenians

83 
and by the town of Gonnoi, near to Larisa. In the same year Athens

honoured another Larisan, Oxythemis son of Hippostratus, who was possibly

Medeius' nephew, and son of the Hippostratus whom Antigonus appointed

84 
'strategos 1 of Media in 316-15. These Thessalian aristocrats, the

great men of their native towns, like Eumenes in Cardia, would all be 

known to Hieronymus. The honours given to Medeius and Oxythemis by the 

Athenians were the consequence of Demetrius 1 second visit to Athens: 

it was at this time that he conquered Thessaly (Diod. XX.110, Larisa 

is taken first, but kindly treated), and as Jacoby conjectured, it

was at this point in his history that Hieronymus included his archaeology

85 of Thessaly. Medeius, with his ancestral connections at Larisa and

his enormous prestige in 302 as the companion of Demetrius, now master of 

Larisa, would be able to facilitate Hieronymus 1 researches into Thessalian 

history, and it is possible that it was he who inspired and encouraged 

the idea of this excursus: the Aleuadae, after all, would play a prominent 

part in a history of Thessaly.
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Strabo cites the researches of Cyrsilus of Pharsalus and 

Medeius of Larisa, 'men who had campaigned with Alexander', for his 

'archaeologia' of Armenia: the eponymous settler of Armenia was a 

certain Armenos, who came from the town of Armenion in Thessaly between 

Pherae and Larisa; Armenian costume was really Thessalian costume, and 

the same went for their armour, which was also used by the Medes;

Armenian monuments called 'Jasonia* recalled the travels of the hero

86 
Jason; and so on. The patriotic pride of the Thessalians had been

fostered by the distinguished part they had played in Alexander's

expedition, and they maintained their role as the crack cavalry of

the Greek world after 323: the Thessalian force under Menon of Pharsalus

played the chief part on the Greek side in the Land an War; numerous

87 
Thessalians could be found in Egypt in the Ptolemaic army; and the

founder of the Hellenistic town at Ai Khanum on the Oxus in Bactria bore

88 
the Thessalian name Cineas. It was natural that Thessalian aristocrats

who found their traditional warrior virtues prized by the Macedonian 

princes of the fourth century, and who produced in Lysimachus a king of 

Macedon, should wish to ascribe Thessalian origins to some of the new

lands of the east which they had helped to conquer, and to link the resurgent

89 
glory of the Thessalians to their heroic past. Menon's daughter Phthia was

the mother of Pyrrhus, who boasted descent from both Achilles and Priam; 

and it may be supposed that his claims to a heroic ancestry were derived 

partly from the Thessalian side. The aetiologies invented by Medeius and 

Cyrsilus belong to a type of myth-making which flourished in the Hellenistic 

period and which was inspired by the need felt by the Greeks to bring the 

newly discovered lands of both east and west into connection with the 

familiar myths and legends of the old Greek world: the best example of

this process is the work of Timaeus, who explored the early history and

90 
legends of Italy and Sicily. Exactly in what way Hieronymus' archaeology
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of Thessaly may have served the interests of his Thessalian friends 

is not apparent in Strabo's brief citation; but it may be conjectured 

that it followed this characteristic Hellenistic pattern - as, no doubt, 

did his archaeology of Rome - and it is possible that he drew on the 

researches of Medeius himself and similar native productions.

In at least two other cases Hieronymus made use of material 

whose reliability appeared to be guaranteed by the signature of a famous 

man. For Pyrrhus 1 wars in the west we know that he drew on the 'royal

hypomnemata' which were either the actual memoirs of Pyrrhus or at least

91 an official record kept by ghost writers in Pyrrhus 1 chancellery.

It is clear from Plutarch's citation of Hieronymus in his Life of Pyrrhus 

that the Royal Memoirs gave him accurate information on the losses 

sustained by each side in Pyrrhus' battles against the Romans, and it may 

be supposed that they were equally helpful on other military d£ails: 

Hieronymus was perhaps able to construct his lucid account of the battle

3/ c fat Asculum in part from these records; and if the S-pycoV uirouv^u^r^

to which Pausanias refers are the same as Hieronymus 1 /C<<.s-iX</o< ifro u^KATX
* J U J

they mentioned the provenance of the elephants which Pyrrhus used at

92 Heraclea.

Hieronymus' choice of royal narrative documents was not always

so happy. Diodorus' account of Seleucus' return to Babylon is interesting

93 in this respect. Survivors of the expedition of 312 would have

remembered it vividly, and Hieronymus probably had an opportunity to talk 

to some of Seleucus' 800 companions; but the source to which he turned 

seemingly was not oral, but documentary. Diodorus ends his account of 

the return with the statement that Seleucus now wrote to Ptolemy and 

his other friends about his achievements, which had given him the stature 

of a king; and there is a strong presumption that a copy of this letter -
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the one sent to Cassander, which Hieronymus could have seen in the 

archives at Fella - is the basis of Diodorus* narrative in the previous 

chapters. This narrative contains clear traces of early Seleucid 

propaganda, in its emphasis on the popularity of Seleucus among his subjects 

and his 'philanthropia 1 , and especially in the reference to the prophecy 

of the oracle of Branchidae and to Seleucus' dream of Alexander. Hieronymus 

held no brief for the Seleucids: the extreme interest of the contemporary 

letter in which the founder of the dynasty set out his claims, apparently

led him to prefer it to any other evidence, and his editorial skill was

94 not up to expunging the royal bias.

The principles which Hieronymus followed in collecting and sifting 

his material were set out, we may assume, in a lost preface; and without 

an explicit statement about his method of composition it is difficult in 

some cases to see why he has preferred a particular account or whether 

he has been unduly credulous. We can at least see a tendency in practice 

to prefer official versions of events, and - a closely related practice - to 

follow the 'best 1 authorities in terms of rank and distinction. This was 

not an unnatural procedure, nor was it new: Herodotus had consulted 

Xc>v/of csvfrpfj 9 people who came from circles where knowledge 

might have been expected: "they were men from the ruling classes who not 

only cultivated the tradition of their own families, but, as leading men,

had a certain knowledge of the nature of the administration or the

95 history of the state." Thucydides, it seems, had, like everyone else,

fallen under the spell of Alcibiades* personality, and unconsciously

relayed Alcibiades 1 point of view on the events th which he had played a

96 
part. We have to make special allowance, however, for the rather

unusual position of Hieronymus and the extent of his personal contact

with many of his informants. There were the loyal friends whom he genuinely

trusted and admired: Philippus, for example, to judge by the allusions of
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Diodorus to his steady character. Then there were the grand personages 

who surrounded his masters, men of power and rank like Pithon, Docimus, 

Medeius, and numerous others who are mentioned only briefly in the 

literary sources: Phoenix, for example, the general of Antigonus who

deserted him in 302 for Lysimachus, possibly the same man as Phoenix of

97 Tenedos, who had formerly served under Eumenes; or another Greek,

Aristodemus of Miletus, the flatterer of Antigonus, who seems to have been 

employed chiefly as envoy and diplomat, and would have been a useful

source to Hieronymus for affairs in Greece between 315 and the revolt

98 of Polemaeus in 310; those too who are now known only from chance

epigraphical finds, such as Adeimantus, organiser of the new League

of Corinth, whom Robert has described as the second man in Greece after

99 Demetrius. The large number of personalities who are named in

Diodorus 1 history of the Diadochi is one of the distinctive features of 

the narrative, and one which in itself shows that Diodorus 1 source was a 

contemporary who stood at the centre of the events he recorded. These 

powerful men in the entourage of Antigonus and Demetrius were people 

with whom Hieronymus rubbed shoulders daily for a period of many years, 

and their influence on the tone of his history should not be under­ 

estimated. To question the statements of such individuals might be 

embarrassing at the time they were made, and to verify them difficult or 

impossible by the time Hieronymus came to write up the history. The lapse 

of time between the earliest events he recorded and the date at which he 

actually wrote is of considerable importance; for we must assume that 

during the course of his long career Hieronymus took notes on many 

conversations which could not be checked later, because those with whom 

they had originated, along with those who might have known otherwise, 

were no longer alive. It probably became progressively easier to compare 

accounts and estimate their value as he came to deal with more recent
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times, and there was therefore a difference between the way he composed

10O the earliest and the latest sections of the work. For the events

of the period before Ipsus, the part of the work best known to us, he 

was dependent on what were comparable to historical documents - his own 

notes of what was said and done forty years previously. The choice, then, 

was either to omit important episodes altogether if he suspected their 

partiality or accuracy - a purist's view which would virtually paralyse 

the historian's activity - or conscientiously to include the information 

as it had been given to him. The latter method, which was essentially 

that of Herodotus, was in some ways preferable to Thucydides' technique 

of concealing specific oral sources and trusting his own judgement to winnow 

out the truth: that was a practice we might expect to find increasingly 

in Hieronymus' history of the Epigoni, as sources became more plentiful. 

Whether or how often Hieronymus cited verbal authorities, and to what 

extent he ever expressed scepticism, we do not know. Stories which now 

seem unlikely may have been easy to believe at the time: £>r example, 

Pithon's account of Antigonus' generalship would seem confirmed subsequently 

by Hieronymus' own experience. We should also consider the probability 

that Hieronymus' ambitions as a historian underwent some evolution in 

the long period which elapsed between his earliest attempts to keep a 

record of his times and the ultimate composition of a grand work on the 

Diadochi and Epigoni. Perhaps as he convalesced from the traumas of the 

battle of Gabiene there came to Hieronymus the idea of writing a 

historical encomium on Eumenes; and it would have been at this time 

that he talked to Pithon, who was killed the same winter, and perhaps to 

Docimus, like himself a recent arrival in Antigonus 1 headquarters, if 

by a different route. The stories these men had to tell him, about the 

short-comings of Antigonus on the one hand, and on the other the last 

stand of Eumenes' fellow-exiles, would be congenial to such a project.
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Later, as his perspective on the period lengthened, Hieronymus may have 

begun to see the nature of his task in a different light: real f^ro/?»'x. 

called for a more critical attitude, and it had to be admitted that 

Fithon had always been a trouble-maker, a view which Monophthalmus would 

endorse, and that Hieronymus himself had been well treated by the latter. 

The belief that Eumenes could do no wrong was not one to be relinquished 

so easily, and Hieronymus 1 original interpretation of the history of 

his fellow-countryman probably remained largely unchanged.

Documents

A recent study identifies no less than 74 quotations of or 

references to documents in the accounts which derive from Hieronymus. 

They include treaties, city decrees, royal edicts, royal and personal 

letters. Some were paraphrased, some apparently quoted verbatim, like 

Alexander's exiles' decree, or Polyperchon's edict of 318; others which

are only mentioned or summarised in our sources would almost certainly

102 have been given in full by Hieronymus - the Peace of 311, for example.

The extensive use of documents is a characteristic feature of Diodorus 1 

history of the Diadochi, and Hieronymus 1 use of this type of evidence has

largely contributed to his reputation as a historian who followed a

103 scientific method. The idea that historiography was primarily an art

rather than a science dominated its evolution throughout the classical 

and Hellenistic periods, and there are signs that even Thucydides had 

doubts about the propriety of transcribing his written sources: of the 

sections of his work which include documentary material, book V possibly 

and book VIII certainly are unfinished, and it is arguable that in a

final revision he would have abandoned the documents and filled out the

104 work instead with political speeches. Hellenistic histories,

partly through Peripatetic influence, were much more liberal in citing 

decrees, letters, and other such material, but frequently the fashion
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led to the inclusion of spurious documents. Hieronymus seems to 

have been unusual in the pains he took to collect large quantities of 

authentic documentary material, He was not an author who made 

literary elegance his principal concern, and for the modern critic 

he is in this respect superior to historians with greater pretensions 

to style. It caused him no embarrassment to quote in extenso the long 

edicts and flowery epistles of the Hellenistic chancelleries, although 

in doing so he sealed the fate of his history: Dionysius* artistic 

sensibilities were outraged by a historical narrative which was not 

only devoid of the normal bromides of rhetoric, but regularly 

interrupted by indigestible chunks of foreign matter, that all too 

starkly declared itself to be tZ <f>^\i/uo\/.

Hieronymus had easy access to documents. It is not unlikely that 

he began his career as a 'grammateus 1 in the chancellery of Alexander 

or of Eumenes - though this is partly an inference from the frequency 

with which documents are mentioned in his work. As the friend of Eumenes, 

at any rate, he would have been able to inspect many of the state papers 

in the possession of Alexander's former secretary. This is often observed 

in connection with the debate on Alexander's 'Last Flans' and their 

possible transmission via Hieronymus; but many other papers of at least 

equal interest to the future historian lay in Eumenes 1 desk by summer 323. 

Alexander's chancellery had handled a whole range of business, from 

personal correspondence with individuals in Macedonia to diplomatic 

transactions with foreign powers; the reports of satraps and members of 

the military staff would have been kept here, together with copies of 

the letters and memoranda of Alexander himself; and in addition to its 

normal work, the Chancellery was given the task of collecting and organising 

all the scientific information gathered on the march through the east. 

The accumulated data on botany and other natural phenomena was later
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incorporated in the royal archives at Babylon (Theophrastus made use 

of it in his History of Plants), and probably much of the other paperwork 

of Alexander's lifetime was stored at Babylon and ultimately made 

available to scholars. This body of information on the military, 

civil, personal and scientific business of Alexander's reign, filed under 

the direction of Eumenes at the time when he was chief secretary, provided
 

Hieronymus with the whole background to the Macedonian conquests: from it 

we may suppose that he drew at least the documents relating to the opening 

episodes of his history, recording the administrative and military 

appointments made at Babylon and Triparadeisos. The correspondence 

of the department was kept in Attic Greek, though a number of papers 

must have come in which were written in Aramaic, the koine of the 

Achaemenid empire. Documents written 'in Syrian letters' are mentioned 

on more than one occasion in Diodorus /Hieronymus, and we hear that when 

Eumenes forged a latter to Feucestas in the name of Orontes of Armenia, he

made it appear authentic by writing £.oyj/o<j ***** <*"' 

but it may be doubted whether men of the rank of Eumenes and Hieronymus

would have learned the foreign language themselves. Arguing from the

fact that no interpreters are mentioned, one might, it has been said, "find

oneself believing that Alexander the Great spoke and understood some very

,   , ,,109 peculiar languages.

Documents connected with Eumenes and his later masters Hieronymus 

probably saw at the time they were drawn up or received: those which are 

mentioned in our sources are almost always concerned with Eumenes and 

Antigonus. He knew in detail, for example, the terms of the oath which 

Eumenes swore to Antigonus to secure his release from Nora, and the contents 

of the letters which passed between Eumenes and his correspondents in 

Macedonia. As Eumenes' personal assistant, he no doubt played a 

part in the drafting of some of these documents. However, Briant's
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suggestion, that the first letter of Polyperchon to Eumenes (Diod. XVIII. 

57.3-4) was a forgery drawn up by Eumenes with the connivance of 

Hieronymus, seems to me unlikely. In Bri ant's view, this letter, 

which offered Eumenes a co-regency with Polyperchon and hinted at an 

early return to Macedon for the Macedonian troops, was the deciding 

factor for Antigonus' officers in allowing Eumenes to leave Nora: the 

second (genuine) letter of Polyperchon (Diod. XVIII. 58. 1-4), which 

arrived after the escape from Nora, refers only to Eumenes' appointment 

as general in Asia. It is true that on another occasion Eumenes is 

said to have forged a letter, as from Orontes to Peucestas, and for 

reasons similar to those here suggested; another instance of sharp practice 

was the alteration of Eumenes 1 oath to Antigonus. In both cases, however, 

Hieronymus, so far from trying to conceal the deceit, actually paraded 

it as an illustration of Eumenes' cleverness. If Polyperchon' s first

letter had been a forgery, it ought to have qualified as a stratagem of

112 
the same type. The problem is in fact one of a more general nature,

because nearly all the documents connected with Eumenes demonstrate 

either his close links with the Argeads, or his high moral and military 

qualities. This is true not only of the correspondence of Eumenes with 

Olympias and Polyperchon, and the forged letter sent to Peucestas, 

but also of earlier transactions with Perdiccas and Antipater. In a 

letter of 322-1 Perdiccas ordered Neoptolemus and Alcetas to obey Eumenes 

a lot TS, Tnv Ova^To^'W R«^ cTi* TO v TM1 fn

Repying to the offer of alliance made by Antipater and Craterus in 321,

Eumenes said that he would always aid the injured party and would rather

113 lose his life than his honour. Again, if, as seems likely, the

analysis of Eumenes' political position set out at Diod. XVIII. 42. 1-2 

represents the substance of the message which Hieronymus' embassy took 

to Antipater at this time, Eumenes here also officially advertised 

himself as excelling in intelligence and loyalty. Rosen,in his
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discussion of the documents relating to Eumenes, while recognising 

that they contain elements which tend to enhance Eumenes 1 character, 

nevertheless regards such passages as authentic clauses in the documents. 

This seems highly questionable: Perdiccas, for example, would hardly have 

cited Eumenes 1 'strategia' and 'pistis 1 as reasons why Macedonian 

generals should subordinate themselves to his command. Such passages 

cannot be disassociated from the tone of eulogy with which Eumenes was 

consistently depicted by Hieronymus, and it would appear that the 

historian coloured his account of these transactions in shades flattering 

to his fellow-countryman. To estimate this matter properly, we would 

need to know whether he quoted the liters verbatim in each case (as Rosen 

seems to imply) , or whether he only paraphrased them, and this can 

hardly be decided from Diodorus 1 wording. These documents or, as 

it may be, pseudo-documents, belong to the early ecompmiastic section
A " l

of the history: there is, at any rate, no reason to suspect falsification 

in those which concern Antigonus and Demetrius and which belong to the more 

mature part of Hieronymus 1 work.

A third fund of documentary material to which Hieronymus had access 

was the archive at Fella. Diodorus refers to the Macedonian archives in 

connection with the murder of Demades: Antipater had at first been well 

disposed to Demades, but after the death of Perdiccas certain letters

were found ev ToTf /w<n\ i«o7r VT? ^/^M^sW , in which Demadeso J J " / j j

invited Perdiccas to cross into Europe against Antipater. Perdiccas 

had died suddenly, with no time to destroy dangerous correspondence, and 

Demades 1 letters must have passed with the rest of the former regent's 

paraphernalia into the care of Antipater at Triparadeisos; thence to 

Macedon and closer scrutiny. Here Hieronymus could have seen them at 

a later date. Many other documents of interest would be available to him 

at Pella; Seleucus 1 letter, for example, and copies of the treaties of 

311 and of the settlement after Ipsus. 118 There is some evidence for
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Macedonian royal records of a kind similar to the 'Memoirs' of Pyrrhus: 

Lucian in his Encomium of Demosthenes says that he once read the Journal 

of the Macedonian kings, which gave an account of Antipater's dealings

with Demosthenes: it gave him such pleasure, he reports, that he acquired

119 his own copy of the book. The authenticity of such a compilation is

suspect, however: that copies of an official journal of the early Hellenistic 

period would be on sale in Lucian's day, and that it should make 

'pleasurable reading' is most improbable, though a work of this kind might 

have been modelled ultimately on authentic documents. The existence of

'hypomnemata', perhaps not really to be distinguished from 'basilika

9
^ 

_ 
(? Gonatas) gave audience to foreign embassies, he used to brief himself

 j / 
beforehand from the 'hypomnemata' - £K Ttov/ <5fi~ouv*iyx.«dno/  

and find out who the envoys were, whether they had visited him before, and 

what their business was about. Then when the audience took place

everyone would be struck with admiration at the king's astonishing memory.

120 
(This is regarded as a 'stratagem")

Other writings of the same kind are mentioned. According to the

Suda, Antipater wrote a history of the lllyrian Wars of King Perdiccas,

121 
and published two volumes of his own correspondence. The latter, if

genuine, would have offered Hieronymus valuable material, and might have 

formed the basis of part of the 'Royal Memoirs' known to Lucian, which 

treated Antipater's relations with Demosthenes. Since the work is 

known only from a single reference, however, one cannot be confident 

that it was authentic. The common practice of writing, for pleasure or 

as a literary exercise, letters which were fathered on famous personages 

of the past, is best illustrated by the Alexander Romance, in which 

the correspondence between the king and his mother and other important
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122 people has been swelled out by suitable imitations. It became

fashionable to include apocryphal letters even in more reputable histories. 

Eupolemus, in his work 'On the Kings in Judaea', quoted the letters of 

Solomon to the rulers of Egypt and Tyre; and Bickerman has argued that 

the two letters which, according to Dionysius, were exchanged between 

Pyrrhus and Valerius Laevinus in 280 B.C. were theinvention of the early  #

Roman annalist Acilius, who wrote in Greek for a Greek audience, and

123 naturally followed the vogue of contemporary Greek historiography.

Rhetorical compositions like these are of course to be distinguished 

from forgeries which served some political end, like the letter forged by 

Eumenes. Antipater's letters - many, presumably, addressed to Alexander - 

might belong to the same genre as the spurious letters of the Alexander 

Romance. On the other hand, apocryphal correspondence and other 

supposedly autobiographical documents were able to gain currency 

in this period precisely because real ones flourished. The Memoirs of 

Pyrrhus must be regarded as genuine; and they are characteristic of 

contemporary political memoir writing. Aratus published memoirs in 

30 books, with the object, as it appears from Polybius and Plutarch, 

of exculpating himself and imputing blame to his enemies; Demetrius of

/  v - r ' 
Phaleron wrote a work H&/)< Tiy df/oxrer/*^ , which was evidently an

124 apologia for his ten year government of Athens. The distinction

between true autobiography and the official memoir was not a sharp one, 

and Antipater's letters (real or pseudonymous) belong to this class of 

writing.

The genre of memoir-writing was, as Misch observed, characteristic 

of a scientific age. Factual and unrhetorical reporting began with 

Ptolemy's account of Alexander's expedition, based on his own experiences. 

It continues with the histories of Hieronymus and of Polybius, both of 

whom tried to use original sources. The collection of factual historical
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terial was treated in at least one instance as an activity parallel to 

the collecting of botanical, geographical or aetiological data, which 

Aristotle and his followers pursued: Craterus, 'the Macedonian', probably 

the half-brother of Gonatas, published in at least nine books a collection 

of Athenen decrees dating mainly from the fifth century and described as 

T«wv V ./^A^ruW 125 . They were quoted verbatim, and a

commentary attached. Perhaps inspired by Craterus' work, Hieronymus 

bothered to take a copy of the Athenian version of Alexander's decree 

concerning the Greek exiles; he also recorded the decrees relating to

the Lamian War and the settlements imposed on the Athenians by Antipater

126 
and Cassander. In Athens the activities of the Peripatetic school and

of local historians like Philochorus created a climate which particularly 

encouraged research of this kind.

'Logoi' and 'Archaiologiai*

It remains to consider Hieronymus' methods in those parts of his 

work which discussed ethnography, geography, prehistory, or other matters 

of general interest. Later authors tended to find these sections more 

interesting than the political narrative, and Hieronymus is cited for a 

number of digressions on various topics. Some of these I have discussed 

in other contexts: I shall consider here the archaeologies of Thebes, 

Thessaly and Rome, and the excursus on Nabataean Arabia and the Asphalt Lake,

The archaeologia was a common Hellenistic form, used extensively 

by Timaeus and an important ingredient in ethnographical studies. The 

early Hellenistic ethnographers gave a systematic treatment to the 

archaeologia of a country, to its geography and inhabitants, its history, 

and its laws, customs, society and religion: with variations in the 

arrangement of topics, this is the pattern which we find first in 

Hecataeus of Abdera, and then following his example, in Megasthenes, 

Berossus and Manetho. It was a development from the less formal method
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127 followed by Herodotus in his excursuses. Archaeologiai in a political

history were naturally move limited in scope than those of the ethnographical 

works and were tied closely to the historical narrative: the purpose of 

Hieronymus 1 description of both Thessaly and Rome was apparently to 

introduce the enemy of his protagonist in that part of the history - 

Demetrius and Pyrrhus respectively. The technique of introducing an opponent 

by giving a sketch of his land and history is one which can be found 

everywhere in Herodotus; but the paradigm for a political historian like

Hieronymus would probably have been Thucydides 1 archaeologia of Sicily at the
128 

beginning of his sixth book; here Thucydides described, as a prelude

to the Athenian attack on Sicily, the size of the island, the earliest 

settlers, the non-Hellenistic peoples, and the numerous Greek foundations. 

Hieronymus 1 account of Thessaly apparently followed the same pattern: the 

plain of Thessaly and Magnesia, he stated, is 3,000 stades in circumference; 

it was first settled by Felasgians, but these were driven out by Lapiths; 

then comes a list of all the towns on the Felasgian plain; and the citation 

ends with some explanatory details about the eponymous founder of the 

town of Mops ion. Possibly he organised his description of Crete along

similar lines: we know only that he gave measurements of the island, and

129 the context is quite uncertain. Dionysius gives no details in citing

Hieronymus as the author of a Roman archaeologia, except that it was the

130 first of its kind and was merely an outline. It may be conjectured

however, that the purpose of the excursus was analogous to that of Thucydides 1 

excursus on Sicily, which prefaced the rash attack of the Athenians. 

Thucydides concludes his account of the island: l

>iv«.V ocoAv *ScVov' Oi non
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131
\ pyrrhus f invasion of Italy and Sicily
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offered a close parallel: the appeal of the Tar en tines, like the appeal

of Egesta to Athens, inflamed his passion for conquest - his 7f> 

the subject of frequent homilies in Plutarch's account - and despite 

counsels of restraint, he was unable to renounce his hopes of what he

J _ _ ̂  -w»Q/1 /^ s -\ .C /** r *"* ~" "™* ^ -^—V- — r> \ —-^ X . *- "^ Ssi. f-C^ LA ̂ ^ Ji , . '.*t._-/' iJ^

Six years were wasted in the vain attempt to combat the seemingly

133 inexhaustible reserves of Roman manpower. With varying degrees of

moral vehemence, all our sources agree in condemning the folly of Pyrrhus 1 

western expedition, and we may suppose that for Hieronymus it was the 

ultimate example of the excessive lust for power which had ruined many 

of the first generation of the Successors. What more effective introduction 

than to characterise Pyrrhus' dour opponents and outline the true magnitude 

of their resources? According to Pausanias, who may here be close to 

Hieronymus, the arrival of the Tarentines, appealing for assistance

against Rome's encroachments, at once led Pyrrhus to contemplate glorious

134 victory over the Trojan colony: this would be the natural point for

Hieronymus to usher in the Romans and explain, according to current beliefs, 

who they were and how ill-founded were the king's expectations.

If Hieronymus' descriptions of Thessaly and Rome were incidental 

background, modelled on Thucydides' Sikelika, the question arises, to 

what extent were they pieces of original research. Contemptuous of the 

meander ings of Herodotus, Thucydides did not waste his own time making

detailed inquiries about the Sicilian foundations: we know that he relied

135 heavily on the existing work of the local historian, Antiochus of Syracuse.
».

For his archaeologiai of Thebes and Thessaly Hieronymus was probably able 

to follow a similar procedure. Local histories of Thebes would certainly 

be available: 'Ktisis' literature had been in vogue since the time of 

Cadmus and Hellanicus, and it may be imagined that the new settlers of 

Thebes after 316 would be anxious to re-affirm the antiquity and prestige
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of the city. (A certain self-consciousness on the part of another

of Cassander's city foundations, Cassandreia, is suggested by the title

137 
of Lycophron's historical tragedy, 'Cassandreis 1 ). The foundation

legends of Thebes as recorded under the year 316 differ in certain 

details from the version he gives in book IV, where he was probably

using the mythographical compilation of Ps.-Appllodorus; and it differs

138 
also from the version in Herodotus. Diodorus may therefore have had

access via Hieronymus to an early Hellenistic version of the foundation, 

which was also one of the sources for Ps.-Apollodorus. The possibility 

that Hieronymus used written sources for his survey of early Thessalian 

history has been discussed earlier in this chapter: a literary as well 

as a personal connection with Demetrius 1 companion Medeius of Larisa, who 

wrote on Thessalian legends and colonisation, is not unlikely.

The archaeology of Rome was a different and altogether more ambitious 

venture, because Dionysius expressly states that it was the first proper 

Greek account of Rome (Hier. F13) . An extensive use of written sources 

was therefore ruled out, including, it seems, the Memoirs of Pyrrhus, 

since Dionysius, who knew about the Memoirs, does not mention them in 

this connection. The project demanded original research. Almost certainly 

Hieronymus did not travel in the West. He had access to two channels of 

detailed information: one through the survivors of Pyrrhus 1 campaigns; 

the other through Romans, Italians, or Italian Greeks settled in or 

visiting Greece. The second category comprised not only the Italian 

traders who are known to us from inscriptions of Chios and Rhodes, but 

people of some standing, like Volceius, a man who was given proxeny
*1 O f\

status by the Aetiolians c.263 and who called himself
j

Volceius 1 business is not known, but some of the Italians who could be met 

in Greece at this time may have been representing the commercial interests 

of Roman families. The crude prosopography which can be reconstructed 

for the middle Republic suggests, despite its limitations, that senatorial
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interest in overseas affairs was concentrated in a group of families, 

of which the principal were the Manlii, Fulvii, Postumii, Valerii and 

Sulpicii. These names, with the notable addition of the Claudii, are 

prominent in the Macedonian wars at the end of the third century: they 

can be traced back as far as the embassy allegedly sent to Athens in 454 

to contemplate the laws of Solon, and there is evidence that this group 

guided Rome's relations with the Hellenistic states from the last 

years of the fourth century. ° The exact nature of the 'Greek lobby 1 

in the Senate is uncertain, but directly or indirectly it must have been 

commercial: commercial relations between Greece and Italy had declined 

since the sixth century, but with the extension of Roman power over the 

Italian peninsula during the fourth century the more enterprising 

of the senatorial families began to look beyond Italy and perhaps to 

seek a market for the sale of agricultural produce from their estates. 

(The Lex Claudia of 218 tried to put a stop to senators engaging in trade). 

By the mid third century it must have been possible to encounter the 

representatives of these energetic and outward looking families in the 

major Greek ports, and Roman expansionists would perhaps be not unwilling 

to satisfy the curious about Roman history, in pride or as advertisement. 

There is said to have been diplomatic contact between Demetrius and Rome: 

Strabo relates that Demetrius sent an embassy to Rome to complain about

the depredations of pirates from Antium; but the story is doubtful,

141 since Rome had reduced Antium in 337 and destroyed her naval force.

Whether Hieronymus might have derived 'accurate 1 knowledge of Rome 

from Pyrrhus' soldiers or his prisoners of war is also uncertain. We 

are told that Pyrrhus' adviser, the Thessalian Cineas, who was sent to 

Rome to negotiate after the battle of Heraclea, conversed there with 

the 'best men* and observed the life and manners of the Romans and the 

excellence of their 'politeia', all of which he reported to Pyrrhus;
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but Roman patriotic sources have been at work here.

Veterans of Pyrrhus 1 expedition, together with the official 

memoirs of Pyrrhus, would have been helpful on the course of the 

campaigns in Italy and on the character and composition of the Roman army. 

As always on military affairs, Hieronymus was here exceptionally well- 

informed and lucid in his presentation. His casualty figures for the 

major battles, which were taken from the Memoirs, and his account of
T / Q

Asculum, probably from the same source, have been mentioned. I 

follow E. Rawson's view that Hieronymus is also responsible for some

of the military details on the Roman armies in Dionysius 1 history of

144 
Pyrrhus. Dionysius gives a clear description of the use of a

heavy thrusting spear for hand to hand fighting by 'those whom they call

« (XX. II): but 'principes 1 no longer existed at the time 

when Dionysius wrote, and the whole account suggests a contemporary 

Greek historian writing for a Greek public: naturally we think of Hieronymus. 

He seems to have understood, without having seen a Roman army in action, 

the way in which it operated and the reasons for its success. "No other 

source explicitly points out, what is nevertheless dearly true, that the 

principes were the mainstay of a battle." Hieronymus seemingly was one 

of the first to perceive a distinctive feature of the Roman system which 

was a source of her future power. Some of the peculiarities of the Roman 

outlook had been recognised by Greeks during the early part of the third 

century. Duris had recorded the story of the devotio of Decius at Sentinum; 

and Callimachus commented on the rebuke of a Roman matrona to her son; 

Roman Fides / /7/<r-nj is personified on the silver staters of Italian 

Locri after 277, when Locri placed herself under the protection of Rome: 

she crowns the figure of Roma seated before her. The ethos which 

is brought out in these examples, that is, the trait which Greeks were 

beginning to associate characteristically with Rome, might well arouse 

the interest of the historian who had made fr/V r one of the cardinal
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qualities of his friend Eumenes. After Pyrrhus 1 expedition, we find 

some awareness among Greeks of the qualities of Roman government: 

Eratosthenes named the Romans after the Carthaginians in a list of 

the four best-governed barbarian nations, i.e. those which most nearly 

approached Greek standards; and Aristos of Cyprian Salamis, writing

in the mid third century, could claim that Alexander had prophesied

147 
the future greatness of Rome after meeting Roman envoys. Interest

in specific Roman institutions first appears in the letter of Philip V 

to the Larisaeans: Philip's knowledge of the system of manumission 

and citizenship is remarkable, but not altogether accurate, and suggests 

that special studies of the Roman constitution had not so far been made 

by Greek writers. Polybius first presented to the Greek world an 

analysis of Rome's political and military organisation, as it appeared 

to him. Hieronymus' description of Roman methods of warfare is thus a 

very early specimen of Greek awareness that the Romans were different in 

specific and interesting ways from which Greeks might have something to 

learn.

The methods of fighting by which Rome had successfully resisted 

Pyrrhus were of peculiar interest to Pyrrhus' enemies in Greece; and 

Macedon, with her shortage of native manpower, her dangerous northern

borders, and her perennial struggle with Egypt and the discontented

149 
Greeks, in any case needed military ideas. Gonatas was inventive:

he had employed Gauls in his army with success, he enlisted the aid of 

pirates, and he was prepared to try out other novelties. During the 

peace after 255 he made ready for another round in the conflict with 

Ptolemy by creating a new navy, encouraged, as Tarn plausibly suggests, 

by reports of the successes which Rome, like Macedon traditionally a 

land-power, was winning over maritime Carthage. It may be Gonatas, 

too, who was responsible for the reorganisation of the Macedonian 

standing army: an inscription of uncertain date, found in several blocks



205.

in the bed of the Strymon at Amphipolis, preserves some of the clauses 

of what was possibly a general 'strategikos nomos 1 regulating conduct 

in Macedonian camps and garrisons. The lettering of this inscription 

is ambiguous: a uniformly flat sigma should indicate the reign of 

Philip V, but other features could point to a date as early as the 

reign of Gonatas; and the concern shown for discipline in the camp 

is certainly consistent with the known pre-occupations of a king whose

military forces were permanently employed in garrisoning both the northern

152 
border and the Greek states under his suzerainty. whether these

provisions owed anything to known Roman practice it is impossible to say. 

It is at least possible, however, that by the later part of the reign of 

Philip V, Roman institutions had influenced the organisation of the 

Macedonian army. An inscription from Elymiotis, dated to Philip's 42nd 

year, i.e. 181 B.C., after the second Macedonian War, uses the word
ICO

Y\<< in an unusual sense: in the classic organisation

of the Macedonian army, this term would refer to the front rank of the

154 
companies of four 'lochoi 1 , composed of sixteen men each; but here

there appear to be at least six frpc*>To\oyi' <u . The sense might be
V *

-fc ) CV f

that of £v -*tCj frpuir^ A«y <*> , that is, a whole company of picked
o> c r v ^

troops. It might imply, on the other hand, that the front line has 

been re-organised on the model of the Roman 'principes 1 . Earlier 

in his career Philip had been quick to notice the advantages of Roman 

practbe in maintaining the numbers of the citizen population; and 

direct contact with the Roman armies would not only bring home the fact 

of their great reserves of man-power, but also provided a graphic 

demonstration of the defects of the traditional Macedonian phalanx 

when confronted by Roman tactics. If Philip learned nothing from 

reading Hieronymus 1 account of Pyrrhus against Rome, it is not likely 

that he missed the lesson of Cynoscephalae.
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The last of the digressions in Hieronymus known to us are his 

accounts of Nabataean Arabia and of the Dead Sea - the 'asphalt lake*. 

These aee preserved in some detail by Diodorus at XIX.94ff. 

In 312 Antigonus had prepared to invade the land of the Nabataeans, for 

reasons which were probably both strategic and commercial. 158 Hieronymus 

played a part in the campaign, as leader of the expedition which Antigonus

sent to the Dead Sea, and his description of the country of Nabataea

159 and its people is at first hand. He introduced the Nabataeans in

the way that he seems to have introduced the Thessalians and the Romans: 

after announcing Antigonus 1 plan of attack, he branches out into a 

description of the barbarians before recounting the actual campaign. 

The model here, however, is not the Thucydidean archaeologia; Thucydides 

did not offer a model for a purely ethnographic excursus, and in his 

treatment of the Nabataeans it is clear that Hieronymus looked back 

directly to Herodotus: "der Bericht liber Demetrios 1 arabische Expedition ...

ist ganz so angelegt wie ein Herodoteischen Aoyo^ - etwa der liber

,. . .., . it 160 die Aithiopen.

Hieronymus seems to have given neither the Nabataean archaeologia 

nor the size of the country, as he did in his description of Thessaly: 

both, no doubt, were difficult to ascertain at the time, and remain obscure. 

The Nabataeans were probably a nomad tribe which took advantage of the 

weaknesses of the Persian empire during the fifth century, and moved west 

and north, from the desert lands, gradually encroaching on cultivated 

areas which could not be defended. Hieronymus' description is the first 

certain evidence of this people, and shows that, at any rate by the end 

of the fourth century, they occupied an area extending from Petra to the 

shores of the Dead Sea. The account is concerned chiefly with Nabataean 

'nomoi 1 , and shows how laws and customs were related to the character of 

the land. The Nabataeans, we are told, are a people of the open wilderness; 

they raise camels and sheep, and live off meat and milk and certain wild
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plants - the pepper, and the so-called wild honey. It is their 'nomos 1

to plant neither trees nor grain, nor to drink wine, nor to construct 

any house; and the penalty for infringement of this law is death. Their 

way of life is based on love of freedom: they believe that those who live a 

settled life pay for the good things they possess by the sacrifice of their 

freedom to the powerful. The desert itself is their fortress: no enemy 

can cross it for lack of water. The Arabs themselves have developed 

great skills in the conservation of water. They excavate underground 

chambers lined with plaster which catch the rain and act as reservoirs: 

these extend to a length of 100 feet below ground level, but the openings 

are small, and can be sealed off and be made invisible to all but their 

people. Although they number only some 10,000, they are a wealthy people, 

because they trade in precious spices brought from Arabia Eudaemon to the 

sea. When it is time for their general market, they leave their women 

and children and possessions on a strong but unwalled rock, two days

journey from the settled country. They write (as appears from the later
i i f i 

narrative) in 'Syrian letters', i.e. Aramaic.

The customs here described closely resemble those of the Rechabites 

as set out in the Book of Jeremiah: "Jonadab the son of Rechab our father 

commanded us saying, Ye shall drink no wine, neither ye, nor your sons for 

ever: Neither shall ye build house, nor sow seed, nor plant vineyard, 

nor have any: but all your days ye shall dwell in tents: that ye may 

dwell many days in the land where ye be strangers." The Macedonian 

expedition found the Nabataeans still living a nomad existence, with 

laws, apparently characteristic of other peoples of Syria, which made a 

virtue of necessity and were aimed at the preservation of an ancestral 

way of life. The picture which Diodorus draws, of Nabataeans living 

the simple life of the desert, is a guarantee of an early Hellenistic 

source, because writers of a later period did not know them as desert
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nomads. Strabo, drawing on Athenodorus (who was born at Petra), gives 

a very different impression of Nabataean life in the first century B.C. 

Now they drink wine out of golden cups, they are entertained by singing 

girls, they import luxury items, and the land produces gold and silver;

they have planted gardens at Petra; they are settled and industrious

166 
and extremely thrifty. Archaeological evidence confirms Strabo's

picture: the Nabataeans of the first century and later lived in permanent 

urban settlements and their way of life was based on agriculture. On the 

other hand, the accuracy of the earlier, Hieronyman account is shown by 

the fact that many of the characteristics he observed later became more 

pronounced: the use of literary Aramaic, for example, is attested for 

later periods, and by the mid second century an individual Nabataean 

script had developed; the cunning and independence of the people is 

illustrated by Agatharchides' account of their piratical attacks on

Egyptian shipping ia the Red Sea, probably during the reign of

168 
Philadelphus. In particular, Hieronymus recognised two features of

the Nabataean way of life which proved to be the foundation of the power 

and prosperity of the later Nabataean kingdom: their control of the caravan 

route from South Arabia to Palestine, and their skill in water 

conservation.

The trade route through Petra had developed at a much earlier period, 

under the Achaemenid empire, and Petra had relations with Egypt, Syria 

and the South Arabian kingdoms: by the time of Antigonus 1 expedition it 

was evidently a prosperous caravan city, and Rostovtzeff conjectured that 

it was the aim of this expedition to divert Petraean trade from Egypt 

and direct it towards the Phoenician ports. In the third century, 

Ptolemaic control of the Phoenician cities, together with the development 

of Alexandria as a great commercial port, made the independence of Petra 

intolerable to Egypt, and Philadelphus made efforts to develop an
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alternative route from Arabia by sea: the piracy to which some of 

our sources refer must have been a reply to the measures of Philadelphus. 

Pliny knew the Nabataeans of his day as traders and caravaners; and the 

wealth which commerce brought to the one time nomads is attested in 

Strata's account. Commerce and agriculture are the means of livelihood 

which characterise Strabo's Nabataeans. The caravan route must have 

flourished again after the second century, when Ptolemaic power was declining. 

Agriculture and a settled way of life developed largely through the 

indefatigable efforts of the Nabataeans to irrigate the desert. Their 

skill in hydraulic engineering, which was perhaps based on knowledge of 

the hydraulic systems of Mesopotamia, at least equalled their success 

as caravan merchants: the remarkable level of technical skill which 

was achieved is shown by the fact that some Nabataean water works have 

been restored by modern engineers and put to their former use. 

The system of channels, cisterns and dams at Petra itself, dating from 

the Roman period, is the most spectacular of these works; but Nabataean 

hydraulic installations, particularly cisterns of all shapes and sizes, 

have been identified throughout the Negev. Some of these cisterns were 

cut out of natural rock, some built of stone and roofed over. Many others 

have been found which correspond exactly with Hieronymus 1 description of 

the pcVY^* K*-"^ VIS O/^KTS* K£KGyi*uevx. . Glueck reports in his 

survey of the desert water-works: "There were also numerous others, whose 

sides were coated with layers of plaster, firmed with bits of pottery, 

and sometimes overlaid with stone blocks or pebble facings. Numerous

natural caves were enlarged into subterranean reservoirs, with free-

172 standing pillars being left to support the extended roofs." All

along the length of the Wadi Ramliyeh (Abdah) Glueck found the remains 

of huge cisterns carved out of the chalk rock which forms the sides of 

the river bed, and which filled up whenever the Wadi filled with water.
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One of these, opposite the former Nabataean city of Abdah, he found 

still being used by Bedouins to water their flocks. Abdah lies on 

the direct route from Gaza to the Dead Sea and Petra, and it is 

possible that some of the cisterns along the Wadi Abdah were discovered 

by Antigonus* army on its march into Nabataean territory.

Hieronymus' description of the Dead Sea was supplementary to his main

173 account of the Nabataea. It forms an introduction to the expedition,

led by the future historian, which was sent to gain control of the 

bitumen fishery of the Asphalt Lake; and it extends the information given 

earlier about Nabataean commerce. Here too Hieronymus achieved a high 

degree of accuracy. Apart from some general remarks about the 

buoyancy of the salt water and the absence of aquatic life, the report 

centres on the phenomenon of the asphalt from which the lake took its 

name. Floating lumps of bitumen ( p&s~4«<Xro£ ) as big as islands, are

ejected from the lake every year, accompanied by evil-smelling gases 

which affect the neighbourhood for miles around and discolour precious 

metals. The bitumen is collected by the peoples who live on either side 

of the lake, and they fight each other for possession of it. Their method
*

is to sail out on rafts made from bundles of reeds, two men to row the raft, 

a third carrying a bow to fend off attackers; and they hack pieces off 

the floating asphalt with axes and load it on to the raft. The asphalt 

is exported to Egypt where it is used as an ingredient in the embalming 

of the dead. Other products of the region around the lake are palm 

trees and balsam, an important drug which grows here more abundantly 

than anywhere else in the world.

This is the earliest and most informative of many ancient 

accounts of Judaean bitumen. Strabo has clearly used Hieronymus; Diodorus 

in book II gives the Hieronyman description almost verbatim. 

Vitruvius probably had a different source, because he knows about bitumen 

quarries and bitumen brought down by streams. Josephus refers to the
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Dead Sea bitumen fishery in a historical connection, and comments on 

the beautiful colours which are produced by the reflection of the light 

on the oily surface of the lake. Pliny refers to 'slimy bitumen1 of 

Judaea which solidifies to a dense consistency; similarly Tacitus. 177 

The whole of the Near East is exceptionally rich in deposits of liquid and 

solid oil, a fact which was appreciated from the earliest times: God had 

said to Noah, "Make thee an ark of gopher wood; rooms shalt thou make 

in the ark, and shalt pitch it within and without with pitch."178 

Modern exploitation of these deposits has involved extensive surveys of 

the geology of the region of Judaea, and petroleum geologists have 

confirmed the description in Diodorus at every point. Although the

asphalt now appears less often than in antiquity, masses weighing up to

179 
100 pounds have been reported and photographed. Similar phenomena

occur also in Mexico and parts of South America, and the effects of

the gas (hydrogen sulphide) emitted by the pitch are said to be those

180 
described in Diodorus. Hieronymus* account of the production of bitumen

in Judaea is therefore substantially correct. For the method of collection, 

by armed men on rafts of reed, we may compare an Assyrian relief 

found in the palace at Nineveh and dating from the reign of Senacherib 

or Assurbanipal. The relief depicts a combat taking place in the middle

of a marsh: the Assyrians sail in small groups on rafts made from bundles

181 
of reeds, and fight each other with bows and arrows. The type of

/ ( 1 
raft seems to correspond to Diodorus 1 SWM^5 h^cXxru^V tJu^ft&£*$

with oars lashed on (XIX.99.1), and was perhaps a Nabataean legacy 

from Mesopotamia, like their hydraulic skills.

The only part of Hieronl^mus 1 account which has caused scepticism 

is his statement that bitumen was exported to Egypt for use in the 

embalming process. This claim, echoed by many modern writers, has not 

actually been supported by finds of Judaean bitumen in Egyptian mummies.
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The earlier Egyptologists reported finding bituminous materials in the 

bodies or the packaging of a number of mummies; but chemical analysis

performed on mummies this century by A.Lucas showed no trace of Judaean

182 
bitumen in human mummies from any period. Herodotus does not mention

bitumen in his description of Egyptian methods of embalming, and it seems

unlikely that it was used at all during the dynastic period; moreover, there

183 seems to be no known Egyptian term for 'bitumen 1 . However, Lucas 1

tests were not exhaustive, as he himself stated, and do not preclude 

the use of bitumen at least in non-human mummies in the Ptolemaic 

period. Later tests, using the technique of exposing specimens to 

ultra-violet rays, had rather greater success, and it has been concluded: 

"It is impossible to avoid the expectation that the presence of bitumen 

would become substantiated by further work rather than disproved." 

If bitumen were used for cheaper forms of embalming, animal burials, for 

example, much of the evidence would have been destroyed. In the middle 

ages, at any rate, bitumen was associated with mummies, because according 

to the 12th century Arab physician Ibn-al-Beitar, fmamij& f , the Arab 

word for bitumen, was applied to a popular drug made from bits of
 I Q C

pulverised mummy. Bitumen was used in Egypt for a wide variety of 

purposes other than embalming, and seems not to have been produced in

Egypt itself, since we do not hear of 'asphaltos* along with other

186 
mineral products that were Ptolemaic monopolies. Judaea was

therefore probably the chief source of the bitumen used in Egyptian 

manufactures during the Ptolemaic period; and it is not unlikely that it 

was the Nabataeans, newcomers to Jordan and the Negev probably sometime 

during the fifth century, who first fished and sold the Dead Sea bitumen: 

hence it is not mentioned in Herodotus and was apparently unknown in 

dynastic Egypt. Whatever the truth about an extensive use of bitumen 

in mummies of the Ptolemaic period, it is impossible to doubt that the
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bitumen of the Dead Sea represented an important source of wealth to 

the Nabataeans. Antigonus regarded the bitumen fishery as 'a source 

of revenue for the kingdom* - Tivx T* /6«:<rvX<Si<< /r^cyrscTev - and
H ' «- /

the Arabs were vigorous in protecting their claims to the industry. In

the first century B.C. it was taken from the Nabataeans by Antony and given 
to Cleopatra, who then leased it again to the Nabataean king Malchus for 
200 talents a year - no mean sum: in Perseus' day the revenue of Macedonia

187 
was 200 talents - and this must have been considerably exceeded by

188 
the actual profit which Malchus expected to gain from sale of the bitumen.

The account of Nabataea and its resources is the most detailed 

geographical excursus which we know from Hieronymus 1 work. There appear, 

however, to have been a number of more cursory allusions to matters of 

geographical or ethnographical interest. The timber of Lebanon, the 

fertility of the lands of Media, Susiane, and Fersis, are the subject of 

miniature digressions in Diodorus' account of Asian affairs: here

Hieronymus must have enlarged on the geographical sketch which stood at

189 
the head of his historical narrative. He described the ritual death of

the wife of Ceteus the Indian, and we should attribute to Hieronymus the 

remark which concludes this account, on the reaction of the Greeks - t'vtoi

- CP\\ / ^ ,- < r -> , f ^ ^ \ ~ 190 ' Totf Vo/^t.

His account of the siege of Pydna also showed the self -consciousness of
 

the Greek when confronted with barbarian customs: when people began to 

die of hunger, some of the f barbaroi f fed themselves by eating the bodies
1 f\ 1

of the dead -

The Cossaean tribes who inhabited the passes into Media were

nearly as primitive: they lived in caves, and ate acorns and mushrooms

and the smoked flesh of wild animals. Thucydides had reproached the

Aetolians for their unintelligible dialect and their nasty habit of

192 eating raw flesh: language and diet at once identified the barbarian.

Whether Hieronymus maintained at all times the standard of accuracy
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achieved in his description of the Nabataeans is uncertain. In one 

instance he reports a local practice which sounds highly improbable. 

During the struggle against Antigonus in 317, Eumenes 1 reluctant ally 

Peucestas sent for reinforcements of 10,000 Persian archers. These 

forces, reports Diodorus, received the order on the very same day, even 

though they were thirty days journey distant, so efficient is the Persian 

system of communcation: for Persis is cut by many narrow valleys, and when 

the people have an important message to convey across country, men with 

very loud voices are stationed on the tops of the hills, and shout the 

message from one relay to another right across the land. It is difficult 

to take this seriously. Someone from the Persian contingent in the aiany 

told Hieronymus a tall story; and it may not be too fanciful to suppose 

that the culprit was Peucestas himself, who had shown a thoroughly bad 

temper over the matter of the reinforcements and indeed throughout the 

campaign. When the historian applied to him, as an expert on Persian 

affairs, for information on Persian methods of telegraphing, did Peucestas

see a chance to repay in kind the tricks which Eumenes and his secretary

193 liked to play on dull Macedonians?

Like all Greek writers on the east, Hieronymus was sometimes at 

the mercy of local informants. Where he trusted to his own powers of 

observation, however, he achieved a high standard of accuracy, and 

he showed a talent for perceiving the dominant aspects in the way of 

life of a foreign people: this is evident in his account both of 

the Nabataeans and, so far as we may judge, of the Romans. These 

ventures into ethnography were a remarkable feature in a political 

history of the Diadochi. Twenty years campaigning on the Asian 

continent qualified Hieronymus to write with authority on the peoples 

and countries of the east; but with these qualifications, he might 

nevertheless have ignored the geographical setting of his Asian narrative
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except where it was directly relevant to military affairs: there was a 

good precedent in Ptolemy's account of Alexander; whereas the Alexander 

histories which had attempted to convey the flavour of the mysterious 

Orient - that of Onesicritus especially - had notoriously tended to drift 

into fairyland. Serious treatment of geography and ethnography, on the 

other hand, tended to be confined to specialised studies like those of 

Megasthenes on India or of Hecataeus on Egypt. These works were histories 

of a kind; their obvious roots in Ionian historiography oblige us to 

describe them as such. They represent, however, only one aspect of the 

Herodotean history from which they are derived: the early Hellenistic 

ethnographers isolated the Herodotean ethnographic study, of which his

book on the Egyptians formed the paradigm, and developed it into an

194 
independent genre. Hieronymus, while always primarily a political

historian, was exceptional in making a return, at least in one section 

of his history, to the original fusion of geography and politics which had 

produced the first real history. He had begun his work in the grand 

Thucydidean manner, analysing 'staseis' and 'aitiai', and backing up 

his case with the unimpeachable evidence of contemporary documents. We 

may suppose that some of his 'archaeologies* looked directly to Thucydides' 

Sikelika as a model, and that his comments on some barbarian peoples, like

the Cossaei, did not go beyond the occasional remarks which can be found

195 
in Thucydides on the practices of the Aetolians or the Odrysians.

The favourite comparison of Hieronymus with Thucydides or Polybius 

overlooks, however, the distinctively Herodotean character of the Nabataean 

excursus. This was a logos which contained at least two of the four traditional 

elements: nomoi and thaumasia (the underground cisterns); the Nabataeans had 

no history to speak of, and geography could be summed up as 'desert'. 

