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Diodorus’ Good Statesman and State Revenuel

Errietta Bissa

Diodorus is not an admired historian; in modernl schzolarshlp hg is s%mjs-
times condemned as an inept and mindless .com.pﬂer. Yet the Baqahoé e te
constantly exhibits Diodorus’ own perspective, ideas and_ exegesis (11 pat-
terns. As Kenneth Sacks rightly argues: ‘opce the belief in qu orus
incompetence is put aside, it is easy to establish his authorship of impor-

tant concepts in the Bibliotheke'? His interest in mythology and his

i ] i i ince of
:+:ciam of his predecessors who rejected it as the exclusive provin
O i ked up by six books on the subject.”

mythographers is a telling example, bap : :
yDiogjcirus has a particular perspective, both on what universal history

is and on what its uses are. For the Sicilian historian, universal hlstorif_ ;s
the history of mankind and the main actors are not events and causi ity
but people.’ The focus of Diodorus on p_eople rat:her th_ag on evex}:ll 8 18
obvious in his vision of the purpose of umvgrsal history; it is a teac ir, a
moralising force for the betterment of mankmd,'not merely an explanzlil ory
tool for current political (:ircumstancc-as.6 .Unhke _Polyblus, who f(?f ﬁws
closely the Thucydidean model of kinetic history, Diodorus doeiz1 not follow
a specific model of static or kinetic but prefers a blending of the t;;vo ina
vision of history that places man gt the centre of the stage; events become
ion of human activity. .
theIr?XII)niCoesii'us’ moralising view of history, a sp.ecial plage is reserved f(ir
leaders as major players in events and thus as _flgl-,lr‘es of 1181te1fest, not on 3;
as representatives of larger units, but_ also as mfh'mduals_. DlOdO;‘l]lf 1{:5,;: 1?
course, a product of his own times. Living and writing during fjhe a 0f the
republic, a time when great personglltles domlnatgd the hlst.ory 0 9e
Mediterranean, certainly influenced Diodorus’ pfarceptmn of previous emsil
Diodorus views history as a means of education for leaders and, thus he
provides examples for their edification. The good statesman has s;)me
basic characteristics in the Bibliotheke, which are best seen in the eulogy

for Epameinondas of Thebes:™
... in (Epameinondas) all virtues were found together, strength of body and

i ili in hi illi hatred of money (misar-
natural oratorical ability and in his soul, brilliance, b
guria), fairness and most of all bravery and strategic talent, beyond that of

anyone else. (15.88.3)

4. Diodorus’ Good Statesman and State Revenue

Here, Epameinondas’ aretai are not merely theoretical but are exhibited
in, and proven by, his achievements." In Diodorus, the good statesman
does not fail, but achieves the ultimate goal of making his homeland
greater than before.” This characterisation of Epameinondas has often
been attributed to Ephorus, mainly because of the sentiment that Epame-
inondas brought about the Theban hegemony, which Strabo ascribes to the
Kymaian.” Yet the characteristics of Epameinondas as a good statesman,
his fairness, lack of avarice, bravery, strategic talent and oratorical ability,
are common to Diodorus’ characterisations of good statesmen throughout
the Bibliotheke." While Ephorus was most probably the main source for
Diodorus’ account of the fourth century, the unity of the characteristics of
the good statesman in the Bibliotheke militate against a purely Ephoran
narrative in the case of Epameinondas.

One of Epameinondas’ virtues is pioopyvpie, hatred of money’. The word
is found in Diodorus alone and provides us with a window into his view of the
relationship between the statesman and the economy.” Micopyvpie does
not imply ignorance of the economy but, like fairness and brilliance, is one
of Epameinondas’ aretai that have to do with the soul.” Mwopyvpio is the
exact opposite of guhapyvpic, ‘avarice’ or ‘love of money for its own sake’.”
His usual expression relating to the lack of guiapyvpio is deihapyvpio/
dpurdpyvpog, which means precisely ‘freedom from avarice’ rather than
‘hatred of money’."* For the opposites, he uses either guhapyvpic /euhdpyvpog
or the more common nicovebia, ‘greediness’ and ‘excess’.” "Apidapyvpio is a
Diodoran word par excellence, since from Homer to the Bibliotheke it is
used only once in other texts.” Diodorus’ decision to use pioopyvpic only
for Epameinondas is interesting. Miwcopyvpio 1s a very powerful word
denoting not simply ‘a lack of avarice’ as dpihapyvpia but an active ‘hatred
of money’. The use of the stronger word complements the Diodoran view
of Epameinondas as the ultimate good statesman.

