The piece discussed in this gobbet is a passage taken from book fourteen of the Bibliotheca Historica, a series of forty books of which only fifteen survive to today with the rest being fragments on the history of the Mediterranean and its surrounding areas written by the ancient Greek historian Diodorus. The books cover both the geographical and cultural history of the different regions along with the history of its peoples from the mythical times to Diodorus own lifetime[footnoteRef:1]. Concluding his last book either in 60 BC or at the beginning of Julius Caesar’s Gallic Wars. Which was the period that Diodorus most likely began writing his Historica. As the end of his last book has been lost it isn’t known whether or not he completed the Bibliotheca Historica[footnoteRef:2].  [1:  Sacks Kenneth, Diodorus Siculus and the first century, Princeton University Press, 1990, P 3]  [2:  Sacks Kenneth, Diodorus Siculus and the first century, Princeton Univercity Press, 1990, p 3-8] 

As previously stated this passage comes from the fourteenth book in the Bibliotheca Historica and describes one of the many conflicts between the Lacedaemonians (the Spartans) along with there allies against the Athenians during the Peloponnesian wars. In this case an Athenian admiral Conon[footnoteRef:3] lead many of those who were under Lacedaemonian rule to rid themselves of their garrisons before securing both the ocean and much of the surrounding land for Athens. [3:  Schmitt Rudiger, Conon of Athens, Encyclopaedia of Iranica vol vi, 1992, p 133-134] 

In the passage Diodorus writes in a forthright and arguably blunt manner as he describes these events for his readers. Recalling the information in a factual and disconnected way that doesn’t seem to have much of an opinion on the battle or the events attached to the surrounding narrative. Though he dose mention that many of the people living under Lacedaemonian rule are eager to be free of there occupying garrisons, but this is the only time he mentions it in such a way. It should be noted that Diodorus also doesn’t go into much depth when discussing these events, simply stating what has happened before swiftly moving onto the next event[footnoteRef:4]. When arguable this passage could be seen as one of great significance as it describes the Lacedaemonians losing not only there superiority at sea but seemingly losing the majority of there land holdings, along with several concord city’s[footnoteRef:5]. It seems odd that Diodorus is not giving this significant period as much attention as might have been expected. Though this might be due to the fact Diodorus is seemingly writing this with the perspective of an Athenian in mind as his main focus is on Admiral Conon and dose not think of writing with the Lacedaemonian’s perspective in mind, or to look at how this defeat is affecting the Lacedaemonians.  [4: https://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Diod.+14.84.4&fromdoc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0084]  [5:  Pascual Jose, Conon, the Persian fleet and a second naval campaign in 393 BC, Franz Steiner Verlag, 2016, P 14-30] 

While this could be argued as an indication of Diodorus having a significant bias towards Athens it should be noted that for much of his work detailing the earlier events in the Mediterranean Diodorus is working off several sources written by other historians writing in earlier periods[footnoteRef:6]. And because of this in his writings he compiles and preserves the works of several other scholar’s that would otherwise have been lost to history. But due to this there is an argument to be made that Diodorus is working off of sources that are most likely biased in favor of the Athenians, due to the fact that Athens had a stronger literary tradition than city states like Sparta did[footnoteRef:7]. Which had a stronger martial tradition. This means that while Diodorus had clearly done his best to present an objective narrative to his audience through his concise retelling of events, the texts he is working from are most likely not as objective or may not be trying to be objective at all. As they are most likely written by those sympathetic to Athens. For instance, one of the sources he works from in this chapter is from Xenophons Hellenica[footnoteRef:8]. Who himself was an Athenian and is thought to have live around the time of the Peloponnesian wars[footnoteRef:9]. Which would imply that the Lacedaemonian’s losses are being glosses over or not given the same amount of objectivity as the Athenians are. Though it should be acknowledged that despite being from Athens Xenophons both lived in Sparta and fought with the Spartans during his life and is one of the main sources on Spartan society shown through his biography on the Spartan King Agesilaus II[footnoteRef:10]. Which indicates that Diodorus is working from sources that are more likely to be objective. And due to the fact Diodorus was removed from these events by several hundred years implies that he had the ability to look at these events more objectively and had the ability to write with a degree of hindsight. It should also be noted that Diodorus was original born on the island of Sicily and doesn’t own any allegiance to either of the regions he is writing about[footnoteRef:11]. Though he may be inclined to make Sicily look favorable in his writing even when compared to cities like Athens and Sparta though there doesn’t seem to be any evidence of this in this particular passage. Again, implying that this piece is likely to be very credible and reliable for the audience that is reading it. [6:  Sacks Kenneth, Diodorus Siclus and the first Century, Princeton University Press, 1990, P 9]  [7:  Harding Phillipa, The stories of Athens the fragments of the local chronicles of Attica, London Routledge, 2008]  [8:  Xenophon, Hellenica, Volume I, Harvard University Press]  [9: https://www.britannica.com/biography/Xenophon]  [10:  Xenophon, Bowersock, G.W. and Marchant, E.C.,Hiero Agesilaus ; Constitution of the Lacedaemonians ; Ways and means ; Cavalry commander ; Art of horsemanship ; On hunting ; Constitution of the Athenians. Translated by G.W. Bowersock and E.C. Marchant. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1925]  [11:  Sacks Kenneth, Diodorus Sicilia and the first century BC, Princeton University Press, 1990, P 3] 

And this arguable makes sense when thinking of who the audience of the text is, as this book is being written at a time of political instability and upheaving the Roman Empire and could have contributed to Diodorus decision not to finish the Bibliotheca Historica. It would have made sense for the author to write as concisely and objectively as possible so that he would be able to successfully publish his works without fear that they would be destroyed[footnoteRef:12].  [12:  Sacks Kenneth, Diodorus Sicilia and the first century BC, Princeton University Press, 1990, P160] 

In conclusion while this piece of text doesn’t appear to give a very in-depth look at what seems to be a very significant defeat for the Lacedeamonians and there allies the text in reality displays both the strengths and weaknesses of Diodorus as an author. As while he is clearly writing a narrative that is told from an Athenian perspective as the majority of the sources, he was working with were written by Athenians. Though this passage also highlights Diodorus objectivity when it comes to both his sources and his writings as he uses a writer who is known to be sympathetic to the Spartans.