This excursus was not only Herodotean in form, but had also the virtue 

of originality, not always a feature of the contemporary ethnographers,
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who frequently aped Herodotus even while disparaging him; and it was, 

as we have seen, a serious study: although the Arabs are used to 

illustrate the principle of 'eleutheria 1 - a theme of the history to

which I shall return - Hieronymus had originally approached his subject,
196 as Nearchus had, with the traveller's innocent eye. We remain in

Nahataea and not in Utopia, looking at the observable details of

Nabataean life style and economy. Here Hieronymus showed the true
c / 

spirit of i STOP in
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II. Two Kings of Propaganda

Few can have been better placed than Hieronymus to record the 

wars of the Successors. His position made him both an eye-witness and 

an ear-witness, often, too an active participant in events; it gave him 

access to the original evidence, both oral and written. With the limitations 

imposed by time and memory and by the need to record the sometimes doubtful 

testimony of men of consequence, he made good use of the resources 

available to him, and ambitiously took his researches even into the 

field of ethnographic study. It remains to consider Hieronymus 1 

general interpretation of his materials. The fact which made him so well 

qualified to write the history of his times, namely his position as 

protege of Macedonian kings, is also a fact which prevents us accepting 

uncritically Hieronymus 1 estimate of his masters. Proximity, as well as 

distance, can distort the vision, and in even the ancient sources there 

are disturbing changes of partiality. Modern estimates of Hieronymus' 

truthfulness have centred on two points, first, his treatment of Eumenes, 

which is rightly regarded as apologetic; second, the idea that the general 

tone of the History, and specifically its standpoint on the question of 

empire and the question of Greek liberty, were influenced by the policies 

and the patronage of Antigonus Gonatas, an idea which is more open to 

question. The case of Eumenes is relatively uncontroversial, and it 

will be convenient to begin the discussion with Hieronymus 1 treatment of 

his friend and fellow-citizen.

The apologia for Eumenes

Hieronymus 1 History down to the end of the year 317 centred on 

the figure of Eumenes. This we see especially from Diodorus 1 account, 

with its lively manner and many personal details; Nepos and Plutarch both
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chose Eumenes as the subject of a biography, using Hieronymus as their 

principal source; and it is significant that each of the two fragments

of Arrian's 7% JUerx: AXiJxvo^ov deal with episodes in which

197 Eumenes was the protagonist. It is likely that the two Cardians were

related by blood; Hieronymus' admiration for Eumenes is in any case 

manifest, and it was the living relationship between the historian and 

his subject which gave this part of his work its especial appeal. Misch 

observed that the greatest representations of historical personalities in 

antiquity - Socrates, Pericles, Tiberius - were not strictly biographical 

in form, and Hieronymus 1 portrait of Eumenes belongs to this category. 

Some elements of biography, such as an account of the subject 1 birth 

and education may have been included. Plutarch's first two chapters of 

the Life of Eumenes mention his birth and upbringing before sketching his 

early career under Philip and Alexander: Duris is cited for the information 

that Eumenes was the son of a waggoner, i.e. of humble birth, and probably 

the stories about his avarice and his quarrel with Hephaestion have the 

same origin; but Plutarch's &&K^&I 3e e) KOT< ^e^e/v <£ Si* jf£v/*v

joxx ^fXfxV fi^lrot^^v TOV &JM?V*J \fyovref x.~X, £s naturally taken

198 as an allusion to Hieronymus; and it seems to be this 'more likely'

version that Nepos followed in his (laudatory) account of Eumenes' early 

years. Details about Eumenes' background were perhaps introduced by 

Hieronymus in a digression, like the digression at Diodorus XVIII. 59. 

This survey of Eumenes' career (given a strong philosophical bias in Diodorus) 

keeps Eumenes in play at a time when he was shut up at Nora and not doing

anything, and might have been a convenient point to bring in biographical

199 material which had no place in the ordinary narrative. There is no

evidence, however, that Hieronymus wrote a separate biography of Eumenes, 

as Xenophon did of Agesilaus, or Polybius of Philopoemen; and he certainly 

fell short of Polybius' precept that praise and blame should be kept out
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of history proper and reserved for the independent encomium.

The characterisation of Eumenes turns on three principal

features: his cleverness, his Greek origins, and his loyalty to Alexander's 

family. His intelligence and personal ability we are not in a position to 

doubt, and it is argued by the high rank to which he rose in Alexander's 

service. On the other hand, the contrast between Eumenes' character and 

the character of his opponents is certainly overdrawn in our sources. 

The treachery of Neoptolemus, Eumenes' personal enemy, is underlined by 

the order of Ferdiccas that he should obey Eumenes in all things B<^ 

 ThV T-fJ /n<sr£coj JLe&iLi GT/\T< . The popularity of Craterus

is probably exaggerated in order to enhance Eumenes' victory at the

202 Dardanelles. The treatment of Peucestas is almost without exception

hestile: he is a coward, he covets the chief command for himself, he thinks

203 first of his own safety. Arrian gives a very different pictures of

Peucestas: he was a brave soldier (he saved Alexander's life among the 

Malli), and a good officer who rose high in Alexander's favour: ?r/craV ~£.

Hieronymus

referred to this in his introduction of Peucestas (Diod. XIX. 14. 4-5): in 

the same way he probably gave the credentials of all the former friends 

and bodyguards of Alexander (compare, for example, XVIII. 36. 4, Pithon's 

rank). When he comments on Peucestas' popularity among the Persians, however, 

the point seems to be one connected with the characterisation of Antigonus, 

who conspicuously failed to take account of native sentiment, and not 

with the history of Eumenes. In the main narrative of 317 Peucestas is 

a leader of dissension in the allied army and responsible for the defeat 

at Gabiene. Later he was among those who were removed from their satrapies 

in Antigonus' purge of Alexander's 'philoi'; but he turns up again in
O/")C

the retinue of Demetrius: a man with a galling talent for survival. 

This was not one of those friends of Demetrius who succeeded in imposing

/cc<k<rr*. Ti^r/uEvo T* re "
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on the historian their accounts of past campaigns.

In different ways, the treatment of all Eumenes 1 rivals enhances 

his integrity and qualities of leadership. Plutarch regards Antigenes 

and Teutamus as the villains of the army -

._..,. ... MesTof (Plut. Bum. XIII.2) - and has them plotting 

against Eumenes 1 life before Gabiene (ibid. XVI.1). In Diodorus they 

are paragons of loyalty who resist the blandishments of Antigonus and 

his agents (Diod. XVIII.62.6, o & ' /^uny^^iS , ^uv£<n^ K<! /nsreoof

&££*u&rnT< &l«L<f>tPu)V ). Both authors evidently exaggerate, but 

each account shows traces of a portrait in which the sensitive relations 

between Eumenes and his army were depicted to the advantage of Eumenes. 

Again, both Plutarch and Diodorus record with moral satisfaction the 

destruction of the Silver Shields: here as elsewhere, Hieronymus' history 

of Eumenes lent itself to a moralistic treatment; and the theme of 

retribution is implicit in Diodorus 1 account of all Antigonus 1 measures 

after his victory at Gabiene - Antigenes burned alive, Eudamus 

the elephant-keeper executed, the Silver Shields sent on death missions, 

the satraps turned out of their satrapies. Eumenes had predicted it: when 

the lion has pulled out his claws and his teeth a man may club him to 

death. 206

The denigration of Eumenes' opponents and the trumpeting of 

Eumenes 1 own virtues represents the cruder side of the apologia. Other 

aspects are less easy to detect or to test: for example, the interpolation 

of references to Eumenes 1 'strategia 1 and 'pistis 1 into the paraphrases 

of contemporary documents (see above). The question of Eumenes 1 Greek 

origins is a problem of this kind. The careers of Medeius and Nearchus, 

as well as that of Eumenes himself demonstrate that Greeks were able to 

rise to high office under Philip and Alexander; and after Alexander's death
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several other Greeks were given satrapies - Laomedon, Lysimachus, the

Cypriots Stasanor and Stasandor of Soli. These were men of very considerable
>-/

standing; and Eumenes, like Nearchus, Lysimachus and Laomedon, had lived in 

Macedon and might be thought a 'naturalised* Macedonian. We hear of no 

general prejudice of Macedonians against Greeks in Alexander's army, and

it is not obvious, on the fact of it, why it should be thought such a

207 disadvantage to be a Greek. Eumenes' case differed from the others

mentioned in that he was the only Greek to command a Macedonian royal army: 

at a later date Aratus was in direct command of Macedonians, and apparently 

experienced no trouble, but the time and circumstances were different.

Tarn thought that Eumenes was looked down on personally by the Macedonians

208 because they thought of him as a secretary and not a soldier: Nearchus

and Lysimachus do not appear to have encountered problems of command; 

and the account of Eumenes' battle with Neoptolemus in all our sources 

does suggest that Eumenes hoped by a show of personal fcravery at the debut 

of his new career to win the military reputation denied to him in Alexander's 

lifetime. Whether the hostility of the other commanders in Eumenes' army 

can be explained sufficiently in this way is uncertain, however.

The propaganda used against Eumenes seems to have made capital

209 out of the fact that he was not a Macedonian; and Lysimachus used

the same argument against Pyrrhus when he turned against his former ally

after Demetrius' defeat: Yp*Mjut.n &u AsVoM Ji£C^&t<u I / / I ^ l

. *f* -/i I ei^ f . _ X f\f^~ • S**~ • V  . - . j*, i - j\ >-~i . , ._ r^\~*» . f> _ ? rr-\ _ "-^ _ . .^- -~"t i I. ^ t^. f^. ^ _ . * . *- ** i\/

/

(Cf. Plut. Demetr. XLIV.4
_^___________ - I"- - - - - •- O - w I

In a crisis, too, latent fears and prejudices might rise to the surface: 

at Gabiene, when the loss of the 'aposkeue' was discovered, the Macedonian

soldiers turned on Eumenes with the sneer, Xe/V^vitnTo j £><\e§oo<?
j I I I I

The words are possibly authentic, since the speech 6?n rooj fTR.rdO.j6f £.r. 

is recorded in the same context. 2U The expression is not entirely
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original, however. The Samians had replied to Maiandrios, the avaricious 

successor of Polycrates:

e&oV o A eSoJ . The word KAf&^oj appears in

213 Aristophanes and frequently in Mtnander as a term of abuse. It was

also a favourite with Demosthenes. He calls Aeschines 0^*8005 v-» *t

- pestilent scribe (XVIII. 127); and Philip, interestingly, is described as

Atetrov' 0Cv ^AXovoJ ovroC 0C^£ TTfd <S>i
91 A

'Plague from the Chersonese* perhaps embodies a similar thought: Eumenes was 

neither a proper Greek nor a proper Macedonian. Whether it amounts to 

racial contempt is questionable. Lloyd-George was called 'Welsh wizard 1 

and 'Welsh pest 1 , the ethnic being hardly more than a distinguishing tag; 

and probably it was the 'wizardry* of Eumenes - a theme I shall discuss in 

the following chapter - that constituted the chief objection.

However Eumenes' origins were really seen by the rest of his 

army, there remains one consideration of overriding importance: greek or 

Macedonian, he failed in the long run to win decisive and profitable

military victories. Briant's recent study of Eumenes' relations with his

215 troops suggests that tie real difficulties were financial. After
. 

Antipater's return to MacedoniLn 321 the armies of the Successors were -^ /
I ^ / 

organised increasingly on a mercenary, not a national basis, and the

generals could do nothing without pay and victory. The frequent exchanges 

of oaths between Eumenes and the 'hegemones' of the troops, which are 

taken by our sources as marks of loyalty, in fact took the form of a kind 

of employment contract, and expressed a deep mistrust of the commander. 

It may be supposed that birth and character played their part: armies are 

always sensitive to the personality of their leaders. The dominant part 

played in EumBaes* history by the fact that he was a Greek seems designed, 

however, to conceal more serious causes of dissension.
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The 'Greek1 motif has as one of its chief functions to suggest 

that Eumenes had no intention of aiming at supreme power. Eumenes may

actually have exploited his nationality in order to allay fears of this
216 

nature; but here too there was disingenuity. Lysimachus became king

217 of Macedon, and he was said to be the son of a Thessalian peasant;

truth or slander, it cannot be assumed a priori that in the changed 

conditions of the time after Alexander a non-Macedonian might not aspire to 

part of his empire. In these conditions talk of the Macedonian 'Basileia 1 

becomes ambiguous. We may take it, no doubt, that Eumenes did not covet 

the position which Cassander came to occupy, as king of the Macedonian 

homeland. The question is rather whether Eumenes was one of the

(cf. Diod. XVIII. 50.1, 42.2) who aimed at possession 

of part of the Asian territories. Hieronymus elaborately disclaimed the 

idea: Eumenes was the champion of the kings - TTp^^rroa TuTv /2«nX<?

rv liy reroX/co7-<5 (Diod. XVIII.53.7);

he assured Olympias that he held unwavering loyalty towards the kings and 

would run every risk - IT*vr<* KtvSovav - for their safety (XVIII. 58. 4);

at Gabiene he thought it shameful to flee from defeat, TO Be T

A^nX. (XIX. 42. 5); Antigonus was obliged to execute him

because he knew he could never turn him from his devotion to Olympias and 

the kings (XIX. 44. 2). Eumenes 1 loyalty to the royal house and his struggle

to preserve the unity of empire are ideas which have permeated the tradition

218 and which aroused the admiration of earlier commentators; but our

admiration should perhaps, rather be reserved for Eumenes' historian, who 

has projected on to his hero his own ideals.

If Eumenes was as indifferent to his own advancement as our sources 

suggest, it is at least surprising that he consistently refused a subordinate
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post under one of the other generals. The proposed alliance with Antipater 

and Craterus at the time of the Dardanelles battle, and the overtures of 

Antigonus at Nora were both rejected, although in each case compliance might

be thought more in the interests of the central government and the unity of
219 empire. The deliberate decision in 322-1 to back Ferdiccas, who

seemingly aimed to overthrow the settlement made at Babylon, and in 320 to 

ignore Antigonus, still the representative of Antipater and the kings in 

Asia, is hardly to be reconciled with the claim, xxJVoj" o& °t£,i Tov

t** /Zefi'itoTsLr'jV w>of *7"0<^ ft»i*\^&j "r*-T'Jf"l Kt~!\ ^*r*^- 

(Diod. XVIII. 58. 4). The exact nature of Eumenes* negotiations with the 

central government at the time of Nora has been obfuscated by the secondary 

authors. In Diodorus, the account of Eumenes' flight to Nora is followed by 

an analysis of Antigonus' ambitions (now that he had taken over Eumenes' 

satrapies and his army he decided no longer to take orders from the kings 

and regent), and Antigonus' offer of 'koinopragia' to Eumenes (Diod. XVIII. 

41.4-7). Eumenes makes excessive demands - his satrapies returned, and 

clearance of all the charges against him - which Antigonus refers to 

Antipater; Eumenes then sends his own envoys to Antipater. There follow 

some fef lections on the variei 'tyche' of Eumenes, which led him to hope 

for better things, and a passage which purports to set out Eumenes' views

on the current state of affairs in the empire: fc£oo«f v*P Tour Ai ' i ^ J
\\&4f /Cft/ov eVovrxJ T~6 T^ ?*<n,\£/«T TC?Q&x 

kfi^Aovj To«y ^ov^AWjnV «V6,9<f <i/«feyo ,< <?*/ our.

e&lV &l<< TE T^V ^ovnr/ Kx To
/ ' J / / j ! J

TnV oREo^oXoV T^TJ Sv Ty /H6"r^ /^£ o^csV^Toj" (XVIII. 42. 2)

I follow Briant's view that these sentiments represent the substance of 

Eumenes' message to Antipater; and it is possible that the account of 

Antigonus' plans in chapter 41 is in fact a denunciation which has the
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same origin. Antigonus actually made no move against the central government

until the following year, after Antipater's death; but Eumenes had perhaps

220 learned a lesson from Antigonus' own denunciation of Perdiccas; there

was a chance to re-establish his credit at the expense of Perdiccas' 

successor. At the same time a threat was implied: n

^S 6^; tne erophasis being on 'many*. Antigonus had 

proposed 'koinoprfkjfia', and unless the regent offered him better terms, 

Eumenes might be forced to back the 'apostate', as he had once backed 

Perdiccas. This is not an elevating picture of the supposed champion of 

Alexander's house, despite its dressing of phrases with 'pistis';

v v _ n \ , __ /and the remark Ktv&J •-- TO ~r^ /WtfiAex^J // ,oo6/^"iR< , 

reveals for a moment Eumenes' consciousness of realities.

In the period after Antipater's death Eumenes' relation to the 

new regent and to the royal family is said to have been a relation of mutual 

trust and support. Polyperchon may have been persuaded by the representations 

of Hieronymus and his embassy that Eumenes was a lesser danger than Antgonus: 

while he attended to Cassander*s revolt, the prospect of the two generals 

safely embroiled in Asia was in any case perhaps not unwelcome; and it may 

be significant, as Westlake suggests, that the sentence of outlawry hanging 

over Eumenes was apparently not revoked at this time (Seleucus gave this

as a reason for not joining Eumenes in his war against Antigonus: Diod. XIX.

221 12.2). Whatever the private misgivings of the regent, the repeated

assertion in our sources that Eumenes enjoyed the trust of Olympias is 

probably correct. This association raises its own questions, however. The 

existence of two kings had caused a deep division within the royal family: 

Cassander exploited the hostility between Olympias and Eurydice by 

supporting Philip Arrhidaeus; Polyperchon and his general in Asia were 

thereby naturally ranged on the side of Alexander IV. Eumenes wrote to 

Olympias urging her against a course of action which could only end in a 

bloodbath, but in the same breath he swore his undying loyalty to the son



226.

of Alexander: 'basileis* are mentioned for the sake of form and diplomacy, 

but Olympias* grandson is specified by name (Diod. XVIII. 58. 4). It is 

not enough, therefore, to speak of Eumenes as supporter of 'the royal house* 

or the 'legitimate* line: had the child Alexander survived, Eumenes would 

have enjoyed a position of supreme influence and power at his court, and 

at some point a clash with the rival line of Philip and Eurydice must have 

been inevitable.

The presence of Cleopatra at Sardis during the period 322 to 308 

adds a further dimension to the problem of Eumenes' relations with the

Argeads. Cleopatra had come to Asia in the first instance to marry

222 Ferdiccas on the orders of Olympias; but on the death of Perdiccas

she seems to have decided to manage her own affairs. Her proposal to

Leonnatus shows that she had realised the importance of her own position

223 at an early stage after Alexander's death; and to return to Macedon after

321, to a position in which at best she would be overshadowed by the figures

of Antipater, Olympias and her infant nephew, and perhaps be in actual danger,
224 cannot have been a desirable prospect. By setting up court at Sardis

she presented herself as a prize for the victor of the struggle in Asia: 

she offered to an ambitious general an alternative link with the Argead 

line, and according to Diodorus, she was courted at one time or another

by nearly all the Successors, including Cassander, Lysimachus, Antigonus

225 and Ptolemy. Eumenes had seen the importance of Cleopatra at an early

stage: he advised Perdiccas to marry her, but Perdiccas was persuaded by

226 his brother Alcetas to marry Nicaea. After the rift with Antipater

and divorce from Nicaea, Eumenes courted Cleopatra on Perdiccas' behalf;

and during the war against Antipater, Cleopatra gave assistance to Eumenes

227 and saved his life. Antipater later harangued her on the subject and

accused her of being in ..cahoots with Perdiccas and Eumenes, and she
_ _, OOQ

answered him back, Kf£*«<rW n fc^r* fov«?iiz< . According

to Plutarch, Eumenes had further dealings with Cleopatra after Perdiccas 1
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death and his own condemnation. He wished to give battle on the plain of
/ . /

Sard is, both because of his superiority in cavalry, £'M*' fc<* TQ /S\eo?rar>J*

T^V <bovrx.yd<V S7rid£4$) -& qUXort ,ucJ urfivaP ; and it was at 

this time that his friends received from him 'honours such as kings bestow* - 

o$ <£/Xo( ir*)k TcoV /^pUnXfaiV/ ; "for he was empowered to distribute

purple caps and military cloaks, and this was a special gift of royalty
279 among the Macedonians." If Plutarch's chronological sequence is

correct, and he has not confused this with the episode that took place,

according to Arrian, during Perdiccas* lifetime, this is an astonishing

230 statement. In the period of his exile, but before the negotiations

with Polyperchon and Olympias, p> oi<n\i K-<J T(/<*tCt could only(/
J

imply a compact with Cleopatra. Had Eumenes played Tristan to Perdiccas' 

King Hark? His connection with Cleopatra was perhaps inhibited by the new 

understanding reached with Olympias in the following year: Olympias 

seems to have lost interest in her daughter's prospects after the return of 

the kings to Macedon, and to have pinned all her hopes on the young Alexander. 

It must remain at least a possibility, however, that Cleopatra remained 

Eumenes' second string in the period down to Gabiene.

Eumenes' defeat and death at Gabiene leaves many questions 

unanswered. The test of his loyalty would have come only with victory 

over Antigonus, leaving hia as master of Asia; and his failure meant that 

the claims which Hieronymus made for him could not easily be disproved. That 

he was really governed by motives totally different from the motives of 

the other generals, is, however, a proposition which is in itself highly 

improbable, and which is not borne out by his actions in the period before 

he was made 'strategos autokrator' in Asia. The loyalty motif made 

Eumenes something of a tragic figure in Hieronymus' hfetory, and gave him a 

significance which he would otherwise have lacked. It imparted a moral tone 

to this part of the History, in which judgements generally turned on questions
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of expediency. Histories centring on the individual inevitably inclined to 

moral judgements: this was clearly the case with Theopompus* history of

Philip, which was designed to portray a grand embodiment of vice and
231 virtue; and the Peripatetic account of Demetrius which lies be&nd parts

of Plutarch's Life shows the same concern with moral features. It is possible

that Hieronymus' account of Eumenes was based on an early stratum of his

writing. He may have begun by writing, directly after Eumenes' death, an

encomium in memoriam, which was later incorporated into his general history

of the Successors: this is suggested by his use of certain oral sources in

this section (see above); and at this stage he perhaps looked to the

established literary forms of the fourth century in which individuals

were presented as paradeigmata. When re-working this section at a later time,

the tone of apologia may have become more pronounced: Duris had perhaps

represented Eumenes as tricky and ambitious, and Hieronymus wrote in reply

to his hostile criticism. Denigration of personal opponents and inflation

of the subject's virtues were standard tricks of autobiography and commemorative

writing: Aratus* memoirs are a good example of the way a Hellenistic

statesman and general sought to exculpate himself from the charges of

his enemies and render an account of his life, and Misch demonstrated that

this kind of memoir writing had its roots in the law courts, where personal

and autobiographical considerations might enter into even non-political
232cases. Eumenes being unable to write his own memoirs, his old comrade- 

in-arms sprang to his defence; and since attacks on Eumenes' memory no 

doubt cast aspersions also on his former companions, there was perhaps in 

this part of the History an element of 'antidosis' by the historian on his 

own behalf.

The policies of the Antigonids

Hieronymus' personal commitment to Eumenes prevents any conclusion 

about his own attitude to the question of legitimacy. It is clear that the
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posthumous influence of Alexander was in many ways very considerable. 

The men who had been his companions or served in his army boasted of

the fact, and his name was used as a talisman in the battles of the
233 Successors. The attempts of many of the generals to secure an alliance

with Cleopatra, and the (unjustified) claim of the Antiggnids to a blood 

relationship with Philip and Alexander, again illustrate the enormous

prestige which the Argead name continued to bear, long after the actual
234 extinction of the line; and the younger generation, especially Demetrius

and Pyrrhus, hero-worshipped Alexander and imitated the superficial trappings

235 of his charismatic figure. Memories of Alexander as a real personality

seem to have faded quickly, however: probably only Hephaestion had ever 

known him well, and the King had become a legend even before his death. 

Instances of real loyalty to his memory are hard to find, if we doubt the 

sincerity of Eumenes' professions; and there is neither evidence nor 

probability that Hieronymus felt himself bound by institutional loyalty 

to Alexander's house. We may take it that a man in Hieronymus 1 position 

in the period after 323 would tend to be <tyt\*xTtVv\fo^ or <$I\&Mi+ev\S
oo /•

not (pi\c>p> ois-iAe-^ - to adapt Alexander's remark about Craterus; 

that is, holding his allegiance to an individual master, not subject to the 

authority of a monarchic instibtion.

Whatever one's judgement of Eumenes, then, it is not legitimate to 

view Hieronymus himself as a sentimental royalist, but only as the apologist 

of Eumenes. By praise of Eumenes' character and actions he had sought to 

redeem and to enshrine the memory of a trend: this was apologia, or 

historical propaganda, and is to be distinguished from political propaganda, 

that is, the interpretation of past events in terms of present politics. 

Into the second category, so it is usually thought, falls Hieronymus' 

treatment of the two major political issues of his History, the unity of 

the empire and the freedom of the Greeks, his outlook being conditioned
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by the policies of Antigonus Gonatas. Jacoby concluded that Hieronymus, 

'during the incessant battles of Alexander's Successors, gained a conviction 

of the purposelessness of the struggle after sole dominion ... He must have 

recognised the wise restraint of Gonatas as the only possible policy." 

T.S. Brown goes further, and inclines to regard Hieronymus as an able 

writer of 'court history 1 , and the 'Greek encomiast' of Gonatas, who 

interpreted the whole period he treated in terms flattering to his royal 

patron. Hence, for Brown, Eumenes* deferential attitude to the Macedonians, 

the praise of Ptolemy's policies, which seemed to have anticipated those 

of Gonatas, and the condemnation of the impractical aspiration of Monophthalmus 

and Demetrius after a great Asian empire; hence, also, his 'Macedonian' 

attitude to the Greeks, notably in his account of the Lamian War and of 

the regime of Demetrius of Phaleron; and, one might add, the very flattering 

treatment of Seleucus I, whose descendants maintained consistently amicable 

relations with Gonatas throughout his reign: "... whether his interpretation 

was inspired by Antigonus and his advisers, or whether the wise old 

Cardian was a schoolmaster to his king, .... the policy of the one and the 

history of the other are inextricably bound together. To suggest that both

men reached the same conclusion independently while one was the retainer of

237 
the other would be arbitrary and unconvincing."

The evidence for this view lies partly in the remarks of Pausanias

238 
about Hieronymus' bias, which I have discussed elsewhere. The

interpretation of his testimony is uncertain, and the likelihood that 

Pausanias knew Hieronymus' work only at several removes tends to diminish 

its value. Take Pausanias how one will, a general interpretation of 

Hieronymus' political outlook is bound to rely chiefly on the tone which is 

thought to pervade the accounts of Diodorus and our other sources, and the 

hazards of this means of approach are self-evident. The secondary authors 

have a general tendency to overlay the original with a veneer of their
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own characterisation, interpreting the actions of individuals 

according to preconceived patterns of morality. Plutarch's Life of Pyrrhus, 

for example, which probably draws on Hieronymus for a large part of the 

main narrative, can be described almost as a study in 'pleonexia* -

insatiable lust for conquest; and the same fault attaches to Antigonus

239 
Monophthalmus in Diodorus and in Plutarch's Life of Demetrius.

But how far this judgement derives from Hieronymus rather than Plutarch 

himself is highly uncertain; nor &an we assume that his attitude to the 

ambitions of Gonatas* greatest enemy and to those of Gonatas' grandfather 

was in each case the same.

The starting point is necessarily Diodorus. A series of passages 

in Diodorus XVIII analyse the political aspirations and the intentions 

of the Diadochi; and for two reasons they are unlikely to be the work 

of Diodorus himself. First, comparable digressions on psychology and 

motivation do not occur in other parts of the Bibliotheke. Second, in the 

one place where Diodorus' estimate of an individual - Themistocles - can be

compared with his source (Ephorus), he appears to have copied the original

240 
almost word for word. There is therefore a case prima facie for seeing

the passages in question as the literary device of Hieronymus himself.

Perdiccas is introduced at the moment when he had completed his 

wars in Cappadocia and Pisidia and began to plan for the future. He had 

at first intended to co-operate with Antipater, but when his position was 

secure (i.e. as a consequence of his military successes), and he had 

control of the kings and the regency, he changed his plans: opfyo
} ' I

\^p ,/S^<rA&/*j ,?VTEcM3£ "ToV /CAfofTbcV^V J^M*-t y VC^^V d~l*

fj~/?c>rp£<f> £6&iU Tbuj /foc^ecJa^'^j eruv/oovs'jc&u^eiv <*^>r<C> ~r-i

'  For the present, however, he concealed his real 

intention by margring Nicaea (XVIII.23.2-3). 241
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Antigonus 1 case, in the period after Triparadeisos, is

parallel. Having secured his position by his victory over Eumenes,
~> / 

T^v' t*J>£f£To . FOr the present he pretended to

be well-disposed to Antipater, but he had determined eventually to take 

orders from no one (XVIII. 4 1.4-5). Then, when the death of Antipater 

became known, there was a general stirring of personal aspirations:

T^v 8 \r £ |jo o «ra r oV r^ov ?d < o fTp ̂ JT^ ̂  ^ ̂  / "^ ° /u f' v tov/ * 

Among these, the foremost was Antigonus, whose power had so increased 

that he aspired to n T<^ &X<o\/ *W<£Mcn//^ (XVIII. 50. 1-2). 

The analysis parallels the analysis of Ferdiccas in both form 

and language. The grounds for the dynast's hopes are his recent 

military successes; he desires supreme power (the expressions ^/tftyetfO- 

and T^ cfA°C are used); he plans to abandon his alliance with 

Antipater, but for a while conceals his true intention; the death of a 

unifying figure releases high ambitions (compare Diod. XVIII. 2.1, on the

death of Alexander, ~£Y*PJ(I<< K<t TrzAXo ST^STT iievero /TE/V 

and XVIII. 50.1, on the death of Antipater,

To these ambitions the position of Ptolemy forms a direct contrast. 

The death of Perdiccas in Egypt offered Ptolemy the chance to step into 

his shoes and assume the supreme command. Coming before the assembled 

Macedonians he spoke 'in defence of his own attitude' ( /r?/?/ ,., .TW

), and gained great applause; but though he 

was in a position to take over the regency, Tourer Ucv ou/c u>/?fy£vi, TUJ

>l'/C^r£&lC£U3tf^ ~^V TW 

He shrewdly passed the fatal gift to others. Here Ptolemy's situation 

parallels that of Perdiccas or Antigonus. The death of the chief man in 

the empire creates a vacuum; recent military success leads to power and 

popularity with the army; the question of supreme power arises, and
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Diodorus again uses the expressions &/?ey?*cko( , and A r

The linguistic features here singled out are not in every case unique 

to Diodorus' history of the Successors. The phrase T^t <5A«L or A r^

v/«L is used frequently both in Diodorus and Polybius with

the vague connotation, 'supreme power', referring, for example, to the

242 competence of generals or the hegemony of Greece. In Diodorus XVIII-XX,

however, it occurs with unusual frequency - 16 times in three books, as 

against 19 times in all the preceding books of the Bibliotheke. Naturally 

this has something to do with the subject-matter. Hierongnnus was surely 

aware of the totality of the struggle, and this Diodorus reflects. Hieronymus' 

way of expressing it is harder to identify; but there are some indications 

that he may have used the phrase TV oA<* , as in Diodorus, signifying the 

whde of Alexander's empire, sometimes in a territorial sense, sometimes as 

a political concept, i.e. power over the whole. The speech of the Argyraspid 

at Gab iene refers to ~ £ 8\*: ' crfi rouj ' n
r 

Tou5 k£7V (f)i\itnrt>v k>Ci y\\?l**6i>&J T* ^A^ &T64f>i''<6kfi/OfQ. The speech may

well be authentic, and must at any rate derive from Hieronymus, since it 

is also recorded by Plutarch (though Plutarch unfortunately reproduces

only the first part of it). In this example, T^ o<< apparently 

denotes the conquests of Philip and Alexander as a geographical entity. 

Elsewhere in XVIII-XX the phrase is used repeatedly in connection with 

the ambitions of the Diadochi: in addition to the instances already cited, 

we find it used of Perdiccas (XVIII. 3.1), Cassander (XVIII. 49. 2), 

Antigonus (XVIII. 54. 4, XIX. 93. 5), Ptolemy and Demetrius (XX.51.1 at Salamis), 

Cassander and Demetrius (XX.110.5, before Ipsus); and at XX.37.4 Diodorus 

says that each of the Successors wanted a connection with the royal house 

through Cleopatra, u>\ T-TV luw £Acov (x'^Av TTS'o/GT^Wv

As early as 311 T£ c(/W appears in Chancery language:

"

Monophthalmus himself used it twice in his letter to the Scepsians.
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\ * ""> 

Arrian in the fifth book of the T* /uerx V^XtJkvcoov' £s quoted for

the sentence : " g^> 2l£v eJveti Tov /SooXexjovr-^ T~I U/TF/O
i/ j

i z^ . ./.\\ ...... ^?.,. g -p

T (context uncertain: perhaps a speech of Craterus to

246 
Antipater?). It is perhaps significant, too, that Polybius uses the

phrase in a context which alludes to the ancestors of Philip V: Philip's 

house, he says, had always coveted universal dominion - £ A«.*\t<rv u^ 

Tjy To>v oA^v/ gAzndoj %$<&T*i - and this is naturally taken as a reference

to Antigonus Monophthalmus and Demetrius, since the later Antigonids had

247 
less obviously entertained grandiose hopes of overseas empire. Finally,

it seems possible that Nepos has translated TV oAX. from a Greek source 

in his Life of Eumenes with the phrase 'summae res 1 or f summa rerum1 . 

The strongest expression used by Latin authors to denote possession of 

total power is rerum potiri* : thus Augustus in the Res Gestae (34.1),

"per consensum universe rum jjpotitus reru/m om/n/ium" (= /VJ^r^ Tvy

Tov

Nepos, while he once uses the expression 'summi imperil potiretur* (Bum. 7.1), 

chooses regularly, however, to convey the sense 'supreme power* by the 

phrase 'summa rerum' (Eum.5.1, cf. 2.1), or 'summae res' (Eum.7.2, 10.3). 

At Eum.2.1 the sentence "Alexandro Babylone mortuo, cum ... summa tradita 

esset tuenda Perdiccae", perhaps corresponds to Diod. XVIII. 3.1, O-Voj 3s

P'&'t - < &c*tf -tvi+V and at

Eum.5.1, "Perdiccas apud Nilum f lumen interficitur ....... rerumque summa

ai Ant ipatrum defer tur", compares with Diodorus XVIII. 36. 6, discussing the

question of A ToiV &V^ /Sitvovi<. after Perdiccas' death. Possibly, 

then, Nepos preserves this phrase in a Latin translation.

It can be said, with a slightly greater degree of certainty,

that the words iOiocrp<woL and ?QtoiT^^\ £<-o may originate 

with Hieronymus. In addition to the case mentioned (XVIII. 50.1, Tcoy 

ovr^v ?^oiror/ £ir^^v^v 9 these terms occur seven times
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in Diodorus XVIII, and they occur nowhere else in the Bibliotheke. 

In general, fAo/ra-^X. characterises the behaviour of the 

ambitious Diadochs who tried to make themselves independent of the central 

power: thus Pithon, XVIII. 7. 4; Antigonus XVIII. 39. 7, 50.1, 52.7, (cf. 58.4, 

Wvrfjro«^o--.ey<$i^ftM.f.vty TOV yl^jnX&i*/ ); and Eumenes, the loyal 

servant of the Argeads, is contrasted explicitly with o? ?cf/o/r/)-<Koc vrf^ 

(XVIII. 42. 2, 62.7). 'Idiopragia' is a rare word: Plato coupled it with 

'pleonexia', claiming that, ~~r

; and on the face of it, this is

a term embodying a moral or political judgement. Diodorus, at any rate, 

seems to have taken it as such, at least when describing the attitudes

of Eumenes.

or f However, the verb i at efT/j^V^^ (commoner in Greek authors than

/
, usually has the non-moral sense, 'acting by oneself 1 ;

'acting independently', or even 'minding one's own business' (i.e. like

\i as opposed to /TbXorr/o^v^Moov' ).'
'/ ' i tj J j i'

Twice in Diodorus XVIII it is used in this neutral sense (XVIII.9.2, 64.6). 

Furthermore, 'idj^bpragia' presupposes 'koinopragia' (or vice versa), 

'koinopragia 1 being a term not unique to Diodorus XVIII-XX, but one which

occurs in these books with especial frequency, because it was demanded by

252 the subject-matter. 'Koinopragiai' were the private agreements made

between the Diadochi for common action in the period before they became 

Kings: 'symmachiai*, international agreements, were concluded at a time 

when they had become completely independent and negotiated as between
r\ CO

one state and another. This word is therefore purely descriptive, and 

it may be doubted whether its correlate, 'idiopragia', was originally 

invested with a portentous significance.

Without the original text, the nuance of Hieronymus' attitude 

to the dissolution of the empire seems to be hardly retrievable. The
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encomiastic treatment of Eumenes almost certainly encouraged the secondary 

authors to make judgements about Antigonus 1 political stance; in the same 

way th$y tend to retroject his great plans to an early stage in his career, 

although Briant's recent study of Mbnophthalmus shows that he could

hardly have entertained hopes of empire until at least the death of

254 
Antipater; and the evidence suggests that he was slow to take the

255 final step of proclaiming himself 'basileus 1 . The praise of Ptolemy,

which Brown took as a comment on the policy of Hieronymus 1 patron, 

Antigonus Gonatas, can hardly be disentangled from the highly favourable 

view of this ruler which Diodorus takes in other parts of his narrative 

and which was influenced by the use of Alexandrian sources. It is likely 

that certain key words have survived from Hieronymus into Diodorus: T* <SCWy 

denoting at the same time the aim and the scope of the struggle among 

the Diadochi: jot oiTpavie*- and K&iv&XpotyieL , describing

the way the generals ganged up successively on the one strongest man
opcyetf&^i, 

among them;^suggesting the grasping of the strongest after the supreme

prize. These are the terms which define the central idea in the first 

part of the Hieronyman narrative; but they do not imply a committed view 

on the part of the historian. We should rather suppose that T£ oXoC 

was an obsessive concept for Hieronymus, as the idea of «7^(*'] was 

for Thucydides. He admired a man like Antigonus Monophthalmus for the 

grandeur of his vision, as Thucydides admired the greatness of the Athenian 

empire, without concealing the brutality of the methods by which power was 

achieved and maintained; but he condemned the folly of a perpetual grasping

after more: 3/»£.]r£s'&wU is the word by which Thucydides described
O Cf.

the greed of the Athenians for further and further conquests. I 

follow the usual view that the estimate of Antigonus at Plut. Demetr. XXVIII 

derives in substance from Hieronymus, and in this passage the point is the 

excessive 'philarchia 1 of the dynast, through which he threw away a great
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empire. There is no suggestion that Hieronymus condemned in principle 

the rule of Alexander's empire by a single man; and to suppose that he 

would not have wished to see Gonatas master of Antigoneia is surely to 

misconceive the matter. We now know from the Labraunda documents that the

Antigonids in the dark period before Philip V had tried to maintain a
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sphere of influence in Asia Minor; even in the time of Cassander - to

all appearances a true exponent of the 'Macedon for the Macedonians 1 

policy - there is a hint of the longing for overseas domains in Diodorus' 

account of the expedition to Caria in 314 (Diod. XIX. 68, cf. 69.1,

v0ror <^ 1 o<?<xjv TO^ fettvdpctf o<r 

Hieronymus condemned in Monophthalmus not his objectives but his methods: 

his failure, like that of Perdiccas, was essentially a military failure 

which came about through the faults of his personality, But this I shall 

develop in the following chapter.

Hieronymus' attitude to the Greeks is altogether a different problem. 

By Gonatas' time, the idea of a united Macedonian empire was hypothetical: 

territorial boundaries in and around the Aegean might shift their position, 

but no one after the death of Demetrius seriously thought he might 

reconstitute Alexander's kingdom. Relations between the Macedonian 

suzerains and their subjects, on the other hand, were an immediate and 

continuing issue. On this subject, it may be supposed, Hieronymus was 

not altogether free to speak as he chose, and in his treatment of the Lamian 

War and the settlements made by Antipater and Gassander, as reflected in 

Diodorus, he adopted the official Macedonian line. In 322 Antipater 

deported 12,000 Athenian citizens to Thrace, abolished the Athenian 

democracy, restricted the franchise to a body of 9,000 wealthy citizens, 

and installed a garrison under the phrourarch Menyllus (Diod. XVIII. 18. 4-6). 

Only a historian with pronounced Macedonian sympathies could say that Antipater 

had acted /WS/wo/rzo and £tnU££> (XVIII. 18. 4, 8) . The
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settlement of 317 was not less oppressive: the garrison remained in Munychia, 

the franchise was limited to possessors of At least ten minae, Demetrius of 

Phaleron was set up as 'epimeletes 1 of Athens. Yet Diodorus 1 account of

Cassander*s dealings with Athens concludes TM tTbX<?tu^ 'nWfv (sc. o

->   \ . -^ , ( j \ c f 258
LA P*ivi/cujf £>a rr/'of  our /TTAfTxf o>< A^v/b/ow.TZAjf . This may j I u i ^ ^ j -r ( j j

have been no more than the truth: the prosperity of Athens under Demetrius

259 was admitted even by his most bitter enemies; and Cassander himself

perhaps deserved some credit for the ten years of good government (cf. Strabo 

IX.398). But we can hardly see this, as Mazzarino does, as an isolated

concession to a peaceful regime by a liberty-loving Hieronymus ("egli si

260 schiera, con moderazione, dalla parte del demo e della liberta ateniense"):

'uO{H*iT>*<. and f/ns^/cf^x. were words denoting the condescension 
/

of a master to his inferiors.

The situation of the 260's demanded of Hieronymus a careful 

handling of the grat revolt of 323-2; no contemporary could have ignored 

the parallel between the Lamian and the Chrenonidean War, or between the 

measures taken by Cassander and by Gonatas to pacify the Greek states. 

Not only the position of Athens was still a living issue. The case of 

the lesser cities, Megalopolis, for example, offered a point of comparison. 

Aristodemus of Megalopolis, established in power at least soon after the 

battle of Corinth in 264, was one of the most important and most capable 

of the tyrants patronised by Gonatas. He was known as 'the good 1 - 

<S y00 <s-roC   an(* possibly his victory over Acrotatus of Sparta
At I J ;

argues, as Tarn suggested, popularity and influence among the citizens 

of Megalopolis: it must at least have had this result, for Aristodemus

celebrated his triumph by adorning the city with temples and building a
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pillared hall in the agora of Megalopolis. Hieronymus 1 account of

Damis of Megalopolis was surely written with Aristodemus in mind. 

Until 323 Damis 1 career had followed the pattern of Greeks like Eumenes
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or Nearchus who had joined the Macedonian expedition: probably he 

accompanied Alexander as far as India, since he had experience of elephants; 

(Diod. XVIII.71.2); and he is probably to be identified with 'Damyllus 1 

the Megalopolitan, mentioned by Curtius as one of the envoys who negotiated 

between Perdiccas and the mutineers at Babylon in 323. By 318 he had 

returned to Megalopolis: possibly he had been a follower of Perdiccas and 

was among the fifty who were exiled along with Eumenes and Alcetas (Diod. 

XVIII.37.2); if so, events proved that he had made a shrewd choice. In 

his own city he was a great man and the hero of the hour: turning his 

military expertise to good account, he led the defence of Megalopolis 

against the besieging forces of Polyperchon, routed Polyperchon 1 s elephants, 

and saved the city. In 315 Cassander made Damis his governor in Megalopolis, 

and he thus became an Arcadian counterpart to Demetrius of Phaleron. Diodorus' 

account of the siege of 318 is written from the point of view of the 

defenders, and pays tribute to the 'empeiria* and 'epinoia* of Damis, 

just as it castigates Polyperchon for his incompetence. Hieronymus 

perhaps knew Damis as an old campaigning acquaintance from the days of 

Alexander; but the connection with Cassander argues a political as well 

as a personal motive. Antigoni^ Macedon was not a police state, in which

the distinguished friend of Antigonus' house might expect his work to be

265 censored. Gonatas, however, was hardly less autocratic than other

Hellenistic rulers. Tarn's portrait of the philosophically minded

philhellene is only one side of the picture: cultural philhellenism was
6 

never the same as political philhellenism, and the means through which
lr 

Gonatas governed his domains were tyrants, oligarchies, 'strategoi 1 and
266 

f epistatai r , the latter found even in Macedon itself. Athens in the

260 f s was held in a grip of iron; and it is hardly possible that a 

f philos f of the king could have suggested openly that it should be 

otherwise.

The treatment of Greek affairs between 323 and 217, in the earliest
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part of Hieronymus 1 work, is the only serious argument - a priori 

considerations apart - for the date of its final composition. It is a 

natural assumption that Hieronymus kept a private diary and took many 

notes from an early stage in his career under the Diadochi, and I have 

suggested that an attempt was made soon after 317 to write a historical 

encomium of Eumenes. The view recently expressed by O.Mllller, however, 

that Hieronymus wrote in two stages - part one after Ipsus, and part two 

at the end of his life (ttiiller is influenced by the ancient evidence 

for a 'History of the Diadochi' and a 'History of the Epigoni') - and 

that apparent inconsistencies in his views are to be explained by his

adoption of the political stance of his successive masters, is hardly

267 
acceptable. There were obvious difficulties for Hieronymus in

reconciling in his work the different attitudes of Eumenes and the three 

Antigonids; and our difficulties in identifying and interpreting his 

outlook are considerable; but to regard him as no more than the mouthpiece 

of the men by whom he was retained is a counsel of despair. The attitude 

shown in Diodorus to Greece under Antipater and Cassander is the one 

feature which indicates positively a writing or final re-writing of the 

History at a date in the late 260's or 250's, when Athens, at peace, but

politically emasculated, lay under the watchful eye of Heracleitus and

. f ..268 
Gonatas' strategoi .

Hieronymus 1 personal sympathy with the Greek policy of Antigonus 

Gonatas is not necessarily to be inferred from this account. Perhaps the 

demise of Athens as a political state seemed inevitable; perhaps, as a 

Greek from Cardia, with its traditional hatred of Athens and inclination 

to Macedon, he did not have a deep understanding of the aspirations of 

the Greek 'poleis': he himself had acted as Demetrius' governor in Thebes. 

Yet he seems to have been not without some feeling for the Greek 'hope of 

eleutheria' (Diod. XIX.61.4), and he surely recognised in any case the
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material and psychological value of the Greek cities in the wars of
269 

the Diadochi. Here Monophthalmus had shown himself a diplomat of

genius: not merely the proclamation at Tyre, but the fact that, on the 

whole, he had put it into practice, gave him perhaps his greatest single 

advantage in the war after 315. Diodorus comments cynically on the 

insincerity of Ptolemy's rival professions (XIX. 62. 1-2), and claims that 

Antigonus had decided to liberate the Greeks 'in very truth 1 (XIX. 78. 2, y^f

^•flr&JOV 6b£ TTpc£ «A^6c44V ?Wi^oir0£ £Ae>u6£<7oGV /T/5o*n «-j T-C4. TOof ^AX-W^S );

this was shown in 313 when Ptolemaeus captured Chalcis, but left it without

a garrison; and the epigraphic confirms that 'liberation' was indeed central

270 
to Antigonus' policy. Demetrius is said to have pursued the cause with

zeal (Diod. XX.45.1, and an exaggerated version at Plut. Demetr. VIII. 2, 

where Athens is described as er>co?r/i T-f) O?KOU^FO"I^ ); though we

should note that what he restores to the Athenians in 307 is their 'pa trios 

politeia' , that much abused term, which could have been applied equally to 

the Solonian constitution set up by Antipater. It was a charge in Chremonides' 

decree that Gonatas had subverted ancestral constitutions; but Mazzarino's

gloss on the phrase as used by Diodorus, "la quale dunque era, per leronimo,

271 la democrazia", is not the necessary interpretation. It was no doubt

by the use of such diplomatic phraseology that Hieronymus solved the 

problem presented by his allegiance at different times to Demetrius and to 

Gonatas .

There is ambiguity, again, in the account of the Lamian War. In his 

narrative of the actual events, as opposed to his account of the settlement, 

Hieronymus was able to judge the revolt as a military, not a political 

enterprise. The argument of ot 5~L>v6si&( di*^ e^vny was an argument 

about *T^ Gu.udepaV : the Athenians had revolted too soon

Tolv fc'C*pv ), before their preparations were complete; 
J

272 
no one argues against the actual idea of rebellion. Again, the failure

of the uprising is treated as a military failure, caused by the disunity of



242.

the allied forces: at the time of Crannon the Greeks found their numbers

depleted, /&or v

(XVIII. 17.1); the Aetolians had gone off during the siege

of Lamia, <;^ TVV/^J; e£W«| Xf***5 (XVIII. 13. 4); after Crannon Antipater 

began to take the Thessalian cities piece-meal, and each negotiated with 

him x«6T ' !>67*V . It was the same story in 321 when the Aetolians 

had agreed to invade Thessaly at the time of Perdiccas 1 attack on Egypt,

but abandoned their allies on news of an Acarnian attack on Aetolia:
/A

ot^fvoi T*^£ ^O/^J" /Tk.TV?<cJ<£ )O Vd iJ V <?-V£.< V' To of" K^V <*A\Ocy (jr/?.<nvco7X£

rbV <?v Bem&t* /c.r.X- Menon was defeated and killed; Polyperchon

273 recovered Thessaly. Possibly Hieronymus gained some insight into

the chronic problem of Greek disunity through his own experience of the

274 
divisions in Eumenes' army. We cannot in any case assume that Diodorus 1

sympathetic analysis of the difficulties which the Greek generals

experienced is evidence of a source different from his source at XVIII. 18. 4-^.

Diyllus is sometimes suggested: but Justin shows what a genuinely pro-Greek

275 
account would look like. It should rather be supposed that Hieronymus

was able to look at the question of Greek sentiment and the problem of 

pan-hellenic action with the objective eye which Herodotus, for example, 

brought to bear in describing the failure of the Ionian revolt. On this 

occasion Hecataeus had played the part of the *men of understanding 1 ,

foreseeing the certain futility of a war waged against the vast resources

f D -276 of Persia.

Hieronymus 1 own standpoint on the question of 'eleutheria 1 , whether 

sentimental or pragmatic, might find a certain oblique expression in his 

account of actual events. But as a burning issue of both past and present 

it demanded also a general statement from the historian; and this we find 

in his account of the freedom-loving Nabataeans. The speech of the Nabataean
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elder (Diod. XIX.97.3-5) articulates a dominant theme of the History: 

the conflict between the 'philarchia 1 of the conqueror and the tenacious 

independence of his subjects. The whole history of Monophthalmus was a 

lesson in the disastrous consequences of authoritarianism. The understanding 

of 'euergesia* shown in his policy towards the Greeks had not been matched 

by his attitude to the communities of Asia: the treatment of the Cossaei, 

the Nabataeans, the Babylonians (testified independently by the

Babylonian Chronicle on the Diadochi), meant in the end the loss of that
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local support which might have given him a swift victory over Seleucus.

By contrast, Ptolemy, Peucestas, above all Seleucus, knew how to value the
O"IQ

goodwill of the £yyu_>p t cn . The 'logos 1 on the Nabataeans, with

its resonance of Herodotus and its idealised setting, was a safe vehicle

279 
in which to convey a serious message to a despot; "for what friends

do not dare to say to kings they write in books" - so Demetrius of Phaleron

280 
told Philadelphus. Whether or not one endorsed the general policy of

Gonatas to the Greek cities, it was possible to think that in the measures 

taken after the Battle of Corinth he had gone too far. Couched in the 

language of Utopian theory and dressed in the exotic colours of the 

barbarian east, Hieronymus therefore gave his warning.

The issue was the degree of freedom, not a questioning of monarchy 

as such. Hieronymus wrote when the fact of kingship in the Greek world 

was established beyond any thought of turning back, and one only asked if 

it were good or bad kingship; hence discussion of the best form of 

constitution practically vanished, essays //£/?< /3^<nA£< *$ proliferated. 

Demosthenes was dead, and with him, liberty and oratory. It was no accident 

that philosophy flowered in Hellenistic Athens, and that "the Muse who found 

the best entertainment in Macedonia was Klio."/^ To understand the 

position of Hieronymus in Antigonid Macedon, we must look not back to the 

world of city states from which he came, but forward to a parallel period
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of history, the Roman principate, and to the greatest historian of that 

period*. Tacitus lived at a time when again the struggles were over and

the form of government no longer in question; emperors were good or bad -

282 Nerva could even be said to have blended the principate with liberty;

and the historian could record the events of the recent past without 

passion or bias. This is, perhaps, the true perspective in which we

should see Hieronymus and his work. "Ne Macedonum quidem ac Persarum aut

283 ullius gentis quae certo imperio contenta fuerit eloquentiam novimus."

We have gained peace, but lost liberty, and great oratory cannot flourish 

in the conditions of our times; we must write history now.
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Riv.Fil. X (1932) pp.462ff. On the chronology see also Olmstead, Class. 

Phil. 1937 p.Iff.; Parker and Dubberstein, Babylonian Chronology 626 B.C.- 

A.D.45, 1946 p.!7ff.; Bickermann, Berytus VIII (1944) p.74ff.; Sachs and
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Wiseman, Iraq XVI (1954) pp.202-212 (edition of a new Babylonian king-list), 

with the comments of Aymard, REA LVII (1955) pp.102-112 = Etudes, Paris 

1967 pp.263ff.

22. Momigliano art.cit. does not meet this difficulty. Cf. Biziere, 

Diodore XIX, note complementaire a p.23.

23. Diod. XIX.90ff.; 100.5-7; Plut.Demetr.7.

24. Momigliano, art.cit. p.478.

25. See Momigliano, Stud.Ital.Fil.Class, n.s. VIII (1930) pp.83ff.; 

Simpson, JHS 74 (1954) pp.25ff.

26. Tarn, JHS 1940 p.86, assumes Hieronymus gave no account of the 

war between Antigonus and Seleucus, buf cf. ch.III p. I^-5",

27. Cf. Smith, Bab.Hist.Texts p.136; Topography and Architecture of 

Seleuceia on the Tigris, ed. C.Hopkins, Michigan 1972, p.4f. (founding 

of Seleuceia).

28. See ch.V p. 366 jf.

29. OGIS 5 = Welles RC|= Schmitt, Die StaatsvertrSge des Alterturns III, I     ^ ______________________

Munich 1969, no.428; Diod. XIX.75.6.

30. Syll. 3 322; cf. Diod. XIX.75.3-4.

31. IG II2682 = Syll.3 409; Diod. XIX.75.8, cf. 62; cf. Beloch gr.Gesch. Ill 

l2 p.122.

32. IG II.1.268, lines 4-17; Diod. XIX.68.3ff. Cf. IG XII.8.7, 47 and 48.

3 Other inscriptions referring to Antigonus 1 liberation campaign are Syll.

328 (Chalcis); Syll. 3 344 = Welles RC 3 and 4 (Teos and Lebedus); OGIS 7 

(Cyme); OGIS 223 = Welles RC 15, line 21ff. (Erythrae); cf. Meritt 

' AJ Phil. LVI (1935) p.361 (Colophon); also Syll. 3 330 line 24f. (the Ilian 

cities: discussed by Simpson, Historia VIII, 1959, p.396).