The relation between leadership and money is a major concern in many
of Diodorus’ characterisations. From the Greek world, a good example is
Pittacus of Mytilene:

(Pittacus) seemed to all to be the perfect man possessing of every virtue. In
his laws, he showed himself a statesman and prudent, in his beliefs a just
man, in the contest of arms a brave man, and in relation to profit in the
greatness of his soul not avaricious (Ggdépyvpog). (9.11.2)

A considerable part of Diodorus’ account of Pittacus, as found in the
epitome, relates to his lack of avarice, including two anecdotes describing
him turning down monetary awards. His judgement of the Mytilenian
lawgiver could not be more positive.” Diodorus does not mention revenue
specifically but Pittacus’ dgihapyvpia is stressed repeatedly in the surviv-
ing fragments.

The greatest example is, of course, Aristeides the Just, whom Diodorus
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applauds for his character and conduct during the initial stages of the
Delian League:

On the issue of the contributions, he made the division so exact and fair that
all the poleis were happy. And as he took part in the achievement of
impossible things and achieved the greatest glory over his fairness, for the
excess of fairness he was called Just. And at that time the evil of Pausanias
robbed the citizens of naval hegemony, while the arete of Aristeides gave

Athens that same leadership. (11.47.2-3)"

Turning to Rome, Diodorus singles out apthapyvpio as the principal arete
of Aemilius Paulus, the conqueror of Macedon:

And to many it has seemed that Aemilius Paulus superseded in lack of
avarice (&pthapyvpiov) those of the Greeks, who were until that time praised
for this, Aristeides and Epameinondas. They, when given money by people
for profit, refused to take the bribes, while he having power could have
whatever he wanted but wanted nothing. (3 1.26.2)

Aemilius Paulus is a good statesman in Diodorus and his characterisation
is based mainly on his &piapyvpie; he is even ascribed one of the charac-
teristics of the Diodoran ‘culture-hero’ invention.” Diodorus’ source for
Aemilius Paulus is Polybius, who also stresses Aemiliug’ relation with
money and compares him with Epameinondas and Aristeides.” Diodorus,
however, adds his own take on events, not only by providing the charac-
terisation of Gpthépyvpog but also by offering a comparison between Ae-
milius and current Roman practices.” :
Diodorus singles out Caesar as the best of Roman statesmen. Caesar
lived during Diodorus’ lifetime and his impact on Roman and Mediterra-
nean politics and reality was part of the historian’s life. In Diodorus’ eyes,
Caegar is the ultimate Roman statesman, a parallel to Epameinondas for
the Greeks, and deserving both the praise of history and the godhood that
has been given him.* His deihapyvpio is one of the characteristics that

Diodorus specifically mentions:

This man throughout exhibited nobility, oratorical skill, strategic talent and
lack of avarice (Goihapyvpia); for that he deserves to be accepted as just and
deserving of the praise of history for his kindness. The extent of his deeds
was greater than that of any of the Romans before him. (32.27.3)

Conversely, prhapyvpie is a characteristic of the Diodoran bad statesman,
best illustrated in the characterisation of Hiero of Syracuse. His predeces-
sor and brother, Gelon, is used as the exemplary good tyrant that none of
the later tyrants in Sicily managed to emulate.” Gelon is directly con-
trasted with his brother Hiero, who is specifically called avaricious and

violent:

4. Diodorus’ Good Statesman and State Revenue

Gelon, being loved by ever:; for hi i is life 1 s

: ; ! yone for his goodness, lived his life in peace until
his death..Then Hiero, the eldest brother, succeeded to the monarlghy but did
not rule in the same way. He was avaricious (pihépyvpoc), violent and
?ﬁl%%aiq’h; )the opposite to his brother’s simplicity and goodness of heart.