33. Mon.Antichi XXIII (1914) p,116f., no.83. Cf. Beloch, gr.Gesch. IV.22 

p.334; Segre Aegyptus 14 (1934) pp.253ff; Launey, Recherches I p.249.
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34. IG VII 2419 = Syll. 3 337. Cf. Holleaux, Etudes I.l.p.3ff. Diod. 

XIX. 54.1-2.

35. Diod. XIX.55.1

36. See E.Robinson, Num.Chron. 1921, p.37£.

37. Diod. XIX.92.5.

38. Diod. XIX.57.5.

39. See Newell, Num.Notes and Monographs 21 (1923), Alexander Hoards 

III, Andritsaina, especially p.21f£. for the relation of the date of burial 

to political events in the Peloponnese. Cf.Edwards and Thompson, AJA 74 

(1970) p.350.

40. Diod. XIX.77.4.

41. S.C. Bakhuizen, Salganeus and the fortifications on its mountains, 

Chalcidian Studies II, Groningen 1970 p.lOSff.

42. Ibid, p.130.

43. Lanckoronski-Petersen, StSdte Pamphyliens u. Pisidiens, II, Wien 

1892, pp.69172; Heberdey, RE s.v. Termessos col.755; G.Kleiner, Diadochen- 

grUber Sitz. Wiss. Gesell. JohamGoethe, Frankfurt-Main, I, 1963, p.71ff.; 

cf. Ch.Picard, Sepultures des compagnons de guerre «ou successeurs macedoniens 

d'Alexandre, Journal des Savants, 1964 pp.208ff. Kalinka, Tit.Asiae Min. II.1. 

p.l has a good photograph of the hillside.

44. Rurtz and Boardman, Greek Burial Customs 1971, p.297.

45. Diod. XVIII.47.3. Provision for a cult has been found in the 

Termessos tomb: cf. Lanckoronski-Petersen loc.cit., Picard art.cit. p.222.

46. See Rleiner, op.cit. p.SOff. for the tomb at Belevi near Ephesus;

cf. Picard art.cit. p.225f.: the original occupant might have been Antiochus

II, who died at Ephesus in 246; but the tomb may be of considerably earlier

date, and has been attributed to the fourth century Persian general Memnon

of Rhodes. A funerary building at Amphipolis B suggested by Picard (p.226 n.22)

as the tomb of Nearchus of Crete. A.D.H. Bivar, JRS 59 (1969) p.307 (reviewing

Colledge, The Parthians, 1967) suggests that the shrine of Khurha, not far
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from Isfahan, may commemorate the last hattie of Eumenes in Gahiene.

47. Polyb. XII.27.6.

48. Cf. ch.V p.

49. Diod. XIX.17.3. Contrast, however, XVIII.34.7, where the eye-witness 

description of the Nile crossing must come from the reports of soldiers 

who had served under Perdiccas. For XVIII.27.2 ( o^*«"&2-* ), 

28.1 (&i£ -rfi op*f&*>$ ) cf. ch.II p. 5<?£.

50. Timaeus F.Gr.Hist. 566 F26a = Diod. XII.82.3.

51. Plut. Bum. XIV.4.

52. Diod. XIX.18.4ff.

53. Diod. XIX.21.3.

54. Diod. XIX.22 passim and 22.2. On the terminology, see Holleaux, 

Etudes, III p.Iff.

55. Diod. XIX.31.2.

56. Diod. XIX.42.1.

57. Diod. XIX.34.6.

58. Diod. XIX.46.1. Cf. PolyaeiIV.6.14, recording what Antigonus said.

59. Diod. XIX.II.7. Cf. T.S. Brown, Am.Hist.Rev. 1946 p.689.

60. Diod. XVIII.9.4.

61. Cf. F.Gr.Hist. IID p.546. Ptolemy: Arr.Anab. 3.29.6-30.5 = F14; 

5.28.4-5 = F23; cf. 4.23.1-3; 5.23.7-24.3; 4.24.1-4. Cf. Pearson Lost Histories 

p.200f., 203f., 209. Ancient histories in general avoided giving biographical 

details about themselves: as a stylistic principle this had been taken over 

by Herodotus from epic. It was partially broken by Theopompus 1 proems, and 

Hellenistic historians became relatively informative about their lives 

and persons. Cf.Jacoby, RE Suppl. II s.v. Herodotos cols. 245-6.

62. Thibron: Diod. XVIII.19.ff.; cf. XVIII.35. passim on the horrors 

of swimming a river full of crocodiles.

63. Diod. XVIII.12.3; 15.2-4; 17.2; 17.4. Plut. Phoc. 25.3.
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64. For Menon's city, cf. Diod. XVIII.38.5. His relationship to Pyrrhus: 

Plut. Pyrrh. 1.4.

65. IG II2 545: cf. Wilhelm, Vier BeschlUsse der Athener, Abh.d.Preuss. 

Akad. d.Wiss.phil.-hist.Kl. 22 (1939) p.!7ff.

66. Diod. XIX.40.2; Plut. Demetr. 4.1; cf. Diod. XIX.22.2.

67. Arrian, PSI 1284 col. III.1.14-15. Cf. G.Wirth, Klio 46 (1965), p.287.

68. Diod. XIX.40.4; cf. Tarn, HMND p.34.

69. Diod. XIX.69.1; XX.107.5; cf. Wirth loc.cit.

70. Diod. XIX.19.4; Plut.Bum. 18.3.

71. Diod. XIX.59.2.

72. Arr. Anab. 6.15.4; Diod. XVIII.3.3, 39.6; XIX.56.4.

73. Diod. XIX.18-20 passim, cf. ch.V p. 3/5*^.. Diod. XIX.46.1-4; 

cf. Polyaen. IV.6.14; Griffith, Hellenistic Mercenaries p.51.

74. Diod. XVIII.7.4; XIX.14.2; XVIII.36.5.

75. Diod. XVIII.33.3; 36.5.

76. Arr. F10.3-5; Diod. XVIII.39.6; Smith, Bab.Hist.Texts p.142 (Obv.5). 

cf. p.130. Diod. XVIII.45.3, cf. Plut. Bum. 8.4; Diod. XIX.16 passim.

77. See Simpson, A possible case of misrepresentation in Hieronymus of 

Cardda, Historia 6 (1957) p.504f.

78. Diod. XIX.75.3; XX.107.3-4. Cf.Robert, Rev.de Phil. VIII (1934) p.267f.; 

Launey, Recherches 1.342. Kaerst, RE s.v. Dokimos col.1274 nos. 4 and 5, 

distinguishes the general of Perdiccas from Docimus the general of 

Antigonus. Cf. also Paus. 1.8.1 for Docimus and Lysimachus.

79. Diod. XIX.16.1, 16.5.

80. Berve II p.261; Helly Gonnoi I Amsterdam 1973 p.84.

81. Diod. XIX.75.3, 75.7.

82. Diod. XX.50.3; cf. 52.2.

383. Geyer RE s.v. Medeios col.103-4; Syll. 342; Helly Gonnoi I loc.cit.

and II no.l.

3
84. Syll. 343; cf. Diod. XIX.46.5 and Dittenberger Syll. notes 2-3, ad.loc.
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Cf. Robert Hellenica II 1946 p.lSff. esp. 28f., on the importance of 

Oxythemis and Adeimantus as agents of Demetrius in Greece.

85. Hier.F17, cf. App.I p. xx«' . Duris also had a history of Thessaly 

at this point in his work: F.Gr.Hist. 76 Fll with F.Gr.Hist, IID p. 547. 

(comm. Hier. F17). For the view that Hieronymus wrote in reply to Duris, 

see J.G. Droysen, Hermes XI (1876) cf. Jacoby RE Hieronymos col. 1549-50.

86. Strabo XI.530ff.; cf. Robert CRAI 1968 p.435ff.

87. Launey Recherches I p.215ff., 220ff., II p. 1139-1143.
cf. also Plut.Demetr.XXIX.5, Thorax of

88. Robert art.cit. p.422ff . staved by Antigonus ' body on the battle 
      of Tpsus.

89. On Lysimachus* origins see below n.

90. Cf. Pear son Yale Class. Stud. 24 (1975) p.!92ff.

91. Plut. Pyrrh. 21.2 = Hier.F12; cf. Diod. Hal.A.R. XIX. II; and Paus. 

1.12.2, but on the last passage see Segre Historia II (1928) p.223ff .

92. Paus. 1.12.3-4; cf . Segre art.cit.

93. Diod. XIX.90ff.

94. We may compare Arrian's reasons for preferring Ptolemy as his source:

iv (Anab.I.1.1). This curious statement ̂ calls a

passage in the questions and answers section of the Letter of Aristeas (206) : 

'How should the king adhere to the truth?* asks Philadelphus ; and the Jewish 

elder replies 'By realising that lying brings great shame on all men, but 

especially on kings; having the power to do what they like, what reason 

have they for lying? 1 Aristeas is probably to be dated c.100 B.C., but 

there has been general agreement that in this section he is indebted to 

Peri Basileias literature of an earlier date (for a recent discussion see 

0-, Murray, J.Th.Stud. n.s. 18 (1967). p.337ff.). It would appear that 

truth-telling was regarded as a virtue of a Hellenistic king, and it is 

possible that Arrian has accepted a claim made by Ptolemy himself in the 

preface to his history of Alexander, to the effect that he, being a

king, was $i\*\^B^£ ; cf%. Pearson, Lost Histories p. 194 n.27.

also WffefeeA, J, £. Bert. 1 1*3 tf. /££f feW pwr** of c. toe fu\ :
t .
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95. Jacoby Atthis 1949 p.216 (he goes on to compare these men with the 

fourth century Atthidographers); cf. RE Suppl. II col.410-12. Cf.B.Mitchell, 

JHS 95 (1975) p.75ff. on Herodotus 1 aristocratic informants in Samos.

96. Brunt REG 65 (1952) 59ff.

97. Diod. XX.107.5; XVIII.40.2-3; though it may be Phoenix of Tenedos 

who followed Ptolemaeus when he revolted from Antigonus in 310 and is 

described as tvx TMV <T«ST-OT<:TCOV' <£/,\t>oV (i.e. of Ptolemaeus): 

Diod. XX.19.2.

98. Diod. XIX.57.5; cf. XIX.66.2. Antigonus 1 letter to the Scepsians 

mentions Prepelaus and Aristodemus as envoys in the matter of the truce 

between Cassander and 'Ptolemaeus 1 (Welles RC I lines 9-12): the latter 

has plausibly been identified as the general of Antigonus, rather than 

Ptolemy of Egypt, and on this assumption, the Aristodemus of the inscription 

is likely to be Aristodemus the Milesian, who would have joined Ptolemaeus 1 

staff after 313: see Bakhuizen, Salganeus p.118 n.40. For Aristodemus* later 

career cf. Plut. Demetr. 17 and 9: cf. 0. Mllller Antigonus Monophthalmos 

und 'das Jahr der Ko'nige', Bonn 1973 p.81 for the view that the story of 

Aristodemus' flattery of Antigonus is untrue, and derived from an inferior 

source.

99. Robert Hellenica II 1946 p.lSff.

100. On the date of composition, see below p.

101. Cf. ch.V p.

102. See Rosen, Acta Classica 1967 pp.41ff. For a detailed analysis of 

all the passages where documentary material in our sources can be traced 

back to Hieronymus, I have here accepted and made usf of many of Rosen's
Jv

conclusions, though some of the documents concerned with Eumenes raise 

problems which are discussed below, p. i^^-f.

103. Contrast Diod. XVIII.109.1 and XVII.Ill on the origins of the Lamian 

War, with XVIII.8-11, where Hieronymus' analysis of the 'aitiai' is
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supported by the quotation of Alexander's letter about the Greek exiles. 

Almost no documents are mentioned in the Sicilian and Italian sections 

of Diodorus XIX and XX: cf. Rosen p.42.

104. Schwartz, Das Geschichtswerk des Thucydides, Bonn 1929 p.44f.:
x> 

Wade-Gery OCD/s.v. Thucydides p.1068.

105. Cf. F.Gr.Hist. IIB comm.342, p.96 and notes 29-30.

106. Cf. ch.III p. I SI ff. See Lehmann-Haupt, Hermes 36 (1901) p.319f. 

for the view that Eumenes sent a copy of the Royal Diary to Hieronymus, 

who used it in writing his history: it is certain, however, for reasons 

set out in ch.III (p. 110 jyftl) that Hieronymus began his work only after 

Alexander's death; whatever the origin of the Ephemerides they were not 

transmitted via Hieronymus.

107. For the work of Alexander's Chancellery, see Berve I pp.42-55; 

Alexander's care in maintaining complete records is illustrated by the 

story that after a fire in Eumenes' tent, Alexander wrote to the satraps 

and generals everywhere, ordering them to send Eumenes copies of the 

documents vlich had been destroyed. For Theophrastus' use of records at 

Babylon, see Strabo II.1.16.

108. Diod. XIX.23.3; cf. Polyaen. 4.8.3.

109. D.Lewis, J.Th.Stud. n.s.20 (1969) p.584 (review of Sevenster, Do 

You Know Greek?).

110. Plut. Bum. XII.1-2. Diod. XVIII.57.2-4, 58.1-4; Plut .Bum. XIII.1. 

Cf. Rosen p.69ff.

111. Briant REA LXXV, 1973, pp.75ff.

112. Rosen loc.cit. treats both letters as genuine, regarding the first 

as an offer, the second as contahing the actual terms of Eumenes' 

appointment.

113. Diod. XVIII.29.2; Plut. Bum. 5.7-8. Cf. Rosen p.60f.

114. Suggested by Briant, art.cit. p.74.

115. Apparent traces of original phraseology at e.g. Plut. Bum. 5.6, 5.7-8: 

cf. Rosen n.60f.
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116. Diod. XVIII.48.2.

117. The description of Antipater as an f old and rotten thread 1 , which caused 

particular offence, is not mentioned by Diodorus, and may have been tactfully 

omitted by Hieronymus: Arrian (F9.14) and Plutarch (Demosth. 31.5, Phoc. 30.9) 

could have found it in Athenian writers, who would have recorded the 

phrase with gusto. Contra, Rosen p.63. The destruction of incriminating 

correspondence at a time of danger was recognised as a duty: cf. Plut. Bum. 

16.2, Eumenes destroys his papers before Gabiene: Polyb. XVIII.33.3, 

Philip V burns his correspondence after Cynoscephalae for the same reasons.
s*. f

118. Diod. XVIII. 10.1, o*y rr&r ' 6</>T sw o 0{\ < /nrD£ Tov M£v m>W/uov 

&?/»XvnV (S/R/'V£xv'K.r.\. apparently refers to Philip's letter to Athens of 340 

(Ps.-Demosth. XII), and Hieronymus might have seen a copy of this letter 

at Pella: So Rosen p.53. But the epigrammatic character of the sentence, 

and the fact that it is a parenthesis in the narrative, suggest that it 

is Diodorus 1 addition. For the settlement after Ipsus, cf. Appian Syr. IX.55.

119. Lucian Enc.Demosth. 26.

120. Polyaen. IV.6.2.

121. Suda s.v. *

122. Cf. App.I p

123. Bickerman Class. Phil. 42 (1947) p.146.

124. Diog. Laert. V.80. Cf. Misch, A History of Autobiography in Antiquity, 

I, Trans.Dickes, London 1950, pp.203ff.

125. Craterus, F.Gr.Hist. 342, with comm.IIIB p.94ff., esp. 95. In Jacoby's 

view, Craterus was possibly a pupil of Aristotle himself. Tarn, Antigonus 

Gonatas pp.342-4 identifies him with Antigonus 1 half-brother.

126. Diod. XVIII.8.4: the special provision about the Samian exiles shows 

that Hieronymus copied the text of the draft addressed specifically to the 

Athenians; cf. Rosen p.53f. Diod. XVIII.18.4-6; 74.3.

127. See O.Murray, Herodotus and Hellenistic Culture, C.Q. n.s.22 (1972) 

p.207ff.
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128. Cf. Jacoby RE Hieronymos col.1548.

129. Thuc. VI.1-5; Hier. F17, F18.

130. Hier. F13.

131. Thuc. VI.6.1.

132. Plut. Pyrrh. XII.2-3, XII.5, XIII.1-2, XIV passim, XXVI.1; XIV.8.
.,/

133. Plut. Pyrrh. XXI. 10: ToTj 3d ^oy^oo^ J/trtTEtf IK: ^\^ o?/co5ev

uiro,0Lo$ K*^ ~x^u TO ~

134. Paus. I.11.7ff; cf. App.I F13.

135. Gomme, Andrewes, Dover, His t . Comm . Thuc . vol. IV pp.!98ff .

136. Jacoby, Atthis, p. 184; F.Gr.Hist. 4 F66; 489 Tl.

137. Cf. Tarn, Antigonos Gonatas p. 186 with n.62: the inhabitants 

regularly styled themselves T Cassandreis f rather than 'Makedones'; but 

this was because Cassandreia was a 'polis 1 : similarly the inhabitants 

of Pella are called 'Pellaioi'.

138. Diod. IV.64-67; cf. Schwartz RE s.v. Diodoros no. 38 col.673ff. 

Herodotus V. 57-61.

139. Cf . App.I F13 for early contacts between Rome and Greece and allusions 

to Rome in Greek writers before Hieronymus.

140. Cf. Forrest, JRS 1956 p.!69ff.

141. Strabo V.232.

142. Plut. Pyrrh. XIX. 4-5. Cineas himself may not have survived the 

expedition, since he is not mentioned after his mission to Sicily in 

279-8 (ibid. XXII. 3).

143. See above p. 187,

144. E.Rawson PBSR 1971 pp. 24-26.

145. Ibid, p.25.

146. Duris F.Gr.Hist. 76 F56; Callimachus frg. 107 (Pf eif f er) ; Head HN2
M^^MM J

104. Cf . Momigliano Alien Wisdom p. 16.
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147. Strabo 1.4.9: Arrian VII.15.5. Momigliano loc.cit.

148. IG IX.2, 517 = Syll. 3 543.

149. On Macedonian manpower and garrisons cf. Tarn op.cit. pp.190, 193f.,

201f.

150. Ibid, p.342.

151. Moretti, Iscrizidae storiche ellenistiche II Florence 1975, no.114.

152. For garrisons on the northern border, cf. Tarn, op.cit. p.201f.; 

Polyb. IX.32ff.

153. Moretti op.cit. II no.110 line 13 (= SEG XIII.403)

154. Cf. Asclep. Tact. 2.5; Arr.Tact. 8.1.

155. Cf. De Sanctis Riv.Fil. XII (1934) p.520f.; Welles Am.J.Arch. XLII 

(1938) p.245f.

156. See above p.£o^- and n.148.

157. Hieronymus may have given incidental information about the Gauls 

when recounting the invasion of 279, but it is very uncertain how far his 

account can be recovered from that of Pausanias and our other sources. 

Cf. Paus. X.19.4-23.9; Diod. XXII.9; Justin XXIV.4-8. Droysen, Hell.2 p.342 

no.4 believed that Diodorus and Pausanias both followed Hieronymus. He may 

be Pausanias' source for the brief mention of the Gallic invasion at 1.3.5-4.4 

as for other historical notices on the Diadochi in Bk.l; and it might be 

thought that the military details at X.19.11 (the Celtic organisation 

called 'trismarcisia 1 ) are Hieronyman. The main part of Pausanias 1 

narrative, however, with its dramatic and patriotic tone, is to be attributed 

to other third century sources, and probably in part to Pausanias himself. 

Cf. Frazer, comm. ad.loc., vol.V p.341ff; Regenbogen R£ Suppl. VIII s.v. 

Pausanias col.1076; Momigliano, Alien Wisdom p.63f.

158. Rostovtzeff, Caravan Cities, Oxford 1932 p.55; cf. Cl.Wehrli, 

Antigone et Demetrios p.51f; Will HPMH I p.53.

159. Diod. XIX.100.1 = Hier. T6. Cf. ch.I p
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160. Jacoby RE Hieronymos col.1559; cf. RE Suppl. II s.v. Herodotos col. 512,

161. See F.C. Hammond, The Nabataeans, Gbteborg 1973 p.llff.

162. Cf. Herodotus VII. 31: the men of Callatebus, on the route to 

Sardis, make honey out of wheat and the fruit of the tamarisk:

/iM/cwvo) /ueXf IK M-upiKyS TE

163. Diodorus 1 'petra 1 was identified by G. and A. Horsfeld with

Umm el^Biyarn, a rock about 200 metres high overlooking the valley of

Petra. Some pre-Nabataean cisterns were found on the summit. It is probably

to -]BA f identified also with the Rock of the Prophets (Sela) , used as 

a refuge by the Edomites. Cf. J. Starcky Bibl.Arch. XVIII (1955) p. 84.

164. Diod. XIX. 96.1.

165. Jeremiah 35.6-10. Cf. Barbieri, New Catholic Encyclopaedia, 

s.v. Rechabites.

166. Strabo XVI. 21 p. 779.

167. Hammond op.cit. p. 10.

168. Cf. Fraser, Ptol. Alex. I p.!76f. II p.300f. n.350.

169. Rostovtzeff, Caravan Cities p. 55.

170. Pliny N.H. VI. 162 cf .144.

171. Hammond, op.cit. p.72f.

172. N.Glueck, Rivers of the Desert, New York 1959 p. 223. Some layers 

of plaster are said to be still visible on the walls of an overground 

cistern at Qasr Wadi Siq, south-west of Abdah.

173. Diod. XIX. 98-99.

174. The length of the lake, given as approx. 500 stades (= about 57 miles) 

is inexact. The present measurement is about 47 miles, and the water level 

is thought to have risen considerably since antiquity: cf . F.G.Clapp, 

Geology of the Dead Sea Area, Bull. of Am. Assoc. of Petroleum Geologists, 

vol.20 no. 7 (1936) pp.885ff. The distance between Petra and the Dead Sea 

is also a problem on Diodorus 1 account. At 98.1 he gives 300 stades (c.34 

miles); at 95.2, Petra is two days journey from f the settled country 1 ;
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ibid. Athenaeus and a light-armed force take three days and nights to 

reach Petra, covering a distance of 2,200 stades (c.250 miles). The last 

figure is clearly incorrect: cf. Diod. XVIII.44.2, where a journey of 

2,500 stades, completed in seven days and nights, is considered a forced 

march. Petra is actually about 50 miles due south of the Southernmost 

point of the Dead Sea, at its present level. The -true distance of 

Athenaeus 1 march was perhaps 220 stades, though the time taken then seems 

excessive: on the return journey (XIX.95.3) Athenaeus marches 200 stades 

without stopping. The error must in any case be attributed to Diodorus 

or his copyists: cf. above p. /£<?.

175. Balsam: compare the more detailed accounts of Diod. II.48.9, 

Strabo XVI.2.41, Theophrastus Hist.Plant. 9.6.1 (all different and
 

apparently independent of one another). See also J.I.Miller, Spice Trade 

of the Roman Empire (1969) p.101-2.

176. Strabo XVI.42 (he confuses the Asphalt Lake with Lake Sirbonis: 

cf. XVI.32). Strabo cites no authority for this description, but at the 

beginning of ch.43 he contrasts this account with the one given by 

Posidonius, apparently regarding the former as more reliable. Cf. Diod. 11.48,

177. Vitruv. VIII.3.9; Joseph, Ant. I.10; XV.4-6; B.J. 1.13; Pliny N.H. 

35.17.8; Tacitus, Hist. V.5. Cf. Aelian V.H. 13.16 (finds of bitumen in 

Babylonia).
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260.

provexerat"; Diod. XXI. 1, of Antigonus Monophthalmus £f <o/c 

5owx.c-7^$ (cf. Briant, Antigone le Borgne p.!9ff. on his actual origins); 
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261.

216. Diod. XVIII.62.7, 60.3; Plut. Bum, III.3. Cf. Westlake, art.cit. p.318.

217. Theopompus F.Gr.Hist. 81 = Athen. VI.260A, with Porphyry, F.Gr.Hist. 

260 F3.8. Cf. Serve II no.480 p.239.

218. Cf. Vezin, Eumenes p.126; Tarn, CAH VI p.479f. See also Diod. XVIII.57.4, 
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Demetr. XXVIII. 2 discusses Ant%onus' 'philarchia' . 'Pleonexia 1 in Diod. XVIII-XX;
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(neither makes the connection between Damis and Damyllus).

265. It is sometimes suggested in connection with the debate on Phylarchus 1 

origins that he could not have written his criticisms of Ptolemy while 
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authority like Demetrius of Phaleron under Cassander. For 'strategoi 1 and 

garrisons maintained in Athens and Attica after the Chremonidean War, 
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p.38 n.5.

270. For Antigonus 1 Greek policy, see A. Heuss, Antigonos Monophthalmus 
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3-2; but Diodorus was not here following an Alexander historian, since Peucestas' 

orientalism is not mentioned in book XVII); XIX.91.1-2 (Seleucus: for the 

evidence of the Babylonian Chronicle, see above, p.J72/.). Biziere, Diodore 
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281 Tarn, Antigonos Gonatas p.241.

282. Tacitus, Agricola 1.3.

283. Tacitus, Dialogus 40.3; cf. Syme, Tacitus I p.!09f.
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CHAPTER FIVE

HIERONYMUS AND HIS MASTERS

Greek Historiography and the Individual

The evidence discussed in an earlier chapter suggests that 

Hieronymus called his work a 'History of the Diadochi'; and it is in 

any case clear that for Hieronymus, as for the historians of Philip 

and Alexander, the period he treated was dominated by the individual. 

His predecessors Theopompus, Anaximenes, and Ptolemy may have influenced 

the organisation of his history: their works showed how an individual 

might be kept at the centre of a general political history, and 

offered guidance in Hieronymus 1 more complex task. However, it may be 

supposed that his approach was governed largely by autobiographical 

considerations. In the armies of the Successors all action was initiated 

and final responsibility lay with a single autocratic commander; and 

the historian who had followed in their entourage naturally saw the 

controlling forces of the times embodied in these powerful men. His 

personal attachment to Eumenes and the house of Antigonus gave him the 

spine of his narrative; the figures of their rivals completed its frame.

The general climate of individualist opinion needs little comment. 

Hieronymus wrote in a period which it has become customary to characterise 

by its emphasis on the individual, and the histories which centred on 

the personalities of the Macedonian dynasts can be seen as one 

expression of Hellenistic individualism. Biography and portraiture were 

flourishing; the new philosophies put the individual men at the centre of 

their doctrines, and in popular thought his path through life was made 

rough or smooth by the blind power of Tyche; character types evolved in 

New Comedy, and were given definition in the satirical sketches of 

Theophrastus; art showed a new realism in depicting both the beautiful
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2 and the grotesque. The phenomenon is well known; though whether it has

a single general origin is perhaps doubtful. It is usual to look for an 

explanation in the political decline of the city-state and the sudden 

expansion of the geographical world after Alexander, causing a re-assessment 

of man's place in his environment. Probably Hellenistic philosophy had 

its genesis in such conditions; but this account does not seem to cover 

every manifestation, and in some cases we may be dealing rather with 

the logical culmination of processes which had been going on over many 

decades or centuries. It is the visual arts which tend to give the 

strongest impression of a period; but in commenting on the individualism 

of Hellenistic ooin portraits, for example, or portrait sculpture, 

we should not overlook the probability that techniques for expressing

individuality were not fully developed in some areas before the end of

3 
the classical period. Developments in literature were not necessarily

parallel to artistic ones: in this field technique was not a problem of

a kind to obscure interest in the individual even at the earliest stages -

§ 
as we can see from Homer's depiction of his heroes and heroines. Greek

historiography, in one sense the successor of epic, but closely linked to 

contemporary political institutions at any given period, and to the 

relative power which they assigned to the individual and the group, is a 

different case again.

"Die naive Geschichtsbetrachtung sieht nur die Helden; die Massen, 

die unter ihnen stehen, kUmmern sie nicht": so begins the introduction to 

Beloch's Griechische Geschichte. This was true of Homer and of Herodotus. 

Thucydides, on the other hand, made a deliberate attempt to find more 

profound explanations for events, and reflected the actual conditions of 

contemporary Athens, where power was vested in collective bodies, the 

boule and the demos. The early part of his history shows Thucydides 

fascinated by the pdarisation of Athens and Sparta as states with
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contrasting national characteristics; and while he seems to have 

considered Pericles personally responsible for Athenian strategy 

at the beginning of the Feloponnesian War, and Pericles' successors 

responsible for later deviations from that strategy, this too is a 

reflection of reality, in so far as the office of 'strategos' was the one 

office which the Athenians filled by direct election and not by the lot. 

But through Thucydides' work as a whole it is possible to trace an 

increasing awareness of the role of individual leaders as against the 

power of the citizen body, which is to be connected with the decline of 

democracy in the last decade of the fifth century, and with the appearance 

of a personality like Alcibiades, the significance of which could not be 

overlooked: the estimate of Themistocles in book I was perhaps part of 

a revision made in the consciousness which came to Thucydides in 

the later stages of the conflict, that a single man sometimes had the 

power to make or break the state.

Alcibiades, the 'lion's whelp', whom Aristotle took as a paradigm 

of an individual in history, was a forerunner of the outstanding personalities 

of the fourth century who exploited Greek disunity and made themselves 

masters of the city states. Democratic Athens, regarded by her 

contemporaries as the freest state in Greece, paradoxically laid taboos 

on forms of self-expression which implied real superiority or the distancing 

of an individual from the crowd. The prosecutions of intellectuals like 

Anaxagoras or Socrates are a clear expression of this feeling, and the 

numbers of those who were exiled or ostracised included the greatest 

Athenian historian. "Thucydides", writes Syme, "is linked to that older 

Hellas of the aristocratic tyrants and the dynastic families, to the 

men who were too big for the polis of citizens because of their power, 

their resources, and their fame outside their own cities. The men, it 

might happen, who are suitable candidates for being thrown out by ostracism." 

The Athenian dislike of outstanding individuals seems to have been connected
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with a perpetual fear of tyranny, and it was this which led to the 

rejection of Athens 1 most brilliant political leaders - Themistocles, 

Pericles, Alcibiades; and as a final consequence, to the defeat of 404. 

Sparta reacted in the same way to Lysander, who was said to have wanted 

to reform the antiquated Spartan military system; and sh« suffered military 

catastrophe at Leuctra. The Greek states, it seemed, had got rid of 

all their best men. Isocrates, like Xenophon, had for a while a misplaced 

hope in Agesilaus of Sparta, but his search for a pan-hellenic leader 

finally took him to the half-barbarian potentates on the edges of the Greek 

world, and Philip responded, and gave the Greeks the tyranny they had tried 

to avoid. These fourth century kings and tyrants - forerunners of the
Q

Hellenistic kings - evoked an immediate response in the Greek world.

Whatever one thought of Philip, "he clearly represented a more interesting

9 subject than the continued bickerings of the Greek states." Isocrates 1

pupil Theopompus laid down his He11enica to record the rise of Philip; at 

the same time in Sicily, where there was a development towards monarchy 

parallel to that in Macedon, the career of Dionysius inspired Philistus to 

write history centred on the individual; and a similar response to the 

emergence of potentates in the east during the declining years of the 

Achaemenid empire is shown in Isocrates' encomium of Evagoras, Callisthenes' 

encomium of Hernias of Atarneus, and the epitaphion written by Theopompus 

for the wealthy Carian dynast, Maussollus.

The histories of Alexander and the Diadochi which followed the 

Philippica show the individual finally supreme in history. Alexander, as 

Hegel said of Napoleon, had heard the pounding of the hooves of History, 

and caught at the coat-tails of the rider as he passed; and after Alexander, 

no one could ignore the power of an exceptional man to change the course of 

events. Alexander's career probably gave the chief stimulus to histories 

of the Hellenistic period, all of which centre on the character and careers
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of great men, sometimes encroaching on the sphere of biography or 

historical encomium. The distinction between history and encomium was 

a matter which Polybius felt he ought to clarify; and Cato reacted strongly 

to what he saw as the cult of the individual in the writing of history. 

The emphasis changes, however, in so far as historians of the Hellenistic

period ceased to concentrate on the monarchic institutions which had
!A. . f >' "-  

largely inspired f our th v writers. The arts and letters of course flourished
. '~x

under the patronage of the Hellenistic rulers, and there are panegyrics

12 
among the poems of the Alexandrian writers, addressed to their patron;

but we find very little court historiography from this time, and to a 

surprising degree the Greek historians seem to have ignored the existence 

of the kings and continued to write Hellenica as they had always done, 

devoting their attention rather to national leaders like Cleomenes or

This is a major change in the general pattern here

described. Greek historiography never really lost sight of the 

individual, although, as Thucydides recognised, in the hey-day of 

Greek liberty and democracy he was partially and temporarily eclipsed 

by the workings of the group; he gains in importance with the emergence 

of the fourth century monarchies, and, moving forward to the mid-Hellenistic 

period, there can be no doubt about the interest which Polybius took in 

personalities. However, after Alexander and the Successors, Hellenistic 

histories are not written around the figures of individual kings, in other 

words, they no longer run in tandem with the contemporary political 

structure. This was in part, perhaps, because the Hellenistic kings were 

not politically creative in the same way as their fourth century 

predecessors - though it might be thought that Antiochus III and Philip V 

offered interesting subjects in their own right. Apart from their 

necessary appearance in general histories like Polybius f s, we get only 

the occasional biography of a king (Fosidonius on Perseus, for example),
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13 or partisan king-lists of the lesser dynasties. At a later date,

Timagenes wrote a general work 'On Kings', which was probably used 

extensively by Trogus, and may have influenced him in his decision to call 

his own history 'Philipp.ca' after Theopompus, the first Greek historian 

of an individual monarch. Timagenes seems to have claimed to be the re- 

creator of Greek historiography, but it is not clear what was involved in
14 

this claim. We may say that, on the whole, interest in the Hellenistic

rulers among the Greeks was on the one hand theoretical and philosophical, 

and on the other anecdotal, but not historical.

When we consider how Hieronymus 1 'History of the Diadochi 1 fits 

into this picture, it is clear that he belongs with the fourth century 

writers. In some cases Hieronymus' characterisation of individual 

personalities seems to show an interest in psychology and even in development 

of character which is peculiarly Hellenistic; but in choosing the Diadochi 

as his subject, he was following the tradition of Theopompus and the 

Alexander historians by characterising a period in terms of its political 

giants; and with the exception of possible imitators like Nymphis, he 

was apparently the last Greek historian of the potent individual.

Other interpretations of his period might have been possible. 

The histories written by most of his contemporaries focused principally 

on the affairs of Greece itself; and it is a possible criticism of 

Hieronymus that he ignored the growth of the Greek federal movement, 

which was, as it were, the other side of the coin that bore the face of 

Alexander. Nevertheless, we are bound to accept that Hieronymus had 

a far broader view of his times than writers like Diyllus or Fhylarchus: 

for much of the period he treated, world history was practically
/

synonymous with Macedonian history, and the actions of the Diadochi 

affected all the communities of Greece and Asia. There was of course a 

subjective element. The special relationship of the faithful servant
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to his masters gave his work both its weaknesses and its strengths; 

on the one hand, the temptation to eulogy and apologia; but on the other, 

a unique opportunity for first hand observation and understanding of 

great menr In the convulsions of the period following Alexander's death, 

individuals won or lost everything - the repeated phrase ri? oAX 

seems to express Hieronymus' awareness of the totality of the struggle; 

and the reasons for success or failure vere reasons to do with personality 

and the ability to lead an army. In the last resort, the events Hieronymus 

described were to be explained in terms of the charisma of the generals 

and their relations with their followers - men like Hieronymus himself, 

who looked in vain among the so-called Diadochi for a true heir to 

Alexander. I shall consider in this chapter, then, Hieronymus' Heal of 

leadership.

The Military Milieu

I have commented elsewhere on the high order of the military 

narrative which derives from Hieronymus. His account of the years 

323-302 had something of the military flavour and the spirit of 

adventure which we find in Xenophon's writings, and this part of the 

History is remarkable not only for the understanding shown of matters 

of strategy, tactics and organisation, but also foe the way it depicts 

the ethos of the Macedonian army. This was perhaps the greatest novelty 

of Hieronymus' work. The historians of Philip were still working within 

the framework of the Greek city state, most of the personae in their accounts 

were Greeks, and the values of the polis prevailed. Alexander and his 

generals left this world behind them, and with the military histories 

of Ptolemy and Hieronymus we find ourselves in an entirely different 

milieu. The scale of ambition has radically changed. Whereas Theopompus, 

discussing the Athenian demagogues, had stressed the idea of 'philotimia' - 

the rivalry between politicians in a democracy - in the accounts taken
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from Hieronymus the word which occupies a comparable role is 'philarchia*. 

'philodoxia', or 'pleonexia 1 , denoting that lust for conquest which 

characterised Antigonus Monophthalmus and Fyrrhus, par excellence. 

The constant jostling for position which was an essential feature of 

political life in the Greek city had no place in the hierarchical 

system of the Macedonian army: here the line separating the commander from 

the rest was unambiguous, and a historian of the Macedonian conquests

had to include in his picture the professional armies on the one hand,

18 
and on the other, the great autocrats who directed them. Hieronymus

was unusually well placed to observe and understand the relationship 

between the general and his men* The qualities of professional skill 

and loyalty which characterised the good soldier were qualities also 

required of a civil servant, like Hieronymus; and as a member of the army 

staff he knew what was expected of the general in return by his troops and

his officers. It has been said that all ancient historians wrote from

19 
the point of view of the man in supreme command; and it is true that

we do nfct have histories of the private soldier any more than we have 

histories of peasants and slaves. In rare instances, however, an ancient 

historian showed perception of the values and realities of the soldier's 

life, while himself existing only on its peripheries. Xenophon is an 

obvious example. Hieronymus seems to have had some of Xenophon's 

understanding of the needs and moods of an army; and it is against a 

background of the corporate and anonymous that the colourful figures of 

the Diadochi are set, as it were, in relief.

I have said that the Greek city recedes into the background in 

Hieronymus. In his geographical introduction (Diod. XVIII.5-6) 'the

cities of the Greeks' were mentioned only casually in a description

c ' \ vi ^ 
of oAn y-\^»(.j and his history of the years between the death

of Alexander and the death of Antigonus is depicted on a huge canvas,



276.

without a geographical focal point. The unit which takes the place of 

the city in this narrative is the army itself, composed increasingly 

of mercenaries lacking strong attachments to a home country. The 

domestic menage and worldly possessions of these soldiers during 

their wanderings over the Asian continent were contained in the 'aposkeue', 

the baggage train which accompanied the fighting force; and the importance 

of the 'aposkeue' is shown unmistakeably on the notorious occasion in 

winter 317, when Antigonus captured Eumenes' baggage train, and Eumenes'

infantry were forced to trade their general for their captured families

20 
and goods. While Alexander's army could be described as the Macedonian

people in arms, towards the end of Alexander's reign.we see a desire 

to end this situation (see especially Justin XIV.4-3, "in hoc castrensi 

exilio"), and the return of the kings in 321 seemed to mark the division 

of homeland from camp. For the main part of the period treated by 

Hieronymas, the army is in effect a mercenary, not a national army, and 

in the absence of a 'patria', it organised itself into a society not 

unlike a city on the move, composed of many nationalities, which served

alongside the kernel of Macedonian troops, and accompanied by thousands

21 
of civilians - women, children, slaves and traders. Diodorus uses

the image o^&v i* uo/^^rou vfv^ rroA.*C of Eumenes' army (XIX.15.4)
/  j j i —*i 

and there is some suggestion of a contrast between the 'democratic'

leadership of the royalist forces and the 'tyranny* exercised by Antigonus, 

whose command was undisputed. The idea is developed by Plutarch in his 

Eumenes and apparently had its origin in Hieronymus, though Plutarch

is certainly exaggerating for effect the corrupting influence of the

22 'demagogic' satraps on Eumenes' soldiers. The idea of the camp

as a 'city' appears in Xenophon, who had personal experience of the 

phenomenon of a wandering army creating its own institutions: he makes 

Cyrus in the Cyropaedia organise his camp in this way (his ideal civic
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community is in turn consciously modelled on the camp) ; and the tradition

23 can be found again in Polybius 1 account of the Roman army, and in Vegetius.

The military values which pervade Hieronymus 1 narrative have their 

genesis in this military society. Qualities such as justice, wisdom, 

eloquence, are qualities which belong to a civic milieu: Aristeides the 

Just and Phocion the Good are figures of the polis. In the Macedonian 

armies on the other hand, the qualities prized by the society in its
/

members are skill, strength, bravery and experience -

virtues of the professional soldier. These

are common Hellenistic words which are to be found everywhere in Diodorus, 

whose rhetorical training gave him the habit of making all soldiers 

outstanding in strength and courage. In books XVIII-XX, however, it is 

sometimes clear from the context that Diodorus' comments on the prowess 

of groups of soldiers must be taken from his source. Repeatedly, he 

stresses the importance of 'empeiria', meaning, specifically, experience 

gained in the campaigns of Alexander. The rebel Greeks of Bactria 'had 

been tried many times in the contests of war and were distinguished for 

their courage 1 -

M-OV' o^'y^v^V /TbXX^jcij7 7T &i pftv £J \ n (j> 6 T* C

£v d (xfit'blsu.t . Of the mercenaries gathered at Taenarum, 

Diodorus says, f&T
y 

^jwvrtov' AtEr£6v-^coT£T ^SXo

And of Attalus and his companions in their last stand,
i

u-£u o» ^ur dif Tov ,Uf.r ' J/AXc^vc'* ,?ov s ~ r

v 01 roTy n\ 8 ? ̂  ( ^ ̂ r>j & ̂ r & " r£VC° v ro *• * r
s

The mercenary captain Mnasicles is said to possess £ ,u <TE< 0 /x v - - ..

TDJ *!"£u» v^ and this he too must have gained on Alexander's

expedition, like his rival Thibron, who had been one of the f philoi f

24 
of Harpalus. Diodorus also seems to follow his source when he marks
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out the excellence of a particular corps. Thus Menon and the

25 
Thessalians are consistently depicted as the heroes of the Lamian War.

Again in the Asian campaigns the Macedonian troops, which seem to have 

retained a distinct identity for some time after Alexander's death, are 

regularly distinguished from mercenaries and native contingents: in 320

An tig onus had 10,000 infantry, £* »j

UtitjpAJGTot K**^ TxC 5rv-S>*v-.<.<B-i«te ; at the battle of
j J i '

the Dardanelles Craterus had 20,000 foot, £v- Z <&v (ti

^v^/JX-vX SYxaj > £r cr\r

26

The most striking example of a corps which attracts this sort 

of praise is the body of 3,000 hypaspists known as the Silver Shields, 

the crack troops of Eumenes' army, who appear to have formed themselves

into an e'lite and semi-independent group with their own traditions

27 
after the death of Alexander. The corps had probably been instituted

by Philip, and had consisted originally of 500 hand picked infantrymen 

from the same social class as the 'pezetairoi 1 , i.e. the Macedonian 

peasantry. They were organised into a single unit irrespective of local 

origins, with its loyalty focused on the person of the king. The numbers 

were rapidly increased to 3,000 - the figure implied in our accounts of 

Alexander - and late in 331 the hypaspists appear to have been reorganised 

into three units of a thousand men each, under the command of chiliarchs 

instead of the old pentacosiarchs (cf. Curtius V.2.3f.). The high status 

of the chiliarchs, who probably included from the first Seleucus, Nearchus 

and Neoptolemus, reflects the great prestige of the corps, which is 

mentioned 28 times in Arrian's Anabasis, and was apparently used for 

especially difficult tasks. The name 'hypaspistai 1 originally meaning 

'shield-bearer 1 , i.e. a soldier's esquire, may have been given to the new 

corps to avoid a term like £of>vd>ofl»-i , with its implications of a
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tyrant's bodyguard. However, in Arrian, who is the only Alexander historian 

to use the word 'hypaspist', and must have got it from Ptolemy, it means 

simply 'bodyguard 1 . Tarn showed that in Alexander's lifetime the corps 

was described indifferently as <S rrx<srr i& T<<A f kzs\\.(^\ UTTXC ,7 /<!--</,

uri*6(Tt6T>u TcoV £TX» /^Vj and 6 aiU..<To^o\««c^ j 

and both an allusion in Arrian, and a passage in Diodorus XVII, with its 

counterpart in Curtius, make it clear that the 3,000 hypaspists are

identical with the 3,000 Argyraspids known to us from the perfad of the

28 
Successors. Tarn believed that the name 'Argy rasp ides' was not in

use during Alexander's lifetime and that it was Hieronymus ' name for 

the corps; Arrian and Diodorus, he argued, both accidentally spoke of 

'Argyraspids' in an earlier context because they were so familiar with the 

term from their reading of Hieronymus. It is clear that the nickname 

was used far more commonly by Hieronymus than by any of the Alexander 

historians; it is unlikely that it was altogether unknown in Alexander's 

time, however. Arrian speaks of Argyraspids, instead of hypaspists, in 

the list of the Persian formations which Alexander began to draw up during 

the mutiny at Opis. Regular Macedonian names were to be used: there were 

to be Persian 'pezetairoi' , Persian companion cavalry and a Persian 

royal agema; also an ^ (Jo^^rrid^^ T<*5'J /Tc/»r//c^ . It seems

probable that we should see an allusion to the projected formation of a 

Persian Argyraspid corps in one of the Boscoreale wall-paintings. 

According to Professor Robertson's interpretation, this painting 

depicts a personification of Macedonia and Asia, with a shield, obviously 

of Macedonian type, resting between them. The shfeld appears to be pale 

and silvery in colour, and is surely a picture of one of the famous 

Silver Shields. On Robertson's (convincing) theory, the group of 

paintings to which this belongs depicts the marriages at Susa between 

the Macedonian and Persian nobility and the theme of 'Homonoia' : Zeno 

looks on at the side, representing the philosophical expression of the
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29 idea that mankind is one*

The Boscoreale painting makes it plain that the hypaspist shield was 

a beautiful and highly conspicuous piece of armour. It was the 

distinctive visible ba<$ge of an elite and independent-minded corps, 

whose social origins and method of recruitment conspired to set it apart 

from the other sectors of the royal army, and gave it from the first 

something of the character of a private mercenary bodyguard. The value 

of the Argyraspids as a veteran fighting force in the period after 323 is 

attested by the fact that they were persistently courted by rival generals: 

Seleucus is mentioned more than once as the originator of propaganda 

directed at the Silver Shields when they were serving Eumenes, and this

is readily understandable in view of the fact that he had been 'archihypaspist 1

31 in Alexander's time. Why the regiment failed to respond to its old

commander we do not know. As for many of the satraps and the allied 

forces in Eumenes' army, the choice of allegiance was probably a difficult 

one at a time when there was no clear superiority on either side; though 

possibly the Argyraspids felt some residual loyalty to the royal house

whom Eumenes represented, if it is true that many of them were old

32 campaigners who had served under Philip. The loss of the 'aposkeue 1

at Gabiene of course decided the issue.

Hieronymus may have had mixed feelings about the men who 

betrayed Eumenes; nevertheless, we find repeated tributes to their 

professional skill. At Paraetacene they are described as O

In the battle at Gabiene Diodorus says that the Argyraspids could not be 

checked in their charge, and took on the entire opposing phalanx:

ve*/>i*uc KX V< ptJx^ucA ) -) f j ->

2(ve\ziv ufv
O O

B The arete of the Argyraspids is the 

consequence of empeiria; their commander, Antigenes, claimed that
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the right to choose the commander in chief of the royalist forces 

should be theirs, because they were veterans of Alexander's army -
- —« . f- \/t ' r- \ ,' -\/}\ -~*. / ^ \t0{C U£T oiUTOV I l»ttz£&O<S I V, 6 f/KXTX/T* UO\€ U/i K^'S'/V y^AeSWvri t)u> ToVj y r • ^ I J ^ ^ /

Eumenes' phalanx

was said to have been victorious at Paraetacene d* t 2f r*r

d TO Troof' 7W fc:ivv^V' >l£<p£./jo\/.

And again at Gabiene Diodorus comments on the advanced age of the 

Argyraspids and says that they were /Twvrfj .... T^OJ £/u «£*./» /«t

^/^^S xvuirosr^Toi - ros<uro TTE/?^ ^ ro^ n^ 

T~O^MO< £i^ TOY ^UVI\\/€A.<\^ TUW' ^rtvd^vAcu/ . We can

be sure that Diodorus reflects the substance of Hieronymus in these
/ 

passages, because Plutarch speaks of the Argyraspids before the
x-^ t

battle of Gabiene in similar terms: *&£. i-xb ^ dW oV TT^£<S /2 o rx.ro t 

f^i Q>(\ tTrtr&v K^ 3\\£?*v^pov u&Tfto ZsEk
I/ 4 ' J

^rrr6oT£j £?j Ifz&tYo xpovou, /TbXXo^ u

The word Ix'&X'iT^ is used by Diodorus of the mercenaries

whom Leosthenes hired at Taenarum - ^dAor*^ TCJV /otrx
/

and this expression seems to sum up the contemporary military ethos 

It cannot with certainty be attributed to Hieronymus, since both 

Diodorus and Plutarch have the same image in other parts of their

work, and as early as Plato we find the expression 2$Vir*£f 7ro\e
I j

36 'masters of warfare 1 . It may be significant, however? that the

narrative of Eumenes 1 campaigns inspired the secondary authors on 

more than one occasion to use military metaphors. Diodorus says of 

the Argyraspids at Paraetacene <ET(<5 /oci Tore T^i&^«Xtoi M*v 3V ny

" <j t; v^u foo' : they were^Toiuco^x Ki6>i7\
37 the 'spearhead 1 of the army. The visual effect of the army in action

is stressed also in Diodorus' account of the battle between Eumenes and
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Neoptolemus. When the cavalry became aware of Neoptolemus' death,

-w Tcov 7T£^uW ^>x>*^*4 Kx.rec^uV'G/ . The r-vaoc

is common enough in a literal sense in Diodorus, and it can be found 

in a simile in book XVI - -j^j *?&« <^T<^T<rt<£ a?/c/x/j ofoTTFo 

o^uooTf T«£( T&xteiv IfcpZtTO (at the siege of Perinthus). 39 

This cannot necessarily be claimed as a specimen of Hieronymus* language, 

therefore; but it should be noted that this battle encouraged not only 

Diodorus but also Plutarch to use a rhetorical figure: in a monstrous 

simile he compares the clash of the combatants* horses to the collision 

of triremes - 71^ £' frrzrcoV gj Iwvr/xj

r) ,'
t,«57TtP TQi*jp<*\f (Plut. Eum. VII. 5). Arrian too, as we know 

from Photius and especially from the new papyrus fragment, treated this 

episode in detail. Evidently, then, it was something of a set piece 

in Hieronymus, which attracted the attention of many of his epitomisers 

and inspired a certain amount of fine writing, intended to reflect the 

spirit of the original.

The account of this battle shows two sides to Hieronymus 1 

military writing. On the one hand we have the ranks of the phalanx massed 

solidly 'like a strong wall 1 ; on the other, the figures of the two generals, 

Eumenes and Neoptolemus, are locked in single combat. Eumenes* 'monomachia* 

is the only example in the narrative from Hieronymus of a heroic style 

of warfare. Possibly it was this episode that Beloch had in mind when he

called Hieronymus 1 battle descriptions rhetorical, for in general, as

40 Jacoby observed, they are "klare und verstandlich": Diodorus/Hieronymus

elsewhere tends to emphasise the corporate spirit of the perfectly 

disciplined professional army, acting as a fighting machine, and the 

strategical skill of the general who directs it, rather than the prowess 

of individuals. The technological developments of the Hellenistic age, 

especially the use of long range artillery, reduced the opportunities for
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hand-to-hand fighting and tended to obscure the individual in warfare; 

and the battles of the Diadochi were normally decided by weight of 

numbers and the expertise of the general, not by the archaic method of 

personal duelling. One can see, however, that the system offered a certain 

temptation to ostentatious posturing on the part of the general, as the 

only man in the army who did not have to keep formation. Xenophon had 

compared the well-disciplined army to a chorus; and sometimes, it seems,

the general regarded himself as not only the director but the star of

41 the performance. Demetrius' love of show and affectation of a heroic

42 
manner are well attested; and there is evidence that Pyrrhus was personally

convinced of his own descent from Achilles and consciously emulated a 

heroic life style. Plutarch speaks of special armour (Pyrrhus could 

always be recognised by his helmet with its goats' horns), of 

duelling, invective, and chivalry, all of which are characteristic of epic 

warfare; and though we should allow for some flattery and exaggeration on

the part of Pyrrhus 1 court historian, Proxenus, there seems no reason to

43 
doubt that Pyrrhus did habitually indulge himsdf in this way.

Real heroic fighting, as a means of deciding a battle or a war, was of 

course utterly impractical in the Hellenistic age, and the sophisticated 

Greeks of the third century were horrified when they encountered the 

genuinely ancient customs of the Celts in war, with their strange 

formal challenges and barbaric single combat. The behaviour of Pyrrhus 

and Demetrius was largely a self-indulgence, both on occasion suffering 

enormous losses; and it is probably no coincidence that a frivolous attitude 

towards war is found mainly among the Epigoni, since nostalgia for an 

ethic based on prowess and personal glory would tend to increase as 

memories of the really epic deeds of Alexander faded. Hieronymus' 

attitude to this kind of generalship can be inferred from the last chapters 

of Plutarch's Life of Pyrrhus. in which Pyrrhus challenges Antigonus
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to stop skulking in the hills like a robber and come down and fight.

The cool reply of Antigonus is intended to show his contempt for Pyrrhus

44 
and his methods.

The accuracy and realism with which he reported military matters 

in general, and the dislike of sham which we may sometimes detect in the 

characterisation of Pyrrhus and Demetrius, contrast oddly with the highly 

coloured style in which Hieronymus decided to write up the duel between 

Eumenes and Neoptolemus. The account has many of the features characteristic 

of heroic combat: the antagonists recognise each other by their horses 

and insignia; they ace inspired by 'ancient hatred', the classive motive

for a duel; the wounds they inflict on one another are described in

45 
detail; Eumenes reviles his fallen enemy. The passage shows

affinities to the accounts in Plutarch of Pyrrhus 1 duel with Pantauchus 

or with Oplax, probably based on Proxenus, or to the description in Diodorus 

of Ptolemy's prowess at the Fort of Camels, based on an Alexandrian historian, 

and seems remote from the straightforward military account in the rest of 

Diodorus XVIII-XX. Hieronymus, apparently, was here carried away by 

his enthusiasm for Eumenes, and could not resist the opportunity, offered 

by the fact that Eumenes had really killed Neoptolemus by his own hand, 

to bring his hero into the limelight. In this battle Eumenes was 

exercising his first independent command over Macedonians, and was about 

to fight Craterus, and it is likely that he undertook to engage 

Neoptolemus in person in order to distinguish himself in front of his 

troops and secure their loyalty by a demonstration of personal bravery. 