Avarice was, according to Diodorus, the downfall of Perseus, king of
Macedor}. Perseus is one of Diodorus’ bad statesmen and his (pw:?mpynpi(x
and @esn‘e for personal profit over the enrichment of his homeland are
mentioned as the reason for the downfall of the Macedonian kingdom:*

Not abandoning profit and desire for gai iri

v gain even under the most despairing of

circumstances can only be thought of as the actions of a man C(I))mpletgely

;)niani.hOni shoulllld 1\r/)iot wonder how the Romans defeated the Macedonians
ut rather how the Macedonians managed to resist for fi i

a man as their leader. (30.21.2) ¢ B

Military Issues, strategy and morale do not enter the Diodoran account:
for the Slmh_an historian, avarice was the downfall of the Macedonians’
The comparison with Alexander, the man who made Macedon a Worlci
power, is damning for Perseus.” More importantly, Perseus is directl
contr_aste_d with the man who defeated him, Aemilius Paulus.® The chax?-r
acterisations of the two leaders are directly opposite, since the‘great virtue
of Ac_am111uf.s was lack of avarice, while the downfall of Perseus and Mace-
don is attrll?uted specifically to his avaricious character and love of gain

Drhopyvplo and its opposite deihapyvpia (or pioopyvpio in the case (;f
Epgmemondas) are seen as attributes of the soul in Diodorus’ statesmen
as is expressly mentioned in the cases of Epameinondas and Pittacus II;
some cases, however, the Sicilian historian takes the theme beyond cﬁar-
acter into the political actions of a statesman, particularly in relation to
state revenue. Care of revenues is attributed as a defining policy charac-
teristic of some good statesmen, such as Sitalkes of Thrace:

In that time, Sitalces, .king of the Thracians, took the throne of a small

country. An‘d through his own bravery and talent he increased the kingdom

%reatly, ruh_ng the conquered fairly, being brave and talented in battle and

tl}llrihlfir, }Egklgg good care of revenues. At the end, he achieved such powex"
at his i

e g:(c)igl )om in Thrace became larger than that of any of the kings before

Sl‘talces is 'not a Greek leader but a Thracian barbarian, yet in the
Diodoran view of the universality of history, Sitalces bec’()mes a fine
exemp‘lum of 1_:he good statesman. Sitalces’ characterisation precedes the
narrative of his involvement in the Peloponnesian War and directly influ-
ences the ?eader’s view. The parallels between Sitalces and Epameinondas
are clear in their respective characterisations. They are both brave and
talented, their rule is fair and these aretai are exemplified in their achieve-
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ment of making their respective homelands greater and more powerful

than before. Sitalces is not a @uAGpyVPOS: he does not covet money for its
own sake, but like his fairness and his bravery, his care for revenues is
used to increase the power of his homeland.

The characterisation is the same in the case of Philip 1I of Macedon,
especially as exhibited in his use of the Pangaion mines, the increased
exploitation of which, Diodorus notes, enabled Philip to make Macedon a
major power in the Greek world.” Philip, like Sitalces, takes care to
increase the revenue of the state but is not @uAGpyvpog as becomes apparent
in the implicit contrast with many of the Greeks who, it is implied, let their

love of money make them traitors:

From these, he quickly amassed great wealth and through the abundance of
money, he brought the Macedonian kingship to great heights of power. He
minted a gold coinage, which was called Philippeion after him, and thus he
put together a great force of mercenaries and bribed many of the Greeks to

furn traitor to their homelands. (16.8.6-7)

Most importantly, like Sitalces, Philip uses the revenue amassed to fur-
ther the cause of his homeland. Diodorus is well-disposed towards Philip
and considers him a good statesman. Philip’s positive presentation in the
Bibliotheke is seen primarily in the anachronistic relation the historian
creates between him and Epameinondas.” Approval of Philip is also seen
in his final characterisation, which differs sharply in its favourable tone
to those of Plutarch, Arrian and Theopompus.” Philip in the Bibliotheke 1s
not the irresponsible meddler we find in Plutarch, he is not Arrian’s flawed
father of greatness or Theopompus’ king of vices, but a successful states-
man and king in his own right.*

Another of Diodorus’ good statesmen whose economic policy relating to
revenue is mentioned is Artaxerxes.” Artaxerxes’ characterisation as a
good statesman is seen in his use of fairness in ruling his subjects, parallel to
both Sitalces and Epameinondas.® A further parallel between Diodorus’
ultimate good statesman, Epameinondas, and Artexerxes is his popularity:

(Artaxerxes) took great care of revenues and military affairs and ruled fairly
the whole of his kingdom; thus he became extremely popular with the

Persians. (11.71.2-3)

The good statesman in the Bibliotheke is implicitly popular; popularity,
like an increase of the homeland’s power, is one of the achievements of the
sood statesman through his aretal.