Eumenes 1 reputation as head of Alexander's chancellery was one that he 

had to live down, and we may guess that Hieronymus ' object when he 

wrote up the 'monomachia* was to counter the image of Eumenes as a non- 

military man which Duris had probably fostered. The battle of the 

Dardanelles was the first of the great battles which the Successors fought
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among themselves. It introduces us to the forces of the Macedonians 

'famed for their valour 1 , and gives us a graphic picture of the role 

of the phalanx acting in formation; at the same time it is the 

introduction of Eumenes as a great soldier and general.

Eumenes of Cardia

Some aspects of the Bumenes narrative have been discussed in the 

previous chapter. When assessing its historicity a strong element of 

encomium haei to be taken into account; but this does not detract from 

the interest of Hieronymus 1 depiction of Eumenes 1 personality. On 

the contrary, the personal style of this account made it for ancient 

biographers and epitomisers, and still makes it, the .most appealing part 

of Hieronymus 1 history. Many little pictures of life in Eumenes 1 army 

are clearly Hieronymus 1 own reminiscences: the setting up of the Alexander 

tent, the colourful description of Peucestas* feast, the privations at 

Nora and Eumenes 1 invention of the horses' gymnasium, the march through 

the delightful land of Fersis, the vitfid scenes in which Eumenes tries to 

keep up morale in face of Antigonus' propaganda by telling his tropps 

the Aesop fable of the lion and the maiden, with the soldiers standing

round shouting "Right!" ( "tXofrtGc ) - a perfect vignette of camp life.j ^

These were episodes which Hieronymus must have recalled with affectionate 

nostalgia, and which the secondary authors found irresistible. Eumenes 

died before he had achieved anything comparable to the Diadochi who became 

kings, and Hieronymus' characterisation of his friend can be considered a 

personal commemoration in a way that his account of the great house of 

Antigonus was not; Antigonus and his heirs had left their mark on 

the world in ways which everyone could recognise; Eumenes' epitaph needed 

to be written with especial care. As an apologia, it is transparent, but 

the form taken by the apologia is of peculiar interest, for this portrait 

embodies Hieronymus 1 own ideals, and shows us Eumenes, correctly or not,
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as the pattern of the good leader in times of adversity.

The characterisation of Eumenes begins from the idea that he was 

a man faced by unusual difficulties. His career as represented by 

Hieronymus is a perpetual struggle against forces not altogether within 

his control, and the cardinal elements in his character ace those which 

enabled him to overcome the obstacles in his path. The enemy from 

without was Antigonus, a ruthless and bellicoae opponent trained in Alexander's 

school. Within his own army, Eumenes was hampered by the quarrels of the 

allied satraps, who envied his position as supreme commander, and by the 

resistance of the Macedonian troops, who are said to have resented the 

fact that they were subordinated to a Greek. Finally, always ready to thwart 

him when human opposition was overcome, there was the incalculable and 

frustrating power of Tyche, which raised up kings and cast them down again 

without meaning or purpose. Eumenes is shown to us as a wandering 

Odysseus, struggling against the malign powers of men and gods. His 

endowments are the natural gifts of man: native wit- <s"tWc<nj or fmvoiot 

- and a sense of honour - rr/Vnj

Eumenes 1 cleverness is attested by all our sources, and from the 

facts of his career it is beyond doubt that he actually was a man of 

unusual intelligence and resourcefulness. His <sOvt<r/j takes various 

forms, ranging from straightforward deceit to strategical brilliance. 

The trick by which he duped Antigonus 1 soldiers and escaped from Nora 

is a perfect example of <foXo<j , and the devices by which he secured 

concord in his own army - the Alexander tent, the money taken as 'hostage 1 

for good behaviour, the forged letter used to outwit Peucestas - 

illustnte his deviousness. To a Greek there was nothing reprehensible 

in this sort of behaviour: wiliaess and deception were a hall-mark of 

the Greek folk-hero Odysseus and of the historical Thenistocles, and 

'resourcefulness* in the Spartan system of education was understood to
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include theft. Xenophon, furthermore, explicitly prescribed that the 

good general should be a deceiver, a dissembler, an inventor of 

stratagems, relying on his native wit to take advantage of the enemy 

and extricate himself from a tight pass: jT*vn /u<?V <?C v' /r/oosr^Ke^

utjj <£*V°di he says in the Hipparchikos (7.1, cf. 7.4); 

and again, x^ <2V
J j

'sof 0V Tt 1 T* frXeTsTX KXU ueVirTX <5\fV MTT-CT

and in the Cyropaedia (1.6.27) Cyrus is told by his father that the man 

who intends to gain an advantage over the enemy must be eW

* ev /rxirr/a

- a perfect description of Eumenes, in whose stratagems we see Xenophon' s 

precepts put into practice.

Plutarch and Diodorus often refer in a general way to Eumenes' 

qualities as a leader. We hear of his courage and loyalty in the last 

battle at Gabiene, and of his personal prowess against Neoptolemus; 

Alcetas and Neoptolemus are ordered to obey Eumenes in all things

o6uTou I he is ^ xx \rtorx, ro£ of the

47 
generals fighting Antigonus in Asia. Plutarch describes the way he

trained a corps of 6,000 native Cappadocian cavalry in record £ime, and 

dwells on their success in the battle with Neoptolemus, which proved 

Eumenes 1 'pronoia 1 and 'paraskeue'; and our accounts of the battles 

at Paraetacene and Gabiene speak for themselves on Eumenes' gifts as a 

tactician. Stratagems, however, are peculiarly Eumenes 1 province - 

Polyaenus found a valuable quarry in this part of Hieronymus - and many

are recorded in Diodorus 1 account of the manoeuvres of 317 by which Eumenes

49 
and Antigonus tried to outwit each other. Eumenes sends false deserters

to Antigonus' camp to spread the rumour that he is about to attack, and 

Antigonus is forced to halt and prepare to defend himself while Eumenes

steals a march. Realising that he has been outgeneralled -

/
- Antigonus pursues Eumenes with
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only his cavalry, and overtaking his rearguard at daybreak as it is 

coming down from the hills, he takes position on the ridges where he is 

visible to the enemy: Eumenes supposes the whole army is behind the cavalry, 

and halts to defend himself, giving Antigonus time to bring up the rest 

of his troops and force Eumenes to join battle. Both the stratagems 

leading up to Paraetacene are types recommended by Xenophon in the

Hipparchikos; sham deserters - (^e^x^j ronoot. - are said to be useful 

on occasions; and the art of making small numbers look large and vice 

versa is discussed at length. In either case distance, of course, 

increases the illusion: to make cavalry seem more numerous, they should 

be crowded together, since horses can easily be counted when scattered; 

and if need be, the grooms can be armed with lances or imitation lances 

and be stationed in between the cavalrymen. Another trick is suggested 

in Xenophon* s proposals for a cavalry exhibition: every man should point 

his lance between his horse's ears, for not only will this prevent the 

lances from crossing, but the weapons will look fearsome, they will

stand out distinctly, and at the same time will convey the impression

51 of numbers - TToXXxr <«4tv£xY8-2x.   PerhaPs tl"-s is how Antigonus 1

cavalry should be imagined as it appeared over the hills.

52 The game of cat-and-mouse continued after the battle at Paraetacene.

Antigonus detains the heralds sent by Eumenes about recovery of the bodies 

until he himself is ready to move, and then steals a march into Media. 

During the same winter, he decides to make a surprise attack on Eumenes 

in winter quarters, and after spreading a false report that he is moving 

into Armenia, suddenly sets out across the desert. The army is detected, 

however, because some of the soldiers light fires at night, and Eumenes 

is able to check Antigonus' advance by a counter stratagem: stationing 

a few men on high ground overlooking the desert, he orders them to burn 

fires at night in such a way as to simulate a camp; and Antigonus,
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believing that Eumenes* army is assembled and ready for him, leads 

his men elsewhere.

The two generals outwitted each other, says Diodorus, as if 

taking part in a preliminary contest of skill - <L'<s,T£o nr>o*\ c^i\a u?vof
V 1 V J J J

ffroi G~uvf(TE^f (XIX. 26. 9), and in making their battle dispositions they 

vied with each other in tactical skill: ^/xMfW <f ' s

O( drr/j^.Tno/ d/^M-AX^ Mf*/^ i »<xx JTTO^ T^ eV

(XIX. 27.1). The soldiers were

infected with the same spirit of rivalry, for their leaders had made them
/ 

6uvotvtevj6r*i) in the contest (cf. XIX. 24. 3): we are told that at

Faraetacene both sides prepared to renew battle event when it was dark, 

'such zeal for victory filled not only the generals but also the mass of 

the contestants' (XIX. 31.1). The long duel between Antigonus and Eumenes 

is represented as a game of skill played out between masters of the art 

of war. Like every game, its rules might be outlined by military theorists, 

but the successful player was the one with the greatest flexibility, who 

could take advantage of individual situations as they arose. This was the 

idea behind the collections of strategemata made by Folyaenus and Frontinus : 

no one can prescribe for every situation in war, and the best method of 

instruction is the example of generals in history. The theoretical 

treatise on generalship by Onasander, on the other hand, can have been of 

little practical use, since it gives no historical examples. Xenophon 

points out the standard tricks of strategy, but is always insistent that 

the good hipparch is the one who can adapt to the needs of the moment: "It 

is always necessary for the commander to hit on the right thing at the 

right time, to think of the present situation and to carry out what is 

expedient in view of it. To write out all he ought to do is not more

possible than to know everything that is going to happen." The Hipparch

/ 53 
must be /^n^x/ii Tifco 1 . Again, there are many ways of taking

advantage of the enemy, when they are eating or sleeping, when they are
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over-confident, when they have been lured on to unfavourable ground by 

a sham retreat; but one should not only utilize what can be learned

from others, but oneself be an inventor of strategems - o^orov
\    *   -, _ , _ \ i t .

/TO'OT/iV £<V*l TTO* tf"" 0̂  tOUT no\?f^<C)u^ Mn^<* v> MxT^o/ - JUSt as

musicians render not only those compositions which they have learned, 

but try to compose others that are new. "Now, if in music that which 

is fresh and new wins applause, new strategems in warfare also win far 

greater applause, for such can deceive the enemy even more successfully." . 

The idea of war as a creative art, which Xenophon was the first to 

express, pervades our accounts of Eumenes 1 generalship. Plutarch gives 

a particularly good example of Eumenes as a JTO/OT^ /<oy*v*i M.^TCOV' 

at the time of the battle of the Dardanelles. Craterus, he says, 

thought he would be able to fall on Eumenes when his soldiers were 

celebrating their victory over Neoptolemus' forces: now, to have foreseen 

such an attack and prepared against it was the part of a good general,

,Uo ROVOV' ~ro<)r rroXe^ouC j i J J

MA jocXc^f e?vfv ^s&A'Cka 6<
-> r

vC A>-voc>cvT^ ^ H
jf — > ~ J / J

though not especially remarkable: T& ^e ,Uo ROVOV' ~ro<)r rroXe^ouC *-

To\ ^vr»sr^T ov^ ^T,ov *«*£ roOrou -rou _ 'something quite unique 1 . 55

Eumenes f creative ingenuity showed itself again in the invention 

of a mechanical system for exercising his horses under the cramped 

conditions of a siege. (Diod. XVIII. 42. 3-4). The Hellenistic love 

of mechanical devices and admiration for feats of technology can be 

found frequently in the Hieronyman narrative. There was a clear 

distinction here between the classical world, where it was the finished 

work of art which attracted praise, rather than the craftsman or the 

means of construction, and the period after Alexander. Alexander's 

siege of Tyre must have given a powerful impetus to interest in military 

technology; and by the end of the fourth century mechanical invention, 

brought to a peak of development by Demetrius the Besieger, could
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actually be regarded as a kingly activity. Plutarch tells us that some 

of the earlier kings of Macedon had amused themselves by making little
Co

tables or lamps, or cultivating a herb garden; but these were

; and for craftsmanship valued as something 

noble in itself we have to go back to Odysseus, who made his marriage 

bed with his own hands and himself designed and constructed the raft 

which took him away from Calypso's island. Probably few Hellenistic 

rulers took hammer and chisel in their own hands, and we are not told 

what part Demetrius played in designing his engines of war; but the fact 

that potentates were willing to finance and encourage works of this 

sort gave the chief stimulus to their production. Biton, in the mid 

third century, dedicated his technical treatise on the construction of

siege engines to Attalus I of Pergamum, evidently thinking this a suitable
59 subject for a king; and a story which Vitruvius records of the rivalry

between Cailias and Diognetus for the post of chief engineer at Rhodes, 

and the honours accorded to Diognetus by the Rhodians, shows the value 

set on master mechanicians at this time - as does Demetrius' kidnap of
&

engineers bound for Rhodes, which Hieronymus mentioned.

Hellenistic descriptions of 'thaumasia' dwell on features of workmanship 

as much as on beauty; and delight in the latest developments of technology 

cut across the ordinary sentiments of warfare: Lysimachus got his enemy
 ''!   •--.-: *.j

Demetrius to put on a display of his new ships of war, the 'fifties* 

and 'sixties*, and the Rhodians asked to keep Demetrius' great 'helepolis' 

as a souvenir after the siege of Rhodes. This attitude seems to have 

arisen partly from the new conditions of patronage which existed at the 

courts of the wealthy fourth century and Hellenistic monarchs: no 

individual, since Hephaestus was commissioned to make Achilles' shield, 

had been in a position to order the production of objects that were so 

costly and unique. In the particular case of military technology, however, 

the mother of invention was usually sheer necessity. Our accounts of
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the sieges at Tyre, Rhodes and Syracuse show what feats might be 

accomplished under the extreme pressure of siege warfare, especially 

on the side of the defenders, who had everything to lose. Archimedes 

was only the most distinguished of a line of engineers who defended 

Hellenistic cities under siege. One who is known to us from Hieronymus 

is Damis of Megalopolis,the veteran of Alexander's campaigns who successfully 

led his city's defence against Polyperchon in 318 by employing a system 

of caltrops which immobilised Polyperchon 1 s elephants: oJ-nDp VX/D TOY /5V 

" -p-T TCOV &nr>t

r f 62 
. --.j .__. . /3a./Ux:r . Ptolemy used a
/ j j j

similar device against the elephants of Demetrius at Gaza, 'shrewdly

for seeing the issue' -rCv TTB/)} 7i—o\E
J j

Msov £/x Tou
J J J J

4 ToV {Z l' ~

m, • -, f / i^/ BUftchftd r / . /, /
The idea of <Tovt<r/J and £ fr> vo«4. T against /OujM.*y and /<« »c 

- the David and Goliath motif - which could be symbolised graphically in 

the stories of anti-elephant devices, is a prevailing theme of Hellenistic 

warfare and seems to express a general tendency of Hellenistic thought. 

The loss of political independence by the Greek cities and the widening 

of geographical horizons had as its correlate, as is often observed, a 

OTW emphasis on the individual man, reliance on internal resources, and 

independence of the spirit. This we can see in the teaching of the new 

philosophies: ^vfr /0*r<<$V«*. , <r><3 /TUT^V ocfrf «L, is supposed to have 

been a maxim of the Stoically inclined Antigonus Gonatas; while the 

Cynic Bion of Borysthenes enjoined him, £?nx TcoV <^>i\coV £\,£rx.^£ 

c?u TToB^v &<ViV jx'AX^r T»v6T . The founders of the new 

schools are said to have embodied the ideal of calm, unimpassioned 

contemplation, free from the world and its perturbations. 'Autarkeia 1 

in Stoic thought came to signify the principal private virtue, self- 

control, which was a necessary qualification of the good king. 65
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But how was 'autarkeia' to be interpreted by the man of action? 

Alongside the quietism of Epicurus or the unruffled integrity of 

the Stoics we find an immediate and vigorous response to an insecure 

world in the exercise of practical intelligence, wiliness, opportunism - 

morally uncettain qualities which are exemplified in Eumenes, par excellence. 

High iifelligence coupled with low cunning is sometimes said to typify the 

ancient Greek character, and in a recent study of 'metis 1 among the Greeks, 

Detienne and Vernant attempt to delineate an entire area of Greek thought 

which is occupied by the versatile and the complex, the changeable and 

the many-coloured, the flexible and the twisted, the supple and the 

interwoven; it is represented in the animal kingdom by the fox and the 

polypus, and among the gods by Zeus, who swallowed the goddess Metis 

to make sure that he would never be outwitted, and by the inventive Hermes. 

At certain periods in Greek history, however, this quality of intellect was 

more highly prized than at others: the archaic ideal of wisdom and 

dignity which seems to be embodied in the character of Solon, for instance, 

does mot give a central place to the devious; and in late fifth 

century Athens the words 6o$o$ and ^O^/«ST^J acquired tones of 

immorality, and someone like Antiphon suffered from the reputation of 

being too clever by half. The context in which we find the architypal 

'homo duplex', Odysseus, is an age of widening horizons and exploration 

of foreign lands which was in these respects comparable to the early 

Hellenistic period; and the uncertainty of life under such conditions 

demanded the self-reliance, resourcefulness, adaptability and practical 

wisdom which are associated above all with Homer's wandering hero. 

Callicrates, the admiral of Ptolemy I, compared himself with Odysseus 

for cunning; and Plutarch on one occasion calls Eumenes by Odysseus' 

epithet, TfoAoTPoTro^ : it is not impossible that he found in Hieronymus
f O

some conscous remniscence of the original 1X^*1/3 "
/(/
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There was a further parallel, when we consider the position of Odysseus 

in the Iliad, where Homer portrays him as "consciously controlling his 

unusual versatility and flexibility in an uneasy environment, moving with 

alert circumspection among people of a different heredity and outlook ... 

In such circumstances a person of prudence would be specially careful to 

conform to local etiquette. He is a marked man."69 Hence the adoption 

of Odysseus' peculiar stance when speaking - an attempt to avoid the 

suspicion which would be aroused by an impression of artfulness or self- 

assurance. Despite his efforts, however, Odysseus is a 'Man of Odium1 ; 

and the ether chieftains do not always conceal their deep suspicion and 

prejudice. Odysseus 1 relations with the other leaders of the Trojan 

expedition parallel the experience of Eumenes among the Macedonians. 

The 'plague from the Chersonese' disclaims any intention of competing for 

the highest prizes, puts himself in the background until called for by 

popular appeal, and tries to ally suspicion and create goodwill by methods 

which are themselves an indication of a fertile and devious mind. It seems 

that in the minds of the Macedonians Eumenes' character was inseparably 

linked with his nationality, since they fastened on to his racial origins 

when looking for a term of abuse. The Romans felt much the same about 

the slippery diplomats they encountered in the course of the subjugation 

of Greece: 'adulatio' was an aspect of the polytropic character which, 

as Schneider observes, tended to develop as Greeks were deprived of other

7 O
means of countering Roman ft>l°L . In Cicero's time the adjectives 

associated with 'Graecus' were 'levis', 'loquax', 'insulsus', 'fallax'.

The locus classicus for Roman dislike of Greeks is Juvenal's third Satire -

73 'gens adulandi prudentissima'. The conflict with traditional Roman

virtues appears also in Virgil, who made his Ulysses the most detestable 

of the Greeks; and Odysseus only gained respectability in the Roman world 

through an allegorical interpretation of the Odyssey by Stoics, who 

came to admire the ideal type of the homo viator, acquiring 'virtus' through
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adversity.

With Hieronymus 1 Eumenes we are still far from a purely philosophical 

standpoint, though there is some common ground between the historian 

and Stoic contemporaries in their idea of how an individual might find his 

way in a world apparently ruled by Chance - we should note that Diodorus 

was able to make moral capital out of the vicissitudes of Eumenes 1 career 

in a disquisition on Tyche which contains elements of Stoic thought; 

and I shall later suggest that Hieronymus shared or had assimilated certain 

typically Stoic views about the necessary qualities of the good ruler, which 

were applied in the case of his own masters. The foxy Eumenes could 

not be represented by a historian in terms of an ideal of moral virtue, as he 

might have been by a philosophical tradition; however, he is not without 

his own morality. 'Metis 1 is "a kind of absolute weapon, the only one 

which can be relied on in all circumstances"; but we can only 

control what is calculable, and the blind power of Chance may upset the 

plans of the most ingenious mind. The 'polytropos 1 in the event of 

disaster can only fall back on his honour, which may at least carry him 

through with dignity: <Ti/vecTC and n~i6Tt£ are therefore the twin 

pillars of Eumenes 1 character. This combination of apparently 

conflicting attributes is recommended by Xenophon in the education of his 

fictional Cyrus: Cyrus has learned K^KOUP^IOC in order to practice it 

on his enemies; but at the same time he is to remain cTi foaoTX.To£ 

and VOJ^IUUT^TO<C , for it is fair to take unfair advantage of 

an enemy:

'tViotj t iv* V ot/rot 

~ '

6V U'tViotj t iv* W^ 7 EV Tot/rotj Touf <$> i Aour

6? c& n~br£ 7Tb?M.or vcnTd, ht rourcov *ryuL.w*6roi r, 

f Pistis f is to be exercised towards f philoi f : this simple principle is 

complicated, however, in Eumenes 1 case, by the fact of the dissensions 

within^ his own camp; and underlining Eumenes 1 own loyalty, there is in 

the sources a recurring theme of betrayal and broken trust.
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'Pisteis* in a concrete sense are mentioned repeatedly: 

Eumenes 1 soldiers appear to have taken an oath of allegiance to him 

at least once a year, and in one year no less than three times. Now 

Briant, in his study of relations between Eumenes and the Macedonian 

army between 323 and 316, has shown that these oaths, so far from being 

the spontaneous affirmations of loyalty which our sources tend to 

represent, are in fact an expression of deep mistrust, and that the form 

which they take is analogous to that in later Hellenistic treaties between 

a king or city and a body of mercenaries in revolt, i.e. a formal engagement 

by which the soldiers swear to fight till the death for their 

employer, and he to pay them. The basis of the contract was thus 

financial, not personal. Furthermore, whereas the letters of a Hellenistic 

king to his army or garrison speak immediately to the entire hierarchy 

under his authority - generals, hipparchs, hegemons of infantry, soldiers - 

Eumenes appears to have negotiated with the T hegemones f not with the soldiers 

direct. His army was "une mosaique de contingents de toute provenance" 

in which each 'tagma 1 exercised practical autonomy, the 'stratiotai' being 

not institutionally subject to the Diadoch, but constituting a work force 

under the employment of their own commanders. The problems arising 

from such a situation are self-evident. Unsupported by the prestige and 

the religious function of a national Macedonian king, the power of the 

personally ambitious Diadoch rested on his ability to secure military 

victory, which alone enabled him to pay his army; hence the emphasis 

which we find in Hieronymus on the skill of the general. Eumenes' 

troubles during the year 321-0 arose chiefly from lack of cash, as Briant 

demonstrates, and in the struggle with Antigonus he suffered from the 

failure to win a decisive military victory. What happened at Gabiene was 

the inevitable consequence of the change from national to mercenary army 

which had taken place since Alexander's death: when Antigonus captured the
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'aposkeue 1 , Eumenes could be said to have 'lost 1 it (cf. Justin XIV.3.18), 

i.e. he had broken his part of the contract by failing to supply pay 

through tictory; and when the Argyraspids who handed over Eumenes to 

Antigonus after the battle are treated in our sources as 'oath-breakers 1 , 

this is only half the picture. Diodorus and Plutarch independently seize 

on this episode to deliver a homily on impious acts, and we should perhaps 

suppose that some expression of indignation was to be found in Hieronymus: 

that it was misplaced is of course to be connected with his partiality 

for Eumenes.

We should not exclude the possibility, however, that Hieronymus did 

really set a high value on loyalty as a moral virtue. Not all references 

to 'pisteis' and 'pistis* are satisfied by the explanation of a work 

contract between soldiers and employer. The treacherous massacre of 

the Bactrian Greeks, for example, is a breach of 'pistis' (Diod. XVIII.7.7); 

the soldiers who stay with Polyperchon when his position seems hopeless 

are julA*«rx trt*ro] (XIX.36.6); the loyalty of those who went with 

Eumenes to Nora is underlined, Hieronymus himself being one of them (XVIII. 

41.3; cf. 42.1; 50.4); and Hieronymus is said to have enjoyed the trust 

- 'pistis' - of Antigonus when he passed into his service (XIX.44.3). 

Eumenes' own loyalty is seen as directed towards the Argead house: 

his 'pistis' ('fides' in Nepos) is attested by all our sources, and this 

was certainly the word used by Hieronymus. It is not a virtue which Diodorus

stresses in other parts of the Bibliotheke: his main interest lay in

78 
outstanding examples of piety and impiety. 'Pistis' is part of a

military ideal, and seems to belong peculiarly to the insecure times of

the first Diadochi, suggesting ideas of moral principle and, above all,

stability - tu <r-r<<5~£/o<, - in an uncertain world where most people

acted out of self-interest. Associated notions are 'euergesia', 'eunoia', and

'homonoia': 'euergesia' on the part of a superior generates 'eunoia' and

'homonoia' in the beneficiaries, and 'pistis' is the link which binds
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master and servant. This is the bond between Eumenes and the Argeads,

between Hieronymus and Eumenes, and - with the qualification that

79 
'euergesia 1 is strictly tangible - between soldiers and their commander.

In conditions of discord such as prevailed in Eumenes 1 army after 

318, it was part of the function of the good general to create 'homonoia'. 

Eumenes set a good example: his own loyalty to Alexander's house is implicitly 

contrasted with the attitudes he found in his army. He also tried to create 

goodwill by 'euergesia 1 to his men. Xenophon recommends this: /T

<o

£o • „ <3£ KT'j&l^ ^T^V £<ST<V ocicw/UoJj'' <Suv T

\/ To £u £>jf £<n «L . Eumenes 1 solicitude for his men is in evidence 

during the siege of Nora. He devised exercises for both men and horses 

which were intended to make them sweat, and so, according to ancient 

medical ideas, to keep them healthy; and he used to invite his friends 

to dinner with him, sharing the same rations and seasoning the sparse food 

with the charm of his personality: thus he ensured harmony by his 

constant affability and accomodating manner -
, ^~ \\ \

&U /*.!{€ P L<P Q P'tt TTC.AX'i
j J I j J I

6uY 

became 'much beloved' - w/rHufvl - .^/-c^wovz (XVIII. 53. 6) . Again we

V 
G

*

*^ (XVIII. 41. 3-5; cf. Plut. Bum. II. 3-5); and he

may compare Xenophon 's portrait of his ideal general, which here shows 

some striking similarities of detail. Working and exercising together, 

we are told, makes men more amiable to one another, and so Cyrus took care 

that his men should never come to a meal unless he had got them into a 

sweat by taking them out hunting, "or he would contrive such sports as 

would make them sweat"; and at meal times, he used to invite a selection 

of guests from all the ranks, and individuals as a mark of honour when he 

thought they were setting a good example; "And the same dishes were 

always set before those whom he invited to dinner as before himself."81
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Other generals in Hieronymus 1 narrative show that they know 

the technique for making men loyal. Alcetas' 'euergesia 1 to the Pisidians, 

which had included dinner parties, ensured him a refuge in Pisidia when

his fortune turned, and those who had enjoyed his benefactions repayed

82 
them with extraordinary 'eunoia'r Ptolemy, too, is constantly praised

for his 'euergesia 1 and 'philanthropia 1 , which brought men flocking into 

his well-paid service: Ptolemy, however, with the wealth of Egypt at his 

disposal, could purchase 'eunoia 1 , and the problems of command experienced 

by the outlawed adherents of Perdiccas did not arise. Like Antigonus, 

though employing very different methods, Ptolemy was an absolute autocrat. 

A closer parallel is to be found in Seleucus at the time when he returned 

to Babylon with a following of only 800 men: l7r&X<r<Lo£rO r̂ £ 7r/oo 

ouC 6Tocr^x.rsa<Dvrx5 && /ocrr^/cEu*^*/ A^TOV f&ov ^-fi^js\y , £<*&

Tb tr«p*&c&<*f T% TO\M^ £,/cou6Y<or£/70Mm^(XIX.90.5, cf. 91.5,

/c/n\ * ) - an emphasis on equality which wei i
83 have found in the account of Eumenes at Nora. The common feature of

these situations is adversity. Unable to bestow the beneficia of a 

Ptolemy, the generals who had not yet established their power were 

thrown back on their own resources and ability to attract a personal 

following. Ultimately Eumenes had little success in uniting his army. 

He is depicted as the smooth diplomat who helped to create 'homonoia 1 

between the rival factions at Babylon, and later as the Themistoclean 

politician who gets his way within the limitations of a 'democracy 1 , 

creating f homonoia 1 by the device of the Alexander tent; but in the end 

these efforts were worth little compared with a single decisive victory 

and its rewards. It was a different matter, however, with the small 

circle of f philoi f who were prepared to stand by him in the worst straits. 

Hieronymus himself is the most famous of Eumenes 1 f friends 1 : others were 

perhaps the veteran soldier Philippus, praised for his loyalty at a
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later time when he was serving Antgonus; also Mithridates, the later 

king of Pontus, described at the time of Gabiene as «-vr>o0 ^v!6^<=u*c

(XIX.40.2) -
/ 

a man brought up in warrior virtues; and in the society from which Mithridates

came, this implies an ethic of honour and loyalty. A following of 600 

accompanied Eumenes to Nora (a number comparable to the 800 followers of 

Seleucus), and it was these men who were bound to their leader by a sense 

of personal committment. Eumenes with his little band of faithful 

friends at Nora, or Alcetas among his devoted Pisidians, are a long way 

from the powerful, beneficent kings of the Hellenistic kingdoms; they 

recall more the type of warrior leader who was admired at Sparta, and such 

as Cyrus is supposed to have been, wandering in wild countryside and living

off his wits, followed by companions tied to him by a sense of personal

84 obligation. The Macedonian 'hetairoi 1 probably had their origin in some

such institution, and the unusual circumstances of the struggle after 

Alexander's death seem to have fostered this archaic ethic among the 

Diadochi and their immediate retinue. In the settled kingdoms of the 

Successors, the virtues made absolutely necessary in an earlier, military 

context, became institutionalised, so that the Hellenistic good king is 

typically philanthropic, beneficent, beloved by his subjects and bound 

to them by the bonds of 'eunoia 1 ; and the idea of the personal bond between 

one man and his companions naturally lost its importance as military leaders 

and their comrades in arms gave place to autocratic monarchs surrounded 

by courtiers and the paraphernalia of established kingship; in the same 

way the idea of 'homonoia 1 is transformed into a more general goal of 

the king for his kingdom, and acquires wide philosophical connotations. 

But in the fluid and uncertain times of the wars between the first 

Successors, personal loyalty was at a premium. Hieronymus commented on 

the trust which existed between Antigonus and his son Demetrius an 

example of family loyalty which Plutarch thought remarkable; also on
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the genuine friendship of Lysimachus and Cassander, who were not in
Q C

other ways the most attractive personalities among the Diadochi.

T*> r-y y§. 

kT''/ / * \ '
the sentiment, as imagined by Xenophon, of Cyrus' dying words would 

have been sympathetic to people who had gone through the wars of the 

Successors. Hieronymus 1 own life was a remarkable illustration of the 

'eustatheia' of the trusty servant in a time of great change and 

upheaval: as Jacoby perceived, "er hat recht bezeichnend ein starkes 

GefUhl ftlr ein neues Element der damaligen Zeit, fllr der Treue des Dieners." 

While we may question the characterisation of Eumenes as a man who held 

honour dearer than life and died for the sake of his masters' lost cause, 

this portrait undoubtedly tells us something about Hieronymus himself and 

the values of his times.

The image of the ideal leader which is presented in Hieronymus' 

portrait of Eumenes - a master cf stratagem, a model of fidelity and endurance, 

full of solicitude for his men - is one which evolved in an age of 

professional soldiering. The transformation of the national Macedonian 

army of Philip and Alexander into something that was scarcely to be 

distinguished from an army of mercenaries, put enormous emphasis on the 

skill of the generals who led it. Success was dependent on military 

victory, and Hieronymus wanted to show that Eumenes' failure was 

caused by malign powers outside his control, and not by personal and 

professional deficiencies. Men like Eumenes, Antigonus and Demetrius 

found their direct model in Alexander - an imitation of Alexander's methods 

is to be seen, for example, in the winter campaigns of Antigonus and the 

lightning marches of Demetrius; and in all the battles of the Diadochi we 

see the development of Alexander's tactics. Alexander himself, however, 

represented only the apex of an evolution in generalship which had begun
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during the later stages of the Peloponnesian War, with the need for 

generals to master new methods of fighting and serve for long periods away 

from home. Fhalinus of Zacynthus, who got a job as military advisor to 

Tissaphernes, and Coeratadas the Theban, who turned up while the Ten 

Thousand were at Byzantium "asking if any city or tribe needed a general", 

were men who had perhaps gained experience in foe wars of the late fifth

century and were trying to turn it to good account instead of returning

88 
to civilian life. They are our earliest examples of the professional

generals of the fourth century, a century which is commonly characterised 

as the age of the professional. Socrates, as Wade-Gery put it, was the 

last of the amateurs* Aristotle and Isocrates commented on the way the 

functions of the traditional Athenian statesman had become diversified and 

specialised - to an unwelcome degree, in Isocrates' view. Plato, in an 

early dialogue, the Laches , discussed the topic of education in warfare; and 

in the Euthydemus, which is set after 404, he ridicules the teaching of 

the sophists Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, who are now including 

military science as a subject for instruction. ( ! If it is a good 

thing to carry arms in war, then one ought to have as many shields and 

spears as possible; but if it is a good thing to have only one of each, 

then even Geryon or Briareus needs no more. 1 is supposed to be a sample 

of their methods!) This same Dionysodorus appears in Xenophon's 

Memorabilia, as an itinerant teacher who once came to Athens professing

v' : but upon investigation, he turns out

to teach nothing but tactics. We find a similar character in the Cyropaedia 

whose flimsy teaching is exposed by Cyrus 1 father: what good

is the theory of tactics, he says, when you know nothing about

91 
supplies, medical preparations, strategy or discipline? And Xenophon's

attitude is the same in the Peri Hippikes, which Delebecque describes not 

as a technical manual on horsemanship, but an essay written by a cultivated
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aniateur, hostile to specialists: Simon, the author of an earlier treatise 

on horsemanship, is dismissed as ftnriKa$ <W - 'horsey 1 .

Whatever their shottcomings may have been, these people are a good 

barometer of the new interest in military theory. The sophists evidently 

found interested pupils, and the work on poliorcetics and tactics by 

Aeneas of Arcadia, ' the first of the Greeks after Homer to be interested

in military science' , must have met a need for a comprehensive handbook

93 
on the subject. Xenophon, too, did not content himself with

criticising the efforts of others, but offered his own theories of 

generalship in the didactic work Hipparchikos. 'The Cavalry Commander',

and in his romantic 'Education of Cyrus', an essay on generalship and

94 
statecraft which enjoyed enormous popularity throughout antiquity.

95 
Scipio, famously, had the Cyropaedia 'always in his hand'; and the

obvious analogy between the conquests of Cyrus and those of Alexander 

makes it likely that it was widely read in the Hellenistic period. 

Alexander's personal admiration for the historical Cyrus is reliably 

attested; and probably Onesicritus was imitating Xenophon' s Cyropaedia 

when he wrote the work reported as ff<^$ fy®''! ^AeTVvo^oj' 

It was an especial favourite with the Cynics, and its influence on the

Stoics, who were in a general way deeply interested in Xenophon' s writings,

98 
is possibly to be seen in Persaeus' 'Peri Basileias'. The Cyropaedia,

and equally, Xenophon 's Anabasis, had a clear relevance to the campaigns 

of the first Successors in Asia: these were works to which one would 

naturally turn for information about the journey into the heart of the 

Persian Empire; and I have referred frequently to Xenophon for parallels 

to the ideas found in Hieronymus, because Xenophon' s ideal of leadership 

seems to throw light on the characterisation of Hieronymus' hero, Eumenes, 

and on his assessment of Eumenes' rivals. It is not certain whether we 

should imagine a direct literary influence of Xenophon on Hieronymus.
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The description of Eumenes 1 behaviour at Nora does appear to echo a 

passage in the Cyropaedia; but we should not overlook the possibility 

of an actual imitation by the general himself. In the period after 323 

Eumenes found himself in a unique and extraordinarily lonely position: 

a book like this might seem to offer some sort of guidance in circumstances 

in which there were no established lines of conduct."

A third consideration arises from the fact, already mentioned, 

that Xenophon was a favourite writer among the Cynics and Stoics. 

His idealisation of the Persian monarchy - an early expression, as 

Goodenough observed, of disenchantment with the failed Greek democracy100 - 

was necessarily of great interest to writers on kingship, and Hellenistic 

theoretical literature on the art of ruling seems to have shared many of 

the ideas of the Cyropaedia. It may be supposed that Hieronymus assimilated 

current ideas on the question of kingship, especially during the last period 

of his life when he was living in the Stoic atmosphere of Antigonid Macedon 

and writing his history. Accordingly, it is possible that the ideals of 

leadership which I have tried to isolate in his history are related not 

to Xenophon direct, but to f Peri Basileias 1 literature, or to Hieronymus 1 

immediate contacts with Stoic opinion: the influence of Zeno was dominant 

at Antigonus 1 court; Persaeus was on the spot to expound his master's 

views. Despite the loss of most of the kingship literature, it is 

legitimate to infer something about the common Hellenistic ideals 

and doctrines of kingship from a later work like the Letter of Aristeas, 

in conjunction with fragments of the early philosophers; and it seems 

clear from this evidence that the ideas of homonoia and philanthropia were 

basic to the picture of the good king. Chrysippus wrote two or more books 

on Homonoia, and though the connection with kingship is not made explicit 

in any surviving fragments of the early Stoics, it seems reasonable to 

assume that it was made in the treatises on kingship by Persaeus, Sphaerus,
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Cleanthes. It appears later in Dio, and probably affected the 

tradition about Alexander's famous attempt to promote 'homonoia' between 

Macedonians and Persians. For Zeno, Eros was the god of friendship 

and freedom who establishes homonoia in the state (SVF 1.263); and it 

is probably Zeno who is lending a benevolent presence to the marriages 

at Susa, symbolising homonoia between Macedon and Asia in the Boscoreale 

painting discussed earlier. Homonoia was a matter of understanding the 

publicness of the good C/n<rroVo x^iv^v «"^x6-co/ (SVF 3.292, 625, 630); 

and friendship was defined as the common use, K"ojvtovj'<< , of everything 

in life - one treats one's friends as oneself. Philanthropia is a 

recurring theme in the 'questions and answers 1 section of the Letter of 

Aristeas: it is the love of a king for his subjects, and the most necessary 

possession of a king (265). It is exhibited in 'euergesia', which ensures 

the loyalty of his friends and subjects (190) and their love -

for the king. The bond between them will be 'eunoia 1 , which is the best

102 
assurance of safety (230).

When we consider Hieronymus' account of Eumenes, skilled in 

establishing 'homonoia' in many situations, and the many references to 

loyalty and friendship which have been discussed, particularly the 

feeling of fellowship which grew up among the company at Nora, it is 

apparent that some of the fundamental ideas of kingship theory were 

already present in Hieronymus' treatment of the Diadochi, Eumenes 

representing his ideal of leadership. How far he has distorted his 

account of the Successors in order to match it to monarchic opinion at 

the time of writing can hardly be decided; but it seems probable that, 

on the whole, it authentically reflects attitudes that were current in 

the period immediately after Alexander, rather than those of the third 

century. The influences which worked together to produce the Hellenistic 

conception of monarchy came from more than one quarter: the philosopher
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king of Plato and Aristotle, the more practical ideas of Isocrates, the

103 Cyropaedia, and, with Alexander, oriental notions. It seems to me

likely that there was also a direct channel through which early third 

century writers acquired their ideas of how a king should and fahould not

behave, and this was the actual behaviour of the Diadochi, which Hieronymus
104 describes. Antigonus, Seleucus and the rest were like kings within

their own armies long before the assumption of royal titles; and the 

armies, we have seen, were in their own way great cities. Notions of 

concord, beneficence and goodwill (and their opposites) sprang up 

naturally in the military milieu where it was absolutely necessary to 

the success of the general to establish a relationship with his 'philoi 1 

based on personal trust, and a similar relationship, based on 'euergesia* 

and reciprocal 'eunoia 1 , with the mass of the army, his 'subjects 1 . 

Something of this formative stage can be seen in Hieronymus, whose narrative 

demonstrates the practical necessities governing the attitudes of the 

dynasts, and in this way anticipates theoretical expressions of the art 

of ruling. Further instances will emerge in his characterisation of 

Ant igonus and Demetrius.

Antigonus Monophthalmus

Hieronymus 1 account of Eumenes was probably the most colourful 

part of his history, but not the most objective. A desire to correct 

earlier, derogatory accounts of his fellow-countryman may have been Ms 

original inspiration and motive for writing history; but it was actually 

the death of Eumenes which emancipated Hieronymus as a historian: with 

it we leave the realm of apologia and memoir writing. Hieronymus 1 treatment 

of his later masters, men with whom his relationship was less close, 

shows a depth and a power of analysis which we do not find either in an 

author like Xenophon, whose writing was almost entirely personal and 

apologetic, and who was unable to recognise a great man in real life,
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or in the plain, military historian, Ptolemy, who seems to have made 

no attempt to understand and explain Alexander's character. The 

value which Hieronymus placed on 'synesis* is evident already in the 

characterisation of Eumenes, and Diodorus 1 account of the Diadochi 

makes constant use of words like crcAXavi^oM.^ an(j VOM,{J<AJ ,

referring to psychological processes, which show that Hieronymus was 

not content with observable details but tried to understand the plans 

and motives which determined action.

Diodorus XVIII is punctuated by a series of digressions which 

analyse the aspirations of different individuals and act as a commentary 

on the historical narrative: there is nothing comparable in other 

parts of the Bibliotheke, and it must be supposed that Diodorus here 

substantially represents Hieronymus. The passages in question act 

as an introduction to the Diadochi as individuals: the contrasts of 

character among the generals as a group offered unusual possibilities to 

the historian, and an interplay of personalities was one way of keeping a 

coherent thread in a complicated narrative. The secondary authors have

done their best to reduce Hieronymus 1 individuals to generic types -

108 
by Aelian f s time the list of epithets for the Diadochi has become canonical

- but we can still discern distinctive traits, especially in Antigonus 

and Demetrius, who occupy the central place in the account from 316-302. 

Antigonus the elder is shown as successor to the high ambition of 

Ferdiccas, and his aspirations are contrasted on the one hand with those 

of Ptolemy, who is said to have renounced all claim to the supreme power, 

and on the other with those of Eumenes, who is represented as the 

disinterested champion of the infant king Alexander IV. Antigonus 1 

personality was thus the most positive element in the historical 

development of the period after Antipater's death: the great coalitions

- f koinopragiaif - of the other Diadochi formed in response to his 

provocation; the Greeks organised themselves on his initiative. Antigonus
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Monophthalmus was the driving force behind the course of events which 

led from Triparadeisos to Ipsus, and the history of this period was 

essentially his history. The extraordinary energy of this aggressive 

and indomitable man, the largeness of his vision, and the inexorable 

ambition which impelled him towards it, seem to have made a deep 

impression on Hieronymus, even though he frequently condemned his methods 

and perhaps judged his aims as ultimately impracticable. His portrait 

of his second master is not altogether free from bias: having concluded 

that Antigonus' downfall was caused by certain defects of character and 

leadership, Hieronymus may sometimes have judged him unfairly by 

holding him against a preconceived idea which he supposed to have existed 

in Eumenes. In contrast, however, to the subjective and romantic treatment 

of the Eumenes narrative, the portrait of Antigonus is realistic in the 

sense that Thucydides 1 representation of the Athenian empire is realistic: 

this was a study in power, which pointed both to its grandeur and its 

brutality.

Huge in physique, ruthless in his dealings with men, loud-voiced 

and one-eyed, Antigonus the elder must have presented a terrifying 

spectacle. To the prisoners of war after Gabiene, he was certainly 

a dramatic change from the insinuating and conciliatory Eumenes. Probably 

Hieronymus intended to portray a deliberate contrast. Plutarch tells us 

that Eumenes was slight and neat featured, not a powerful speaker,. 

but oct^Xor Kxi raujjtvor . Antigonus, on the other

hand, was taller even than the heroic Demetrius, and in old age so 

heavy that he had difficulty getting about; and he was accustomed to 

talk loudly and give a loud laugh. References to the appearance 

and traits of the two men are scattered throughout Plutarch's Lives of 

Eumenes and Demetrius, and not exploited in a rhetorical comparison, and 

it seems likely, therefore, that many go back to Hieronymus himself.
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It may be assumed that the direct approach was habitual in Hieronymus . 

Bruns, in his classic account of individualism in Greek historiography, 

drew a distinction between annalistic historians like Thucydides

and Livy, who, he claimed, tend to characterise obliquely, and those

112 like Polybius, whose approach was subjective and direct. This rule,

however, imposes too rigid a classification. A number of the character 

sketches in Thucydides can hardly be described as anything but 'direct 1 ;

on the other hand, Polybius 1 approach is scientific rather than subjective,

113 
as Leo stressed. It seems less important to distinguish different

stylistic laws for different types of history writing than to stress the 

generally increasing popularity of direct description in the fourth 

century and among the Hellenistic historians, which naturally accompanied the 

writing of history in which individuals were of the first importance, and in 

which the examination of individual motives and psychology necessitated an 

explicit assessment. The vocabulary used by Hieronymus in describing his

protagonists is largely concealed behind the veil of language and

114 interpretation which later authors have cast over his work; but in

the depiction of the Antigonids we seem to catch occasional glimpses of 

the original.

Antigonus is introduced at the time of his flight from Perdiccas
*> 

/ - C ' /as ~&np f»>*icTi Kwr*ror 1W *) ff^oveoV, and as 
//

/Gel To^M-i <fi oL<b'ir> to i/ . The words are Diodorus 1 own. The

phrase 6W/fSc K^< To^M SK^^^V is a common cliche in the 

Bibliotheke; fTpAtti Kiar^Tof is used also of Alcibiades (XIII. 68. 6) 

and Diodorus elsewhere uses the adjective /T^KTMcof (XV. 64. 5).
J — '

This may, however, represent Hieronymus 1 introduction of the man who later

dominated his history, and in the word /F>*/cTfKLcoTxrof Diodorus

hints at the energy and activity which characterise Antigonus in the

rest of his account : he was, above all, someone who carried out 'praxeis*.

Antigonus 1 military talents are also mentioned in conventional terms: XVIII. 72. 5,
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XVIII. 73.1, »

T-iv A/^icfdo^6ov iLfr&tl^V; XIX. 57. 2, Antigonus' reply 

to the envoys of Ptolemy, Lysimachus and Cassander in 315: rou c) ' %v

^uvoo ^<u T /T^t 
/ /

.T. A. y* XX. 82. 3, Antigonus' reply to the Rhodian envoys, 

'Ofor.f^ow' £g -oD jl*s*i\£c^ &ir*<vr£vrof A:.r.X. ; XX. 106. 3, 

Antigonus replied to Cassander 's envoys in 302 that he recognised only 

one basis for a settlement, namely, that Cassander should surrender 

whatever he possessed; Cassander therefore sent to Ptolemy and 

Seleucus, /re/9, re, "^ <5nr.oxi ^xv«r TJ$ <£v T^j ^/TO/C^I 6-E<s~?v
 > /s '
£/A.^v*joir/T^. xhe adjective LITE. on d v/m is part of Diodorus' standard

r j, x vocabulary for tyrannical rulers; and he speaks of o frt P <o ^> * v* *

a philosophical digression in book XVIII which I take to be his own:

~ ^ f " / CCO C/c, ̂ QOuT"^' C^* v / 
<-' 'y ^ .- } 

"7>iv 6ir5^(^.<v//XV, Tuiv' c5 ' ^fcX'j ?0 wvTwV TnV pt^p ^fi* *.V

(XVIII. 59. 6). This suggests that Diodorus liked to collect examples 

of bf^ !}tl ^ *6v, x and consequent /uer^wV^ ; and Antigonus, 

of course, was an object lesson in pride and reversal of fortune. The 

word may, however, have been used by Hieronymus, since it is regular 

throughout the Hellenistic period, and particularly in connection with

-> 

.
e.zr/ sT^r^Yix. *&<* <*wt<&4 ^oj<v ^n^v^K-^ro. Both passages refer 

to the naval victory over Cleitus in 318; and here, perhaps, Hieronymus 

had introduced Antigonus as a great general and tactician.

The adjectives which Diodorus chiefly associates with Antigonus 

are Lrrs,p^<^><<vQC and TOK*^ > and both have special reference 

to his manner of speaking. The passages are as follows: XVIII. 52. 4, 

Arrhidaeus listened to Antigonus' ambassadors, jc^  o Tc^Tv ^oi <^v

^/rp,o/i^vt)V K*cr<<»«.tM(L<<(*.£vGC /c.rX) XIX. 56. 2, Seleucus denounces Antigonus
' ' J J ' J J

before Ptolemy - uirid&iKVutv 6«£>*n <£)XYOV v^'f-V'j fotwv /oo TxJj fl\/77n i*zpt-
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theories of the good ruler: c//r^/'o<px^/x is the opposite of

£iTlUtc£A<> and u~P *c> 7*1 S » an<* t*ie philosophers regarded it as 

the worst possible vice of a king. There are many references in Philodemus 1 

(Tt/7\ }<*KI£V ; and in the Letter of Aristeas we are told explicitly that

is the one thing the king should at all costs avoid (269):

T /
he should cultivate /6~O7>iC and remember at all times that he is

a man ruling men (262).

The word "Tfl^X^S * have not found of an individual in Diodorus 

outside XIX.56.2: it is not rare in other authors in this sense, but was 

clearly less favoured by Diodorus than, for example, £**P**S » which is
116 ' 

frequent as a personal epithet. . Perdiccas is called ^

the fragments of Arrian, and Hieronymus probably saw a parallel between his 

personality and that of Antigonus. Plutarch, also, calls Antigonus T/"^ UJ 

in a general assessment of his short-comings; and here, as in Diodorus, 

the word refers to his manner of speech. "It would seem that if only 

Antigonus had made some trifling concessions and slackened his excessive 

passion for dominion, he might always have retained the supremacy for

himself and have left it to his son: (frutt* ^£ fi>*/> uS ^ KfC* ^

v nTTQ\i ^ ToTj O^M/67 Tn^uJ f TTb&o

117 0 It

custom, says Plutarch, to talk loudly and pompously; and he gives an 

example of the sort of remark by which Antigonus gave offence and annoyed 

people: before the battle of Ipsus he said that he would scatter his 

enemies with a single stone and a single shout, as if they were a flock

of birds. Other arrogant or cynical sayings are attributed to him in

118 
the Moralia. Diodorus did not have Plutarch's concern with the dicta

of famous men, but his constant allusions to the arrogant replies of 

Antigonus suggest that self-confidence and astringency of manner which 

Plutarch remarked on.

The same impression is conveyed in the phrase ^~Xo/7o^ oyjeoj
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/txraf, used °^ Antigonus in the analysis at Diod. XVIII. 50. 4.
[J O

This is a regular formula in Diodorus, but occurs with unusual frequency

in book XVIII, suggesting that Hieronymus anticipated in the earlier

119 
part of his work later reversals of fortune. Personal disaster is

often preceded by (povjm : this was the case with Pithon, before 

the collapse of his schemes in Bactria: Nicanor, before Cassander had him 

murdered; Ptolemaeus, before he was murdered by Ptolemy. Applied to 

Antigonus at the time when he was first making great plans, it seems to 

look forward to his final 'peripeteia 1 . Words associated with 

and aVKof in Diodorus are /-Ltrgw/7ov and /utrfcu/xfo >**-<, /<ei«
V ~> w , -> / i J t ' j '

frtP'X'to'}}, f-wSfj. The word fttrfuj.boj is used of Antigonus, describing 

his reaction to the news of Antipaterfe death, and again after the battle of

Salamis; and Plutarch also calls him ,Wr?v^eJ at the time when he refused

120 to help Eumenes conquer Cappadocia. The word is standard in the

Hellenistic period, but the fact that Jus tin appears to translate it

121 
in the word elatus suggests that it may go back to Hieronymus.

How far the later authors are indebted to Hieronymus linguistically 

for the characterisation of Antigonus remains very uncertain: Hieronymus 1 

vocabulary probably overlapped with that of his epitomisers in many 

cases, but it is very rarely that we can identify it with confidence. 

The consistency of the portrait, on the other hand, leaves little doubt 

about Hieronymus 1 general view of Antigonus; and indirect characterisation, 

which is perhaps the surest guide to Hieronymus 1 approach, since it 

could not be obscured by superficial re-writing, amply supports the 

impression given by direct descriptions. Antigonus was a hard master 

and a man of ruthless ambition, in whom there was, nevertheless, a certain 

grandeur and largeness of purpose and a driving energy, which made him 

the truest of Alexander's successors in everything but personal charm.
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We see the T/J^^T^ of Antigonus in his treatment of 

Alcetas* corpse (Diod. XVIII. 47. 3), an episode which is juxtaposed to

the account of the 'eunoia 1 shown to Alcefeas by the 'neoteroi 1 of

122 
Termessus; and again in the burning of Antigenes (XIX. 44. 1-3).

Both were incidents which Hieronymus might have suppressed, and which 

were not essential to his narrative. There is a similar instance of 

brutality in Diodorus 1 account of the Egyptian campaign of 306: when 

Antigonus saw that men were trying to desert by crossing the river in 

punts, he stationed bowmen, slingers and catapults on the bank 

to drive them back, and when he captured some, he tortured them frightfully,

"pour encourager les autres": £&iv-<£$ *i/c< 6W.ro

c / c "~ * 123Toj o/uoMff o/9Moj rf'vr^o/UfcirouT . Hieronymus perhaps intended
l j ^j j j f j -*

here to recall the behaviour of Perdiccas in 321. Their unsuccessful 

invasions of Egypt were an obvious point of comparison between Antgonus 

and Ferdiccas, and Hieronymus seems to have attributed their military 

failure largely to high-handed methods which alienated the soldiers. 

Of Perdiccas, Diodorus says, ^ via <fc°vnzo£ rjv, K<* ToTv

twoVcov r\ef)i*\povuivc$ T*C sj'oi/^^ £** /<xB-e>Aotj ir^*r 

, o 3& /T
1 9A

• hence Perdiccas 1 men began to desert him for Ptolemy.

The epithets d>QViK.oc and /M*aof are part of Diodorus 1 regular

125 
vocabulary for cruel tyrants^ and this looks at first like a rhetorical

comparison inspired by the pro-Ptolemaic source of XVIII. 34. The parallel 

account in Arrian, however, also speaks of attempted desertions to Ptolemy

TWyof fTo^J Tooj rr^^ /TroXe.UA^ov' 2&£Wr<$ /W/'7 C" X '

and of general resentment and reluctance in the army, and describes

Perdiccas as T^u ^w^-Ttoa uiTE.povKdTspcv' *\ K^T^ f~r>^r>i^v /TJos^oo^
126 

perhaps an allusion to the ban on f parrhesia ? in Perdiccas 1 camp.

The characterisation of Perdiccas, therefore, is taken from the common 

source of Diodorus and Arrian. It is also consistent with behaviour



314.

which Diodorus has mentioned before: the execution of Meleager and 

the thirty rebels, the crucifixion of Ariarathes, the sack of Laranda 

and Isauria, all might be regarded as deeds that were <£OV/K*< and

Tp*^6t< ; and it seems likely that Hieronymus saw an ironic 

parallel between Perdiccas, the first of the dynasts to try for the 

supreme power, and Antigonus, the man who denounced Perdiccas and 

then stepped into his shoes, only to be denounced in his turn by the next 

ruler of Asia, Seleucus, and to come to grief through defects of character 

similar to those of Perdiccas himself. Antigonus suffered desertions not 

only from the ranks but also imong his officers: his nephew Telesphorus 

deserted in 312 through envy of another nephew, Ptolemaeus; three years

later Ptolemaeus himself deserted to Ptolemy; Docimus and Phoenix, both

127 
valuable senior commanders, decamped before Ipsus. This was surely

the result of that tactlessness in his personal dealings to which Plutarch 

alludes in his assessment of Antigonus, and to the lack of 'parrhesia' 

which is attested in some of the apophthegms and in Plutarch1 s statement 

that Antigonus never consulted anyone about his plans, but expected 

blind obedience: if even Demetrius was not to be told at what time the

trumpet would sound, the nephews may well have felt that their chances

128 
of promotion and independence in command were curtailed.

The narrative of Antigonus* campaigns shows further aspects of 

ifWE.wfyrtXid and a style of leadership which was the antithesis to that 

of Eumenes: despite his skill as a tactician, which Diodorus praises in 

conventional tributes to his 'strategia 1 , Antigonus neglected those other 

parts of good generalship which Xenophon had demanded: knowledge of terrain,

precautions against climate and native opposition, provision of supplies,

129 
consideration for the welfare of his men. The first sign is the

forced march across Pisidia, when Antigonus covered forty miles a day 

for seven days, a march which must have strained his men intolerably 

(Diod. XVIII.44.2). Antigonus was probably imitating the lightning
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campaigns of Alexander, which the King undertook especially in his 

early career, when he was trying to establish an independent reputation. 

Antigonus was in a comparable position after 323, since his previous

career had been less distinguished than those of the other generals,

130* 
and he needed to attract support by proving himself equal to Alexander.

Other examples of insensitive leadership can be found in the 

campaigns of 317: here Hieronymus had an opportunity to use the subtle 

personality of Eumenes as a foil to that of Antigonus, the embodiment 

of /?<o MO . During the crossing into Media Antigonus loses 

men first through the summer heat of Mesopotamia ( S/rd._.T^j ^-P^ O£G>J$ " 

oj «<wroXx£ ) and then in the battle of the Coprates. The Coprates,

says Diodorus, was a swift river, and 'needed boats or a bridge 1 ; but

Antigonus' only provision for the crossing was to seize a few punts -

A   / 
TT\oix KovTt^i°< - and Eumenes was able to fall on his army as

it crossed in disorder ( Ttb^Pol^^v^ ) while Antigonus could

only look on like a spectator ( ^o^coV ) unable to go to the aid

of his tropps 01^ Thv TWV rrAo^cov/ fr/r^v/v . The crossing of rivers 

was an elementary point of ancient strategy to which Xenophon refers more 

than once in the strategy section of the Hipparchikos: ".... if the order of 

the file is not kept there is confusion wherever the roads are narrow or 

rivers are being crossed." "Halt at rivers to let the rear guard catch up." 

"In crossing rivers, again, a man with his wits about him may dog the enemy's 

steps without danger and regulate according to his will the number of the 

enemy that he chooses to attack."

Further disasters followed in the mountain passes, where Antigonus 

had to pass through the territory of the wild Cossaean tribesmen; for he 

considered it ^^vvfj to use persuasion or gifts on the natives,

thereby neglecting the advice of Pithott, the satrap of Media and an expert

/
on local conditions: £»f 70(003 TO v <y *'**'•)v«Vi^v (fbv/cAe^^C^xr Hv-Too^or M-fr?-

J / , ]y I J J J f '
1 \ - ^ "" V ~~ ^ — ^C\ -~ ^ N i \ '' / \ 

0 KF/ fff< Tou ^*T /T£.{^o*iv<^^ T"O(f /r^0( f[, uioVX. /fu U ^o^\^X» JL/'G/ 3/''*7 u«irtAi/ iTii <sbx.t T-i
/ > / J J } ' .' /^/ /,- ; /
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(XIX. 19. 8). We may compare Xenophon's advice to the cavalry 

commander: "A cavalry commander shold be at pains even in time of peace 

to acquaint himself with hostile and friendly country alike. In case 

he is without personal experience, he should at least consult the men in

the force who have the best knowledge of various localities. For the

132 
leader who knows the roads has a great advantage over one who does not?'.

The Coasaei were famous fighters: they had fought on Darius' side at Arbela,

133 and were one of the last tribes to be subdued by Alexander. Seleucus

won their support in his war against Antigonus after 311, showing what

134 
might be done by diplomacy. According to Folybius, the Cossaei, like

other tribes of the Zagruss*, were held /

in his struggle against Antiochus in 221-20 the rebel Mo Ion made use of

y% T<$ /raXfAM fc<f Xf***S • m

light-armed forces from Kurdistan; and Antiochus, in his reconquest of the

east, showed the right way of dealing with opposition of this kind and of

135 
climbing the mountain passes in conditions like those Antigonus had faced.

Antigonus 1 treatment of the Cossaei was therefore a serious error. Since 

he had remained in Fhrygia while Alexander went east, the eastern satrapies 

of the empire were new territory to him at this time: hence the especial 

importance of Fithon's local knowledge; and it seems not unlikely that

Hieronymus derived his account of the disastrous crossing into Media

136 from Pithon himself. When Antigonus at last came down into Media he

was faced by mutiny in the army, and on this occasion alone he is said 

to have treated the soldiers 'philanthropically 1 - ^Ax*£b6o7r*oj o u.<X

To<j trr/o^T/wrx^j1 (XIX. 20.1) - just as Perdiccas had tried to correct 

his mistakes when he realised the feeling of the army in Egypt: o 6 l ocv

^^evor (XVIII. 33. 5).

The d>ojv/6< £Wv<f/9£?f of Antigonus' soldiers seem to express the 

historian's criticism. It is perhaps also no accident that these incidents 

are directly juxtaposed to the account of Eumenes' march through Per sis: 

where Antigonus had overridden the suggestions of Pithon, Eumenes deferred
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to the wishes of his colleagues; and where Antigonus had squandered his 

men in the sweltering plains and in the impassable mountains, Eumenes 

journeyed through a land which was u £r«u»/>of t^ TOV 'K&P*

1J<xx TrX^oC T^ €7T£T&4.<Ay KW/o/r^V. Here the soldiers 
fl / v It ' * I

found parks and streams and fruit trees, and brave Persian bowmen instead 

of the mushroom-eating Cossaei; and those who travelled with Eumenes 

lingered with pleasure in To?rz><P /jonrro/j /T/ooy &v*fi"a.u£"?/.,

lavishly entertained by the satrap Peucestas, while Pithon was scouring

138 Media for pack animals.

The surprise attack on Eumenes during winter 317-16 was probably 

another attempt to imitate the campaigning techniques of Alexander; and 

here again the tone of the narrative suggests that Antigonus was 

unreasonable in the demands he made of his soldiers* endurance. The

cold of mid-winter compelled them to light fires in the desert, and the

139 secrecy of the expedition was spoiled. Antigonus tried another

winter march at the end of the year 314: he "first tried to cross the 

Taurus range, where he encountered deep snow and lost large numbers of 

his men. Turning back, therefore, into Cilicia and seizing another

opportunity, he crossed the same range in greater safety and on reaching

140 Celaenae in Phrygia divided his army for wintering." Diodorus*

account is very abbreviated at this point, but a characteristic procedure 

is still recognisable: Antigonus underestimates the weather conditions, 

takes a short cut, loses numbers of men, and finally has to go by the

longer route after all.

141 The Arabian expedition follows the same pattern. Antigonus

underestimated the resistance of the Nabataeans as he had underestimated 

the resistance of the Cossaei: the Nabataeans were *phileleutheroi*, and 

the speech of the barbarian chieftain to Demetrius is a reply to the 

'phronema* of the autocrat. His words articulate the theme of skill 

against strength which pervades much of the narrative of Diodorus/
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Hieronymus in ways I have illustrated in connection with Eumenes. The 

Nabataeans, with their cunningly contrived water tanks and their 

ability to melt into the trackless desert, like Herodotus' Scythians 

retreating endlessly into the northern wastes, are the paradigm of 

independence and self-reliance, able to run circles round their massive 

but cumbersome opponent: once again we see the value which Hellenistic 

thought set on the philosophy of 'autarkeia', an ideal which seemed to 

be lived out by certain communities of noble barbarians. Three 

expeditions failed against the wily Arabs, of which the third was the party 

led by Hieronymus himself. Here, perhaps, there was personal animus in 

his account. No military forces are mentioned in the instructions which 

Antigonus gave to Hieronymus, and such military escort as was sent with 

them can hardly have been larger than the forces of 4,000 under Athenaeus 

and Demetrius. It is probable, therefore, that Hieronymus and his party 

were inadequately protected against the 6,000 Arabs who attacked them 

and 'killed almost everyone*.

We may suspect a personal motive too, behind Hieronymus 1 account 

of the invasion of Egypt. By the year 306 Antigonus was very old and very

obstinate, and obstinacy, as Onasander tells us, is a great defect in a

143 general. When his naval officers warned him of the autumn gales,

Antigonus accused them of cowardice - an instance of T/j^fCTf Xo^o/

- and in his eagerness to forestall Ptolemy, he advanced at once through
x f±^ ' 144 the desert with the land army, /urn* /occ-oTrxcfei^J" . Demetrius

and the fleet sailed along the coast, and after a few days were overtaken 

by wind and storm, as the experts had predicted: many ships were lost and 

others found it impossible to land on the harbour less shore around the 

Nile delta; and at last Antigonus was forced to agree that he should 

return another time, 'better prepared' , when the Nile was at its 

lowest. Nothing had been learned, it seems, from the experience of 

the Achaemenid kings in their efforts to recapture Egypt. Diodorus*
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account of the invasions of 351 and 350 is of particular interest in 

this connection: in 351 Aftaxerxes had called on the expert knowledge

of Tennes of Sidon, because Tennes "was acquainted with the topography

145 
of Egypt and knew accurately the landing {laces along the Nile";

the following year, having executed the useful Tennes, the king experienced 

grave difficulties approaching Egypt by way of the swamps of Barathra and 

lost part of his army £i* -PW i'm^W ru>v TQTT^V . Even 

Ferdiccas had chosen early summer for his attack on Egypt, when the 

weather was favourable and the Nile low; and Hieronymus, who probably 

sailed with Demetrius and shared the sufferings of the fleet, may have 

felt that once again, Antigonus' arrogance had incurred needless risks.

It is arguable that a prejudice against Antigonus 1 methods 

affected Hieronymus 1 judgment of his strategy. The conclusion of Seibert's 

detailed study of this campaign is that Antigonus' failure lay "in der 

fehlerhaften Strategic und Gesamtplannung des Feldzuges": he supposes 

that Antigonus' plan was to make the difficult crossing of the Nile delta 

towards Alexandria, actively supported by the fleet on the coast, and 

accepts the crithism of this strategy which is implicit in Diodorus* 

account. It has recently been suggested, however, that Antigonus' 

original intention was to travel inland to Memphis, accompanied by those

ships, probably about half the fleet, whose draught was shallow enough

148 
to navigate the Pelusiac branch of the Nile. This imaginative

plan would have had far more to recommend it strategically, and might 

explain, incidentally, why Antigonus did not hesitate to invade when 

the river was running high. The matter remains uncertain, since we have

only the summaries of Plutarch and Pausanias to compare with Diodorus 1

149 
account. Diodorus makes it clear that Ptolemy was in any case

prepared against all eventualities: he had garrisoned all the strong 

points of the country in advance, and had already blocked off the
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Pelusiac mouth and mobilised a number of small, manoeuvrable river 

boats which effectively repelled Demetrius* force and rendered it

°t)(fl^TO$ * Wit*1 hindsight, and perhaps influenced by ideas of the 

natural 'autarkeia' of Egypt such as we find in Hecataeus, 

Hieronymus may have felt that this country was really impregnable 

when held by a strong and intelligent ruler. What we miss, here, as in 

his account of the Arabian campaign, the purpose of which is never made 

explicit, is an explanation of Antigonus' point of view. Diodorus does 

not say, what was clearly the case, that Antigonus was in a hurry to 

exploit the victory at Salamis and finish Ptolemy off before the winter 

set in: if he had waited till the next spring, Ptolemy would have had time 

to build up his strength again; hence he took a gamble on the weather and 

Ptolemy's state of preparation. One of Hieronymus' failings as a 

military historian was perhaps that he was too ready to adopt the standpoint 

of subordinate officers like the Kof^tpv^r^( in Demetrius' fleet
J * *

(other examples have been mentioned in the previous chapter). However, 

if it is true, as Plutarch claimed, that Antigonus never let anyone in 

on his plans, the general had only himself to blame if in -the end his 

strategy was not understood.

Diodorus may have obscured nuances in Hieronymus' portrayal of 

Antigonus in order to highlight his central characteristics. However, 

Plutarch's account substantially agrees; and the consistency of the 

portrait throughout Diodorus XVIII, XIX and XX is one argument for a 

single source in these books. Even in the winter of 302, when Antigonus' 

end was already near, he gives a sad picture of the grim old general still 

battling through b^(*>POi /wfXo? and

hoping to catch Lysimachus. Hieronymus invited his readers to see 

Antigonus as a man who was ruined, not, like Eumenes, by force of 

circumstance, but through a fault of character which expressed itself 

in the attempt to bully men and nature, and which vitiated his
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leadership. Arrogance, according to the Letter of Aristeas, is the worst
4

fault of a king: he should not forget that he is a man among men, and should 

not be carried away by the desire for conquest (222, 223); his military 

commanders should be men of justice who think it more important to save 

men's lives than to gain victory by rashness. In these respects, then, 

Antigonus was the antithesis of the good ruler of Hellenistic theory. 

As a psychological study, Hieronymus 1 analysis is supported in many 

points by the recent work of Norman Dixon on the psychology of generalship. 

Dixon argues that the common factor in the make-up of incompetent generals 

who perpetrate disasters is that they are authoritarian: he mentions 

Elphinstone of Kabul, Buller of Spion Kop, Townshend of Kut. Wrong 

decisions, humiliating surrenders, enormous casualties, the refusal to 

listen to sound advice - all these characterise the leadership of 

personalities who are dogmatic, inflexible, callous, conformist and 

obsessive. Obviously competent generals - Montgomery and Rommel, for

example - were not like this. We need not doubt Antigonus 1 great

152 
ability as an organiser and as a tactician; but his neglect of the

other aspects of generalship made him less than the  

153 
whom Hieronymus saw in Eumenes. The downfall of Monophthalmus was

brought about by the inflexibility of his character, and inability to 

adapt techniques learned from Alexander brought final military disaster, 

as the brilliant containing strategy of Lysimachus lured him to his doom.
*

Modern analysis almost certainly would connect Antigonus' 

'philarchia' with the sense that he had occupied an inferior position 

under Alexander. In 323 he was some twenty years older than most of 

the Companions, and without equal distinction. After the death of Antipater 

he must have felt that he needed urgently to make up for lost time: nothing 

should be allowed to stand in his way. From the ancient evidence we 

know of only two weak spots in this formidable man: his absolute and
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misplaced faith in his impetuous son Demetrius, and his sensitivity 

about his single eye. T.W.Africa has collected an impressive array 

of one-eyed generals in history: Hannibal and Nelson are only the most 

celebrated in a series which goes back to the half-legendary Lycurgus 

of Sparta. There was even a one-eyed queen, Candace of Meroe in 

Upper Egypt, who was said in the records of her people to have achieved 

military success against the Roman armies of Cornelius Callus and Petronius. 

One might also add the fictional but unforgettable Brigadier Ritchie-Hook, 

whose 'single, terrible eye 1 marks him as heir to one of the most respectable 

traditions of generalship ("l want to hear less about * denying* things 

to the enemy and more about biffing him.") Sallust said that Sertorius 

regarded his one eye as a badge of honour. Antigonus, however, was

not proud of his disfigurement: he was touchy enough to execute one of

158 
his guests at dinner for calling him Cyclops behind his back; and we

know that he allowed artists to depict him only in profile, so as to 

conceal his defect. Pliny tells us that Apelles painted him from the 

side view, and J.Charbonneaux has argued that the gaunt and bony face of 

the 'old captain* on the Alexander sarcophagus, which is depicted in strict

profile, and which seems to recur on a series of coins from Demetrias of

159 the late third century, is that of Monophthalmus.

A balanced estimate of the dynast must take account both of these 

personal weaknesses - touching in a man of such strength - and at the same 

time of the military experience and personal bravery which are implied 

in the type of the one-eyed general. "Prince Andrei glanced at Kutuzov", 

writes Tolstoy "and his eyes were involuntarily attracted by the deep 

scar ... where a bullet had pierced his skull at Ismail, and the empty 

eye-socket, less than eighteen inches from him. 'Yes, he has a right 

to speak so calmly of the death of so many men', thought Bolkonsky." 

Some such admiration for the authority of the man whom he could never 

quite bring himself to like is expressed in Hieronymus 1 whole account of
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Antigonus 1 great deeds and his longing for ^ 

and again in Plutarch's assessment, which contains the sort of ambivalence 

which we find in Theopompus* attitude to Philp: this was a great man, the 

greatest of his time, and yet he was corrupted by power. Whatever one 

thought about Antigonus' methods, it could not be denied that he had 

very nearly achieved his aim: he came to Ipsus from the building of Antigoneia. 

Glory was the final object of all the military and artistic and even 

commercial undertakings of the Hellenistic rulers, as it had been for the 

princes of the heroic age or for the aristocratic clients of Pindar; and 

Antigonus and Demetrius achieved this object, while a man like Eumenes 

did not. Diodorus' description of Antigonus as /r />**.? twr^ry nS\f 7 ffj^ 

expresses the idea that he was the performer of great 'praxeis' and the

same value on activity and achievement is suggested in the description
-> / 

of Demetrius as £vf-PY°S ~~ possibly Hieronymus* own word .

160 
"Concentrations of energy ... were to his taste." It was said that

when Alexander was asked how he had conquered Greece, he replied, " Mn3e

Kfv/'oj " - "By never putting anytiing off." Antigonus

might have given a similar account of his successes; his later career

exemplified the new spirit of warfare in the Hellenistic age which Tarn

described as, not just a spirit of professionalism, but a spirit of

162 
"getting things done".

The 'Second-Class' Generals

The importance attached by Hieronymus to energy and achievement 

as aspects of generalship is apparent in the characterisation of the
1 £. O

so-called £ 0t<n\£f ftyrfiOfc^ovre , the 'second-class' kings. In

Diodorus, 'energeia' is the principal attribute of Cassander, and it is set 

against the apathy and indecision of Polyperchon. In Diodorus' account 

of the war of 318 in Greece, Polyperchon is unable to act without the 

advice of his 'philoi' (XVIII. 55. 1) ; he publicly decrees that the Greeks
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shall be autonomous, but desires to occupy Piraeus, and yet, not daring 

to break his word to the most famous of Greek cities he changes his mind -

(XVIII.66.2). In his field operations he 

repeatedly divides his forces and fails to achieve anything with any 

part of them (XVIII. 68. 3; 72.1); he wastes time and resources besieging 

Megalopolis with a force which had proved strong enough to raise Cassander's 

siege of Sal amis (XVIII. 69. 2); and having undertaken the siege of Megalopolis, 

he is discouraged by the first set-back, and again, changes his mind -

o

Hence the Greeks despised him and turned towards Cassander, who had acted 

with decision by putting a garrison into Munychia:

o

r   Diodorus probably found simple character 

contrasts a convenient way of summarising a section of his narrative: we 

may compare, for example, the passage in book XV where he contrasts Agesilaus 

and Agesipolis. The comparison of Perdiccas and Ptolemy earlier in 

book XVIII, on the other hand, appears to have its origin in Diodorus' 

source, since Arrian says something similar (see above); and it becomes 

clear that the opposition of character between Polyp erchon and Cassander 

also originates in his source when we look at the much later account of 

the intrigues surrounding the boy pretender Heracles, for here there is 

the same interplay of character. Driven out of Macedon on the death 

of Olympias, Polyperchon retires to Aetolia where he can await the turn 

of events f in the greatest safety 1 - ^<^ *Xt*-r*rX (XIX.52.6); 

later he accepts a subordinate position as Antigonus 1 agent in the 

Peloponnese; but he allows eight years to elapse before taking another
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initiative. In 310, stillnnursing his old grievance about the regency,

he lays careful plans to introduce the supposed son of Alexander, on

whom many people now pin their hopes. But at Cassander's offer of 'partnership 1

he at once abandons all his allies and murders the unlucky prince (XX.20ff.).

Cassander knew how to manage the blustering old captain; in the same way

he rightly calculated how to lure Polyperchon's son Alexander from

the service of Antigonus, by offering him the command of the Peloponnese

(XIX.64.4). These two were, perhaps, 'slight unmeritable men',

unscrupulous, as indeed Cassander was, but vacillating and incapable of

playing a leading part in affairs. Hieronymus' sketch of Polyperchon

may, however, reflect the prejudices of sources in Macedon or Athens.

There is, at any rate, another tradition: Diddorus says that he was held in

honour among the Macedonians as being the oldest of those who had served

under Alexander, and after the Lamian War he distinguished himself by

pacifying Thessaly; Pyrrhus is said to have cited him as an example of

A 1 166a good general.

Hieronymus' sympathy for the pragmatic appears also in the 

occasional references to women generals. Olympias spoiled her chances 

at the siege of Pydna because she filled the city with ladies-in-

waiting instead of fighting men -

/ToXf/uo/ TtoV frAeornuaV . Cratesipolis, on the other hand, who 

seized power in Sicyon on her husband's death, possessed (ToWsij ?r/7^w 

u* jLLStJtav' *) te-rb J- OVA. IK* (XIX. 67. 2); this she manifested

by the slaughter and crucifixion of the rebel Sicyonians, and by the 

necessary 'euergesia' to her mercenaries. In this account of the iron 

hand of Cratesipolis, Hieronymus was perhaps replying to the frivolous

account recorded in Plutarch, which made her a celebrated beauty who

168 
had an affair with Demetrius. Plutarch's source here may have been

Duris, for Duris had accepted the story of the comic poets that Aspasia
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was the cause of the Feloponnesian War, and he went back to Herodotus 

in declaring that all the greatest wars, starting with the Trojan, had 

come about through women. Women in positions of political power were 

a novelty in the Greek world at the beginning of the Hellenistic period. 

Herodotus took account of great ladies like Artemisia, whom Xerxes prized 

above all his men; and Xenophon was intrigued by the woman 'satrap* Mania, 

who succeeded her husband as governor of the Aeolis region; he also 

mentions a certain Hellas, wife of Gongylus (possibly a daughter of 

Themistodes), who seems to have been acting independently. 

From the mid fourth century we have Artemisia 1 s namesake, the wife of 

Maussollus, and another Carian queen, Ada, acting as monarchs in their 

own right. There were few of them, however, aid all orientals. 

Thucydides was able to ignore women, as agents, altogether, except for the 

priestess of Hera who accidentally set fire to the temple at Argos, and 

she, as Syme puts it, came in handy for dating. The Hellenistic 

historians were confronted with a dynastic system in which marriages 

marked political alliances, and in which individual princesses for 

the first time asserted their personalities. The majestife figures of 

Olympias or Ars.no e could hardly be ignored. There were also women 

like Eurydice, who at the age of fifteen contested the regency with 

Antipater; Cleopatra, who flagrantly disobeyed Antipater dA<4 a>vstoererl K)

bacfcj and Phila, ambassadress on delicate matters of state between

172 
Demetrius and Cassander. All the historians had to take account of

the new phenomenon in one way or another; and Duris, Phylarchus and 

Hieronymus show the widely differing reactions that were possible to 

the actual importance of royal or noble women - the vulgar, the 

sentimental and the realistic.
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Phila and Demetrius

Among the spirited ladies in Hieronymus' history, the most

173 attractive figure is Phila, daughter of Antipater. Diodorus

digresses in his account of the war of 315 to give a sketch of Phila:

<ro^£*"ij is her chief characteristic, and Antipater, wisest of the 

rulers of his time, is said to have consulted her on affairs of state 

while she was still a child; she also showed kindness and generosity 

in her duties in the camp. Hieronymus undoubtedly knew her well, 

and we may suppose, with Tarn, that he saw more of the traits of Phila 

than those of Demetrius reappear in their son. The description of

Phila at the beginning of her second marriage is matched by that of the 

young Demetrius at Gaza, and these twin portraits, to which Schwartz 

drew attention in identifying Hieronymus in Diodorus, seem to be a special 

tribute by Hieronymus to the parents of Antigonus Gonatas. Plutarch 

has a comparable description of Demetrius in the same context, and again 

he shows marked similarities to Diodorus in characterising Demetrius at 

the time of the siege of Rhodes: in both cases, therefore, Diodorus seems 

to have taken over the sketch drawn by his source, as he took his 

estimate of Themistocles from Ephorus.

In the first description of Demetrius, we hear of his youth, 

physical beauty, and his gentleness: 7ro*o-r^$ T«J fr n*p* <

" ' These were attributes which won him sympathy and 

popularity in the army. The word 7T9^oro^ is not common in Diodorus: 

it is used once here, and once of Gelon (XI. 67. 3, urn. /r^*/r<ov ^^tnu^tvof

>JV fr/yg-OT^Trt ) f and Dionysius the younger is described as 

TOV 7y3o?n>v (XVI. 5.1); Diodorus tends to prefer the expression

however. Possibly, then, we here have a glimpse of 

Hieronymus 1 vocabulary. 'Prabtes 1 is one of the attributes of a good 

king. Isocrates in his Letter to Philip says that Philip has a right 

to control all Greece K*,T* TO T^ ^/o.y *J^CT ^^ T7V
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TO* stVo/*^., A*

and he urges Philip <?7r) 7~<j &^€f>^e<s~i^ Tx£

/no ot o r^ rvj" , (114, 116). Antgonus Gonatas is called /r/

and >ro^>o^ . The sense is that of 6/nfiiKC**. - 'clemency 1 ,

the attfcude which becomes a superior towards his inferiors and which

180 
Seneca recommended to Nero in his De dementia. 'Praotes 1 is the

opposite of 67r5/^^>*r^<*/ ^ *:Xe /TOT-^ and T77 *9f u<r'7^ » tne 

recurring motifs in the characterisation of Antigonus Monophthalmus ; 

and we are surely meant to see in this portrait a contrast between the 

terrifying old man and his beautiful son, in whom all now placed their 

hopes for the future. The remarks about generals of long standing may 

perhaps be interpreted as an allusion to Antigonus; "Because Demetrius 

had just been placed in command, neither soldiers nor civilians had 

for him any ill-will such as usually develops against generals of long 

standing when at a particular time many minor irritations are combined 

in a single mass grievance; for the multitude becomes exacting when it 

remains under the same authority, and every group that is not preferred 

welcomes change." (XIX. 81. 3). Generalisations in Diodorus are frequently 

his own work: significantly, however, this is a military, not a moral 

judgement, and the sentiment is closely related to the passage as a whole. 

Instances of just such a feeling as this were the desertions of Telesphorus 

and Ptolemaeus, and the near mutinies of 317 in Media and 306 in Egypt. 

Those who saw the brilliant figure of Demetrius in the assembly at Gaza 

or fighting on the poop of his galley at Salamis, may well have felt that 

Antigonus had produced something better than himself, a second Alexander 

who would be able to fulfill the dream of world empire. Disappointment 

was in store.

The second portrait is set six years later at the time of the 

siege of Rhodes, and presents a more warlike figure, still of heroic 

beauty and dignity, but now skilled in poliorcetics, energetic and cool- 

headed in war: k^r^ d<5 ~ aJ^ /TD\£,UCLJ" ?^->^oj *Jv K>O» i/vy^tov' (XX. 9 2. 4)
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The word £ tf*-PY0§ *-s re8ular in Diodorus, but in the same context
/

Plutarch uses trtPYVT>£To£ • it was perhaps used by Hieronymus,

181 therefore. Demetrius had begun to show the dynamic character of

his father. At the same time he had learned the pleasures of peace, 

and in his capacity to indulge himself alternately in the pursuits of 

war and peace, he was compared to Dionysius. The man who shows this 

versatility is a type which goes back to Alcibiades, and to Philip II, 

as seen by Theopompus, and which is later exemplified in Mark Antony, 

whom Plutarch took as his Roman parallel to Demetrius. Other

characteristics are now for the first time attributed to Demetrius:

M M-fcTTto/OoJ K-ci M£yx.XofiV3t<TA^ KAU K<rx<^ povi^v od TwV 

loci rujtf £\f T**j iW.tf-re^/1 oVreoV. This associates him with the 

typical faults of Antigonus, and suggests a development of character. 

The inexperienced prince whom the army at Gaza had loved for his gentleness 

had had his head turned by his successes over Gil las and Ptolemy and 

the sycophantic reception of the Athenians.

From the time of Gaza Demetrius' behaviour, as characterised 

by Diodorus and Plutarch, often recalls that of Antigonus. He showed 

his father's obstinacy when he refused to take the advice of his friends 

at Gaza and insisted on fighting against superior forces and an inexperienced 

general. Hieronymus was probably among the 'philoi 1 whose advice was 

ignored; and the enumeration of the good men killed in the battle is
•I QO .

perhaps a reproach. Forced marches and KoCKorraStM are also

recorded of Demetrius; the lightning march to Cilicia in 313, for example, which 

failed to achieve its object and which lost him most of his horses: for in six 

days he covered twenty four stages and not one of his sutlers and grooms 

could keep up the pace, 5*<£ -^ o/ry/3b^v ^7} /c*<co srxB £/^ (XIX.80.1-2). 

Other futile expeditions were his campaign against the Nabataeans, and 

the attack on Babylon in 311 - dashing, but ineffective (XIX. 97; 100.5-7). 

An instance of brutality was the crucifixion of Stuombichus, the garrison
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commander of Arcadian Orchomenus, and 'at least eighty of the others 

who were hostile to him'; and this contrasts directly with Ptolemy's 

treatment of the garrison commander of Tyre, Andronicus, in similar 

circumstances (XIX.103.5-6; cf. 86.2). Again, Plutarch's description of 

Demetrius at the siege of Thebes shows his disregard for the sufferings 

of his soldiers, and his reply to Gonatas* reproach, T{ ($ucrv£/}sn\st4.c $

n Si<*.f\lTPW 0(f>e.l\&t£ TOIT odro'bv^fFiou^V • qualifies as 

an example of Antigonid T/J^M \°foi (Plut. Demetr. XL. 2). 

The use of the very rare word ai*.^£T()ov is some guarantee of 

the authenticity of the remark. For Demetrius' career after 302 we 

are dependent mainly on Plutarch, who used several sources other than 

Hieronymus; the tradition seems to be unanimous, however, in detecting 

a tendency to hauteur and callousness in Demetrius' later years.

There are possible signs, then, of an evolution in Demetrius' 

character; and the noticeable contrast between the two portraits in 

Diodorus suggests that Hieronymus saw a change for the worse at an 

early stage in his career. It is sometimes said that the ancient view   

of character was static, and there is certainly little awareness of 

character development in the historiography of the fifth and fourth 

century. "Cleon", as Cornford says, "is a good instance. He is allowed 

no individuality, no past history, no atmosphere, no irrelevant relations. 

He enters the story abruptly from nowhere. A single phrase fixes his 

type, as though on a play-bill ... Pericles is introduced in the same way, 

with a single epithet ... In every case the principal characters are

nearly as far removed from realism, nearly as abstract and impersonal
183 

as the heroic characters in Aeschylus." Lacking Thucydides* dramatic

power, Xenophon's portraits of the generals in the Anabasis are 

nevertheless static descriptions, and his encomium of Agesilaus, like 

Isocrates' encomium of Evagoras, contains only a generalised account
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of the subject's virtues. Again, Theopompus, while recognising the 

dual aspect of Philip's nature, does not seem to have traced a development 

in his character. There is little emphasis in classical literature on 

the idea if enrichment of character through suffering: the terrible 

'peripeteiai 1 of individuals like Croesus, Oedipus, or Perseus of Macedon, 

teach them humility before the gods or Fortune, but do not, seemingly, 

alter the character of the sufferer. Even as sophisticated a writer as 

Tacitus did not see character as a changing thing: Tiberius 'dissimulated',

and the corruption he gradually revealed was part of the nature he had

184 always possessed. We may, therefore, have something unusual in

Hieronymus' portrait of Demetrius*

One explanation perhaps lies in the human relation between the 

historian and his subject. Whereas Hieronymus met the other generals when 

most of them were already in middle age, he first knew Demetrius as a boy 

of eighteen, and was at his side throughout a formative period of the 

prince's life. It was natural that he should watch keenly for the way 

the boy was turning out. There was perhaps also a conscious reminiscence 

of Alexander. While the improvement of character, beyond the stage of 

youthful paideia, held little interest for ancient writers, in some cases 

there can be no doubt that they saw a deterioration; Alexander, Demetrius 

and Philip V are three parallel cases. The Peripatetics regarded Alexander

in the later part of his life as a barbarised megalomanic tyrant, corrupted

185 by oriental decadence and violence; and this view was not confined to

the philosophers who had a grievance over the death of Callisthenes. The

186 early Stoics thought that Alexander had been full of Ttof ; and Arrian,

while in general he refused to speculate on the character and thoughts of 

Alexander (Anab . VII. 1.4), did think that some kind of change for the 

worse occurred during the last years of Alexander's life, especially 

after the psychological defeat at the Hyphasis and the hardships of the

return from India - *nv v<fl dn o^ur^oj- fa tv r^> Tor£ fc*u ^tro TM /^^
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/
. VII.8.3) -

and this was something he must have been able to infer from Ptolemy. In 

tracing Demetrius' development from eager youth to harsh autocrat, 

Hieronymus may have had in mind the corrupting influence of power on 

Alexander; though the idea of a moral deterioration was naturally more

pronounced in a Peripatetic writer like Duris, who seems to provide the

187 
basis for part of Plutarch's account. Demetrius bore a closer resemblance

to Alexander than any other of his Successors, possessing his charm and 

brilliance as well as his energy and military skill, and was the one man 

who might have reconstituted Alexander's empire, if he had not been 

distracted by showy exploits and inflated by the megalomania that 

resulted from divinisation.

Another power for evil which perhaps in Hieronymus' view 

hastened Demetrius' moral decline was the bad advice of counsellors 

and flatterers. This was the chief explanation which Polybius gave for 

the moral deterioration of Philip V, a king who showed many resemblances 

to his great-grandfather, Demetrius. Philip is described at the debut of 

his career in terms reminiscent of Demetrius in the scene at Gaza:

h

(Polyb. IV. 27. 10): and his prestige with the Peloponnesian symmachy in 217 

after the Social War earned him the title of 'beloved of the Greeks' 

(Polyb. VII. 11. 8). But only two years later he made his first attempt 

to garrison Ithome, and the early promise and philhellenism were followed 

by periods in which the king was exposed to the bad influence of men like 

Demetrius of Pharos and Heracleides of Tarentum, and in which he experienced 

reversal of fortune. These were accompanied by increasingly autocratic 

and violent behaviour, until by the year 200, when he drove the

population of Abydos to commit suicide, "he had apparently come to find

189 pleasure in the mere outraging of Hellenic sentiment." Like Demetrius,

he suffered final disillusionment and death in obscurity, brought to bay
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by a foreign power. The theme of the wicked counsellor is prominent

in Polybius 1 analysis of Philip's kf-T* ^oX-o ; and it has been
" J '

observed that the actual importance of counsellors at the Hellenistic

courts is frequently reflected in the accounts of Hellenistic historians,

190 who sometimes exaggerate their sinister influence. The idea was

perhaps influenced in a general way by Stoic thought, since Chrysippus 

named two causes of perversion, 'one arising out of listening to many 

men, the other out of the actual nature of circumstances', and Diogenes 

Laertius records the same view. Hieronymus, the friend and advisor of 

Eumenes, Demetrius and Antgonus Gonatas, can be supposed to have known as 

well as anyone the value of good and bad counsel, and the various stories 

of Demetrius and Antigonus Monophthalmus ignoring their advisers perhaps 

originate in Hieronymus' feeling that his own wisdom and experience had 

been rejected. Kingship writings often refer to the importance of listening

to 'philoi' or 'phronimoi' - an idea which became especially important

191 
for writers of the Roman period, with the Senate as a model. The

Letter of Aristeas advises the king to choose counsellors who are men 

of practical experience and absolute loyalty: they should be
7 /

nand 6~6o<f>0o^£V and should have JT*/y -i t~l ^ . Men who are servile111

in their behaviour and too free with their compliments are not to be

192 trusted (246, 270). The good counsellors of Demetrius' early years

whom we meet at Gaza may have been contrasted with toe Athenian 

to whom later Demetrius did give a ready ear.

The hero of Salamis, the darling of the army, the second Alexander 

on whom men had pinned their hopes, turned out to be an adventurer who 

had no time to be king, and who drank himself to death in a gilded 

captivity. Some explanation was necessary. The introduction of Tyche, 

or flatterers, or theories about the inevitably corrupting effects of 

power, are attempts to lighten the responsibility of the individual.
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Nature and circumstance interact to produce the adult character; but 

the choice in any particular action lies t<§ ' ^/^'^ ; so Aristotle 

had told his contemporaries, articulating a view which we all accept 

implicitly as the basis of common morality. In the end, then, the 

followers of Demetrius were forced to a sad acceptance of Demetrius' 

faults and his failure; and if a man with these gifts could not claim 

Alexander's inheritance, who could? We must imagine that Hieronymus 

was deeply saddened by Demetrius' ruin. He had followed the career of 

the splendid prince since his boyhood with avuncular affection, witnessing 

first his victories and then the gradual degeneration: when the dreadful 

message came to Corinth, 'Regard me as dead', it was the final disillusionment, 

and Hieronymus had no choice but to turn to the unglamorous figure of 

Demetrius' heir, a man whose true virtues, put in the shade by his father's 

brilliance, were to become apparent with Demetrius' eclipse.

Antigonus Gonatas

We have some idea of Gonatas' character. Tarn's classic study

builds up from the miscellaneous evidence a coherent and convincing

picture of a prudent, efficient, cool-headed man, who knew his limitations

193 <~ '— and concentrated on what was possible. He is called nf)g°$i /^ £

§ — Stoic virtues. He showed kindness to Cleanthes

195 and Bion when they were ill and impoverished; he was an admirer of

Zeno. It is not necessary to dwell on the contrast with his father and 

grandfather, whihh was pointed out by ancient moralists, and which, it is 

usually assumed, was an essential ingredient in the general tenor of 

Hieronymus' history. The few details about Gonatas which may be 

supposed to derive from Hieronymus are consistent with other accounts: 

the sober common sense implied in his answer to Pyrrhus: the humanity 

and compassion in his treatment of Pyrrhus' son Helenus, and in his 

reaction to the way Demetrius squandered lives. Hieronymus'
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implicit criticism of the generalship of Monophthalmus and Demetrius 

presupposes an ideal of 'clemency', and this he may have seen or claimed 

to see in Antigonus Gonatas.

Fausanias testifies that Hieronymus' History was hostile to all

198 the other kings, but bestowed undue praise on Antigonus, i.e. Gonatas;

and the concluding chapters of Plutarch's Life of Pyrrhus seem to give 

some content to this remark: the characterisation of a living monarch was 

necessarily less than totally frank. But how exactly Hieronymus made 

the transition from 'strategos' to 'hasileus 1 we have to guess. "It is 

neither nature nor institutions which give men royal power", reads the 

entry in the Suda under Basileia (no.2), "but the ability to lead an army

and the knowledge of how to conduct the affairs of state: such was the

199 case with Philip and the Diadochi." This statement on the nature

of authority, almost certainly from a Stoic work on Kingship, articulates 

the attitudes implicit in Hieronymus' writing. In the century spanned 

by the historian's life the national kingship of the Macedonians had 

been transformed into a personal leadership founded on ability and 

'charisma', under which the king's servant was not 'philobasileus' 

but 'philalexandros'; and then again, by a natural evolution, into a 

new institutionalised monarchy. Hieronymus had recorded the period of 

transition; and possibly he handled the king returned to the 'patria' 

with less confidence than the great marshals of earlier days, lending 

a tone of artificiality to his account of Gonatas which was interpreted 

as flattery. Xenophon had clearly felt more at home describing the 

conquests of Cyrus than working out the details of his civic administration. 

Hieronymus' ideal of leadership also was essentially military, the models 

for the jxtafr/vor <ST0*iT'iyo$ being Cyrus and Alexander, the 

conquerors of Asia. It remained for philosophers in the peaceful times to 

come to adapt the values of wartime and set up a new model, appropriate 

to the ruler bound in noble servitude to the state.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER FIVE

1. Dover, JHS 1960 p.72 suggests that Diodorus invented the idea 

of a system of rotating command at the time of Marathon because it was 

inconceivable by his own day that decisions should ever have been taken 

collectively rather than individually. It seemed natural to him that 

Miltiades should have been directly responsible for the Greek victory, 

and the 'rotation1 idea was an attempt to reconcile this feeling with 

evidence that the decision actually lay with the board of generals.

2. For a typical analysis on these lines, see Toynbee, Hellenism, 

p.!27ff.

3. Cf. Pearson, Journal of the History of Ideas XV (1954) p.!30ff.

4. J.H. Finley, Thucydides, p.38f, calls Homer's portraits 'generic 1 ; 

but it is perhaps inappropriate to describe in this way portraits that 

were the first of their kind.

5. Cf. Momigliano, The Development of Greek Biography, p.88ff.; the 

collective approach appears also in the fifth century view that a close 

connection existed between climates, constitutions, and the behaviour of 

individuals; the link between history and geography emphasised a concern 

with the community rather than the individual.

6. This is the conclusion of Westlake, Individuals in Thucydides, 1968.

7. Syme, Proc.Brit.Acad. 1962, p.40.

8. Cf. Judeich, Kleinasiatische Studien 1892 p.14, describing Evagoras 

as the first 'Hellenistic' king.

9. Grayson in The Ancient Historian and his Materials, Essays in honour 

of C.E. Stevens, 1975 p.39. On the personal character of Theopompus' 

Philippica see Connor, Theopompus and Fifth Century Athens, p,13f.

10. Callisthenes, F.Gr.Hist. 124 F2, 3; Theopompus F.Gr.Hist. 115 T6, F48, 

cf. F297. Cf. Ryle, Plato's Progress, Cambridge 1966, p.41f. and 58f., 

discussing the festivals organised by the fourth century tyrants: the most
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brilliant orators and philosophers of the day were attracted by their 

patronage. Xenophon's Hieron, composed in c.383, also seems to have 

been inspired by interest in contemporary monarchy: it refers to the 

tyrant Dionysius the Elder.

11. Polyb. VII.8.5-9, cf. X.21.6-8. Cf. Momigliano, op.cit. p.77ff., 

p.82f. Nepos Cato 3: "bellorum duces non nominavit, sed sine nominibus 

res notavit.": cf. Leo, gr.-rbm. Biog. p.234.

12. Callimachus 1.84-85; IV.162ff; Theocritus, Idyll VII.

13. Fosidonius 1 biography of Perseus, F.Gr.Hist. 169. Timochares wrote 

on either Antiochus Epiphanes or Sidetes: F.Gr.Hist. 165; and Demetrius of

Byzantium on Antiochus Soter and Ptolemy Philadelphia (but from the point

2 
of view of his native city: Jacoby Comm.ad loc.) Pap. Graec.Haun. 6 = Pack

2210 possibly comes from a series of biographies of the Ptolemies in the 

framework of a genealogical tree: cf. Segre, Rend, d. Pont. Accad. Rom, di Arch. 

19 (1942-3) p.269-80. The continuing popularity of Theopompus is

indicated by a third century anonymous Philippica, possibly an epitome of

2 
Theopompus' work: Pack 2192.

14. Quint. Inst.Or. X.1.75; cf. Fraser, Ptol.Alex. II p.749 n.215.

15. T.S. Brown Am.Hist.Rev. 1946 p.695.

16. See ch.II p. 5bjf*

17. 'Philotimia 1 in Theopompus: F.Gr.Hist. 115 F89, 114, 66, 323. Cf. Connor, 

Theopompus and Fifth Century Athens p.32f. On 'philotimia 1 and f philodoxia f 

see Welles, RC no.52.21 = letter of Eumenes II to the Ionian League, 

accepting the honours voted to him in 167-6 B.C.: $i« TuS^ e^v Tjf e^-jv 

Tt <j>(Xoc)o|Av ; and Polyb. III. 104-105 distinguishing the 'philodoxia 1 

of a great man, Fabius, from the f philotimia f of the 'hegemones 1 . Cf. 

Welles op.cit. p.373.

18. Contrast the account of the new recruits at Xen. Cyrop. II.2.6ff.,

reflecting the easy-going relations between ranks in a Greek citizen army,

Cf. Anderson, Military Theory and Practice in the Age of Xenophon, 1970, p.98f.
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19. See E.Rawson, PBSR n.s. XXVI (1971) p. 14.

20. Cf . Holleaux, Etudes III p.lSff . Ceux qui sont dans le bagage. In 

Hellenistic Egypt the word <Jvra<sicejun continued in use to denote the 

household and possessions of soldiers, whether in garrisons or settled 

in one of the villages of the X^P* as cleruchs. Document no. IV 

of Fap.Halensis I makes legal provision for a whole class of persons, 

described as of gV -pjt «riTBiS/c£t^c oVr<y who are resident in Alexandria 

itself.

21. Rostovtzeff SEHHW I pp. 145-7; III pp,1344f. (n.17-20); cr. Briant 

REA 1973 p.66ff. Goukowsky, Rev.de Phil. 49 (1975) 2, p.267f., stresses 

the very small number of Macedonians left in the royal army by the time 

of Alexander's death.

22. Flut. Bum. XIII. 5, dnk^yi^you^evor £tri <>ci/)ettA eT^ 

W, Xtttp fV rxxj f+oK^rUi cf. XV. 3,

Cf. Polyaen. IV. 8. 3.

23. Xen. Cyrop. VIII. 5. 2-16; cf. VIII. 1.13-15. Cf. N.Wood, Class et Med. 

1964; Xenophon makes comparison between the military community and many 

other forms of human association, the most remarkable being that between 

the general and the estate manager (Mem. III. 4). See <xfoo 7W:. V 11-75.5^ 77- *tt 77-7.

24. Diod. XVIII. 7. 2, 9.3, XIX. 16.1, XVIII. 20.1. Mnasicles had 

possibly been in the army of Harpalus which Thibron took over: so Berve II 

no. 533. Compare the character of Bolis the Cretan, the double agent 

who betrayed Achaeus: Polyb. VII. 17.1.

25. Diod. XVIII.17.4; cf. 15.2-4.

26. Diod. XVIII. 40. 7; 30.4.

27. I here follow Milns, His tor ia 20 (1971) p.!86ff . on the origins 

and organisation of the hypaspists.

28. Tarn, Alex. Gt. II p.!48ff. esp. p.lSlff.; cf. p.H6ff.

29. Robertson, JRS 45 (1955) p.58ff.
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30. This is one obvious difference (not usually observed) between the 

armour of hypaspists and that of phalangites in Alexander's army: for 

this debate, see Tarn, loc.cit.; Hamilton Cg n.s. 5 (1955) p. 218; Griffith, 

PCPS n.s. 4 (1956-7) p. 3-10; Ellis, Historia 24 (1975) p.617ff.

31. Diod. XIX.12.2; 13.1.

32. Cf. Diod. XIX.41.1-2; Plut. Bum. XVI. 4.

33. Diod. XIX.28.1; 43.1.

34. Diod. XIX.15.2; 30.5-6; 41.2.

35. Plut. Euji. XVI. 4.

36. Plato Rep_.543B; cf. Laches 182A; Arist. Pol. VI. 7. 3, 1321 a 26. Cf. 

Diod. 1.53; XII. 75; XIII. 82; XVII. 9. 3. Plut. Fabius XXIII. 2; ibid. V.3; 

De Fort. Rom. 322A, ibid. 326C. See also Plut. Demetr. V.2, of Ptolemy: 

) . . - £<

37. Diod. XIX. 30. 6. The word 6 TO uwrvx. = the more common 

which is used by the tactical writer Asclepiodotus in exactly this way: 

the strongest and the most skilful ought to be file leaders, T&UTO y^P To

M.X

(Ars Tactica III. 5, cf. II. 5). Cf. Xen. Hell. IV. 3. 4, Anab. III. 4. 43; 

Polyb. X.12.7. Xenophon in the Hipparchikos uses a similar figure: the 

formation should be arranged so that the best men are at the front of 

each file, and an equal number of the oldest and most steady form the 

rear:
' '

TO
/

38. Diod. XVIII. 32.1. Cf. Xen. Cyrop. V.4.6: Gadatas 1 advance party 

have been ambushed by the Assyrians, but suddenly see Cyrus approaching
' - /

with the main army: <£o£fi*V <3f yP*i ^^^i-^ouf K<* u>&7T£p SxJ A<
> ^ y Q -. / 
g/C y^/ucov^ /T/70<rd>£/3f ^rOXJ rf^oTouJ1 .

/ '

39. Diod. XVI. 76. 2; cf. XI. 8. 2; XIX.94.6.
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40. Jacoby, RE Hieronymos col. 1557.
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Panaetius believed, with Scipio, that the more powerful a man is the more 

he needs the counsel of his friends; this was the relation Panaetius saw 

between Scipio and himself.

193. See esp. Tarn, Antigonos Gonatas pp. 249-50.

194. Plut. Mor. 545B, Aelian VH 2.20.

195. Diog. Laert. VII. 169; IV.23ff.

196. Plut. Mor. 562F; cf. Tarn, loc.cit.

197. Plut. Pyrrh. XXXI. 2; XXXIV. 5; Demetr.XL.2.

198. Hier. F6, 15.

199. Suda s.v. fS ./oaXe^x, no. 2: oi7re i^u^r o^ra 

ToTj ^ duw

t
OeLTorrEQQ\) |<fC^ V£^P(t4\t' fT ,9 ^ V M *^T^ ^OUVfV6uC. OtOC

(J/A icrrny K^i 01 £t x&o
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Conclusion

The best Greek histories were all to some extent external 

histories: Thucydides and Polybius wrote in exile; Herodotus looked 

at the states of mainland Greece with an Ionian perspective; and it was 

perhaps his position as an outsider in Athens that enabled Theopompus 

to perceive the figure of Philip looming from the north. Hieronymus of 

Cardia belongs to this distinguished company of writers who looked 

beyond the confines of the 'polis 1 and whose broad approach to the 

problems of Greeee gave their works a claim to be called universal 

histories. Hieronymus was probably the least 'Greek' among them: the 

Cardian background, his close relation to the Antigonids, on whose behalf 

he governed liberty-loving Thebes, and the astonishing span of his career, 

all combined to make his experience different from that of other Greek 

historians. No Cardian partisanship can be detected; the orientation 

was Macedonian, even though it did not ignore Greek problems and Greek 

aspirations.

Probably Hieronymus planned to be a historian from an early stage, 

his idea of what 'historia' involved maturing gradually from the simple 

project of an encomium on Eumenes to the grand plan of a political 

history of his times; and one of the influences upon his final conception 

of history must have been the appearance of narrow or mistaken accounts by 

other historians. We have no firm evidence by which to fix the relative 

dates of writing of Hieronymus and Duris; but it is altogether likely, 

as Droysen and Jacoby believed, that Hieronymus wrote as one with the 

authority of first hand knowledge, to correct and improve on Duris. In 

the same way Herodotus improved on the early logographers, Thucydides 

on Herodotus, Ptolemy on Cleitarchus, Polybius on the many unfortunate 

writers at whom his critiisms were directed. The contentious spirit 

of Greek historians can be considered a significant catalyst in the 

development of Greek historiography.
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There is no question about Hieronymus 1 superiority in historical 

outlook and method to the sensationalist writing of the period, in 

which great personalities were cut down to size by ridiculous stories 

about their private lives, and the unpredictability of life institutionalised 

under the name of the goddess Tyche: these were attempts to tame and 

render palatable a historical evolution which Greeks either could not 

bear or could not comprehend. Hieronymus, being at the centre of the 

storm, did not feel the devastation from which these reactions sprang. 

The difference between his work and that of the Macedonian Ptolemy is 

more remarkable. Ptolemy, with the opportunity to write from knowledge 

about one of the great conquerors of all time, produced, so far as we 

can tell, nothing more than a straightforward military chronicle, with 

appropriate omissions regarding the successes of his later enemies. 

Hieronymus' far wider concept of history shows that among his Macedonian 

friends he nevertheless retained the ways of thought of a Greek education.

The dominant influence on his work was undoubtedly Thucydides: 

in his f archaeologies f , his account of f aitiai f , and his analysis of 

the struggle for total power, Hieronymus shows his desire to be a 

political historian. No single literary influence was sufficient, however, 

for a period of history which itself had no precedent. Theopompus may 

have suggested ways of embedding an individual T s career within general 

history; Herodotus gave the paradigm for an account of an outlandish 

people; and Xenophon was a faithful guide through the weary campaigns 

across the Asian hinterland. The richness of his subject caused 

Hieronymus to draw on a fund of different traditions of historiography, 

at the same time investing the whole with his own consciousness of 

political realities and his own ideals.