Diodorus does not consider care of revenue merely a minor charac-
teristic of his good statesman but an important aspect of his leadership.
This is best illustrated in the case of certain bad statesmen, the later kings
of Cyrene, where misappropriation of state revenue is presented as proof
of their wickedness. The Battiads exhibit the opposite behaviour to that of
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Sltalces_and Philip: instead of increasing the revenue of the state, the
appropx_iate _apd squander it. The brief comparison with the 0r7i inasi
Battllls is striking, especially since the founder of the dynasty is presegnted
as fair and popular, both characteristics of the good statesman:

The later kings (of Cyrene) did not rule li
. ( ) e like the first Battus had. H
dependmg solely on his position as king, had ruled fairly and popularly; mofé
;ﬁg(ﬁltoarntgy, he horﬁourecll( the gods greatly. But his successors ruled, more
_ e tyrannically, taking the state’ i i
i oy i g i s revenues as their own and showing

Further,. the cases of Sitalces and Philip demonstrate that Diodorus does
not cons@er revenue an end unto itself. Care for revenue must play a role
in the ul.tu.nate goal of the good statesman, the betterment of the home-
land. Thl‘s is best illustrated in Diodorus’ summary judgement of Remphis
one of hls_ quasi-mythological pharaohs, who is condemned as a gere!
steward, since he amassed but did not use revenue.” Diodorus clearl
blames @uiapyvpio for Remphis’ failed regime, parallel to the Battiads OBE
Cyrene and opposite to the characterisations of good statesmen:

éfter the death of Prf)teas, his son Remphis succeeded to the throne. He
h(_avoted his 1}f¢3 to taking care of revenues and amassing wealth but due to
‘ltsh small-mindedness and avarice (pulopyvpiov fi@ovg) he spent nothing
zflzewerrtg) adgrl'n tthe go%s}(l)r help his people. So he became not king but a good
ard and instead of the glory of virtue, he preferred
than his predecessors. (1.62.5-6) s

The D10?101"an view of the purposes of history and specifically universal
hls_,tpry‘ls closely connected to his desire to provide exempla for the
edl‘flca“clon of his contemporaries and future generations. In his charac-
?;erlsatlon of statesmen, the Sicilian historian considers money-related
1ssues, such as guiapyvpia, to have been particularly important in the
developn_lent of one’s life and career. That becomes particularly obvious
where. Dlpdorus points out a statesman’s use and abuse of state revenue
The Sicilian does not provide us with much detail on the practicalities of
such_ use, except.in the case of Philip, where the Pangaion mines are
%piicélical:ly mentioned. That is p.rol?a}bly a consequence of the brevity of
oo :rslda;l(":g;l;t and of the variability of probable revenues in different

It Woulfi be easy and well within the tradition of Quellenforschung in
;Tc;ltiasn D10d9ran’scholars}}ip to ascribe the important place of pulapyvpic
& Bg opposate, aothapyvpia, as well_ as its relation to revenue policies in
he_ zblwtheke,‘ to some lost historian. Ephorus would be the obvious
(I:s (;)él(fetduses }:_? his purportegl connection with the moral perspectives of
A rates.” However, the Wlde_ chronological spectrum of examples from

mi-mythological Egypt to Diodorus’ own lifetime make the subject of
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guropyvpiod Gpraapyvpio and revenues as part of the characterisation of
statesmen a pair of continuous themes in the Bibliotheke. As Sacks rightly
argued, such unity of theme demonstrates Diodorus’ creativity and his
political and philosophical perspective on leadership.”

Of particular interest is whether the inclusion of this element in the
statesman’s characterisation is purely a Diodoran idea or the product of
an outside influence beyond that of a particular source. On the one hand,
Diodorus was certainly influenced by his own times, experience and
political reality. Diodorus was writing at the end of the republic. In the
eastern Mediterranean, politics had become the arena of personalities
instead of political entities since the death of Alexander. The Hellenistic
kingdoms were politically dominated by the kings themselves and the
members of court; thus policy was in the hands of individuals rather than
councils or assemblies as had been the case in the greater part of the Greek
world in the archaic and classical periods. Consequently, a statesman’s
attitude to money and particularly his policies towards revenue were
simultaneously more important politically and more visible to the public.
At the time Diodorus was writing, this situation had also become pre-
valent in the western Mediterranean as the Roman state was dominated
by specific individuals rather than the collective political entities of the
Romans.

Diodorus was probably more sensitive to this shift since, as a Sicilian,
he had been exposed to a long history of individuals dominating politics
from as early as the late archaic period, particularly in Sicily’s greatest
state, Syracuse. The contemporary situation in the Roman empire, with
its great and influential leaders whose attitude to money and policies on
revenue affected millions, certainly influenced Diodorus’ view of states-
men throughout history.”