"Es gehbrt zu den schwersten Verlusten, die die griechischen 

Historiographie erlittern hat, dass gerade dieses Werk zu Grunde gegangen
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1st": so lamented Wachsurath (Einleitung p. 580-1). Among later authors 

it came to be regarded as a useful book, but not a classic. Probably 

it was the model for Nymphis' work on the Diadochi; Phylarchus could 

have used it for events in the Peloponnese at the beginning of his work. 

It was known to the rhetorical writer Moschion at the end of the second 

century (Hier. F2); to Agatharchides of Cnidus, who wrote under Ptolemy 

Soter II (Hier. T2) ; and probably to Artemidorus (fl. c.100 B.C.), who 

may be Strabo's source for his citations of Hieronymus (cf. Reuss, 

Hieronymos p. 180). Hieronymus is never Mentioned by Polybius, however, 

- an astonishing fact when we consider both the general similarities 

between their lives and writings and the relevance of third century 

Macedonian history as background to Polybius 1 own theme. The passages 

at V. 102.1, where he speaks of the perennial desire of the Antigonid 

house for dominion of empire, and at 1.63.7, where he patronises "those 

who have spoken with wonder at the sea-battles of an Antigonus, a Ptolemy 

or a Demetrius", perhaps allude obliquely to Hieronymus; but the latter 

is spared, with Thucydides, Polybius 1 tirades on the subject of historic- 

graphical method. Was Hieronymus really too unimportant to mention? Or 

was this the one historian with whom even Polybius could find no fault?

A century later both alike faced sentence of oblivion, or the 

fate of being pickled in Diodorus 1 Bibliotheke. Dionysius inveighed 

against the degenerate style of Hellenistic historiography (in a 

treatise shackled by rhetorical convention, which fails even to recognise 

the reasons for Herodotus 1 appeal), and urged historians to follow his 

own example in the Antiquities.* If one questioned Dionysius 1 judgement, 

the silence of Quintilian, at least, was decisive: for him, Cleitarchus and 

Timagenes were the high points of Hellenistic history-writing. (Inst. Orat. 

X. 1.74). Hieronymus found his last and most sympathetic reader in Arrian;

* cf - Bonnr, The Literary Treatises of Dionvsius of Halicarnassus, Amsterdam,           - *
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and after this brief renaissance became a name known in late antiquity 

only to chroniclers and lexicographers. "Men and dynasties pass; but 

style abides. 11* ' Where style was lacking, and time has done its work, 

it is the job of later historians to collect the scattered remains and 

try to recapture spirit and intention.

* Syme, Tacitus p.624.



THE FRAGMENTS OF HIERONYMUS OF CARDIA

(from, F. Jacoby, Die Fragments der griechische 

Historifcer, IIB no.154 pp.829-835)



d) DIE DIADOCHEN. PYRRHOS.

154. HIERONYMOS TON KARDIA.

T
1 SUID. S. 'legojvvnog Kagdiavog" og TO: ire 

avveygaifje. Kagdia de ovoua

2 [LUKIAN.] Macrob. 22 (— PHLEGON 257 F 37 c. II) : ' 
de ev ito\i^ioic, ytv6f.if.voc, xat ftoh&ovg xaf.idTOvg v^to^ieivag nal 
t&jaev tTiq Teaaagct xat IxaroV, wg 'j4ya&ao%idr]g ev rft i lvdTrti TWV 
Tffi \4aiag IOIOQI&V (86 F 4) 'heyei' xai &ctv(j.d£! et ye TOV avd^a ug 

10 r^fg TekevTatag fyieqag CCQTIOV OVTO. kv ratg ovvovaiaig xai react ToZ$ 
aiff&r]Tr]Qioig, (.tydsvog yev6{.tsvov TWV rtQog vyisiav JAAtTT/jL

3 DlOD. XVIII 42, 1 : /ttra de Taura 6 Evftfvr^g agog TOV *Avti~ 
TtaTQOv Ttgeafievrag aTteartihe Tteol T&V oftoXoyiwv (a. 320), 5)V rf v fjyov~ 
/.tevog elfowvvuog 6 Tag TOJV Jia.d6%o)v 'laroQiag yeygacpcag.

16 4: — XVIII 50, 4 (a. 319/8): xavra de diavorj&els (sc. 6 'sfvTtyovog) 
'le(>d)vv[iov f.Cf.v TOV Tag 'loTogiag ygdipavra (.teteTcfyipaTO, cpihov OVTCI 
xal TroA/TTyV JEvfievovg TOU Kaqdiavov TOV ov^i7te(pevyoTog elg TO 
TO xa).ov[.ievov N&ga. TOUTOV de [teydhaig dujgealg 
l£ajf6OTeike rtgeofievTrjV Ttgog TOV Eufievy .... PLUT. Eum. 12.

20 5 — XIX 44, 3 (a. 316/5): nach der gefangeunahme des 
Eumenes &vy%&i] d' ev role, TQavpa-ciaig alx^dXtoTog YJUI b Tag 'laiOQUxg 
avvTat;dt.tevog 'leQajvv^og d Kagdiavog, og TOV ^tlv e^nqoaS-ev %QOVOV 
vn Evfte'vovg Ti[twf.ievog dierekeoev, (.leTa de TOV exsivov -frdvaTOv 
'dvriyovov eTvy%ave (pikav&Qiortiag -/.at rtioTewg.

» 6 — XIX 100, 1—3 (a. 312/1): b $ 'stvriyovog 
TOV 4t](jrjTQiov xai ra xara pegog TUJV yteTt^ay^evatv artayyelkavTog l?rl 
[lev TT\I o~vv&6"o~ei Trjt, Ttqbg Tovg NafiaTaiovg erteTif-iyaev O.VTWI .... ertl 
Sk T&i Y.aTaax€ipao&at TI^V Xiuvyv (F 5 — 6) xat doxelv evgr^evai Tiva 

paai).tiat jtqoaodov

4 (loroQixdg-y og? In' 'Al.e^dvdQOH Leopard! (vgl. F 3 IlegdCxxag b£, 
og txi 'Afo£dvdQCH rrjg 'Maxeddvov tfozev) in' 'AAe^dvdgov V in' 'A)>etavdQeCat cett 
18 nQoaxafeodfitvog F 21 TQavfiaTiaig: taAwxdoi F 27 Na^araCovg: vo/nddag F

Jacoby, Fragm. Oriech. Hist II. /52)
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fbv tag 'larogiag avyyqdtyavra (F 6). TOVTOM dk owereraxfo rtlola 
xal itaaav ri]v aaydkfov avaJLafiovra ovvdyeiv eig viva 

TOTCOV. o$ (4fjv aittpri ye xal TO T&og xara TI\V llitida volg ittq\ •sov 
*Avriyovov ol ya^Aga^eg avaTqacptvreg eig st-axia%d£ovgt crttrthevaavreg 
h Talg dfaftatg la\ Tovg ev Toig nkoloig, a^edbv Kitavrag xarevd^evaav. 
If o5 drj aw^y TOV 'dvriyovov dttoyvaivai Tag jtgoffddovg ravrag dta 
TO yeyovbg Traocfrmujua xal dia TO TOV vovv «%e*v rtQog irtQOig ftel£om.

7 [LtTKIAN.] Macrob. 11 (=F8): 6 ovOTQaTevdfisvog a&f&t 
(sc. *JvTiy6vu)it bei Ipsos a. 301) 'legdivvpog.

8 PLUT. Demetr. 39, 3— 7 : &g de Talg Q^aig enayayojv Tag ftijxavag 
6 JrjutfTQtog (a. 293) Irtohogxei xal yoprj&elg vjts^^ev 6

ol Bouarot nagfdatxav kavrotig. 6 dk Talg
xal n^a^d^svog ytotta %Qijnata xal xaTaXirtttiv avrolg 

xal a^toor^v 'Is^vvfiov TOV IOTOQIXOV, k'dogev faiag 
IB a&ai ..... ov itoM.Gii dk tiaTegov aMoxevai Avaipayog vitb 

xal itobg TODTO 4r}iMjTQtov xaTa Tayo§ li-OQiiijaavTog ettl 
rtdhv drtfOTTjffav ol Boiatroi ... Tatfaig o3v xal rtobg dgyr^v avaarqtyag 
6 JyfiyTgiog fi^oer -fjTTynevovg vab TOV icatdbg *<dvriy6'vov 
BoitaTOvg xal Tag 9^Bag av&tg eTtohogxei. 

ao 9 THBON VIT. ARAT. p. U7, 18 M: 'AvtCyovog 6 FovaTfig, nets' <5t
xal oiiv atiz&i nsgoaios 6 Hr&txos xal 'AvtatfQag 6 Po'dtog . . . xal 

6 AltoAdg, &s ainog wow 6 "Atrciyovog $v tolg ^sie&l '

10 DIOD. 1 3, 3: r&v ds rfyv im$o\r)v rafter)? "riiS nQayfiarsfag 
ofidelg ngoepcpaae rfyv tatogtav xava-csgo) TOV Maxedovw&v xaigcov ot fi&v yog sig 

36 tag QiAfautov ngdgeig, ol 6* elg rag 'AJ.e^dvdQov, rives o' elg miig 
iniytivovg (F 13) xaT$OTQ&pav rag cwrd&ig*

11 PAUS. I 9, 8: 6 dk ^iBQ&witog ovrog Ix** P*v xa^ 
&rt£%d-eiav yqdifjai TGtv fiaattewv itti\v '4vriy6vovt TOVTWI dl ov 

dtxalojg %a^/^€O^«t. s. F 9; 15.

«o 12 DION. HAL. De comp. verb. 4, 30: Totydgmm Touxvvag eurcd- 
}-€i$ xaT&irtov otag ovdelg vfco^fvec {ifyQ

TB .... Si 76 T 10.

F
(TA EHI AAE3AN4P8I

1 (II452) ATHEN. V 58 p. 217 DE: ffigdixxag Tolvvv irqo A 
jiaadevet, &g pkv 6 *A%dv&i6g qnqatv Nixofi^d^g (Ht), Irtj

: 'Avrfyovov EX 3 t&os <e?Ae) Rhodomanus 6 
om BX 22 negl: apud quern Hier animus vers Lat nQog Euhnken neoi
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eeortofinog (115 F 279) de Ae, ^va^evrjg (72 F 27) /u 5 
MctQOvag (135—136 F 15) de xal &doxoQog (HI) xy.

2 — V 40 p. 206 DE: yqdyei ovv 6 MoGyiwv (III) ovrwg' a. sas/i 
'dio'/.ketdrjg pev 6 IdfidrjQiTTjg (VI) ^avfid^erai inl Trji ngbg 

5 'Podiuv no).iv VTCO Ar^ir^tqiov Tto^ooay^f.lGt\t, Tdg Tei%eo~iv 
Tiftatog (III) d' errl rrt i nvgat trk i xaTaoxevao&elGTji diovvaicai ...., 
xat 'leQwwftog ertl TTjt xaTaaxevrji Tftg &Q(.ia^.d^g, ^t, ovveftctLVS xo/ni- 
o$T}vai TO ^Ke^dvdqov atifia, noXvxXeiTog (128 F 4) de ....

3 (la) APPIAN:. Mithrid. 8: KartTtadoxiag de TTOO ^tev Maxedovoiv a. 322 
10 o'irivec, r^xov, ovx «^w octrp&g elrtetv eiTe idiav fagyjiv eire Jagetov 

xaTrjxovov. 3̂ £^avd^og de y.oi doxel Tovg &Q%ovTag Twvde T&V e&viijv 
iffl rpoQwi xaTaXt7t£Zv} i^reiyo^evog l-rtl 4ageZov. ..... cle o d) v v ft o g
de ov o9 kmty avaat, TWV e&v &V oKto g } dAA1 dv a TIJ v rcaqa-
l,iov TTJgnaucpvhiag xal KiKixiag eTeqav odbv lit I TOV

itJageZov TQayteo-9-at. ITegdixxag def og enl 'Ahe^dvdQioi trig Maxe-
dovwv r]Q%ev, 3̂ iaQd^v Kannadoxiag yyovpevov ewe afpiaTdpevov elite
trjv &QyT]v avTou 7teQL7toiovf.ievog Maxedoaiv, el)*e xat exQ^iaoe (F 4)'
xal £7teo~Tr]oe ToZg e-3-veotv Ei'iievi] rbv Kaqdiavov. Evpevovg de dvai-
QB&evrog OTe avrbv ol Maxedoveg ethovTo elvai. rtotefuoi

20 frit TWI Ilegdixxai, Tf}g vnb ^Xe^dvdgwi yevo^svrjg yqg
Ntxdvooa eneuibe KartTtadoxwv aaToarteveiv. (9) MaxedovcDv de ov no'kv~ % 

eg d^X^ovg OTaGiaadvTtov, 'AvTiyovog [*ev iyoxe Zvgiag
, Mt&QiddTrjg & avT&i o~vvfjv} avyg yevovg fiaatkeiov 

xal 6 3j4vTtyovog evvrcvtov edo^e nediov anetQat %QVGia)t, xal TO %Qvoiov 
as ex&eQtoavTa TOV Mi&QtdaTrjv eg TOV HOVTOV ofyeod-at. xal 6 [.dv avTOV 

\TC\ T&tde ovXXa^atv e^ov^ero anoxTeZvat, 6 d' e^<pvye ovv Innevatv «'£, 
xat (pQa^dfj.ev6g TI yjuqiov Tfjg EartTtadoxiag, ftokk&v ol rtQOOtovriov ev TT\L- 
de ify Maxedovcav do%oMatt Kannadoxiag Te avTrjg xal T&V O^OQCOV Tteql 
TOV IlovTov k&v&v xaTeo~xevt eni re fieya Trjv aqyjiv ftgoayayojv natal 

so jtagedwxev (F 7). [[o2 $ TIQ^OV eTegog [.ted-3 eTtgov ewg enl TOV exTOV 
TOV rtQoiTOV Mt&QiddrriV, og 'Pajf^aiotg enohenrjaev^.
4 (2) [LUKIAN.] Macrob. 13: 3AQiagdih]g de 6 Kannadoxwv ». 3.2 

dvo [tev xal oydoijxovra e^oev eTt], wg 'legcovv^iog Ic 
de liowg xal ertl it\iov diayeveff&ai, dAA* ev tf^i yroog 

35 [idyjii ^ajyQrj&elg aveaxoXonio&y.
5 (3 a) PABADOX. Flor. De aq. mir. 33: 'leQibw^og loTOQ^oev ev a. 315/2 

NafiaTaiwv %d)Qai, TWV 3AQa^a)v elvai klfivyv ntxgdv, ev

13 (r&vde) i&v Schweighaeuser ne has quidem gentes vers. Candidi 
15 — 16 T<UV Maxebtiv&v Reiske 26 £/?otiAero i conalus est Cand tftotihevev 0

(52*)
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OVT€ aAAo n twv ivvdgwv £d)itov yiveo&aij aocpd/.TOv de jt).w&ovg
aVgeG&ai vnb r&v e7ii%togiwv. 

6 (13) JOSEPH, c. Apion. I 213—214; OTI de ot-x ayvooCvrtg *• si5/s 
€vioi T&V Gvyygacpecov rb e&vos TJ/.I&V, aAA* vrtb fp&ovov TWOS */ &'

airiag o£;( vyielg TTJV nvr^i^v Ttagehrtov, Texiiijgiov oiuai 
l£gu)W{.iog yag 6 TTJV Hegl rdv diado%cov LOTOQIUV Gvyyiy Qarpwg xaror 
rbv CCUTOV utv ft v ^Ey.ctTaitoi (III) %o6vov^ cpiXog d' wv 'sjvriyovov TOU 

tecog T^V Ivgiav IrceT^ortevev (T 6)* aAA1 ouwg 'Exataiog ±i£v y.al 
eygaipsv rteQi rj/.ituv) 'leQiuvvi.iog (5' ovdaf.iou xara r/)v larooiav 

10 t[.tvT]f.t6v£VG£ xairoi o^sdbv ev rolg TOTtotg diaTeTQiqxbg.
7 (3) [LUKIAN.] Macrob. 13: Mi^QtdaT^g de 6 UOVTOV faodevg a. 302/1 

6 ztQoaayoQSv&elg Kriar^g ^Avtiyovov TQV (.iov6cp3-a)^iov (pevyiov Irri 
ITovTOv eTelevrr^os fiiwaag fry Teaaaga y.al oydoijy.ovTcc, uiarcto 'leQwvviiog 
lotoQsi y.al alkoi ovyygacpeig, s. F 3 — 4.

15 8 (4) — — 11: 's/vriyovog de 6 4>i).irtJiov 6 iiovocpfra/.uog fiaai- a- 301 
May.edovatv rtegl (frguyiav i.ia%6[ievog Selei-y.Loi y.al 

7to).t.olg TteQiTteoajv erelevT^aev \i(ov Ivbg y.al 
6 GvOTQarevouevog avrwi 'isgcovvaog LGIOQBL. 

9 (6) PAUS. 19, 7: ^iuoi^iaxog de y.al eg Tc6f*t}.iov Ttgbg UI-QOOV a. 295/4 
20 xareozr/ rbv dlaxidov (pv).d£ag 6e e^ 'Hireigov artiovTa, ola (5/y ra JTO//CC 

r/.elrog e,n).ava.TO, iijv te aAArjv e/.e^ldr^oev "HntLQov y.al erfl Tag -9-ijxag 
r^d-e tCbv fiaoiXetov. (8) ra de evrev&ev I/to/ ZGTIV o v /rtcr-rcf, 
'isQwwf-iog de ey Q a ip e Ka Q d i avb g Av oi (.ia%ov rag -9-^y.ag 
i w v v e y. g & v av e A 6 v t a T a bora, en gi ip a i. 6 <5e 'leocjvvi-iog OITOJ 

26 (T 11) e%£i ,t'.£v y.al a/./.a>g ddiav ngog djisy^eiav ygdyai TUV /SaotAeVv Ji/.r)v 'Avu- 
yovov, TOVTOX, de ov dr/.a£(i>g ^aot^eo(7a«. - TO. 6e inl rolg rdfpoig T«V Tf.TstoonoJv 
fiavrdnaoiv iou yavsQog ^nrjpetat avvflsig, dvdna filay.edova fifixag vexpcjv ave/.siv. 
^wptg de 7jnioiaro df) .TOU y.al Avoif.ia^og ov HVQQOV oqrdg rrooydvoiij .ao'i'ov d/J.d 
xal 'A/.s^dvdgov Tovg ciroug rovrovg ovrag' y.al yap 'A^avdnog 'H^eigcjrrjg re fjv 

so xat Tiwv Alay.idcjv rd zigog .arjrpdg, T) re varegov HVQQOV nooc Avaipazov ov.u^a/ta 
d)]?.ol y.al no/.£,u>ioaoiv ddid/./.ay.mi' ye obdiv .-rpoj dA/.rJAoyg yei'to^at agjiat. rat 
de TeQ(ovv/.iot idy_a ftev aov y.al d/J.a i)i> Ig Avoi^a^ov i~f/.f.v\(>.c.ia, HF/LOTOV de 
on rijv Kagdiavtiv 7i67.iv ave/.uv .Ifat.ud^etav dvc' ai>rf)g tiixioev Ltl t&i iotf/'.ot 
Trig Qgawiag ^fppoa'/joov.

35 10 (4) [LUKIAN.] Macrob. 11: xat AiGL^ay_og de May.edovtor a. asi 
fiaoiksvg ev TIJI rtgbg -e/.ev/.ov art(o).eTO udy^i e'rog oydor^/.OGrbv Te).(ov1
a>g 6 avrog

11 (7) PLUT. Pyrrh. 17,7: (schlacht bei Herakleia) Jiovi-aio^ uh a. as 
ovv otiywi iCjv 7T£VTay.iG%i).i<.ov y.al uvgiwv ikaGGovag rcaGdv ioiogtl 

40 'PwuatioVj 'itgwvruog ds [tovovg trrray.io^U.iovg' TWV de negl Ilvggov 6

20 ro v om L 27 txyneiai Siebelis — nip Paus 30 /] rf om L
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f.i£v JiovvGLog [iVQiovg y.al rqio%i/dovg, 6 de 'legibvitiog e/,drrovag r&v 
t£T()a'/.iO"/fi).icov' y.gdTiOTOt de ffiav ovtoi. v.a.1 rwv (pO.ojv o iJvgaog xal 
riov OTQarrt ycbv olg udJ.iara %Q(L(.tevog diez&.e.i xal rt.tOTeucov arcefta).ev.

12 (8) PLUT. Pyrrh. 21,7: Ix rovrov ^ucfyr/g a/U^g r&v noaypdtuv a. 279 
& avT&t deouercov aval.afiajv tip or^ariav e%d)()ei} y.al Ttzol '^ffxAov rco'kiv

v).wdi] y.al Tga%vv } ecpodov i&>v ^r^Qicuv ov Xafi6vra>v } ware Ttgoo^ei^ai zr\i
yevouevwv xal yfxowv Tieaovrujv, rote fJ.ev

/r>\ •*" & t r „ $ 3 
"* 101 '£111' (j IsG^CSOCti CCf/ G^7/f)Ct'J/'^l^(JL)'V OL

10 ojuaAoi; rrt v [layr^v deo&ai Kal rovg eAecpavrag ev rolg orc'Loig yeveo&ai 
zro/.euiwv, TtQO&afie. rag dvo%ct)Qiag cpvlay.fjij y.al

y.al
y.al cvvTeTa'/pevrjv ri]v dvvauiv. (9) ol de rPo)^aloi tag

xat rag avTtfcaQayojyag rag itQaregov ovy.
IB ^orTO xaTa oro/^a" (10) xai oitevdovreg &aaa&ai rovg ortJ.ir 

za ^TJO/OT, deivovg Ttegl rag oagioag r&v ^itp&v aytivag d^ov, ayeidovvreg 
y.al ^TToog) TO rQataac xat '/.arafiahelv oguvreg, TO de rca&eZv slg ovdev 

i. (11) %(>6vo)i de TroAAwt keyerat, f^ev aqyji TOOTT^g xaTJ avrbv yeve- 
a$ai rbv HVQQOV ecrtegeiaavra rolg avtiterayue'voLg, rb de

20 xal /?/at rajv e^ecpdvrwv xareLQydoaro, y^rfiaadat, rfji 
jua^ijv tdv 'Pioftaicov f.ti] dvva/.uvojv, ahk3 olov etpodcui xv^arog ^ oeiotiov 
y.aTeoeiTtovrog oloueviov deZv e£io~Tao~\}ai /j,r^de vftofieveiv artgd'/.tovg arco- 
dvriozetv, kv rCbc (.ir^dev axpekeZv Ttdvia rtdo~%ovrag ta ^a^ertchraTa. (12) T ijg 
de cpvyfjg ov pay. gag elg rb or Q aroit e do v yevofievrjg

weg'ay.io'zikiovg uTCo-9-avelv cprjat r&v <Pa) p a i w v 16 oai vv/j.og, 
r(bv de TteQl UVQQOV ev rolg {iaoilLxoZg vrtO{ivr)[.iaaiv 
(229 F 2) avevex&fivai, rQLO^iJ.iovg Ttevraxooiovg xal 
TC e v r e re&vTjxorag.

13 (8) DION. HAL. AR I 5, 4: ovde^tia /oro axgiffig e^el-ij^v-9-e a. 28o/?» 
H avr&v (sc. rwv cPa>[iaia)v) ^JEhkyvlg icTogLa {ley^i rwv xa^' rjf^ag 

ovajv, on pr] xecpaXaiwdeig e7Ciro[tal rtavv (3()a%eZai,, (6. 1) Ttqutov tu€Vt

rov Kagdiavov ovyyQatpetog ev rfji Ileol r&v 'Emyovajv 
eneira Ttuaiov (IH) ......

14 (9) PLUT. Pyrrh. 27,8: qv de rb pev nkdrog avr^g (des von a- 2? a 
den Lakedaimoniern gegen Pyrrhos aufgeworfenen grabens) 7iij%ea>v 
*^} TO de @d&og rerrdqiov^ rb de p^xog oxTcm^,e$oov, wg "" 
(81 F 48), tig d' Vfowof^og, ekarrov.

8 TQavfjiaTiaiv Jae 17 (ngog} Ziegler 20 xaTEigydoaro Reiske — airo 
Pi — aazro? 24 juaxoctv Ziegler 33 ^tydvwv: £neiyo.u6va>v B

Jaooby, Fragm. Griech. Hist IL 53



854 B. SPEZIALGESCHICHTEN: d) DIADOOHEN

15 (10) PAHS. I 13, 7: vnb de zotvov vbv XQOVOV xal 
rtotefiov rov sdaxtovixov TQI^V *4vctyovog fag tt6lcig v&v Maxedovwr 
avaatoadftevog faefyevo eg ITe^ojtovv^aov ola eaiarapevog HVQQOV, ty 
JaxedaifAova xaraar^e^Tat x&l Ilehortovirfoov (TO) 7ro/Ua, ofa 

6 qov aM' Irtl re Maxedoviav ati&tg xal fbv exel itotepov fjgovra 
de Idvwyovov vbv OTQUTOV || "dpyovg eg nty v/axamxj?y ayeiv, avrbg 
ig fb "Agyog e^v^et IIuQQog. XQCCT&V de xal Tore avveatflftvei volg 
yeriyovaiv eg TTJV jtohv xai ol diaMsrai xara TO elxbg $ fdjig. (8) ^a%o- 
tievtov de aobg legolg ^'di; xal olxiaig xal xara vovg orevtajtovg xal xai? 

10 8.M.O &U.WV vfjg rto'tetog, evtav&a 6 IIvQQog e^ovdt^ij xal
. xe^d^fat. de ^ij-9-evra vnb yvvaixbg re&vdvai <paal 
de ov yvvatxa vty artoxveivaaav, J^rjrga de q>amv elvat ywatxl 

. ...... (9) .... didcpoga de Sfitag earl xal TOVTO
Stv fIeg(itvv(J.og 6 Kaqdiavbg 'e-yqatyev avdpl yctQ fiaadei 

IB avvovca dvdyxy ftaaa eg %dQiv avyyqdtpetv. el de xal $iharog (DEI) 
altiav dixaiav e'ttycpsv, erteX7ti£tev t^v ev Zvgaxovaaig xd&odov, aao- 

r&v Jiovvaiov fa avoaioirara, r] TCOV ftoMij ye 'leQiovvpuH 
a eg f)dovr}v *Avfiyovov ygdpetv.

16 (5) STBAB. VHE 6, 21: tty de forto&wiav fr]g Metog (sc. Koqiv- ». m/» 
so &ov), 1^ Siv ^IsQuivvfiog ve sfc'^j/xe xal Evdogog (V) xal a'AAot, xal afool de 

eidopev, vetaarl avatyy&elaijg vrtb t&v 'Ptoftaiaw, votdvde elvai av^alvsi. 
OQOS fawMw oaov TQI&V fjfjtusv <rca6tcov e%ov ri]v xdfterov, T^V 6' dvdftaotv xai 
TQidxovra aradfov, elg dgeiav T&GVT&I xoQvgrfv xaJMrCu 6k 'AxgoxdQivdog, 06 td 
H'sv stgog &QXTOV f.t^gog iazl TO /tdAiara ogftcov, tig>' &i xel-cai tf n6Ktg iril vQane-

35 tydovg $ruaedov zwgiov ngog afaiji vf\i Qitflt. wv 'AxQoy.oQtvdov. afavjs fikv otiv 
•cjjS jrdAewg 6 xtixkog xal Teaaagdxovra avadfav timjgzev, foeret^torTo d* Saov vijg 
aole&s yvfjivov f)v TOT) dgovg' avfixsQiettrinTo de T&I 3isQi$6J.oM zotiiui xal -ed 8go$ 
a&rb 6 'Axgoxdgiv'&og, tfi dwardv tfv reiztafiov d££a<r&ai ... &a&' $ naaa Jieglfiecgog 
iyivsto negl stsvre xai dydo^xovra tnadtow. daa 6k tatv fiAAov IAEQ&V tfvtov 6o&t6v

so ion fi> ogog, dvarerarai IABVTOI ivdevde txav&g -xal negComov lotto. 1} /tev o^v 
xoQvyij valdtov l^et 'Atpgodivrjg^ -6^6 de Trjt. xoovgriji vfiv re IIstQ^vijv slvai ovftfiaivEt, 
xgtfvqv, exgvaiv fiev otix e%ovoav, /*eoTr}v d' del dtavyovg xal aoriftov vdatog. 
tpaoi de xal £vftevde xal ££ SAAov -tnovd^ov wvaw qptefttaw avvdMjlea'&ai t-jyv ngdg 
fill Ql%ni> tov 5govg xp^vjjv, Ixgsovaav slg rfyv noXiv, &&&' Ixav&q an* afrriig

36 tidgstiea'&ai. eati de xai ygedtav edrtogta xata vfjv noAtv, Aeyouot de xal xata 
TOV %x@ox6giv&ov ..... TOV d' otiv Etiginidov (P 1084) yrjaavcog oflrog* €̂ xo stegC- 
xtootov jigoAuzova' 'Axgox6gtv&ov tegov o%&ov nohv 'Aygodfaag,' TO siegix/Lvarov 
ijroi xata ftddovg dexzeov, £nei xai qiQeata xai i>n6vQf.wi fafiddeg dt^xovai di' 
afaoi), jj to nahaiov tiitolriaTeov vqv UetQ^vrfv imnohd&iv xal xardgovTov stotelv TO 
ogog. svcavfta de <paat nivovra TOV Ilfyaaov al&vai tinb Be?.fagoq>6vrovt nvrjvov

4 TO. add V 14 ov Clavier &g Paus avdga Facias 16 fig 2vga- 
xotiaag Hitzig 17 T&V g TJJV cett 30 H&VTOI, (xal) Corais [tev Td Str 31 fe 
om E 37 [ndMv] Valckenaer 38 dexTeov Casaubonus iexrfov Str
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iraiov $% toU Tpo^rjAot/ to® Medovorig dvaaaAlvva xava TTJV rog-yorofiCav TOV 6' 
avrov <paai xal rijv Tmswv xgrfvyv avajtahetv iv rat Tfoixtivi, ntygavTa ^v>l ovv%i 
•a^v vjfoxeoovoav nlrgav. tijto dk rrji netg^inji r6 2iavq>£t6v &rav, legov nvdg tf 
fiaodetov Aevx&i Ufiai neyioiyfievov <3tao<5£bv igeima ofa 6Uya. data 6s trjg 
scofwgpife siQdg HQXIOV #iev dqjogarai 5 re Ilagvaoadg xai 6 'Ehxdv, dgij iy^Ka. xal 
vupofiola, xai 6 Kptaaawg xofaiog tinonefiTax&c; afjupoTfyoig, ffiEQiexoftevog vno 
vfjg $oMidos xai vijg Bouuiidog xal t^g Meyagidog xai vijg dvruidg'&fjLov ify $o)xidi 

xal 2ixv(ovtag' ngog ianigav de * * fintgxetnai de mfacnv dndviaw T& 
'Oveia 5gvj, 6la^eivov^a flixQi BotanCag xai Kt&aiQcavog aitd r&v 

M SxeiQ&vid&v stecQ&v, dad r-ijg 3iag& Tafaag 66ov Jigog rfyv ^Arux^v.
17 (11) STBAB. IX 5, 22: ^IsQcbw^og de rffg yrediddog tisvvaMag «. sos/s 

xal Jfoyvtjrii^es TOV xtJxAoj' fQi(fy^.i(a» ^Ttogjaiverai ffradiatv 
d* vjtb JleKaay&Vj l|£Aa^yat de tovrovg elg v^v 3Itdkiav vab 
elvai de rb vvv jna).ovfievov JleXaoyixbv ?t$diov} ev (fat) A&QIGO, xal 

16 vibvq xal 3>eQal xal Motyiov xa,l Boiflqig xal "Oaaa xal 'Ofio^rj xal 
xal MayvffTig. Moipwv d* (ttvofiaavai ovx &TCO Moipov tov Mavtovg Ti}g 

, aAA' amb rov Atuti&ov TOV avprthevaavvog volg tyyovavvaig' 
Itnrl Moipog, &gj* ol fj 'Atn-/.^ Motyortia.

18 (12) — X 4, 3: %q<h^iv(iog de, fifjxog (sc. v^g Kqijvyg) 8ta%iUwv 
20 qpjjo'ag, TO de aid-tog avfbficdov, ttfatoviav av eiy heywv rbv xvxkov f) 

o0e>v IJTefiidwog V. s. 244 F 206.

Zweifelhaftes.
19 (— ) PHILODEM. Ilegl rfiv Sratx. VI: ... a .. aoMdxtg €£ [.... 

a ydg A^yo/tev, Jegdvviwg TO ^aQtvgel x[ai] 6 Xa^xtde.i)g E$<pavrog (74 P 3), 
25 'HyfuiGyv 6 'Afojvalog (?) ........

—. NTMPHIS TON HEEAKLEIA.
AAE3AN4PQY KAl TQN JIAAOXSN KAI EUIFONQN 

s. in u. Herakleia. ______

155. ANONTME DIADOCHENGESCHICHTE (?). 
(HEIDELBEEGER EPITOME)

F
1 6W l&el'dvdQov vefovfqffavtog evajfeheiy&yaav at yvvalxeg afoot! *• sss 

xal jfctlg toeJiqg, ov eyevvyaev ex T?tg 'Patgdvrjg. araaia^6vr(ov de rwv jteql

1 TTfe Medofaqg B 8 agdg fontgav de om E * * Kramer 10 xal 
T% Pleth 13 T&V JTeAaoyov B vnv om BE VcaMav A1 ahaMav A2 BE 
14 <(5t) Politus 15 qtegaig A (comp) BE 16 d>vo(*,do&ai Groskurd TO« 
Mdvrovg vijg Kuhn Toi5 pdvreag TOV Str 18 Mdtpog Str E Steph Byz s. Mdytov 
Mtiyonog Casaubonus 21 ooctv Corais ooov Str

53*
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APPENDIX I

COMMENTARY ON THE FRAGMENTS OF HIERONYMUS

FI = Athen.V.58 P.217DE

Doubtfully attributed to Hieronymus of Cardia by Brllckner 

(p.257) and MUller (p.452). Athenaeus is discussing Plato's Symposium: 

he objects that the characters who figure in it belong to different 

generations, because at the time when Agathon the tragic poet won his 

victory, Plato was only 14 years old; and in citing other instances 

where Plato's chronology is at fault, he is led to speak of the reign 

of Perdiccas of Macedon. The allusion to Agathon suggested to the 

earlier commentators that Athenaeus may refer to Hieronymus of Rhodes, 

who wrote a treatise fiefi /To/orwV and whom he frequently cites
4 •

elsewhere (X.424F, XI.499F, XIII.556B, XIII.604D, XIII.602A; cf. 

X.435A, XIII.557E, XIV.635F). The reference to 'Hieronymus 1 at V.40 

p.206DE is undoubtedly to the Cardian, however (cf. Hier.F2), whereas 

Hieronymus the Peripatetic was last cited at II.48B and is not mentioned 

again until X.424F; and Athenaeus' other authorities on Perdiccas are 

all historians. Wehrli, Die Schule des Aristoteles X (1959) does not 

include this text among the fragments of Hieronymus of Rhodes.

Jacoby, IID p.545, sees it as part of an introduction to 

Hieronymus' history in which he reviewed the history of Macedon down 

to 323 B.C. This is possible, though other contexts can be imagined: 

a survey of the earlier kings of Macedon would have been appropriate 

in an account of the accession of Antigonus Gonatas and the celebrations 

at Pella in winter 276-5, when Antigonus married Phila, daughter of 

Seleucus, and perhaps instituted the games calLed Basileia: cf. Kbrte, 

Rh.Mus. LII (1897-8) p.!74ff. on the Sx<n\^i i\i fazeSovU
^ «  s^

mentioned in IG Il2 3779: Attalus I instituted Basileia at Nakrasa after 

his victory over the Gauls and assumption of the royal title in 241-0



ii.

(OGIS 268). The Macedonian Basileia were perhaps birthday festivals, 

which also marked the anniversary of the king's accession, like the 

Ptolemaic Basileia; cf. Fraser, Ptol.Alex. I p.232.

The widely differing estimates of the length of Perdiccas' rule 

in Macedon reflect an oddity about his reign. The king is Perdiccas 

the son and successor of Alexander I, who is mentioned several times 

by Thucydides. He was on the throne by 432, and still alive by 414, but 

he died during the next two years, since his son Archelaus was king by 

411-10 (Thuc. 1.56, VII.9.1; Diod. XIII.49.1). His coins are scarce 

and mostly uninscribed, so that it is difficult to draw a distinct 

line between his coinage and that of his predecessor; but the coins 

of Alexander I appear to run from c.500 to c.450, which is consistent 

with the statement of the chronographers that he reigned from 498-454: 

BMC Macedon etc. p.xlviii; Gaebler, Die Antiken Mlinzen Nordgriechenlands 

III.2 p.148; Euseb.1.227, 229; Syncell. 469,498. Cf. Geyer, 

Makedonien bis zur Thronbesteigung Philipps II, Berlin 1930, p.50f.; 

and RE XIX s.v. Perdikkas no.2 col.590ff. If Alexander's son Perdiccas 

succeeded in 454 and reigned until 413, he was on the throne for 

41 years, which is the span given by Nicomedes of Acanthius, and

Anaximenes is near enough with 40. Perdiccas 1 succession was not a
/ 

straightforward matter, however, because Thucydides refers to an c^PY'A
7 / 

of his brother Philippus and Plato to an «7*/)('] of his brother

Alcetas which was taken from him by Perdiccas (Thuc. II.100.3, cf.95.2; 

Plato, Gorgias p.471 a,b; cf. Geyer RE loc.cit. col.591). Evidently 

Alexander on his death divided his kingdom between his sons, of whom 

Perdiccas, the eldest or the strongest, gradually appropriated the 

whole. For the stages by which this may have happened see Abel, 

Makedonien vor KBnig Philipp, Leipzig 1847 p.!66ff.; Momigliano,



iii.

Filippo il Macedone, Florence 1934 p.!6£. The diversity of views 

among the six historians cited by Athenaeus (cf. also Marmor Parium 

F.Gr.Hist. 239 A61) shows in any case that there was an anomaly about 

Perdiccas 1 reign which made the date of his 'real 1 succession ambiguous,

F2 = Athen.V.40 p.206DE

Moschion justifies his own description of the ship built by 

Hieron II by citing other writers who had described 'thaumasia'. 

This suggests that Hieronymus' description of Alexander's funeral 

car was an elaborate 'ekphrasis' like Moschion's, and it seems 

probable that Hieronymus is the source for Diod. XVIII.26.2ff. where 

the funeral carriage is described at length: cf. ch.II p. 5"^ ff. This 

is one of four coincidences between the fragments of Hieronymus and 

passages in Diodorus 1 narrative of the Diadochi.

The carriage took two years to build (Diod. XVIII.26.1), and 

Hieronymus must have described it as it looked on completion when 

the funeral cortege set out from Babylon in 321; therefore this 

fragment should perhaps be placed after F3, which deals with the 

campaign against Ariarathes in summer 322: this is the order followed 

by Diodorus (cf. XVIII.16.Iff).

F3 = Appian Mith.8 F4 = Ps.-Lucian. Macrob.13

Compare Diod. XVIII.16.1-3: the narrative of the war of 

Perdiccas and Eumenes against Ariarathes of Cappadocia appears to 

derive from Hieronymus (cf. ch.II p.^ft ff.).

The text raises a problem of historicity: cf. Reuss op.cit. p.2. 

According to Appian, Hieronymus said that Alexander in his journey 

through Asia Minor travelled along the coast of Pamphylia and Cilicia 

and 'never touched the Cappadocians at all - o\to$ ". The rival 

version, which Appian seems to prefer, stated that Alexander restored

its ancestral constitution to Amisus on the Pontus - implying that he
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travelled along the northern coast - and that he exacted tribute from 

the rulers of Cappadocia. The account in Arrian (Anab. II. 4. 1-2) differs 

from both of these. Arrian records that Alexander marched from Gordium 

to Ancyra, received the submission of the Paphlagonians , and continued 

to Cappadocia, where he became master of 'the whole of the land within 

the river Halys and also some of the country beyond the Halys 1 ; then 

leaving Sabiktas as satrap of Cappadocia he pressed on to the 

Cilician Gates. Arrian and Hieronymus therefore disagree about the 

submission of Cappadocia, but have the same route: Alexander marched 

from Ancyra to the south-west corner of Cappadocia, and to reach the 

Cilician Gates must have dropped down into Pamphylia and along the 

Cilician coast, as Hieronymus said, since the mountainous country of 

inland Cilicia was impassable from east to west; he does not, in Arrian, 

travel beyond the Halys and on to the Pontic coast, and the reference in 

Appian to Alexander's restoration of the constitution of Amisus looks like 

local Amisan propaganda. Curtius knows of an Abistamenes who was left 

by Alexander as satrap of Cappadocia (III. 4), but says that tribute was 

imposed on the Paphlagonians. We may question, therefore, whether 

Appian had read his sources very carefully and understood the 

distinctions they made between the various peoples: he alternates between

and vaguely specified £&"* and the sentence about

Amisus beginning <^otrf-r«£t ^"*p (omitted by Jacoby) , is a 

non-sequitur .

Hieronymus probably mentioned the earlier history of Cappadocia 

only briefly in his account of the defeat of Ariarathes in 322, and 

it is possible that he alluded only to that part of the country which 

Ariarathes ruled. The distinction between north and south Cappadocia 

is first made explicitly by Strabo (XII. 534), who says that there were
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two Cappadocian satrapies at the time of the Macedonian conquest, 

each of which later became a kingdom. We hear of Persian governors 

of Cappadocia going back to the time of Darius, and there was still 

a satrap of Cappadocia in 334, Mithrobouzanes , named among the Persian

nobility who died at the Granicus (Arr. Anab. 1.16.3: o

On the terminology, see Bosworth, C.Q. n.s. 24,1974 p.55f., showing that

in certain contexts in Arrian, of which this is a paradigm, oVrx^oy

regularly means 'satrap'. Cf. L.Robert, CRAI 1975 p.312f.). At no

point under Achaemenid rule is it stated that the province was subdivided,

but a de facto division is implied by the history of Cappadocia during

the thirty years before Alexander's crossing: cf. Reinach, Trois Royaumes de

1'Asie Mineure, Paris 1888 p.9; cf. p.57; Baumbach, Kleinasien unter

Alexander dem Grossen, Diss. lena 1911, p.58ff.

Southern Cappadocia, bordering on the Taurus, was governed during, 

the early part of the fourth century by the half Carian Camisares, and 

granted to his son Datames on Camisares' death (Nep. Datames 1.2). 

During the 370's Datames seems to have extended his territory northwards 

(Nep. Pat.5.6, "Paphlagoniam occupat", 6.7, conquest of the Pisidians), 

and after joining the revolt of the western satraps in 362 he struck coins 

at Sinope and planned to set up a mint at Amisus;BMC Pontus etc. p.96 

no.8; Polyaen. VII.2.1; Ps.Arist, Oecon.II.24,1350b, cf.Magie, Roman Rule 

in Asia Minor, Princeton 1958, no.24, II.p.1078; Meyer, Geschichte des 

KBnigsreichs Pontos, Leipzig 1879 p.26. The little empire he had created 

in the north was perhaps inherited by his son. In the period after 

Datames' assassination the coins of Sinope, which in normal times 

were inscribed with the initials of the prytaneis, bear a name in Aramaic 

letters which was transcribed by Head as Abd - Susin, who is possibly 

to be identified with Sysinas, the son of Datames who betrayed his 

rebel father to the king: Six Num.Chron. 1894, p.302ff.; cf. Fogazza, 

Datame di Cappadocia, Par.d.Pass. XXVII (1972) p.!30f. (Arr.Anab. 1.25.3; 

Curtius III.7; Berve II no,710. Cf. Arrian F4).
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A short tradition of hereditary satraps in Cappadocia might 

help to explain the origins of the genealogy of Cappadocian 'kings 1 

at Diod. XXXI.19ff. The earlier part of this king-list is 

chronologically impossible and was evidently invented in order to confer 

legitimacy and antiquity on the dynasty of the later Cappadocian monarchs. 

Datames, however, is a perfectly historical character; likewise 

Ariarathes; though the connection between them has been blurred by 

the interpolation of the names Ariamnes and Arimnaios, and there is no 

mention of Sysinas, unless a memory of him survives in the name 'Aryses' 

son of Holophernes. The names Ariamnes and Arimnaios are suspiciously 

similar. It is suspicious also that Ariamnes or Ariaramnes is the name 

of the first satrap of Cappadocia known to us (Ctesias, F.Gr.Hist. 

688 F13a, 20; cf. von Gutschmid Kl.Schr. III.510), and a common name 

among the later kings of Cappadocia - a name, therefore, which had the 

ring of authenticity. But the compiler of the list was unable to find 

a single event 'worthy of mention' in all the 50 years of Ariamnes' reign, 

and this span is, in any case, ruled out on chronological grounds, 

since Ariarathes has to be fitted in before 322. The compiler has tried 

to connect Ariarathes, the real founder of the Hellenistic dynasty of 

Cappadocian kings, with the famous historical character Datames, in 

a line of direct descent, and has apparently used the name Ariamnes to 

gloss over a period when the affairs of Cappadocia were in confusion 

and Datames 1 line in all probability broken. (Beloch, gr.Gesch. III.22 

p.155, thinks that Ariamnes is real). Sysinas, if he is to be identified 

with 'Sisines the Persian 1 , the double agent involved in a plot against 

Alexander's life, who had earlier spent time in Egypt and at Philip's 

court, was possibly excluded from the official king list and replaced by 

the impeccable Ariamnes on account of his rather disreputable career. 

(Arr. Anab.I.25.3; Curtius III.7; Berve II, no.710).
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Ariarathes may have been a usurper (hence Sysinas sought refuge 

at the Macedonian court). His succession was dated by Six to the 350 's 

on the evidence of the coins of Sinope which bear his name in Aramaic 

letters, and which seem from the details of their design to follow 

directly upon those struck by .Abd-Susin (Six, Num.Chron. 1885 p.lSff. 

The coins alleged by Reinach, op.cit. p.9f. to bear the names of a series 

of otherwise unknown governors of Sinope in the period after Datames, 

are very inferior to the usual coins of Sinope and are probafty imitations: 

cf. Six Num.Chron. 1894 p. 303 n.13). Six's interpretation is supported 

by Diodorus 1 king-list, according to which Ariarathes took the 'throne 1 

in the reign of Artaxerxes Ochus, and sent his brother Holophernes to 

help the king in his invasion of Egypt in 343 (Diod. XXXI. 19. 2:

the ^.ewAXJ T»MXX which the king bestowed on Holophernes must be the

consequence of a successful campaign, i.e. that of 343, not the defeat

of 351). It is also consistent with the statement of Hieronymus ap.

Ps.-Lucian Macrob. 13 (F4) that Ariarathes was 82 years old when he

died in 322 B.C.: cf. Niese RE s.v. Ariarathes no. I col. 816. Other silver

coins of Ariarathes have been found from Gazioura on the Iris, depicting

the seated figure of Baal of Gazioura, and again bearing Ariarathes'

name in Aramaic: these seem to date from the 330' s, as they imitate

the later coinage of Mazaeus: Babelon, Les Perses Achemendes, Paris 1893,
>,

p.57f.; Wroth BMC Giatia etc. p.xxiv f.; Head, HN2 Oxford 1911 p.749ff.; 

SNG von Aulock Berlin 1966, Tafel 215. These coins probably signal 

the extension of his power at the time of Alexander's invasion, and 

Gazioura was, no doubt, the centre of his domain, for Strabo (XII. 3. 15) 

says there was an ancient palace there: Meyer, op.cit. p. 28, suggested 

that a small independent kingdom might have existed in the valley of 

the upper Iris since the time of Otanes/Anaphas, which formed the kernel 

of the territory of Ariarathes and later of the Pontic kings.
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During the 330*s and 320*s Ariarathes seems to have extended 

his 'power as far as Trapezus, because this was the limit of the Cappadocian 

satrapy assigned to Eumenes in 232: and in 322 he is described as master 

of great wealth and able to muster an army of 30,000 foot and 15,000 horse, 

composed both of native troops and mercenaries: Diod. XVIII.16.1-2. 

His relation to the central government is unclear. Diodorus, loc.cit., describes 

him as 'dynast': he is 'king' only in the genealogy at XXXI.19; and Reinach 

suggested that the rulers of Cappadocia did not take the title of king 

until 256. His minting of his own coins does not necessarily indicate 

that he was a rebel like Datames, because new satrapal coinage sometimes 

marked only a moment of political crisis: Pixodarus of Caria, for example, 

seems to have struck gold as an emergency measure on the death of Ochus 

in 338, and possibly Ariarathes' decision to coin at Gazioura arose 

from the same situation (Pixodarus' coinage: BMC Caria and Islands 

p.lxxxiv, PI.28, nrs.9-12. Cf. Hamilton, Comm.Plut.Alex. p.25).

He is alleged to have sent help to Ochus in 343, and if we may identify

/ 
him with the otherwise unknown /l^n^K:^ w^° commanded a contingent

tf

of Cappadocians at Gaugamela, he was willing to help Darius against 

Alexander: Arr. Anab. III.8.5; cf. Berve II, no.Ill, no.113. (Berve's 

view, that "der nach Selbstangigkeit strebende Ariarathes sich kaum 

noch 331 zur Heeresfolge fllr Dareios bequemt hitte", begs the question. 

He is listed next to Orontes of Armenia: these semi-independent governors 

had little to gain from the defeat of Darius). He was not the appointed 

satrap of Cappadocia however, because Arrian is clear that until his 

death at the Granicus Mithrobouzanes had been hyparch of the Cappadocians. 

Apparently Darius claimed to rule all Cappadocia, but in practice a 

semi-independent kingdom had evolved on the northern coast since the 

time of Datames.

Arrian's account shows that it was south-west Capapdocia which
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submitted to Alexander: the recent death of Mithrobouzanes probably meant 

that there was little organised resistance. Alexander's own nominee, 

Sabiktas, replaced Mithrobouzanes, and no doubt Alexander claimed, like 

Darius, to rule all Cappadocia, because the Cappadocians, tout court, 

are listed among his subject peoples in his speech at the Hyphasis 

(Arr. Anab.V.25.4), and Diod. XVIII. 16. Iff . implies that Ariarathes 1 

defiance of Alexander was a casus belli in 322. Alexander's real 

control over the province may have been very limited, however. Curtius 

names 'Abistamenes* instead of Sabiktas, and Berve conjectured that 

this was Sabiktas 1 successor, dating his appointment to 331 (Berve 

nos.4, 690); but the simple substitution of one name for another in 

Curtius is common (cf. Brunt, CQ 1962 p. 144 n.4), and even if we admit 

the independent existence of Abistamenes, it is unlikely that the 

Macedonian governors of Cappadocia survived for long after Alexander's 

departure for the east. Ariarathes 1 great power in 322, and the 

implication in our sources that the whole of the provhce granted to 

Eumenes needed to be reconquered, suggests that Ariarathes had 

encroached south-west of the Halys. Hieronymus 1 statement about the 

earlier state of Cappadocia perhaps showed no more than a grasp of 

political realities, therefore; although we cannot exclude the 

possibility that he exaggerated the task which faced Eumenes in 

conquering his satrapy, in order to enhance his victory and perhaps 

to establish that Cappadocia was 'spear-won' by Eumenes.

F3 - Appian Mith.9 F7 = Ps.-Lucian, Macrob.13

Mithridates, later king of Pontus. He succeeded to the kingdom of Cius 

in Mysia in 302 after the death of Mithridates II of Cius, who was son 

of the Ariobarzanes who died in 337: Diod. XX. III. 4. The Florentine 

MS of Diodorus describes Mithridates the Founder and Mithridates of Cius



as father and son ( 6 o^oj odurou ̂ deleted by Fischer) , but 

they were more probably uncle and nephew, since Plutarch calls the 

younger Mithridates son of Ariobarzanes: Flut. Demetr.4. A Mithridates 

fought on Eumenes' side at the battle of Gabiene (Diod. XIX. 40. 2), and 

this was probably Mithridates the younger, since Diodorus 1 allusion to 

his famous ancestry recalls that in Appian. He must have transferred 

to Antigonus' camp after the defeat of Eumenes, along with Hieronymus 

and many others, for he appears in Antigonus 1 army in Syria as a friend 

of the prince Demetrius: Plut. Demetr . 4 . At some time during the 

following period Mithridates of Cius was executed by Antigonus on 

suspicion of rebellion (Diod. loc.cit) and Antigonus decided to get rid 

of the heir as well: according to Plutarch loc . cfc . Demetrius warned 

Mithridates, who escaped to a mountain fortress in Cappadocia and 

survived to found the powerful kingdom of Pontus in the period after 

Ipsus. The relative dates of these events are not certain: Plutarch 

implies that Antigonus' prophetic dream and Mithridates 1 flight took 

place while Antigonus and Demetrius were still in Syria, and Appian 

mentions the expulsion of the former satrap of Syria, Laxjmedon, as 

though it were a recent event: this suggests the period between 315, 

when Antigonus took over Phoenicia, and the battle of Gaza in 312. 

Meyer, op.cit. p. 37, regards the flight of Mithridates and the execution 

of Mithridates the elder as falling in winter 302-1: certainly there is

more point to Appian 1 s lv *ry3fc Toe T^ov 

if it refers to the marshalling of Macedonian forces before Ipsus; 

and it is preferable to have Mithridates shut up at Kimiata not longer 

than one or two years. Appian 1 s telescoping of events prevents a 

definite conclusion, however.