Beyond the contemporary influences on Diodorus’ views, one is bound
to question whether the Sicilian historian was further influenced by past
historians. Certainly, the inclusion of economic matters and particularly
revenue in the characterisation of statesmen appears not to be a wide-
spread phenomenon of the first century BC, given that Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, Diodorus’ contemporary, does not include it in his charac-
terisations of statesmen. Possibly Dionysius’ lack of references to the
economy or revenues is a reflection of the state of knowledge about the
archaic period in his time."

The loss of such a great part of Hellenistic writing makes the inquiry
into pre-Diodoran historiography fraught with difficulty and uncertainty,
since one can trace trends mainly through their existence, or lack of it, in
the historians of the classical period, long before Diodorus, and later
authors of the Roman imperial period. The extant historians of the classi-
cal period, Herodotus, Thucydides and Xenophon, exhibit interest in both
revenue and statesmen but do not connect the two to the degree and in the

way that Diodorus does. For Herodotus, the rarity of discussion of revenue
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is itself interesting; his characterisations are based on other elements of a
StatES-]IIIaI'I’S political career. This omission is painfully obvious in the
Constl’tutlonal Debate where avarice does not even play a role in the
t._yrantg bad qualities.”” Even when matters related to wealth are men-
tioned in a tyrant’s characterisation, such as in the case of Polycrates of
Samos,ﬁHerodotus is more interested in arrogance than in attitudes to
money.* The ‘only possible exception is Herodotus’ reference to the judge-
ment of Danus by the Persians. Darius, because of his institutiongof
regular tribute, is called a kapelos, a shop-keeper, and unfavourabl
compared With his predecessor, Cyrus the Great.* , ’
Thucydides was interested in revenue, particularly in relation to its
effect on War-'efforts, but the role of economic factors (such as those related
to the M‘egarlan decree or the Periclean strategy) is overlooked in favour
of ‘hub_ras and imperialism.® More importantly, Thucydides’ charac-
terisations of politicians are lacking in anything relating to the econom
and particularly revenue. That is clearly exhibited in his characterisatimyl
o_f Cleo_n and _the judgement of the politicians of the 420s whose changes in
fmanmal policy, successful or not, are known chiefly from inscriptional
ev1d§nce, especially the tribute reassessment of 425 BC.* Thucydides is
less interested in politicians effecting change than in change itself: this i
demonstrat.ed ‘in his reference to the imposition of a pan-Aegean i.mport?
iﬁpﬁ 1;:ax. in lieu of tribute, where the change is implicitly attributed to
- ;n . g:;i;?i?as a people rather than to the proposal of a specific politi-
Xenophon exhibits almost no interest in revenue and icy 1
the Hellenika. Interestingly one of the two references tze:(f\::;?lgc;lsmgllg
'statesman’s characterisation. Polydamas of Pharsalus, a minor figure, is
Jnged as a good statesman by Xenophon on the basis of his hospitality aCnd
his care fqr the Pharsalian revenues.” However, Polydamas is the single
excgpf:mn‘ in Xenophon’s characterisations, which in their overwhelmii
majority ignore economic matters. ¢
The three extant historical works of the classical period suggest that
attltudgs to money and particularly revenue policies were of little interest
to clgssma] historians. One may even argue that the economy is not trul
considered an elgment of politics, at least as far as politicians are con}-r
f:ezrned. Yet, judging from Xenophon’s other works, in particular the Poroi
it is clear that revenues and economic policy were of interest to politiciansj
Moreover, Xler‘lophon includes attitudes towards money and particularl ;
revenue policies in his characterisation of statesmen outside the HelBf
lenika, such as in the Hiero, the Kyropaideia and the Anabasis.®
Clgarly, thgre must be a reason why Xenophon, who otherwi'se exhibits
1S:_u:::h interest in revenue policy, excludes it from the Hellenika. The rela-
ve chrgnology of Xenophon's works (both the Hellenika and the Poroi
were written late in his life) shows that he did not have a change of heart
or a revelation of the importance of revenue that led him to the Poroi.
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on’s different attitude in the Hellenika

in comparison to his other works, it is possible that the conventions of
ourage the inclusion of

historiography in the classical period did not enc
revenue and attitudes to the public economy in the characterisations of

statesmen in historical works.
The next extant historian is Polybius, who gives revenue and the wealth

it accrues for a state a significant role in his work: this is testified by its
inclusion in his initial explanation of the power of Rome and its paramount
role in explaining the Rhodian disaffection with the Romans.” In the case
of Chairon of Sparta, Polybius also includes a politician’s attitude to
revenue in his characterisation.” Polybius exemplifies the tendency to
involve the economy in what 1s essentially a military history as the
backdrop to imperialistic expansion. Although on rare occasions he men-
tions a statesman’s relationship to money, he does not take the extra step
of connecting his characterisation of statesmen with their revenue policy
as Diodorus does. Like his extant predecessors, Polybius examines states
and revenue only when it directly affects the larger issues of history.