Ps.-Lucian's citation of Hieronymus for the age of Mithridates 

'Ktistes 1 is muddled. Diodorus XX. III. 4, in a notice probably taken
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from the chronograph (cf . Jacoby F.Gr.Hist. IID p. 546; contra Meyer, 

op.cit. p. 37, who thinks it comes from Hieronymus), says that 

Mithridates Ktistes reigned 36 years after succeeding Mithridates the 

elder in 302; and if Hieronymus recorded his death, he must have been 

writing or revising his history after 266 B.C., which is in itself by no 

means impossible. However, the wording of the Macrobioi implies that 

Mithridates 1 death followed directly upon his flight from Antigonus, and 

this is inappropriate if we are dealing with Ktistes, and ought to 

apply to Mithridates the elder. I follow Meyer f s view (p. 36) 

that Mithridates II of Cius is unlikely at any time to have been 

regarded as 'Founder 1 ; and no simple emendation of the text reconciles 

it with historical fact: cf. Jacoby RE Hieronymus col. 1543. Ps.-Lucian 

or his source has confused the two men, or perhaps rolled them into a

single person in an attempt to reconcile Hieronymus with the 

Hieronymus cannot in any case have used the title 'King of Pontus 1 which 

appears in Ps.-Lucian: the Pontic kingdom was not called by this name 

until a later period, and until at least the time of Polybius was spoken 

of as Euxine Cappadocia or Cappadocia and Paphlagonia (cf . Diod. XXI II. 4 

Polyb. V.43.1; Meyer op.cit., p. 37; Strabo XII. 1.4.

Hieronymus 1 interest in the house of Mithridates no doubt 

originated in a personal acquaintance with Mithridates as a young man 

in Eumenes 1 army, (there is a special tribute to him at Diod. XIX. 40. 2,

cf . ch.V p. 300 ) and in the fact that Cappadocia was Eumenes' satrapy: 

later his historical importance became apparent. Antingonus' dream 

about Mithridates which Appian and Plutarch record seems to belong to a 

tradition favourable to the Pontic house, which evolved after Antigonus 1 

defeat at Ipsus. By 296 Mithridates was already so powerful that he took 

the title of king, and the next fifteen years, while the Macedonian
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dynasts were occupied in wars among themselves, saw the extension of 

his kingdom over most of northern Anatolia (Meyer op.cit. p.39): thus 

the witticism that Mithridates reaped the crop that Antigonus had sown 

was probably in circulation by the time Hieronymus wrote, and the 'dream 1 

is embedded in the accounts of Appian and Plutarch in such a way that 

it must come from their common historical source, Hieronymus.

F5 = Paradox. Flor. de Aq. Mir. 33 F6 = Joseph.c.Apion. 1.213-4

The length and nature of Hieronymus 1 excursus on the Dead Sea is 

not specified by the paradoxographer; but at least part of it is 

apparently preserved by Diodorus (XIX.98-99, cf.T6): cf. Strabo XVI.II.45ff. 

(Xenophilus, the Hellenistic author of a history of Lydia, also gave an 

account of the Dead Sea, but the fragment which deals with this subject 

is too short to allow conclusions about his source: F.Gr.Hist. 767; 

cf. Herter RE s.v. Xenophilus no.7 col.1566-7). Hieronymus 1 expedition 

to southern Syria thus had literary results despite its failure as an 

expansionist venture (cf. ch.I p./£|.). It was probably part of Hieronymus 1 

task to prepare a written report on the asphalt lake for Antigonus: we 

may compare the account of his voyage round the Persian Gulf which 

Nearchus wrote for Alexander, or the account of his journey to the 

Caspian Sea which Patrocles wrote for Seleucus or Antiochus, and which 

was part of a larger work, as it also contained an account of India: 

F.Gr.Hist. 712; Gisinger RE XVIII s.v. Patrokles no.5, col.2263. 

Arrian's version of Nearchus 1 'Periplus 1 shows that such reports 

were not so technical in character as to make them unsuitable material
-&*«r

^

for a historical work; and a tradition going back Herodotus sanctioned
 \

the inclusion of geographical and ethnographical elements in historiography 

(cf. ch.IV p.5.0
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Strabo and Dionysius show that throughout Hieronymus 1 work 

there were descriptions of peoples and places, and Josephus 1 complaint 

that Hieronymus failed to give an account of the Jews, although he 

was 'governor 1 d Syria, (cf. ch.I p. 15" ), implies that Hieronymus 

had written about other nations. Josephus may have had in mind, 

particularly, an account of the land and customs of the Nabataean Arabs 

such as we find in Diodorus (XIX.94ff) shortly before his description of 

the Dead Sea and mention of Hieronymus (T6) .

F8 = Ps.-Lucian Macrob. 13 F10 = Ps.-Lucian Macrob. II

On the sources and reliability of Ps.-Lucian 1 s Macrobioi see 

F.Rllhl, Rh.Mus. LXII p.421ff.; cf. ch.I p. 7 n.21. In the section 

on kings and commanders he seems to have used an already existing 

compilation, which was also used by Phlegon, and which took its material 

from historical sources (c.17 itfToj-]c*di ). Each notice therefore has

to be taken on its own merits. For the age of Ariarathes (F4) and of 

Mithridates (F7) we have no other evidence; but for the ages of Antigonus 

and Lysimachus (F8, 10) the sources disagree.

F8; App.Syr.55: at Ipsus Antigonus was urrt-o o^6o^fco</7X C^TO. 

Porphyrius ap_. Euseb.1.247 (Schoenle) : r

Porphyrius also records the length of Antigonus 1 rule over Asia, and was 

apparently well informed about him. The corruption of c$ into £V 

at any point in the transmission might explain this cfecepancy. On 

copying errors in the Macrobioi cf . Brunt CQ n.s.24 (1974) p. 65.

F10; Lysimachus 1 age at the time of Corupedion is given as

70 by App.Syr.64; as 74 by Jus tin XVII. I. 10; and by Hieronymus ap.
9 

Ps-Lucian as 80. Beloch, gr.Gesch. IV p. 129 points out that Lysimachus

must have been quite young at the time of Alexander's crossing into Asia, 

because he achieved no position of prominence until the time of the
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Indian campaign; and I agree with Beloch's conclusion that, of the 

figures given, "die erste Zahl wird nach unten, die letzte nach oben 

abgerundet sein, und die Angabe des lust in etwa das richtige geben." 

Rlihl, art.cit. demonstrated that where Ps.-Lucian has made his own 

calculations or is confronted with two conflicting traditions he tends 

to compromise rather than to 'round 1 the figure. His source for the 

section where Hieronymus is cited apparently used a different method, and 

perhaps exaggerated Lysimachus 1 age in order to get him into his list of 

famous octogenarians. Probably 74 was the figure given by Hieronymus, 

which Jus tin has managed to preserve.

F9 = Paus.I.9.7 F15 = Paus. 1.13.7

F9; Pausanias gives three reasons for disbelieving Hieronymus 1 

story that Lysimachus despoiled the royal Epirot tombs: 1) the common 

descent of Pyrrhus and Alexander from the Epirot kings would have 

dissuaded Lysimachus from such an action; 2) the subsequent alliance 

between Pyrrhus and Lysimachus precludes it; 3) Lysimachus' destruction 

of Cardia caused Hieronymus to hate him.

1) is a facile reason, possibly thought up by Pausanias himself.

2) The allusion to the osrtpdtf- - - S~J.M^IX. makes the

whole setting unclear. The obvious time for Lysimachus 1 alleged attack

on Epirus is the period of general hostility in spring 285, after Lysimachus 1

moral victory at Edessa and the expulsion of Pyrrhus from Macedon:

(Plut. Pyrrh. XII. 6-7): so Tarn Antigonos Gonatas p. 120; Klotzsch,

Epeirotische Geschichte p.212f.; Cross, Epirus p. 65; cf. Levtque,

Pyrrhus p. 167. But it is Pausanias 1 normal practice to keep chronological

order in his historical excursuses, and he definitely places the invasion

of Epirus before the joint action of Pyrrhus and Lysimachus against

Demetrius in 288, i.e. at the very beginning of Pyrrhus 1 reign; and
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the first part of Paus. c.10, following the Hieronymus citation, 

concerns the period of their alliance. Pausanias 1 review of Pyrrhus 1 career 

in c.ll also mentions a war against Lysimachus before the war against 

Demetrius, showing that Pausanias was personally convinced of this 

order of events and has not made a simple slip in c.9. The difficulty 

of supposing an otherwise unknown war between Pyrrhus and Lysimachus 

before 288 leads Leve*que, op.cit. p,170f., to regard the war as spurious 

and accept Pausanias 1 judgement that Hieronymus invented the whole story 

out of spite against Lysimachus. Jacoby, however, points out the 

suspicious similarity between this story and the (true) story of 

Pyrrhus 1 mercenaries plundering and despoiling the royal Macedonian 

tombs at Edessa during Pyrrhus 1 war against Antigonus Gonatas (F.Gr.Hist. 

IID p. 546-7; Plut.Pyrrh. XXVI. 6-7); and it seems likely that the 

incident has been duplicated in the process of transmission and become 

attached to Pyrrhus 1 rival Lysimachus. Significantly, Pyrrhus was in 

camp at Edessa in 286-5 when Lysimachus attacked him, and at this moment 

Hieronymus might have digressed on the later behaviour of Pyrrhus at 

Edessa: the accidental substitution of one name for another in copying 

the text might then lead to further changes in the interests of 

rationalisation.

3) We may accept that Hieronymus had reasons for disliking 

Lysimachus: as well as destroying Cardia, he was the enemy of Demetrius 

and had attempted to have Demetrius assassinated by Seleucus (these 

were perhaps the #XW £y/cX*i M.»CT< ). That he did hate him looks 

like an inference, however. The words V ~

suggest that Pausanias knew Hieronymus only at second hand, since he 

normally expresses his own opinion in words such as <$C>K:£X um t Sc^n 

cf. Segre, Historia II (1928) p.217ff . Paus. I. 6.1 speaks of &l

, but no single writer is specified by name
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Pausanias 1 direct source on the Diadochi is unknown; but the hostile 

judgement on Hieronymus may derive ultimately from Hieronymus 1 

contemporary Timaeus, who is the common source for criticisms of 

Philistus, Ephorus and Theopompus in later authors and who earned the 

nickname 'Epitimaeus' for his fault-finding: Segre, art.cit.

The accusation of bias against Lysimachus must be regarded with 

scepticism, therefore. References to Lysimachus in Diodorus, based on 

Hieronymus, are by no means unfavourable (cf. XX.106.3; XXI.12); and 

Diodorus records the founding of Lysimacheia at XX.29.1 without 

comment. For Hieronymus 1 treatment of the other kings, see ch.V.

F15 oto{(kof)* <^e OjUcof /c.r.X. The sense is ambiguous. 

Pausanias has given two versions of the death of Pyrrhus: 1) Pyrrhus 

defeated Antigonus outside the walls of Argos and pursued the fugitives 

inside the city, where he was killed by a tile thrown from the rooftops 

by a woman; 2) according to the Argives, it was not a real woman, but 

Demeter who killed him. (Demeter was thought to have a grievance 

against Pyrrhus because he had once plundered a sanctuary of Persephone: 

Dion-Hal.A.R. XX.9.1-2; cf. Frazer, Pausanias* Description of Greece 

II.pill). Hieronymus 1 version apparently differed from both of these, 

and I follow Tarn's view, that it is the Hieronyman version which we 

find in Plutarch Pyrrhus XXXIV.1-3 (Tarn, Antigonos Gonatas App.VIII 

p.447ff.). In Plutarch's account there is no mention of Gonatas 1 

defeat in battle, and Pyrrhus is only stunned by the tiftle, and then 

decapitated by one of Gonatas 1 soldiers. Pausaias does not specify 

the form taken by Hieronymus' bias: Pyrrhus is not treated unfairly 

in Plutarch's account (cf. Jacoby, IID p.547). But if Hieronymus 

failed to record Pyrrhus' victory over Gonatas, it might reasonably 

be claimed that he had distorted the truth in the interests of his 

patron. The death of Pyrrhus probably marked the end of Hieronymus' 

history (ch.III p. I5"| ): he must have wished to avoid foe suggestion
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that Gonatas 1 ultimate victory was merely a matter of chance, and 

the suppression of the battle outside Argos, if this is not merely 

Plutarch's omission, would have made a more fitting conclusion to 

a history written by Gonatas 1 faithful counsellor.

F13 = Dion. Hal. A.R. 1.5.4

Fll = Plut. Pyrrh.17,7. F12 = Plut.Pyrrh.21,7

It is one of Hieronymus 1 claims to fame that he was the first 

Greek to write ^Kp'^/js JSTO/>»* about the Romans. Dionysius 1 allusion

to a 'treatment of the Epigoni' indicates that his 'archaeology' of 

Rome was a digression set in the context of Pyrrhus' war in Italy: 

Hieronymus needed to characterise Pyrrhus' enemies and explain why he 

failed to win an easy victory in Italy. It was one of the earliest 

reflections, therefore, of the new and detailed knowledge of Rome and 

the West which came to the Greeks as a result of Pyrrhus' western 

expedition.

The first Greek historian to mention the Romans was Theopompus 

(F.Gr.Hist. 115 F317) , and there are allusions to the foundation legends 

of Rome in Heracleides Ponticus (Plut. Camill. XXII. 2) in Theophrastus' 

contemporary, Callias of Syracuse, and in the early third century

historian Xenagoras (F.Gr.Hist. 240 F29, drawing on a tradition that 

must go back to a period before Rome's sack of Antium in 337). Duris 

mentioned the battle of Sentinum (F.Gr.Hist. 76 F56). For Peripatetic 

knowledge of and interest in the West, see Fraser, Ptol.Alex. I.763ff., 

showing that Callimachus' material for the legends of Sicily and 

Italy derives chiefly from fourth century Peripatetic sources. For 

contacts between Rome and Greece in general before Pyrrhus, Hoffman, 

Rom u.d.gr. Welt im 4 Jahrhund. Philol.Suppl. XXVII (I), 1934, p. I ff.; 

Thiel, A History of Roman Sea Power Before the Second Punic War Amsterdam
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1954, rev. Forrest 3RS 1956 p.!69ff.; Schmitt, Rom und Rhodos, Munich 

1957, rev. Fraser CR 1959 p.64ff.; Neatby, TAPA 1950 p.89ff. (relations 

between Rome and Egypt); Fraser, Ptol.Alex. loc.cit. It is now clear 

that Romans, or Italians who wanted to be thought of as Romans, made 

their appearance in the east Mediterranean from the early third century: 

Diehl, Altlat.Ins. (4) no. 183 = Degrassi, Inscr.Lat.lib.rei pub. 1.245 (a 

bi-lingual inscription in Greek and Latin set up on Rhodes to Athena 

Lindia by L.Folius); Kondoleon, Praktika 1953, 271 = Akte des IV Epig. 

Kongresses Wien 1964, 192ff. (an honorary decree of Chios for ? Hermokles, 

who had been to Rome as envoy and done something involving the Romulus 

and Remus legend: though L.Robert REG 78, 1965 p. 146, maintains that 

it is to be dated after the peace of Apamea) . Knowledge of a casual 

sort could have been acquired by Greeks from traders and settlers like 

these: cf. Fraser, Ptol.Alex. loc.cit.

Knowledge of the non-Greek West remained indefinite, however, 

before 280, when Roman expansion in S.Italy and Pyrrhus 1 invasion of 

Italy and Sicily drew attention to Rome (cf . Altheim, Epochen der rb*m. 

Gesch. II, 1934, p. 212). The new place which Rome occupied in Greek 

thought by the mid third century can be illustrated by Greek use of the 

word Roman: Diodorus XVI. 82 records under the year 342 that an 'Etruscan 1 , 

called by the distinctively Roman name of Postumius, was captured by 

Timoleon while privateering in Sicilian waters; by contrast, just before 

the year 263-2, the Aetolians gave proxeny status to someone, described

as 'PuJUsaoC , with the Italian but not Roman name Volceius, showing
J ^

that this was the term by now more familiar in the Greek world (IG IX(2)I, 

17A, line 51) . Whether the power of Rome was appreciated to the extent 

implied in Lycophron's Alexandra is a problem which remains the subject 

of debate: I follow the view of Momigliano (JRS 1942 p.53ff . = Secundo 

Contribute p.431ff .) et al. that the author of the Alexandra was Lycophron 

the court poet of Ptolemy Philadelphus, not a second century poet of
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the same name; it is not impossible, however, that the relevant lines 

are interpolated: cf . Fraser, Ptol.Alex. pp,106ff. n.331. The place 

held by Rome in Greek consciousness during the first half of the 

third century is probably more accurately reflected by the frequent 

but incidental references to Rome in Timaeus 1 account of the history 

and legends of the West. This highly influential work, the first general 

and large scale treatment of the subject, was used by many of the 

Alexandrian writers and eclipsed the brief earlier effort of Hieronymus, 

whose account of Rome is mentioned only by Dionysius.

The scope of Hieronymus 1 excursus on Rome can only be guessed. 

Dionysius, whose own 'Roman Archaeology* filled twenty books, could 

dismiss it as one of the K^^^^^^j liT>To^j>a

 > rand the word e/n6/)</<^QvroJ implies that Hieronymus gave only an 

outline of Rome's early history. It was perhaps comparable to his account 

of early Thebes, which Diodorus partly preserves at XIX.53.4ff., and of 

the early history of Thessaly (F17). If Hieronymus is the source for 

the passage at Pausanias I.11.7ff., where Pyrrhus reflects that he, 

a descendent of Achilles, will be fighting against a colony of the Trojans, 

it is likely that Hieronymus spoke of the Trojan origins of Rome in his 

'archaeology 1 . Aristotle, Xenarchus and Heracleides Ponticus had apparently

regarded Rome as a Greek city, but it is not certain that a /rA<j 

might not have a Trojan origin in Grek thought. The thesis of Ferret, 

Les Origines de la Legende Troyenne de Rome (281-31) , Paris 1942, p.409ff., 

that Pyrrhus was personally responsible for creating the legend of a 

Trojan foundation, was definitely refuted by the discovery of fifth 

century votive statuettes from Veii, depicting the group of Anchises 

and Aeneas (Leveque, Pyrrhus p. 254, with references), and the literary 

evidence from before 281 that Rome was regarded as a Trojan foundation 

cannot be dismissed: cf . Momigliano, JRS 35 (1954) p.99ff . = Terzo Contributo 

p.677ff . Stories of Greek and Trojan origins might easiy be reconciled:
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Pyrrhus himself believed that he was a descendant of Achilles on one 

side and of Priam on the other: cf. Leveque, Pyrrhus p.255.

F14 « Plut.Pyrrh. 27.8

Hieronymus tends to give the more conservative of rival statistics: 

compare Fll, 12. He may have accompanied Antigonus on the Peloponnesian 

campaign against Pyrrhus and seen the Spartan trench for himself (cf. 

Africa, Phylarchus p.47). Phylarchus possibly exaggerated its size 

in order to maximise the achievement of the Spartan women.

Pausanias states that Sparta was already surrounded by a ditch 

and palisade when Demetrius attacked the city (I.13.6ff.): Plutarch 

may refer, therefore, to the refortification of a limited section of 

the circuit opposite to Pyrrhus 1 camp: so Tarn, Antigonos Gonatas App. 

VIII p.448.

F16, 17, 18 = Strabo VIII, 6,21; IX,5,22; X,4,3

BrUckner p.259 attributed these fragments to Hieronymus of Rhodes; 

followed by H.L.Jones in the Loeb edition of Strabo vol.IV p.191 n.4, 

and Daebritz RE VIII s.v. Hieronymos no.12 col.1564. Editors of the 

fragments of Hieronymus of Rhodes have not followed this view: cf. 

F.Wehrli op.cit.; Ed.Killer, Satura Philologa Hermanno Sauppio, 

Berlin 1879 p.85ff. for discussion of the problems of identification. 

Strabo certainly refers to the Cardian in all three cases. The similarities 

between the description of the Dead Sea in Strabo (XVI.11.45ff.) and in 

Diodorus (XIX.98-99) show that Strabo knew Hieronymus 1 work, as do the 

similarities between Strabo 1 s topography of Corinth and Diodorus* narrative 

of the capture of Corinth by Demetrius in 303 B.C. (Diod. XX.103; 

cf. Jacoby IID p.547). Strabo's account of Corinth is compiled from 

several authors and from his own observation, but Hieronymus 1 was 

perhaps the principal contribution since he is named first. Whether
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the 'topothesia* of Corinth was an independent excursus or a part of the 

military narrative is not clear.

The excursus on the plain of Thessaly (F17) must have been a 

self-contained section, since Strabo alludes to legends and early history 

which could have had no place in Hieronymus 1 main narrative. For the 

context, cf. Jacoby loc.cit. It is not certain where the citation ends: 

the infinitives of indirect speech which follow Hieronymus 1 name govern 

the words down to RXA /l^v^T^ > if Hieronymus is also the source for 

the legends about Mopsion, son of the Argonaut Lapithos, his treatment of 

Thessalian 'archaeology 1 would appear to have been quite extensive. Strabo f s

mention of 'later writers 1 (IX.5.21 To5r ocr^ov £V£W<TDUC cf. 5,22
J i j -*

tfsrtpotf 2r> Xj>Qvo\{ G(/XVOV ) _ later, that is, than Homer - who 

wrote about the early history of the Magnetians, the Cranpnians and the

AcaiaoiatrS, may include Hieronymus.

The context of F18 is unknown: Crete was a recruiting ground 

for mercenaries in the Hellenistic period but did not play an outstanding 

role politically. Possibly Hieronymus gave some account of the island when 

he first mentioned it in connection with the murder of Harpalus (cf. Diod. 

XVIII.19ff.). If the excursus on Thessaly can be taken as a model, the 

measurements of Crete would have been followed by an account of its 

ancient history; but Strabo cites Staphylus and Ephorus for his early 

history of Crete and does not mention Hieronymus again. (Strabo X.4,6; 

X.4,8f. Hieronymus could be among the unnamed writers who did not 

accept Andron's account of Thessalian immigrants in Crete.)

F19 = Philodemus e/u T<^V -~6itt<v yi

The Jfe/rt Tc3V «£Tflniccov' is partially preserved in two copies on 

papyri from Herculaneum, one of which contains this passage: edited 

by W.CrBnert, Kolotes und Menedemus, Studien fUr Palaeographie und
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Papyruskunde. Leipzig 1906, pp.24, n.136, 27, 53ff. The opening columns 

of the papyrus seem to have dealt with historical and biographical 

material and were evidently polemical in character: col. 2 relates 

something unfavourable about the Epicureans, col. 3 mentions Antigonus 

Gonatas 1 conquest of Athens, col. 4 deals with the life and times of 

Zeno. Using the second papyrus as a supplemnt, where it refers to the 

death of Lysimachus, CrBnert reconstructed the argument of the 

beginning of the treatise as follows: "der dem Epikur befreundete Lysimachos 

hat den Athenern nicht geschadet, wohl aber der stoiker KBnig Antigonos 

Gonatas." (op.cit. p. 54). The beginning of col. 6 mentions Cleanthes, though 

it is possible that the main subject is still Zeno. The text becomes 

certain with the words V \<<P "AdVo,u.e/, ^Itp^vu^cC ~ra
VI I I i J J

-o

the large number of authorities cited suggesting that the matter was 

especially controversial.

Hegemon is otherwise unknown, and the ethnic following his name 

is uncertain (Jacoby, y$hjY*?oC ; cf. Crbnert p. 28: £*upv*uy. /fioiviuay?

Euphantos 'the Chalcidian 1 must be Euphantos of Olynthus, pupil of 

the eristic philosopher Euboulides of Miletus. He wrote tragic poetry and 

a history of his times, and was the teacher of 'Antigonus the King*, to

whom he addressed a treatise ffept /3o?<nXc/^ ; according to
ti

Athenaeus he also wrote about Ptolemy III Euergetes: Mllller, FHG III 

pp. 19-20, Jacoby F.Gr.Hist. 74. His dates have been disputed. Schwartz's 

argument (Hermes 35, 1900 p. 128, followed by Pear son, Lost Histories pp.61, 

260) that Euphantos must have been born before 348 in order to call 

himself an Olynthian will not do, since the epigraphic evidence shows 

a number of people calling themselves Olynthians at the end of the 

fourth century and later: IG 11(2) 1263, 1956; other references given 

by Perdrizet, BCH 1897 p. 118; cf . Tarn JHS 1911 p. 256 n.32 (Hampl, Der
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KBnig der Makedonien, Weida 1934 p.30 n.2, cites the absence of 

archaeological evidence at Olynthus for the late fourth and third 

centuries in support of Schwartz's view, but does not deal with the 

question of the third century inscriptions referring to Olynthians). 

Therefore, despite the implication at Diod. XIX.52, that the Olynthians 

who survived by 316 were absorbed in the new foundation of Cassandreia, we 

must suppose that Olynthus in fact recovered a large measure of her former 

prosperity during the third century. Euphantos should, nevertheless, 

be dated early, because his teacher Euboulides was the personal antagonist 

of Aristotle (Diog.Laert. 11.109); and although he is said to have had 

a long life (ibid. 11.100) it seems very unlikely that he could have been 

the teacher of Antigonus Doson, born in 262, and have written about 

Ptolemy Euergetes, who reigned 247-222 (so MUller, FHG loc.cit.). The 

conjecture of Mallet, Histoire de I'ecole de Megare 1845 p.96 (followed 

by Zeller, Philos. der Griechen 11(4),I, p.248 n.l, Natorp RE VI s.v. 

Euphantos col.1166) that for /fTo\eM«*0u--Tou Tplrou at Athen.VI p.251D 

we should read /Tro\ Ax./c(ou ~-- rou /n>u>rou > accommodates all the other
V J

evidence on Euphantos. The pupil of Euboulides could have been the teacher 

of Antigonus Gonatas (born c.319) and it was then for Gonatas that he wrote 

the treatise On Kingship; so Jacoby, loc.cit.; cf. Tarn, Antigonos Gonatas 

p.25. Crbnert op.cit. p.26 n.142 points out that Euphantos was a fellow 

pupil of Alexinos (Diog.Laert. 11.109-10) who was a friend and contemporary 

of Menedemus of Eretria, the early friend and mentor of Gonatas. Euphantos 1 

history of his times must have mentioned Ptolemy Soter, not Ptolemy 

Euergetes; and the Callicrates whom he described as a flatterer of Ptolemy 

(Athen. VII.318B) was not the famous admiral of Ptolemy II, who made 

dedications to Philadelphus and Arsinoe, but another Callicrates, 

possibly the admiral of Ptolemy I who was sent to Cyprus in 310: Diod. 

XX.21; cf. Tarn JHS 1911, p.253-6; Hauben, Callicrates of Samos, 1970 

p.21ff.
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Euphantos was therefore an exact contemporary of Hieronymus 

of Cardia, and a historian of the period of the Diadochi; and it is 

possible that Philodemus consulted two historians of the period who had 

a special connection with Antigonus Gonatas, either of whom might have 

given information about Gonatas* conquest of Athens and about the early 

Stoic philosophers who were Gonatas 1 friends. It is more likely, however, 

that Philodemus would have drawn on the philosopher Hieronymus of Rhodes. 

It is certainly the Rhodian whom he cites in his work on rhetoric, where 

he attacks Isocrates, because Hieronymus the Peripatetic wrote a polemic 

against Isocrates: Philod. Rhet. IV, col.16 p.198 Sudhaus, 1.9ff. = 

Wehrli frg.52a; Cic. Or.189 = frg.51; Dion.Hal. De Isocrate 13 = frg.52b. 

Hieronymus of Rhodes was nominally a peripatetic, but he was at odds with 

Lycon, the leader of the Peripatos in the early third century (Dio?. Laert. 

V.68; Tarn Antigonos Gonatas p.329f.), and he seems in practice to have 

inclined to the school of Epicurus, notably in his. views on the summum bonum 

(Plut. De Stoic.Repugn. 2 p.!033c = frg.ll; Cic.De Fin. V.14 = frg.Sc; etc.): 

this tendency in his thinking would naturally recommend him to the 

Epicurean Philodemus, and his writings evidently appealed to Cicero, who 

cited them many times, and who, though more eclectic in his philosophy 

than the Epicureans of Naples, was associated with Philodemus 1 circle 

(Momigliano, Secundo Contribute p.379ff.). The Rhodian Hieronymus 

lived in Athens where he celebrated annually the festival of Gonatas 1 

son Halcyoneus with funds supplied by Gonatas (Diog.Laert.IV.41; cf. 

Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens p.233, Tarn Antigonos Gonatas p.335f.); 

probably he was there at the time when Gonatas captured the city, and 

he must have been well informed about the philosophers who are mentioned

in the fragment of Philodemus. His work jTe.o} /Toc/rco; contained
j I

historical biographies of the Greek poets in the Peripatetic manner, and 

he is not infrequently cited for the lives of philosophers, also.
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Accordingly, he was an author who would have been a useful source to 

Philodemus in his discussion of the early Stoics, and there is a strong 

case for identifying him as the Hieronymus who is cited here: so CrBnert 

p.28; Daebritz RE VIII s.v. Hieronymos 12 col.1563; Wehrli frg.47 & 

comm.ad.loc. p.42.

P Oxy. I XIII = Pack2 2203 = Jacoby F.Gr.Hist. 153 Fl

Part of a letter written to a king of Macedon, attacking the 

behaviour of the Thebans and apparently urging harsher treatment of 

Thebes. Grenfell and Hunt suggested Antigonus or Demetrius as the addressee, 

but drew no conclusions about the authorship beyond remarking that the style 

is thoroughly Isocratean. Rtihl, Rh.Mus. LIV (1899) p.!52ff. argues that 

it is an imaginary letter written to Alexander on the occasion of his 

destruction of Thebes. De Sanctis (Riv.Fil. IX 1931 p.330ff. = Scritti 

Minori I, Rome 1966 p.345ff.) followed by Treves (Riv.Fil.X1932 p,194ff.) 

claimed that it is a fragment of a real letter written by Hieronymus 

of Cardia to Demetrius Poliorcetes at the time of the Theban revolts 

of 293-2, to warn him, in his capacity as governor of Thebes, of the 

dangers of leniency: on this view Hieronymus later included the letter 

in his history as he included many other documents from the Macedonian 

archives. Treves contrasts Demetrius 1 policy towards the Greek states 

with the traditional policy of Philip, Cassander and Antigonus Gonatas, 

which was particularist and divisive: Demetrius abandoned the hated 

method of controlling the Greek cities through local tyrants and factions, 

and instead installed his own governors, seeking an overall solution to 

the problem of governing the Greeks, as Alexander did. He sees Hieronymus 

as advocate of the traditional methods, and suggests that Thebes 

constituted an especial threat to Demetrius at this time, as a point d'appui 

for Pyrrhus in his hostilities against Macedon (Plut.Pvrrh.39-40: Pyrrhus 1 

invasion of Thessaly seems to be linked with the Theban revolt of 291;
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cf.Beloch, gr.Gesch. IV2 I p.226. Pyrrhus is not mentioned in the papyrus.)

The hypothesis that this is true fragment of Hieronymus cannot
/ "*

be maintained, however. Documents of this kind are suspect a priori 

(cf. the cautious remarks of Pearson, Historia 3, 1954-5, p.444), and 

the general tone of the fragment indicates that it is a rhetorical 

exercise. The words fr /c*u Tui^^J ^<TcJr /c-r.X* 

are only an excuse for introducing a review of Theban relations 

with Macedon, and the reminder that Amyntas was the father of Philip 

seems inappropriate in a real letter to a Macedonian king: cf. Jacoby 

IID p.540. It is also unlikely that Hieronymus would write to Demetrius
f~i, \ _ f

on so serious a matter d/<xr y^^fcun/ . The allusion to the alliance 

of Thebes with Qlynthus in the time of Amyntas has more relevance to 

the situation of 336 than to that of the 290 f s, and the failure to 

identify Philip as father of Alexander perhaps suggests a date before 

the accession of Philip Arrhidaeus in 323: RUhl op.cit. p.153-4. 

The corrections in the text (RUhl p.152) are possibly the mark of an 

exercise, though the papyrus comes from the 2nd-3rd century A.D. and may 

in any case be a copy of an earlier work. The phrase T^v oi'/c/xv'T^Y Tuiv tfW 

t-[«mp(j4\l also is so strange that it seems to indicate an incompetent 

author or one writing for effect, who did not understand the terminology 

of the Macedonian court. Attempts to give sense to this expression, as 

a compliment to the addressee (so De Sanctis art.cit. p.331) or by assuming

that the Macedonian king was himself one of the f hetairoi f (Stagakis,
c/ 

Observations on the g,T«u/>(3l of Alexander the Great in Archaia Makedonia
j

1st Int. Symp. Thessaloniki 1968, p.82ff.) are not convincing.

Anaximenes included in his history a version of the letter 

written by Philip to the Athenians (F.Gr.Hist. 72 Anhang. cf.IIC p.112), 

and it is certain that Hieronymus did incorporate many political documents 

in his work; but nothing suggests that Hieronymus was a rhetorical writer 

and that he touched up these documents for the sake of literary elegance.
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The official letter of the Hellenistic period was in general non- 

rhetorical and uninfluenced by the epistolary style of the fourth 

century philosophical schools. Cf .Welles, Royal Correspondence p.xlii: the

TUTTCM 6 /n 6ToX i Ko i of Demetrius, a Hellenistic handbook for 

state secretaries, says that letters may be written

i.e. no rhetorical training is required. If it is correct to regard 

Hieronymus as a grammateus (ch.I p. II ) his training in the chancellery 

would have encouraged him to use a practical and straightforward style 

in his correspondence. The letter preserved on the papyrus fragment is 

more likely to belong to the genre of counterfeit letters which flourished 

in the Hellenistic period (see especially Merkelbach, Die Quell en des gr. 

Alexanderromans , Mtlnchen 1954 p.32ff. on the letters in the Alexander 

Romance), and should be assigned to the limbo of anonymous Alexander 

literature.
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APPENDIX II

DIODORUS AND HIERONYMUS; THE PROBLEM OF LANGUAGE

Strictly speaking, we do not have a word of Hieronymus. None of 

the fragments is a direct quotation, and most of the authors who cite him 

seem not even to paraphrase his words, but only mention items in his 

history. A detailed comparison of the surviving narratives on the Diadochi, 

as made by Kallenberg or Nietzold, shows that in certain passages 

the authors must be very close to their common source; but the verbal 

resemblances do not extend for more than the occasional phrase or 

sentence. Some of the dominant themes of Hieronymus 1 history can be 

inferred on the basis of these parallels: for example the 'pistis 1 of 

Eumenes, translated by Nepos as 'fides 1 ; and the frequent occurrence of

such a word in Diodorus XVTII-XX, when it does not receive much emphasis

2 
in other parts of the Bibliotheke, suggests that it was Hieronymus 1 word.

Again, we can say about Hieronymus 1 style, in the wider sense of the word, 

that it was straightforward and unrhetorical, in contrast to the dramatic 

style of many of his contemporaries. But the details of Hieronymus 1 prose 

style, and most of his vocabulary, are quite unknown.

Diodorus, our best authority on the subject matter of Hieronymus 1 

work, did not take over the language of his sources, but consistently 

paraphrased them in his own words. The regularity of his language 

throughout the Bibliotheke was demonstrated by J.Palm in his study of 

Diodorus 1 language and style, and there is very little in books XVIII-XX
o

which is linguistically distinctive. A short discussion of Diodorus 1 

style, and its relation to that of the few parallel texts, may, however, 

show the sort of process by which he must have converted Hieronymus.

I take as a paradigm of Diodorus 1 language his main proem at the 

beginning of Bk.I, where it is certain that he is speaking in his own
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4 person. His style here is that of a typical late Hellenistic writer.

He uses the Hellenistic o/o K«*« or Storrtp four times in five chapters: 

1.4, 3.1, 3.4, 4.1. Relative clauses are favoured: 1.4 A 5 ToGcDrov

4.2, <ft' ri/ /roT<sW ,kv$7>wiro<c K.T.X., 4.7, &<:6 ; ^v 
/ / J J

5.1, ^V rAfcJTW meToi^efr* K.r.X. Likewise impersonal and 

periphrastic expressions: 2.1, XtrocforioV , 2.2,

u -*

3.8, >re j 4.2, £do/j/to--- - _..-rn . .

1.4, tfupfit&^Ktj 2.7, 6v^P>*\VGji ^ 4.2, Tuyv*Y&( 4.6, Toi/v

'10/0The words 10/05 and o<eo^ are regularly substituted for the

possessive pronoun: I.I, "Tb^ o/o^ /Tovo/j^ 3.2, 76t)r oAce<'oc/y'

3.7, /T/Joj ToV ?<T/^V t57To(rrx<n^ The pronouns «u3roj> and

are used extensively: 1.1, o/<* T-TJ ^Tp^VM^TEi-fC TS^T™ 1.4, TO^

V; 2.2, £JV*< TaaJFov" <^iA*;KX A; 4-XV 2.6, cTi^

^ etc. ; compare also the formulae 7r/oo5 <Te -rourot?

(2.6, 3.8), and Ycu/J/j ^d TouT<**V (1.5). We find a rich use of the 

prepositions KXToJr and cT/X. : 1.4, K^T^ rV /^/o/, 2.3, ri /c^rx:

Tov y^/°^ 2.4, K^r' Xv&Pi^Trou^ . 3.2, cT/*' TOV 

3.3, cf/^ TO Utyt&os TJ5 ^fTo^e(TH6or 3.8, o~/^ TnV o 

etc. Prepositional phrases are frequently used in an attributive position: 

1.2, n--8K -p)$ JT^V°5 £Kv<rrt>u yU^d>i<nj, 1.4, Sik rAv ^K Tbu

!^ Tt3 </ Tn c of*v* Ti

4.2, To 7T/»o TnV r/>xuotTE<'^vf ^7TioMi»d. The prepositiono /»o^ n />yyuot<v i

frequently accompanies a verb or participle: 1.4, TT 

l 1.5» 6T/9<x.T/tO. . . -

etc. And the general tendency to strengthen plain cases 

and verbs with prepositions is apparent again in the extensive use of
/ 7 '

verbs compounded with prepositions: 1.1, Uir&vi uecV, 1.3, o

1.4, ^Ti^yV^K^M^Y 2.1, Jfgo.oC?/^ tf(/jU7rA^/50o>f.ir«'i5, 2.3,
I J i j '( J '

2.4, aT/T^&a'vK.T/rouS-oC^ 2.8, TTpoT/jHiroMtV/iY £TTi 4.6, ffW 1'' /i
J I

y etc. We also find compound adjectives of a type which in
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classical Greek occur only in poetry: 3.4, tTc/s'/rtP'^Xn /rrcc dWA^
i I ^ /

3.8, dus/c^rxViTTTo^ £vC£(l»KLTo$ . Again the object is to make the 

sense crystal clear. Diodorus shows the same desire for clarity and 

emphasis in his use of the expressions K<5~oXoa (2.1, 2.6, 3.8)

>$ (3.8), T* auVoW (2.8), &Ao$ (2.2, 4.6, 5.1, 5.2),
and 77*5 or */T*j (1.3, 1.4, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 2.7, 3.6, 4.2, 4.4, 

4.7); these add little to the sense, and are merely an attempt to give 

added weight to his words. The word KOIVOC , though often relevant to 

the subject matter of the proem, also tends to be used pleonastically: 

1.1, KOIV*? Kfropjpd^ 1.3, Ke>iv>iV O(VPC\OY» .>
i

2.1, Teg KOIV/CO <*j 2.2, Too

3.2,

The characteristics noted here are typical of late Hellenistic 

Greek: Diodorus excels in the excessive use of prepositions and prefixes, 

of the demonstrative pronoun, of the emphatic lotoC, KG'VOC, KxiQoXou, ^A<^/ 

and tSiTet , all of which represent the general striving of Hellenistic

prose after clarity of expression. An extension of this tendency is the 

actual repetition of words or phrases, an irritating feature of Diodorus 1 

prose which distinguishes him from other Hellenistic writers whose 

language is comparable in grammar and vocabulary. The following examples 

are again taken from the proem to Book One.

: 1.1, 1.3, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.6, 3.8, 4.2, 4.6, 5.1, 5.2.

: 1.1, 3.1, 3.3, 3.5, 4.1.

: 1.1, 1.4, 1.5, 2.8, 4.4, cf. 1.2,

j 
1.4, 3.4, 3.8.

3.2, 3.3, 3.3, InzgiXiTOj 3.8, To7$ •--l/T»£-<X\o/uF*o,j f 4.2,

2.2, 3.1. 3.3, 3.5, 4.1, 4.2, 4.6.

1.4, 2.5, 3.2.

1.1, 1.5, 2.3, 2.6, 2.8, 4.4.
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3.2, TV* K*&'«:<ST0^ KWI*«O^ 3.3, n*> K*&' £ioi/, 3.6

3.2. Zsiro T

3.3. ^<xj cruvrvj-£<oj ff*"/y>*f»J, 3.8,

4.6, /re 0i bX^<; -PJJ **MnS«s , 5.1, TXJV iSinv na*vi*<Td**f 5.2,

9 '
1.4, r^....^r^ rov £/oV, 2.3,/
2.2, ((>uX<Kx:..-7 •••t'Pt-r f 2.5, 

5.1, (^05^

2.5, » de -r5 f<rtb/5i (Towuc eir) ^-

5.2, ^/ o\

Sometimes Diodorus merely repeats vocabulary: for example he seems

4pt*i 67no
Crand «^JT^ . Sometimes a noun and adjective

obsessed with the word 7rfl*vMx.r£<«: , and hardly less with t

become linked together in a cliche, like o KCXVOC f^t A ^^ ^^K^

Again, the repetition may be regular throughout several chapters, as in

v // A
the case of rv^K/u^T&^x, , or there may be a short 'run 1 : err

occurs twice within two lines at 3.2 and 3.3; and in 5.1 and 5.2 we

find successively ToV %>\-^v IT {KY^ru^ , T^ oX-tf jy» 

T^V ^r<3p/'^vA Even more striking is the repetition of longer
/ >

phrases like ^tr> TT&^Xw ro^wv' /=^ iztvSivw, TC 

XvdoLvirurf in the space of five chapters. The nature of the subject 

matter in the opening proem made it inevitable that there should be a 

high incidence of words like $6To/0/*, 6"iyp0xd>Suj, ^/v/op ; but 

most of the repetitions suggest only someone at a loss for a synonym 

or a different thing to say: they do not have a rhetorical function 

like the repetitions in Plato or Demosthenes.
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The same tendency to over-emphasize leads to a frequent use of 

pairs of words: 1.2, TfoVtov ^ /c/»/Jjvco/; 1.3,

3.3, 7ToA\doV K?c*. M.£V«*X£O\/ • ^ L.i i v ' °'^»
/ i f x i ; 4.1, 7rOV-oa fz<*4 vooUoj ; 4.1,

A 0 V.-. / v x / .11H.J, ctcx^uoTxiTvo «x flAe^TTvc ; H,/,
y -^

i * . Q
3.2, n\Zt&T<><£ ~&<* TTO/krfX^TV?"**:*: ° -»•*•> * '-^ _3 .

The features of language and style which are apparent in the main 

proem can be observed in all other parts of the Bibliotheke. I take a 

sample section from Book XVIII and book XIX, of the same length as 

the main proem (five chapters): XVIII.65-69; XIX.20-24. In these sections 

we find again the excessive use of prepositions, where, for example, a 

genitive absolute would have served; the unnecessary use of Tr2§ 

and of demonstrative pronouns; a marked preference for periphrasis, 

especially with the verb TTOI £i<r8vx , instead of a simple verb. In the 

narrative sections it can also be seen that Diodorus achieves a peculiarly 

monochrome style by an extensive use of participles leading up to the
j

main verb: e.g. XVIII.65.2, o< os y\uriv<<Aat 7TE?roXoco/3«jco7~£r --../«*
/ J / -*

iV«<vrr?r.-.£\ir/j>ovr£C--jr£/»/y<'/?&/c 3<si*V9 XVIII.66.2, ^VyuvovtdvaC J j ^ y / / J / /
/ )r* . \ t ' I

T^ fv6j/*o ; XVIII.68.3,

These stylistic features do not distinguish Diodorus sharply from other 

Greek writers of his period, although they do illustrate the regularity 

of language and style throughout the Bibliotheke which was 

demonstrated by Palm. However, we also find in these chapters the 

stylistic feature, amounting almost to an eccentricity, which 

characterises the main proem and which seems to be peculiarly Diodoren: 

namely, the use of repeated words and phrases. 

XVIII.65-69

65.3, ix^Ttoj I&t4 , 65.4, otirov /5Y^ , 65.5, 

65.3, ~ricj-..^ T£> /ro\£L,y /^s/Vr , 66.2, TX^ sv roTj

66.5, T<>5 fcJ/ioij • f 66 . 6> To- Qopu^ou, 67.1,
67.2
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66.6, TTlKp^ IE-K£*T<D, 67.5, TTlt?^ J/f <TfX AtV^ 67.5, 7TlK'u
» j J j

67.1, B& To^Jy^eSoy r^ K/^^S , ibid, £/£ TO u/i^&o^ 

68.2, /'0We>/^__.5Wo,£t^ TTE// ToY #W/oV 69.1, T
•/ y / , / r

J

-69.1-2, ft T

s\<i 

XIX. 20-24

20. 1^, ^r^r/c^xuev^ ^f/Xy X°P-1Y ''*^ 21 * 3 '

22.3, 

20.2, 67rt>^uw^to/ ^Ao<^or , 20.4,

21.2, £? /l£/?srrroX/«/ 7^ .^^^X^ov^ 22.1, £?j /^^TroX'v' To
/ * I/

20.4, ;*V£*CTo d'^To TJV ?TiC/?^ TlIV 6"T/3*CT/toTuiv fZvot^ 21.3, £ 
/ ' j i>

^TooV T-jV sJ^oi^v^ 24.5, T> Ac)v TrXoSo r^r 60^0 
7 i ^

22.2,

22.1, T£V ---v/^^nuwv' 8 23.1, T^ rr\ 0 5 ibid. TTpe$ TO

ibid. /T^^^r ToTr 7r\&£<ri t 23.4, 6rroTor 

24.5,

23.1, (ST^Tov// o/9&vo,wfvov^ 23.4,

23.1, >y>cov KX£ To jr^xs^o.^^j 24.1, OL/ 

23.4, ^V&d>--V^v.

TOU fi^'^ou^ , ibid.

24.1, 5<uru^>--^oT^ y 24.4, i^rou . -. -C^TO^V, 24.5,

24 . 6,

I list some further examples of repetition from books XVIII-XX 

Book XVIII

5.2, R>>s>iyiW'*J, 5.5,1% 7T/x»np 5/^5, 6. 2,

8.1, x^/'^ 8 - 5 »

24.2, «Vioyo/>our. ...ovuooThT«y 25.1, TO^OO-T ovuoov/^ - - -Tn 
_/ -»
/07TO«5 ^
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44.2, TY K«f(to<si*v.-,.. 44.3, -£

46.5, <JTj ' rfKoo^oX/^ut^ 46.6,' J

47.3, £ J' #^0^5 ....^vfcfEuJg

47.4, 6 J'oov VVriWo ***ew* £K -7-^5 /f , <ry d

49.4, ft4f>«\ifi<*s ToV..-.6/T«M6\eJ.<y .... i^V e/r/Me J «/ / y I J
50.4, -To] c(\^ £lTi£o\»$ y 50.5, T^s TW o^ 

51.1, pOJTBU "Pi/ ^l^oXoV, 52.1, T^j H 

52.2,

51.5, o <Te

57.3, TtT/

...Tbwj- y^oonXe^j , 57.4, rdv

59.5, TS K>cri ToV Sv80iuirivov )W ^cu/A^Xi 59.6,

70.6, & To"u 7TruJKX.To$, 70-7.J
71.2, ToV Tou 7TTu>M*T<5 To'nW, 71.4, To/ ToTToY TCnJ 7TT&

72.2, Mtr^ TOO irroXcn/ /n<\rrory 72.3, Afcri ^:v<ror TOU SToXou.
» ^x / — J

72.8, t^jur^v^p co/ - - - - 060 r^

74.3, x^rx<rrijc^j S 

Book XIX

11.5, fT40*vo/*']6-A&<>J 11.6, fr*p*voi*ovfrtrj$, 11.9,

17.7, To <fo9"e/ n^p^So^.

21.2,C?5 fie/>t^roWro^U<AXtio^22.1, tfj /Tep<reroX^ TO ^enXttoV, cf. 46.6,

£{5 TO jg^V^oV, o K<XeTrx:j iTe/j (rg rro\ (^ . 

31.3, *\^<^<ry2*7T<jro^ 31.4, 

39.2, Tbuc ^'i\fi^>x»r7XC — -M6wc>v^» (MEvoor ^ 39.3, Ar

56.4, Si/^ofis ^C/>^

57.3, To ME/£^o^ Tou

56.4, ^rr/vo/o.-.ts-t.XXo^Me^, 57.3,

58.5, Xo»^o-rrpxvo\rr£5 > 58.6, 

79.1, g^r£<TT£/x>^ 79.3,
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83.3,

84.1, TO Me/
/

i \

84.3, *f7T£KKToV s^£4 TOY rfXfc/V, 84.4, ^/T^KToV <f/ro/e< Tnv fit*
it i I *

Book XX
/ 7-620.2, -

20.3, crc/vAc^r-<:/<^<ri TO

82.4, />^u ^TroAduo^ 82.5,•
98.7, -7^5 7<T/ij -7-^^; 98.9, -rjj 7<T/xj r 

106.4,
i 

The last example from book XX appears to be simply a play on

words; but this is so uncommon in Diodorus that it is more likely to 

have been an accidental repetition of syllables. Diodorus seems to have 

had little feeling for the sound of his prose. There is a similar case 

at XVIII. 35. 6: the talk of &npt<< (crocodiles) apparently encouraged 

Diodorus to use XfTo&'jAiOuGUMy metaphorically of Perdiccas 1 

soldiers; and their comrades are &*\ pi o &pu>rc i . Diodorus 

shows some fondness for the cognate accusative, e.g. XIX. 17. 73 To o 

and the frequent <Tw,o<?^r gcTcojce/ , but it is not clear 

whether this is because he liked the similarity in sound rather than 

because he wanted to amplify the sense.

The consistency in the grammar and vocabulary of the Bibliotheke 

which Palm demonstrated can be extended to phraseology; and here again 

the repetitive, formulaic character of Diodorus 1 language is noticeable 

Palm took a sample of the first twenty chapters of book XI and showed 

that 64 phrases from these chapters can be paralleled in other books. 

In the following section I compare phrases from books XVIII, XIX and
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XX with the phraseology of other books. 

Book XVIII

2.3, TbSvxirnov 7j£ 33.3, 65.3; XVI. 58. 5, 91.3, XVIII. 1$. 6, 12.2.

2.4, Cu^u ^i , beginning a sentence: 10.2, 25.5, 55.4, 70.1,

50.5, 59.1, 6111, 61.4, XIX.42.4, XX.83.3, XVI. 4. 3, 30.3, 31.1, 

49.8, 52.3, 91.4, XVIII. 29. 3, 31.1, 40.5, XI. 12. 2, 17.2, 47.1, 71.3, 

71.6.

4.1, T£V en«^e<rr^rcoy 2^SJ7w/ : 37.2, XIX.85.3, XVII. 77. 4, 89.1, 107.6.
/ Vs_ 

4.4, /'v^/A'jS «$i* : 22.4, XVI. 31. 7, 40.2, XVII. 5. 6, 38.4, 99.1,

100.1, XI. 88. 4,

5.1, 007t«j ^ M^X^rc*: £<J/rx<3*LkoAou£ViTa£ . . _ . o Si

/rusrri

cf. 1.3.8, -pv 

7.7, KeXexfcoV T*: ucv orrX«c

cf. XI. 5. 4, KtXaut4 TX yug/ ofr>,-<: /r

8.2,?£oor -7*5 eZvoi*i5 : 40.4, 46.2; XIX.11.1, cf. 46.1: XVI.69.8, 89.2;

XVII.24.2. 

9.5, ~pj] *£TovoM/<5 Itvrifiisfau : 51.3; XIX.20.2, 66.4, 73.1; XVI.41.3;
* w

XVII.3.2, 62.1, 74.1; XI.71.3.

Q C C ^_ 0 > _
-'• J > o ts>iUp^6 pt<JO Uf.VO\ /Co/VO/T,

J / / ( -^
14.2, 25.4, fi ^.

/ < I

29.4, £l £1T f)t 6 &&JLT

XVII. 3. 2, Sl4fTptt/&*ju£-£l*WOt -^ . - (Tove&evTO
I/

5.1, <J"ov£T»$eTb Ko/vorrp«r^
15.3, TTo)\XoiC TpituhiLCt trep i /TE-s'c^-/. xi.7.3, ^70^^07^ T^»CC

' -) < (/ ' j -1 / /
XIX. 4. 6; XX. 12. 3, 98.9. 

15.7, efTi4*vtl u WK<J'5 : 32 ' 4;

j XVII. 89.1; XI. 82. 4.

17.1, TTsu Toij 7roe*i e</ro /utvoi : 44.5,
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cf. 45.1: XIX.13.3, 16.5, 88.4, 89.2; XVI. 47. 5; 

cf. XVII. 75. 7, 87.2, 95.4; XI. 4. 7, 5.2. 

18.1, tv k7roj>i£ foXXo K&ucpJKU* cf. 35.5. XVI. 3.1, ?v i7ro/j,V

cr TO 

19.5, « -

XIX. 21. 3, 6/CKxAoc/M.e.voc «u3 TtoV TIV &ov/o<.*v > 24.4.
y _> J •*

j cf. 91.2, 79.7; XX.84.4, cf. 94.5; XVI. 37. 4,

J

1.72,2, Vv^K^o^evoi ThV JrptToV^ 64.9, 

TnV Too TrX^dour /Too^ oiZr^V ^2i\foi^ ; XIV. 42.1, 

ToV yy ffs>c>&uij*,l*v TO rg M^t&b^ TuTv ui 

cf. 18.6, 43.3. 

22.3, Twv TT^S troXoicUV W'KOVTU^' : 51.1, 51.6; XX. 45.1;

XVI. 48. 7, 92.3, Tv

XVII. 16. 4, T> TTPoJ TOV e^w^MV Vv*jMovrr^j cf. 1.36.10, 

T"^V TT/ioJ M^OV^OV' «'v>|KoVTwV'-

23.4, ^vcjooy nv ^^i/>9^WVfl^T°^65.6, 67.2, 52.3, 55.2;

XIX.23.1; XX.28.3; XVI. 28. 2, 54.1; XVII. 5. 4, 15.3, 28.2, 43.2. 

25.1, 6?c £(T)(«Tooj1 -.,.K»yduvoc5 : 41.3, 69.1; XVI. 35. 2; XVII. 55. 4, 81.1

97.2, 103.3. 

32.1, 7Te>A(V £«6/oWro (jxfvoV : 17.4, 30.6; XI. 10. 2, 31.1, 80.5;

XVI. 35. 5; XVII. 12. 5, 19.6, 25.2, 84.2, 88.4.

32.1, To /ueV OcoroV Jd'o^oTi&f ^ p K/v'tTuvo^ : XI. 7. 2; XVI. 4. 6,

12.3; XVII. 11. 5, 88.2; XIX.104.2; cf. XI. 19. 2, 36.4. 

33.5, TouC ^Tn j>£po*4.twuC Ktv£M°uj$ : XI. 9.1; XVI. 3.1, 3.3;

XVII. 56. 4; XIX. 79. 7; XX. 108. 4.

34.5, £M M tp exKiriiTwv' <Bv? 7b$ Kivrtuvoiy : XI. 8. 3, 83.1; XVII. 70. 4. 

34.5, S«> Tov (SFt/5/So^^ T-^ ... c^/^T^u^ ; cf. 42.2, 45.5, 47.1;

XIX.18.2, 20.1,; XI. 11. 6, 47.2; XVI. 4. 6; XVII. 11. 5, 20.5, 26.5, 42.4,

85.1, 101.1; etc.
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35.2, fcfrov 3| T, ^ iT«M<fo$QV

XIX.32.2; XVI. 66. 3, 88.3; XVII. 5. 6, 7.5, 63.4, 66.3, 90.1, 100.1, 103.7. 

40.6, ££$ero<j TTfS/o^ 7Ty3o£ Wo/K^/W : 1.18.5, 87.4; II. 57. 3, III. 10.1, 31.1.

49.5; V.37.3; XI. 4.1; XVI. 47. 6; XX.4.8. 

40.8, jutrir nver>j$ r-Jj <W*A£<o$ : 44.1, 46.3, 52.1, 57.4, 63.2, 70.4, 72.2,

73.1; XIX.32.2, 93.3; XX.100.5, 103.1; XVI. 48. 7; XVII. 8. 3, 9.1, 24.1,

30.1, 49.1, 63.1, 64.3, 95.3; XI. 5.1. 

41.4, f/^wr/V^j-©*, ^ rt£f iTc*Ttu*tfi XI. 9.1, &n*

xx. 31. 3, o 

42.1, 7To)Xc^ K«u 7R) j fc'A^/J - - , TOO ^€/ou ^u erx /^oX^f : XVI . 85 . 6 ,

; xvii. 13.1,

xi. 80. 4,

46.2,

XX. 34.1, (Ttayat^ ^f'oXowoc/^ StAG&V * XIX. 64. 8, fco/)£*6Jj ke.k

; XVI.51.3, cf. 53.3; XVII. 68. 6, 74.4.

46.5, Ifg^ ToV Mxv^v *6KToC *TT$ /

64.4; XIX. 2. 9, 68.5; XI. 1.5; II. 40. 4; IV. 25. 3; XVI. 20. 4, 27.2.
/ ^-> r_^ j A x 

47.5, Men^j^oj /j/ TXiP fA'T'^V' t XIX. 90, /kfey

T«y fXr«n/j XX. 8. 5, 33.2; XVII. 29. 3,

59.6, & KOIVO^ |S/oJ : 1.1.1, 2.1, 8.8, 9.2.
^ . 

59.6, iT*tVT°<. Tov ^'wv^ j_ 1.1.3, 2.3, 2.3.

70.7, TVYU TooV epy^y (TovrAouMfii/tov' cT/^-v-T-iV /ro)v ov e< ^> i
j / j ' ^

XI. 2. 4, T<ye^oC nVuoV S/4r T^V tn\^y&ipi^v TuTv e^-^o/
A ^ J J f^ i i ' J

xvii. 40. 5, ri/ S/i ri

89.6; XX. 92.1. 

71.1, T-vj VC/^TO^ /TB^K-cr^c/^j': XI. 7. 4; XVII. 27. 4, 35.1, 43.5, 50.5,

cf. 13.6; XX.75.4, 5.4, 26.3, 69.1. 

75.1, KlK*ff*lf*t\itg TcJ SToXto To^ ^TTS To} V'/K^5 # /COo*" TT>\ / o

XX. 52. 4, T^ Pftx ir^ teo<ruo<s -roT- ^/cpv?6ro\»/o»p cf. 87.4.
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Book XIX

14.3, fco/Vt^/kV TcoV «o5r<JV EATfidwV » XVII. 29. 4,

TW
J

15.5, T<5 kt* Vjru»--.-Ti3 <f'MW : 4 8 . 3; xi.4.4; cf. II. 24. 7,

,U,Ufr/ oj'u; _ _ -Tn

19.1, r <r7Y><*Torrddov <s?j sfS-oAAi^v eveu&£SV : cf. 24.5;

XVI. 76. 4; XVII. 49. 4.

26.6, rfuvTo^ov' T/iV fTofd/aty 7Tfc(ou^?^r : XVIII. 44. 2; XIX.32.2, 93.2;
/ \i J J

XX.108.2; XVII. 19.1, 32.3.

48.2, K^T' (vd^\i K cr<«-/V idoU^^o ./Wtvo-/: 11.22. 5, 33.1; XVI. 18.1.i j ^ j

52.6,

XI. 3. 4, K^px6 o kroLvrreC Tfe rou /n^eu

XVII. 8. 6, K^^X^KTouvT^^ Tov /3orr^V^ Tou
* -J I / . / 

XX.39.2, 55.3, 60.2, 110.5.

57.3, (TuXXoL^o w^voj" Ta uet-e.Oor TOU ^uoue^ou TTo^^uou: XVIII. 55.1,

A£y ro n.tikf.croj' T"o^ ^^, £<roAA 

21.3, &5opouv^ry Tov roXf.A<ov *^J~ouevo^; XVI.28.1,

OL^i^tvoC T&

74.4, /Tbo/f ^ev tivE\/ ; < oij/o^ u>^^ ^FV : XVI.28.3; XVII. 68. 7. 

81.2, M/ni <iu3v^ : XI. 9. 3, 92.4; XVI. 79. 3; XVII. 33. 4.'

81.6, /T-(pitfr£6Xf.-~~ - T*[$ oifcreoi^ ooij ; XVI.4.3; XVII. 2. 2, 33.1, 56.4

90.5 fT^rxr y/vfer*t/ T*< x^<X^ K><^ Tx^ f wrvo/Dto/Toi^ a«<^M i^o,Ci^^ d/1^ ' / J * *' y
^ iciv^uvBa/ : 1.1.2, 2.4, 4.1; XVI. 76. 3, 40.4; XVII. 56. 4, 94.1.

94.3 $-c£vX.Tov > . , ^ J7^Q<rr/ /Uov/ £^v^ : XX.58.5, S^v^Tof C£/><«TO froze 9 i (i -' ,/ i•^
1.77.2 fr^y itToC . , --* *)* To JTpo^ri Mov'j V.34.3, 6^v-ptTo\/ To

' *— ' *

<Kov T6^ei/cx«r/ ; XI. 8.1, S^
j

Book XX

48.5, |/»<9J o Kiv^d^uo^ : XVI. 39. 5, T- I ioou tv-o uf

86.2, (>tou v^ T$ f/roxj Toy VtK-j$ > cf. XVII. 33. 6.
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51.3, 7Ty>iy*vW XviKPOvovro rroa$ <&W J^o^v : cf. XI. 18, XII. 78.

52.1, Toy f£ti7*fr*pf0£ ojfooiS : 1.24.3; V.18.3; XI. 7. 3.

73.2, /TV/fxcTd^ TCV <S~TG}\OV <rov£r<Je, <ro/u.«Tx^/rAc7/ <^« /rpoe*/ouli^ -TJ d^x.

XI. 51; IV.18.2.

81.1, c YOI^T^ T/vxj od?-n% : XVI. 2.1, 23.1, 29.2, 39.1, 41.1 

81.3, £777 TcxrourcV f-y fi>ceXj\u&w Wx/ktwj. xi.8.2, er) ro«o~^ro 

T«$ rrf>o&y+!*$j xvn. 12. 2, &r) 7^cc7)ro de r^j ^x 

IV. 54. 7, £TT) ro^oro ;Tx»o<5X&^V 0/^0$ ; cf. XII. 50.1; XIV. 46. 4;

XIX.1.7, 49.2.

88.8 ^oyU8i/^-^yM^^..^û ^ . xi.7.1, 12.6, 13.2, 19.2, 32.2, 78.1, 79.3, 

79.4; XVI.16.1, 31.3, 35.5, 86.2; XVIII.40.8, 44.4, 15.3; XX.22.5.

Diodorus made up his own cliches and applied them everywhere 

mechanically, even when they were actually inappropriate to the context: 

for instance, the common formula AttTV niXG^ ~r-v£ oc/vw M £«*->£^

as used at XVIII.70.4 is not merely empty but untrue, for it was said

9 at XVIII.68.3 that Polyperchon had divided his force. Formulaic language

was more suited to epic than to history; and in his efforts to silhouette 

the general moral truth behind a historical situation, Diodorus took most of 

the colour out of the narrative of his sources. His main purpose being 

instructive, it did not matter if battles were standardised or 

individuals stereotyped: rather, this method facilitated his didactic 

aims. He has a style of his own, but it is a style characterised by 

monotony and repetition, the colourless style of bureaucratic prose. 

As Palm concluded: "wir haben nicht ein Kunstwerk vor uns, wohl aber 

ein bequemes und vielseitig verwendbarer Werkzeug fllr praktische Zwecke,

nicht unahnlich der modernen Verwaltungsprose mit ihren vielen praktischen
r ^Q

Vorteilen und Msthetischen Schwecklichkeiten."/'

It seems impossible to detect any linguistic features which 

would indicate that Diodorus has changed from one source to another,
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although occasionally a grammatical usage is not found uniformly

throughout the work. Palm gives the following statistics for the

relative occurrence of the optative.

I II III IV V XI XII XIII XIV XV XVI XVII XVIII XIX XIX

45 18 13 20 11 11 11 28 20 10 7 55 12 37

The optative was used more widely in early than in post-classical Greek,
V"\

but the uneveness which these figures show does not correspond to any
s*-

division of sources ever proposed. Furthermore, there are considerable 

differences within particular books: in book XX, 24 out of 37 instances 

belong to the history of Agathocles, which occupies 53 out of 113 

chapters; 5 belong to the proem, 1 to Roman history, and 7 to the 

narrative of the Diadochi. The proportions seem to be connected with the 

subject matter, for the history of Agathocles is full of reflections 

and philosophical comment, in contrast to the straightforward political 

and military narrative of the Diadochi. In book XIX, only one of the 

twelve optatives occurs in the history of Agathocles, which here occupies 

20 out of 110 chapters; so that if we are to assume one source for the 

Agathocles section, the optatives cannot be connected with this source. 

The large number in the first book is perhaps to be explained by Diodorus 1 

desire to make a fcylish beginning to his work.

Relative clauses are a similar case. Palm counts the following.

XI XII XIII XV XVI XVIII XIX XX

12 10 53 4 12 10 53 33

Here again the variation in numbers can hardly be connected with the use 

of different sources, and considerable irregularities can be found within 

individual books: XIX has 5 instances in chapter 2, 2 in ch.3, 3 in ch.36, 

3 in ch.73, etc.; XX has two instances in chapter 24.1, 2 in ch.97, etc. 

In his use of constructions as in his use of vocabulary and phrases it

seems that Diodorus has a tendency to concentrate many instances within 

a short space of the text.
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It remains to be considered what Diodorus has done to his 

sources to produce the bland effect of the language of the Bibliotheke. 

Palm's analysis of Diodorus Bk.III and Photius 1 epitome of Agatharchides 

shows the general tendency of Diodorus to clarify and expand the language 

of the original. His use of conjunctions and particles, especially

r r / , ^
\p } and oov is richer than that of Agatharchides. He favours

participles (about 890 participial constructions, to Agatharchides 1 560), 

and sometimes changes a verbal construction to a participle, e.g.

£00 K«*Xou<^/ :£*./A*ouc   of fraor>i>{V&P£juo!^£v<D( 2./AA0/. 

He favours the accusative at the expense of the genitive: e.g

'

and uses the prepositions K^TV and fT&pi more frequently than 

Agatharchides. Prepositions are often added to verbs, as in tragedy, 

for greater clarity of meaning, and Diodorus tends to substitute 

complex for simple verbs, e.g. rr&JtYfVtT'cA for V/KV . He prefers the

more modern Hellenistic usage, e.g. «-vo7£u>v rather than «

12 
and in general replaces unusual with usual words. A simple verb in

Agatharchides is sometimes turned into a lengthy periphrasis:

Agatharchides' u7TVou<z/V becomes /ro/£rr*/ Thv S

and he doubles the number of expressions with /r<f«?Jof, &*»r*J.Cr<y, K*V

(about 40 in Diodorus to 20 in Agatharchides) . Padding of this kind 

makes Diodorus 1 account rather longer than the original, and very much 

weaker in impact. Although Diodorus and Agatharchides are both 

Hellenistic historians writing within a century of one another and using 

almost identical vocabulary and syntax, Diodorus 1 dilution of the 

language of Agatharchides has quite altered the original lively style.

A very similar process seems to have taken place in book XX, 

where for two chapters we can compare the text of the second century

papyrus which epitomises a Hellenistic historian's account of the

13 
siege of Rhodes. As always, Diodorus makes use of many compound
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verbs: 93.2, £^e

93.3, o^iyowy^gvoj, £7n^x<voyuevouj , 93.5,

94.3, ef^Trtfi-r^Xy^eVoj. The author of the papyrus (P) does not

use compounds unnecessarily (though at line 19 he has <f<OQv/|"<*rt$ ,

and at lines 30-31 rr«P &***$& V ), and more than once uses a plain verb,

e.g. line 6, (TreXXoy^t^ouj nne 32, £ou$ K^ X*£ooV ; at line 27

he has dlfTro srvXa-iJ for Diodorus 1 fi^TraaTvXAituoj1 . There is

little difference in the number of participles used: 35 in Diodorus to 32

in P; and of these Diodorus has 15 in the nominative, P has 12;

Diodorus has 7 genitive absolutes, P has 6; but Diodorus has a greater number

of participles in an attributive position - 4 compared to 1 in P.

Diodorus also has a richer use of conjunctions and particles: 23 to P's 14,

excluding X<>4 and T£ . Diodorus 1 relation to P is thus comparable

with his relation to Agatharchides , in so far as it can be measured in

statistical terms. A line-by-line comparison of the texts suggests that

Diodorus also amplified the language of his source by the use of

periphrasis, the accusative of respect, the demonstrative pronoun, etc.

much in the way that he amplified the language of Agatharchides.

Diodorus XX. 93. 5: -7zJV £' o7rt>Xo//rzoV vet!/ Toiu\f /4 M^T

2 /TV

Ibid. ; KXA 7To>Xc^ rr\o'og irepiTuvuv* . . -. e?y T^V n^A^v. Omitted by 

P, who goes directly from fi\d&ov e/r« ^<rcov to ^^Tv^/jrXrKc^gjv^ -• - oc5r>{£. 

Diodorus expands the sentence by using the compound verb K£fiTvv^*v<o 

and the relative clause 6v orf KvT. >. We also find the prepositional 

phrase "T^ 7rpo$ T«§ f^]X^^ ^uo^ovr^ placed between the article 

and a participle, a device which made for clarity of sense and was 

habitual with Diodorus. The clauses £? /u£v i£uTt-*v fcxr^ric/Grf^

£ £ev fc^T^y^^ev £<^ T^V TTbA \y^ are an imitation

of 93.2, * M£\/ jSuO^cf/v' TuaV ^Xj^ACo^fevcoV /rXo'toy', V Of! fCCT<Y£\v'

Diodorus sometimes repeats himself by expressing an order and
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its fulfilment in the same words (compare for example XIX.83.3 and 84.1).

TKi^ . A — ^<r \ ' ,- v ~ /j'\•Lp:La » • TiYwT*^ TOO/ pc^/oAo^coy' TO of &eAn . Contrast P s/ * i j
p \ / r / 

Tt J&&AEJ**V o^MiopvouC. Diodorus characteristically enhances the
t/

merits of the engineers: ^£/oo^oy is found throughout the 

Bibliotheke. For the construction, cf. XX. 92. 3, Vooy ^iKvocvvfV
y

The t<^^frt\rz<j>€T'Ci are also made more interesting by the addition 

TZTv £y*tTEy»/< d/^e^oVrW: for this formula cf. XVIII. 10. 4, 

, XIX. 40. 2,2^^ Si-c^,o£ XVIII. 13. 6. 

etc.

j

P has only Z)*n<ur/>/ou T*< c/=ocT/wv/ re^e>< 6?ro 4 cf (^Q-ovroC. Diodorus

has apparently added the prepositional phrase: cf. XVIII. 8. 5,

Ibid. : TZoV <X£TO M ° A toy/ TK SyU^vuS"£ ¥7t*R! ^'AfopKooMt^ofC cbc

<i\e<SoV Ivro^' e?*"/ Tou rtf^ooj. Compare P lines 16-18, 

ui*4?'usxvno\/ *i»3rouo\wV TO VKWOMJ/OV Toy reyw,ocv roV d/rvfos&GUtvzV 

Diodorus has a more personal form of expression with Ti and c«

for his main subjects; he also uses a characteristic periphrasis with 

4 : cf. 1.1.4, 4.2.

XX.94.2; Diodorus clarifies the sense with Q ( or TTL,/} ; P's————— , *

sentence is unbroken. &

.93.2, b TV ^/rc/rzo \/ Ko <^S ? etc

cf. P. line 19 ( ^P&fot r^ ) <fio/!wf rfvrK £j TworoV . Diodorus specifies 

the object and describes it. The clauses /Tw>xXXoAov. ~- -- TUid and

also amplify the sense of P, and in each clause
,

Diodorus adds a characteristic attributive phrase: /cu

j £?£ ToC A*ir./>o<^-fev'., The emphatic use of
«/ f

/
) is not in P.
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Ibid «_ ; T**5" y4£7=c)Xeixy ^aitvoi. The periphrastic construction with 

is repeated from 94.1 - T*Tj orrovo M.*i5 w> oo ,u tvo j .
X.' ' ^

The sense is repeated from 94.1 - <5^> 7u>V UET^r&fccov'. Diodorus
;

uses M£^XXt/< (as at 94.1, uerx:XXexi^ ) instead of the unusual word

in P.

XX- 94-3:

Cf. P. lines 26-7, 7\Q-'jv<vo£>tK yv/9 T<j //«Ao7T/o5. Diodorus 1 language 

is more emphatic: to introduce Athenagoras he begins a new sentence and 

opens it with the demonstrative and a main verb. The accusative of 

respect using Y£^°S> ^ u<sni j etc. is common throughout Diodorus:

cf. XI. 8. 5, 50.6, 69.1, 78.5, 86.4; XVII. 67. 4, 68.5,20.2, 69.3, 72.2, 

74.5, 77.1, 79.1, 95.1, 100.2; XVIII. 20.1, 67.4. For P f s &7To

he has (

XX. 94. 4; Tiw rioflv p/u,o\^i. p i£ne 31 9

Cf. e.g. Diod. XVIII. 40. 2, T/voj T£V £rr«t>**uV ^£ MOV to/; and for

cf. 93.5.

Ibid. ; 6<* Too 3/>oVi,v^Tof &j 7=Sv /TeW. Contrast P line 31, 65 To

For Diodorus 1 addition <?/ x- Tou opuj^u^roj cf. 94.5,

P f s K^Tf is certainly correct as against Diodorus 1 /ToXf\/ :

Demetrius would not have opened his attack by land with an assault on

the acropolis itself. Diodorus has used fr&Xi^ under the influence

of e?5 T-V TroW at 93.2 and 93.5.

XX. 94. 5; &< £^*n'^< ^ £ ^ti/^AxA wM^y^/, An allusion to the oath-giving 

which is described in P but omitted altogether from Diodorus 1 account. 

For the phrase, cf. XIX. 46. 3, /Uty^^y &irt>vj>*<f>ovn*1 l\m'c^.

Ibid. ; TooroV M^v Itv^&JivTot. tf/i T-jJ o^ciouVoC- Diodorus adds
/ rf ' i

the demonstrative Tborov/' , and the prepositional phrase: the latter
\ '-> "^ \recalls &i* TOW o pvy^aLToC at 94.4. The verb ffo^tX^soir is7

weaker than P f s £ir£vd*0/<TEV
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- „* : C-tfTfc^x^codW XfvfSTg 6T£<p*vi,j KfCi ou 

C/ IAI with the cognate accusative is regular in Diodorus: 

cf. XI.8.1, ̂ uiPtx^ e^'oXcixoc^ aw^tj; XX. 34.1 Sc^p^c <**» ( 0 \ o v-ooo tfto

The formula here supplements P's e^r^<ixv<^<^vf , _^pro'/3 /ov TxXo£uToi&j Trlvre ̂

But comparison with the formulae of other Rhodian documents shows that

P's source and P have ^transcribed the decree correctly: Diodorus

has made an unnecessary 'improvement 1 : cf. Larfeld, gr.Epig. p. 382, 228.

Tyr fiV>dy Toy 6^j+e>V &>\rot*V. Larfeld, gr.Epig. pp.380f. gives many

examples of the 'Zweckformel 1 following directly upon the account of the 

honours in honorary decrees; but all his examples begin with iv*t or

leading to a subjunctive verb; so that both Diodorus 1 d"/r€-w&>vT£$' and
(,( 

P's PC/VA.^ , if this word is correctly restored, appear to deviate

from the normal formula. Killer von Gaertringen in his commentary on these 

lines suggested that the word £fc*K\e?ir^£i in Diodorus and P, introducing

the formula of exhortation, might be "ein Charakteristikum der rhodischen

14 
VolkesbeschlUsse". He compared the similar expressions at Diod. XX. 84. 4

and Polybius XVI. 9. 5 in the context of Rhodian public decrees. However,

the formula is also characteristic of Diodorus himself: cf. XIV. 42.1,
». *

44.3; XVI. 37. 4; XVIII. 19. 5; XIX. 21. 3, 24.4, 79.7, 91.2; and above p". \ Y . 

The fact that it occurs not only outside book XX, but also outside XVIII 

and XIX, shows that this is not a phrase Diodorus has picked up from his 

source and used over a limited section only. If Killer's guess is right, 

we have here a coincidence betweenaa Diodoran cliche and a Rhodian 

documentary formula; but it has not yet appeared on a Rhodian inscription.

The comparison of Diodorus with the Rhodian papyrus is less 

straightforward than the comparison with Agathar chides . In neither 

case do we have the original source; but Photius is probably closer
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to Agatharchides than P to the author whom he was abbreviating. 

Furthermore, there is no certainty that the common source of P and 

Diodorus is Hieronymus rather than a working over of Hieronymus by 

a (second century?) Rhodian historian. In some places it is evident 

that it is not Diodorus who has added material, but P who has omitted it: 

for example, Diod. XX. 93. 5, TV /T/% Te<$ u1X*v<$ ^HO

can be explained when we look at the first draft of P - o
\/

TOY rrbVo/OKjhV' T>IV Tc/iY 7n>\iow AI u-i-o/wf dtto »*£i/y which he later ' j ' / 'J i j ' , j J
erased. Sometimes Diodorus has kept an unusual word or phrase: 93.5,

as at P. lines 3-4, without the definite article; and

ibid, the technical word Kk.rw'fiVXTVc^ {r*U( . Both are very Rhodian 

expressions, and suggestive of a Rhodian source. However, the general 

technique of substituting the more for the less common expression, as

for MtfAeJ/MraC (a hapax legomenon) , and of dilutingj j A ~> —— ——————————————

language by means of prepositions, demonstratives and various sorts of 

periphrasis, is apparent here as it is in book III. Diodorus shows the 

tendency to repeat himself which has been observed in his proem to book I 

and in the rest of books XVIII-XX; and almost every clause in these 

two chapters can be paralleled in other parts of the Bibliotheke. 

I turn finally to an aspect of Diodorus* language which has 

especial importance in his account of the Diadochi, and which illustrates 

both the problems and the possibilities involved in isolating the language 

of his source. This is the language of personal description. Diodorus 1 

descriptions of historical figures are the product of the rhetorical 

school, and with few exceptions are highly conventionalised. The 

straightforward noun and complement is not uncommon:

XI. 67. 4, Y \*P Kp" <k&*[[v*°$ *** £/**°j (Hieron); XIII. 66. 6, ^ ^
f j . ^ 

0 IcXe^oj ysAf.Tfcj' ; XV. 19. 4, a <$ ' ^jo^iX^op . . . . <£<Xo7n»Xe ̂ oj j v •

XVIII. 33. 3, K*u ^s ^oviAroy ijv (Perdiccas); 

XX. 92. 4, «W|^ Y ̂  v^u* (Demetrius).
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More often, however, he uses some kind of periphrasis with a stock
' \ 

noun or adjective. The use of ^US^A. , or TOV c^csiv , with a

participal from e^, (e.g. II. 7. 2) ^ ^ £, ̂  <j>l s£4

), or of hyperbolic phrases like &\^ ~^v 7a.W

(cf. XII. 50.1; V.7.7 etc.),

or of 6i*<t>tf>u> with the dative, or S^u^^o, £/ .< /Se/fo^vor
' / -! u / J ' i j /,/ " J '

with g/p, K^T^ or the dative (e.g. 1.94.3, £Jcruyw
A '

/ j

II. 33.1 T^^uJov -rjv

f

provided Diodorus with formulae which are endlessly repeated throughout 

his work. The legendary founders of the Egyptian and Assyrian 

kingdoms, gods and demigods, women, and the historical characters of 

Greece and Persia, are all characterised by the same stock epithets.

Strong men always excel! in fi^^^ro o^ii, , good men are outstanding

in (^(X^v&^oOinxL and S-rni^^^oi , generals in

soldiers in fju \/e^ p I *c and ^fv^p-iy<^ne<, ; tyrants are fiiotiQi and

(Sj7^."ocp^-vc"i 9 the reckless and ambitious are d» /sov^M^ror /rA-n-ofiTr 
j / ' ' J A/ -* v

or Mf i'^)s£/n/2(Xc)l • These stereotyped heroes and villains were 

required by Diodorus' didactic purpose, "Throughout our entire history," 

he says, "we have made it our practice in the case of good men to enhance 

their glory by means of the words of praise we pronounce over them, and 

in the case of bad men, when they die, to utter the appropriate obloquies."
/ r f

(XI. 46.1: th,e statement is prompted by the K«.Kt* and /r?o<?osj«: of 

Pausanias). The figures of myth and legend in the early books are 

necessarily conventional, being artificially constructed; but Diodorus 

makes no serious attempt of his own at the characterisation even of 

historical figures. This must be blamed partly on his desire to be 

instructive, which he makes clear in the passage quoted, and partly 

on the influence of a rhetorical training. In some cases the tradition
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on an individual may have been inadequate; but it cannot be supposed 

that all his sources were deficient in this respect.

The process by which he transformed the language of his source 

can occasionally be detected. Agatharchides, otherwise our most 

important control source, is not illuminating here, because his subject 

matter is purely ethnographic; the papyrus fragment of Ephorus, however, 

suggests the sort of technique which Diodorus used. 17 In lines 27-31,

Ephorus 1 ^^Jr^v K«u Jifcrx/V-jv.- - . . .J

(discussing Athens' treatment of Themis toe les),

becomes in Diodorus (XI. 59. 3), <a^-rvTW ^<* aJDLiK^rfn

. Ephorus had balanced his ^

0TX~r<W with a contrasting pair of adjectives, 

of which Diodorus has omitted the first, keeping only ^\Ffnor<iw.
-^ * /-^ /He has also substituted f/n^K£6TVT-n for Ephorus 1 oifer^AO—

/ 18
was one of his favourite words. The method of

abbreviation suggests that Diodorus had evolved a 'code 1 of description. 

There is no essential difference between the vocabulary of Diodorus and 

that of his Hellenistic sources, but by preferring a limited selection 

of words and phrases, he has translated the language of his sources into 

set formulae of his own; and while these formulae represent something 

said in the same sense by his source, they inevitably weaken the force

of the original.

A one to one relation between a 'code* word in Diodorus and a 

word in his source cannot necessarily be assumed. In some cases he seems 

to have anticipated, repeated, or made explicit a characteristic implied 

in the narrative. For example, Diodorus anticipates his estimate of 

Epaminondas (XV. 88) at the beginning of his account of the rise of 

Thebes (XV. 39. 3), concluding with a remark in the first person which 

suggests that he was not drawing directly on his source. Similarly in 

book XIX he gives a brief sketch of the character of Phila, at the same
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M.€ v c v/ : he is the

time looking forward to a later point in his narrative where her
19 character will be more fully revealed. Cases where Biodorus singles

out a minor character are perhaps to be explained in the same way. At 

XIX. 48. 2, for example, the previously unknown Evagoras is introduced as 

ol

only one of Antigonus* satraps to be characterised. The description 

is typical of Diodorus. This case illustrates, however, that he did 

not distribute his formulae entirely at random, because at XIX. 92. 4 

Evager, evidently the same man, appears as commander of the Persian
9ficontingent which resisted Seleucus on his return to Babylon. 

Apparently Diodorus knew when he first mentioned Evagoras that this 

satrap was to play a more important role later in his history. There 

are also cases of repetition, where Diodorus found it difficult to get 

away from the character he had given a man. Agesilaus is described 

as o p-nm/cer three times within fourteen chapters; Gelonu

is always c'ms/iK'K' > even in allusions to him after his death.

Diodorus 1 habit of excessive repetition led him to underline the principal 

qualities of these men, which may have been mentioned only once or twice 

by his source.

These limitations in his manner of expression have to be taken 

into account in considering Diodorus 1 descriptions of the Diadochi. 

Even the best epitomiser finds it difficult to remove all traces of 

a historical portrait which is implicit in the narrative of a man's 

actions and the general slant of the history, and Diodorus could not

help preserving indirect characterisation, embedded in Hieronymus 1
22 account of the Successors. Direct description, on the other hand, has

to be treated with reservation. In most cases it probably reflects the

substance of Hieronymus 1 words, but may have been transformed into the

terms of Diodorus 1 own 'code 1 . We can only feel confident that a word
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was used by Hieronymus if it appears in exactly the same context in 

another author, or if it is used consistently by all authors as the 

epithet of one man. However, the fact that Diodorus copied Ephorus 1 

assessment of Themistocles must influence our view of those extended 

passages in books XVIII, XIX and XX where individuals are characterised 

directly, and the motives of action analysed: in these passages it seems 

very likely that Diodorus was reproducing his source with the minimum of 

alterations.
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NOTES TO APPENDIX II

!• Kallenberg, Philologus XXXVI and XXXVII; Nietzold, Die Uberlieferung 

der Diadochenfieschichte, WUrzburg 1905.

2. Cf. ch.V, p.

3. Palm, Uber Sprache und Stil Diodoros von Sizilien, Lund 1955.

4. The use of the first person does not always indicate that Diodorus 

is speaking in his own person: at III.41, 38, IV.20.2-3, V.35 he has

reproduced the personal comments of his sources (cf. ch.II p. ).
i— 

The word v\ M^ naturally refers to Diodorus himself where he

announces the plan of a new book or a change of subject. There is a 

genuine autobiographical allusion at XVII.52.4-5, where Diodorus describes 

Alexandria as he had seen it.

5. Palm op.cit. p.193 gives a list of such adjectives from all books 

of the Bibliotheke.

6. Hellenistic papyri show that 7l<3io^ was commonly used as a 

possessive reflexive pronoun in official documents where clarity was of 

the first importance: cf. Palm, op.cit. p.80.

7. See Denniston, Greek Prose Style, Oxford 1952, p.78ff.

8. Cr. Palm, op.cit. pp.!43f.

9. The formula £K ^/x^oy^S " ^n relavs ' ~ as at XVIII.34.4 and 

frequently in earlier books, seemed to Diodorus an appropriate description 

of siege warfare; but in fact relays were not exploited to the full 

until the end of the fifth century, and the terminology is anachronistic 

for the battles at Thermopylae and Pylos (XI.7.2, 8.2-3; XII.61.3): 

Thucydides and Herodotus did not mention relays in their accounts, 

though their language may have suggested the idea to Diodorus. Cf.
r- /

Sinclair, CQ 1966, pp.249-55, rightly viewing phrases with 6/< 

as Diodorus 1 own cliche; though he perhaps overestimates Diodorus 1 

'interest 1 in the subject of siege warfare.
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» Palm, op.cit. pp.207£. Cf. the summary of Diodorus' style by 

A. and M. Croiset, Histoire de Litterature Grecque, V 1900 p.349:

Comme ecrivain, son principal merite est d'etre clair. II ecrit avec 

une facilite banale, dans une langue sans couleur. Sans cesse, il se 

sert des mots abstraits et vagues qui remplacaient alors dans I 1 usage 

les manieres de dire precises et vivantes d'autrefois."

11. Palm op.cit. pp.

12. Ibid. p.48f. for a comparative list of vocabulary in Diodorus 

and Agatharchides.

13. Cf. ch.II, p. "H2 ̂ > . In the following discussion references are 

to the parallel texts as set out in Killer von Gaertringen's edition, 

SB d. preuss.Akad., 1918 p.752ff. (see below).

14. Hiller von Gaertringen, op.cit. p.759.

15. Cf. ch.II p./x .

16. Cf. L.Pearson, Journ.Hist.Ideas, XV no.l (1954) p.!36ff. suggesting 

that lack of information about individuals, rather than lack of interest 

in them, was a major reason for the poor characterisation of many historical 

personalities by ancient historians. Hence they were often treated in the 

same way as mythological characters, sometimes, like Solon, becoming the 

symbol of a particular ideal.

17. Cf. ch.II p. ±3-.
"> /18. Diodorus 1 fondness $>r the word gm^K'js is unusual: it occurs

only seven times in Polybius, and only three times of a person in a moral
f sense. Cf. Mauersberger, Polybios-Lexicon, s.v. fTHStK^-

19. Diod. XIX.59.6.

20. In 316 Antigonus made Evagoras satrap of Aria, and Asclepiodotus 

satrap of Persis; but Asclepiodotus is not heard of again, and may have 

died or been removed. The temporary re-allocation of a province to a 

neighbouring satrap under such circumstances was not uncommon: cf. Tarn, 

Alex.Gt. II, App.7, pp.310ff.
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21. Diodorus 1 use of the word dj><&Ti/coj i s peculiar. It is 

not found in Polybius. Usually it refers to the active or efficient 

element of something, and as a medical term means f drastic 1 . The

nearest usage to that in Diodorus is Plut. Coriol. XXI.2, o
^ f c*\ / A^AC '(6Ti£o\ o c/uwouiufv/or tor b>£/»,uof & <r<j/>£rr<ov' though here too the word/ J / J J J j/ -> / J

is virtually technical. 

22. Cf. ch.V p. •' :-



F.Berl. 11632

(from, Hiller von Gaertringen, Aus der Belagerung 

von Rhodos 304 v. Chr., S.B. d. Preuss. Akad. 

XXXVI 1918 pp.755-756)



GcsamtsH/ung vorn 18. .luli 1018. — MitttMhmcr V..TH 57. .Inai

- - :' L . . . BACIAIKOTCI TAP ir L J
I

xp£ C*ICIN

HN. K[AJ| TA MEN OY?[TO)C £-

N. AMYNTHC A£

JTPPC THN nOAIOPKI-

S [HN THN T&N] noAicotf AHMH- 

TPICOI _6 [cTeAAoMeNOJY.c Afpee 

vc .TG BCAEWN AH 7 [wi-

' OPrOYJC. d YCTT£P- 'A H.MHTpfoot

AYT]PWN TUN TE-
OYK AJ

, xpezeiN AYTUN
IO [oACKONTec] ' 6 AS TWNAS 

AfTAMAPTfwlN "[O'^A3 AYTOCj 

C*!C)N £«H AYCSIN GTI, HN

12 [eAHi. MGTA] AS TAYTA AH-
MHTPIOY TA L Po I3 [A10)N T^eiXSA 

YnOPYCCONTOC £N I4 TOC T£

TjWN T£!Xc(ON 'HAH ' eONTUN

XAT]A THC
oi T£,

^CjANTWN AYTOM6ACJN TO I7 [r£!- 

NOMJENON T6N T£ XOOPON 

TON lS [YrTOPYJCC6M£NON Y

£C 70)YTON TO? 2°[C!

AjONOuN MGTAAAO.IPYXOICI(N)
"'{YnHNTijACAN OY T£ YnONO-

woi nA 22 jPA MSKPO'N EC TCOY-
TON 
23i£PrOY

eKAT£Pa)N 'TOY

UiodorXX 93.2. eiensMYAN Ae KA! TGJN
6NN6A (""POAIOi*. AlAKe.N-JYCAMCNO! TOYC A«HrOY«€NOYC 

OANTAXH ITAe?N KAI nAPAAOiCaC entoAINOMCNOYC A M6N 

BY0126IN TWN AAlCKOMSSCON /nAQICON. A A£ KAT^feiN

efc THN noAiN. dxnAeYeANTojN Ae TOYTCON KAI TPIXH 
AAMOOIACC A\=N exojK NAYC TAG KAAOY- 

HAPA L PoAtorc <t'YAAK!AAC e'nAGYceN ' efc KAp-
- - (3) MeNeAHMOC A€ TPICON A<fHrOYrteNOC 

TPIHMIOAICON ITAeYCAC THC AYKIAC eni TA TTATAPA - -

(4) eiAe-Ae KAI TGTPHPH nAeoYCAN MSN ^K KIAIKJAC
6XOYCAN A" eceflTA BACI-AIKHN KAI THN AAAHN AnO- 

CKcYH-N, HN-H-r-YNH AHMMTPIOY 4>fAA nAPACKeYACAMGNH

MON AnecTeiASN efc A~irYnTON~. OYCCCN" TUN CTOAUN
AAOYPrdjN -KAI BA'CTA'e? * 0 P € ?N rf P erfQ YCS N -- : "-" "-" '

(5) TON "A' YnoAOinco.N NSCON TPICON "AMYNTAC 
Hro'YMeNoc e^nAeYCeN" eni N'HCOON KAI noAAoTc 
nAoioic nepiTYXWN KO^izoYCf TA ' npoc TAG M H xx N AC
A.PMOZDNTA TO?C nOAGWOIC A rteN AYTwN KATeAYCEN",
A -A-e KATHrAreN- ek\THN :n6AnW, e» o+e-eA-Ato-CAN
KAKTeXNlTAI TCuN Ai I OA.6 TiO N. K.AJ .n Pd.C B6 A H
KAI KATAneATAjc ertng.ip.JA AiA*epoNTec GN AEKA (TWN. 
AiioAorcoN npoc eeAH KAI KATAnsATA<t>eTAC (rorr.. z.m]
TCON ^MneiPlA AIA*ePONTO)N cNASKA f*)'. ' ' . .

• • - - ^".*" *"'."*-r^ '. <T-

".(6. j- Trotokoll .einer rhodischen • Yx)lkj>vei- 
sainniluug; nicht. im Papyrus heriic];rfid.itigt.)

Diodor XX 84. 6 CYNeesNTO TAP ol TOAIOI FIPOC 
TON AHMHTPION- oScTc A-AAHACHG- AJA-^MAI -AYTPON
6A6Y6ePOY Me.S XIA!AC APAXMAC, AO'f'AOY A£ H 

KOCIAC..

Diodor XX 94. r. AHMHTPIOY AS AIA TUN /ASTAA-
AECON YnOPYiANTOC TO TeTxOC TGJN AYTO/AOACON TIC 

eMHNYCe Toic nOAIOPKOYM^NOtC &C 01 TA?C YnONOMAlC 

XPUMSNOI CX6AON €NTOC eiCI TOY T£IXOYC.

.CAJNTON, AAAHAOfC! -,TG TWN

(2} Al6n£P 0^ "POAIOI TAMPON OPYIANTeC BA06?AN, 

HAPAAAHAON T(J AO<OYNTI n€Ce?ceAl TSiXei, TAXY KAi 

AYT01 TA?C /AcTAAA^iATc XPCO/'eNOi "CYNHYAN YHO THrJ 

TOIG eNANTk>!C-KA|-AieK&AYCA.N THC- 6IC TOYMnPOC66N 

nOPeiAC. (3) T03N A£ AlOPYrMATCC'N HA?' A/v.*OTePOIC 

: THPOYWCNffiN "ensKeiPHCAN."^^'tr^feC'^f-vbN TTAPA.TOY. A.Hg 

A\HTP!OY A1A*9eiPclN XPHWACI TON-.TSTAJ/AeNON eni TJH.C



-HlLI.FK V. CrAKRTRrNGEN : A US -del 

*YAAKU)N £C AOTOYC -AFTO TU)N '

•iinir -von Ixitodos 3''H v. Clir. <nfi

KAPTAi

:'ir TIC 
A05ACA [AC«AAHC
AnATHC€N.

r[Ap]
cioc |AnocTAAek ; ei Afrv]- 

v: L PO[AIOICT, ^j»H\-r

CTP ATON ,

APXOYJ 34 C), ;• ETTI

(R-asur) [JAA£5AN] AN-

,APA

38

EONT^N; (TA £N]-
AON TTPO TOY -"TTew<t>eHNA[l : 

M£TA) 39CTPATOY V-KA.TO YOM£- 

•NON: ^Po AID I Cl^Wj W .';£N £X£I- 

PIC€N7 . L

42X [p YCJ i 0)1 ' T£- ; CT£4> [A N C0 1 K A) " 

APrYj43 PIOY .. TAAANTOjCI .-/ TTEN- •

AOYC; •

AONTGC , A]47TTeTPATTONTO /> XH-'

PYKOC [TTAPA / AHMH]48Tpidy:
KATA ASTPO)[ciN]' :: AniKO-;
" ~ ' "

(UVAAKHC Yn6 TWN "POAIlON "AeHNATOPAN ' OYTOC A" HN 

MlAHCIOC M£N TO TeNOC. YHO TTTOAeMAJOY A' £lA-

necTAAMeNOc HrewuN TCON «iceo<t>6pcoN. (4) eriArrei-
AAM€NOC A6 nPOAti)C€)N CYN£TAJA6" HMGPAN KAe' HN

TIAPA AHMHTPIOY neM*6HNAi TINA , TCON ASIO- 
Hrew6N03N TON NYKTOC ANABHCOweNON ^AIA TOY 

elc -THN HOAIN', oncoc KATACK^YHTAI TON
T6nON TON M6AAONTA Ae5AC6AI - TOYC CTPATICOT-AC.

-'.-"•-• 15) eic - ^AnJAAcT-Ae werAAAC ArArcoN TOYC nepV 
AKKHTPION eMHNYce TH BOYAH- KAI newYANToc TOY- -

BACIA6COC TQN n£PI AYTON <t>ACON "Ae^ANAPON TON 

MAK6A6NA TOYTON A\eN ANA§ANTA AIA THC AICOPYXOC 

CYN8AABON 61 . L P6A)01., TON A' "AeHNAFOPAN €CTe*A- 

NCOCAN XPYCO) CT£<t>ANCp KAI ACOPeAN 6ACOKAN APFYPIOY

TAAANTA neNTe, crreYAONTec KA! TOJN i AAACON A\iceo-:
-4>6PCON KA] 3ECNCON \€KKAAe?CeAI THN HPOC TON AHMON

i Der Schreiber liat, zuerst hinlef TAP ein c*ih4 gesetzt. es dann 
aber getilgt und :erst in Z. 2 wieder COICIN geschrieben. Er wollte also 
offenbar vermeiden, dafi COIN auf BACIAIKOTCIN bezogen wiirde. Mit BACIAIKOI 
(oder BACIAIKA) konnen an und fur sich Personen oder Saehen gemeint 
sein; die Rucksicht auf Diodor fiihrt auf die konigliehe Tracht. die
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ABSTRACT

Chapter I. Hieronymus' Life and Writing

As the companion of Eumenes of Cardia and the first Antigonids, 

Hieronymus was exceptLxnally well placed to record the history of his 

times, and until the Augustan period his work was regarded as the 

standard authority on the period of Alexander's Successors. At this 

time, however, it was overtaken by the digests and epitomes which were a 

feature of the Graeco-Roman period, and, like the majority of Hellenistic 

histories, it ceased generally to be read in the original. Both Hieronymus 1 

subject matter and his style were uncongenial to the taste of a later period: 

Dionysius of Halicarnassus, representing contemporary opinion, said that no 

one could bear to read Hieronymus through to the end; and the original 

work is now entirely lost.

Hieronymus' history is the ultimate source for nearly all ancient 

accounts of the Diadochi, but only two authors seem to have used him 

directly and extensively: Arrian, in a work which survives only in fragments; 

and Diodorus Siculus, in books XVIII-XX of his Bibliotheke Historike. 

We have only eighteen short fragments of Hieronymus, none of them a direct 

quotation (a commentary is appended to the thesis), and the basis of our 

knowledge is Diodorus 1 epitome.

The aim of the thesis is to evaluate Hieronymus in relation to 

the historical and literary background and to indicate his place in 

Greek historiography. Source criticism, which has been the principal 

concern of earlier studies, is discussed only as absolutely necessary.

Hieronymus 1 life; The Cardian background, Hieronymus 1 relation 

to Eumenes and the house of Antigonus, the important offices he held under 

these generals, and his unusually long life (c. 364-260 B.C.) made his 

experience different from that of any other Greek historian. The nearest
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parallel is Polybius, also a diplomat and man of action who came to admire 
the conquerors of Greece.

Hieronymus' Writing: From the fragments we know that Hieronymus 1 

history covered at least the period from 323-272 B.C. It was probably a 

long and detailed narrative, with a number of geographical and 'archaeological' 

digressions. It was accurate on points of fact, but Hieronymus is accused 

by Pausanias of personal bias. For further information we have to turn 

to Diodorus.

Chapter II. Diodorus and Hieronymus

Diodorus' 'world history' enjoyed considerable popularity until 

the 19th century, when German scholarship began to show the derivative 

nature of the work. Schwartz's analysis of Diodorus' sources, establishing 

the so-called 'Einquellenprinzip*, has found general acceptance, though 

recently the theory has been challenged in the case of book I. Before 

Diodorus can be used as evidence for the character of earlier historians, 

it is necessary to show that he used only one source at a time for extended 

sections of his work.

1) We can appeal to peculiarities about the Bibliotheke itself: 

the title suggests a compilation (and compare Pliny, N.H. Praef.24ff.); 

the proem is made up of conventional topoi and makes claims about the 

author's researches which are demonstrably false, while saying nothing 

about his actual methods of composition.

2) In a few places we can compare Diodorus with the original, 

or another version of the original; and the comparison shows that 

wherever he can be checked, he is following his sources very closely 

indeed; one of these points occurs in book XX in the narrative of the 

Diadochi.

3) The homogeneity of books XVIII-XX, in attitudes as well as 

factual detail, shows that Diodorus followed one author for nearly the



whole of this narrative. (Little can be argued from Diodorus 1 style: 

this problem is discussed in Appendix II). There are certain exceptions, 

e.g. Diodorus made use of an Alexandrian and a Rhodian historian for special 

sections; but these supplements do not detract from the argument for a 

single main source.

This source was certainly Hieronymus of Cardia. Diodorus names 

him three times in these books as a historical figure, despite his relative 

unimportance; everything we know about his life matches the general approach 

of these books; four of the named fragments apparently correspond with 

passages in Diodorus.

A number of other authors of the Roman period used Hieronymus: 

these include Arrian, Plutarch, Trogus, Nepos, Fausanias, Dionysius, 

Polyae&m ' s, Appian; but of these probably only Arrian knew him at first 

hand. Our main evidence lies in Diodorus, whose unique method of work 

makes it possible to reconstruct the character of Hieronymus 1 History.

Chapter III. The Book; Title and Form

The evidence for Hieronymus 1 title is conflicting: the word 

'Diadochi' may have appeared in the title, and it is possible that 

the work was divided into two parts, a 'History of the Diadochi 1 and a 

'History of the Epigoni 1 ; these names only become common, however, at 

a later period.

The beginning of Hieronymus 1 main narrative is probably marked by 

the geographical description of Asia at Diod. XVIII.5-6. It is unlikely 

that this is based on a contemporary document, as Tarn believed: it is 

difficult to see what purpose such a document could have served. Rather, 

it is the device of Hieronymus himself, which can be compared with 

Tacitus' survey of provinces or with the opening of Caesar's Gallic Wars. 

The section on India, XVIII.6.1-2, is largely interpolated by Diodorus 

himself and looks back to his history of Alexander in book XVII.



The main narrative was probatly preceded not only by the 

historian's preface, but by an introductory survey of Macedon (Hier. Fl 

perhaps derives from this), and by an account of the events at Babylon 

following Alexander's death. Diod. XVIII.1-4 is probably based largely 

on Hieronymus: there is some relation between Hier. F3 and Diod. XVIII.3.1; 

the status of Eumenes is underlined; and our accounts of the partition 

at Triparadeisos (from Hieronymus) imply that Hieronymus had described 

the earlier partition at Babylon. Several items in XVIII.1-4 are not 

from Hieronymus, however, but apparently from Diodorus 1 source for book XVII. 

This may have been Timageries, based ultimately on Cleitarchus, the latter 

having perhaps taken his history down to the burial of Alexander. The 

'Last Plans', treated in recent scholarship as an item from Hieronymus, 

in fact fit badly into the context and appear to derive from the Alexandrian 

historian. The opening chapters of Diod. XVIII are therefore a bridge 

passage linking his old source with the new.

The History was structured on an annalistic principle, the 

turn of the year being marked regularly by a reference to the winter 

quarters of the armies. In some places the end of a book of Hieronymus 

can be detected in Diodorus. The citations of Hieronymus in Plutarch 

and the fragments of Arrian indicate that the treatment of events was 

exhaustive, and the work probably comprised about thirty books.

The end pant seems to have been the death of Pyrrhus in 272, 

and Plutarch's account of this episode is probably based on Hieronymus. 

The account of Antigonus Gonatas weeping over the dead Pyrrhus anticipates 

the conclusion of Polybius 1 history and is a typically Hellenistic motif.

Chapter IV. The Historian's Truthfulness

1. The Practice of *ftfToo/x

Hieronymus was an eye-witness of many of the events he recorded, 

and Diodorus' narrative often shows signs of autopsy. He also relied
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on the reports of generals and officers in the armies with which he 

travelled, and was sometimes forced to accept partisan accounts of episodes 

at which he had not been present. Some of the oral sources used suggest 

that he took notes from an early stage in his career under Antigonus 

Monophthalmus. He made extensive use of documentary material, sometimes 

recording letters and edicts verbatim. This was a characteristic method 

of Hellenistic historiography, of which Hieronymus seems to have been a 

generally reliable practitioner; though some of the documents connected 

with Eumenes may have been touched up in Eumenes' interests.

Hieronymus took his researches also into the field of 

ethnographic studies. He is cited for an 'archaeologia' of Thessaly 

and of Rome, and probdly treated the foundation legends of Thebes; he 

is certainly Diodorus' source for the excursus on Nabataean Arabia and 

the Dead Sea in book XIX. In the case of Thessaly and Thebes, he may have 

drawn on existing antiquarian accounts, as Thucydides drew on Antiochus 

of Syracuse for his Sikelika. But Dionysius says he was the first Greek 

historian to give a proper account of the Roman 'archaeologia', and he 

must have done his own research, questioning either survivors of Pyrrhus' 

campaigns or the early Roman visitors to Greece. The description of 

Nabataean Arabia is drawn from observation, and can be shown to be 

accurate. In this case Hieronymus' model was not Thucydides but Herodotus, 

since the excursus is set out exactly like a Herodotean 'logos'; and here 

Hieronymus showed the true spirit of

II. Two Kinds of Propaganda

Hieronymus' position at the side of the dynasts gave his work 

not only its merits but its defects. He was the apologist of Eumenes, 

stressing Eumenes 1 cleverness, the disadvantages he suffered as a 

Greek among Macedonians, and his absolute loyalty to the Argeads: the 

truth of the last two claims may be doubted. The history of Eumenes 

was perhaps based on an encomiastic treatment written soon after his death,
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and worked over in the light of Duris* critical account. Nothing can be 

inferred from it about Hieronymus' own views on the question of legitimacy.

His account of Antigonus Monophthalmus turns on the question of 

the unity of Alexander 1 s empire, which Monophthalmus tried to maintain 

under his own rule. Certain key words in Diodorus may derive from 

Hieronymus, but do not, as generally supposed, necessarily imply that 

Hieronymus condemned Antigonus 1 objectives. Rather, for Hieronymus the 

idea of T£ 6\<*. - the 'whole 1 - was an obsessive concept, as ^fxi 

was for Thucydides.

The other.major political issue of the history - Greek 'eleutheria 1 - 

was almost certainly treated in the light of Gonatas 1 policy to Greece 

during and after the Chremonidean War. Here Hieronymus felt obliged to 

take the official Macedonian line on Macedonian suzerainty over Greece; 

but perhaps gave a warning against excessive severity in his theoretical 

treatment of 'eleutheria 1 contained in the account of Nabataeans who are 

'phileleutheroi*. Hieronymus' position in Antigonid Macedon can be compared 

to that of Tacitus, writing at a time when one no longer questioned the 

fact of monarchy, but only the degree of freedom. When liberty and 

political oratory were dead, one turned to philosophy and history.

Chapter V. Hieronymus and his Masters

Hieronymus' history was dominated by the individual - as his title 

perhaps implied. The climate of individualist opinion in the Hellenistic 

period is well known, and after Alexander all Hellenistic historiography 

underlined the role of the individual; Hieronymus, however, was the last 

great historian of kings.

His ideal of kingship is essentially military, being formed in 

the period when the Successors were generals competing for power: it has 

resonances of Xenophon's ideal of leadership, and at the same time shows
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us the origins of some of the ideas expressed in later Hellenistic 

kingship theory. He saw the army as a moving city whose members were 

controlled by 'democratic 1 or by autocratic methods. Eumenes is 

represented as the ideal leader who tries to preserve 'homonoia* in the 

community and who relies on native wit and resourcefulness; he is an 

Odysseus figure among the suspicious Macedonians. Antigonus Monophthalmus 

and Demetrius are men of grand vision whose failure was in the last resort 

a failure of leadership: their strategic and administrative brilliance 

was not balanced by the knowledge of how to manage men. Modern study 

of the psychology of generalship supports this analysis. Hieronymus 1 

estimate of Antigonus Gonatas is obscured by the state of the evidence: 

probably he praised him for clemency and moderation, implicitly contrasting 

this with the harshness of Monophthalmus and Demetrius; but the 

characterisation of a living monarch was necessarily less than frank, 

and Hieronymus may have handled the king returned to the 'patria 1 with 

less confidence and freedom than the great marshals of earlier days.