Diodorus is the next extant historian in line and embodies the step that

his extant predecessors never take. The ideas and the shadowy connec-
tions were there long before Diodorus but it is not until the Sicilian that
they are made explicit. It is possible that at some point in the Hellenistic
period, some other historian, now lost, made similar connections. I will not
speculate on the content and style of the lost Hellenistic historians.
However, it is clear that in the extant texts, Diodorus is the first to link
statesmanship and revenue, to make the public economy a major part of
political reality. Until something surfaces that proves otherwise, Diodorus
is the undisputed first.

The Greek historians of the imperial period are more interested in the
public economy and particularly in revenues. Appian singles out revenues,
especially those pertaining to the military, as one of the areas of interest
to the historian, and throughout his work revenues are mentioned.”
However, he does not make revenue policy a consistent part of his charac-
terisation of politicians, except in an indirect manner, such as in Mark
Antony’s posthumous criticism of Caesar’s spending policy.” Cassius Dio
follows a similar route to Appian, since he includes revenues in his
presentation of decision-making processes, especially in the early princi-
pate as can be seen in the monarchy debate.” Like Appian, however, he
does not include attitudes to money or revenue policy in the characterisation
of his statesmen. Arrian, possibly influenced by his source material, does not
follow the trend of inclusion, since his only mention of a revenue policy inthe
Anabasis is in Alexander’s speech at Opis relating to Philip’s revenue poli-
cies.” The similarities between Arrian’s and Curtius’ accounts show that this

part of the speech is based on an older source.”

The nearest to Diodorus’ method of inclusion of attitudes to money and

revenue in the characterisation of politicians is interestingly not a histo-

Consequently, judging from Xenoph
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rian bqt a biographer, Plutarch. Plutarch both in his Lives and in other
Workfs 1n<;1udes both attitudes to money and revenue policies in his char-
acterlsat,lons with numerous examples, mainly from the Greek world.”
Plutarch’s many references and the parallels between his presentatic;n
ar‘1d that of Diodorus provide us with an interesting insight into the
Dn.)dm."a‘n tendency. Plutarch is a historical biographer and his interest is
n }ndn_nduals rather than the narrative of events. Diodorus, although he
prlmarlly dealfs with the narrative of events in his work give’n his intgerest
in leaders as ?ndividuals and policy-makers, approacfles a biographical
mode of thml.ﬂng and characterisation. Interestingly, this follows a ten-
dency seen since Xenophon, where his biographical works, such as the
K_yropgtdem and the Hiero are more interested in revenue pc;licy than hi
hlstm_mcal writing in the Hellenika (see n. 49). ’ *
It'j is q}11te clear that while both revenue and statesmen are of interest
to hlstprlans from Herodotos onwards, Diodorus is the only one to make a
clear link betwegn his characterisation of statesmen and their attitude to
money and particularly revenue policy. As mentioned above, this to some
extent may be attributed to Diodorus’ experience of contempc,)rary politics
leen the scope of Diodorus’ work, which covered the whole of knowri
E;iteorg gohhls mi\irn timeds, it 1is not surprising that the Sicilian historian
nded his understanding o iti
BN o e mder bw:m]aegti rrf1 gg‘ntemporary politics and the role of reve-
: Attitudes to money, and policy towards revenue and the public econom
in general, appear to be mainly part of the anecdotal tradition of ’biography
rather thap history. From Xenophon’s attempts at inclusion, mainly in ‘thz
Kyropar,dem, to Plutarch’s many and varied anecdotes abm’lt statesmen’s
relation to money and economic policy, biography rather than histor
appears :co' be the inspiration and likely source of information fo)rr
Dlt)d‘OI'US' inclusion of revenue policy in his characterisations. The
possible influence of biographical convention in Diodorus’ hist;)rical
mejchod may be the most likely explanation of not only the inclusion of
g;‘zlsﬁdes to m:neghqnd revenue policies in his characterisation but also
er aspec ] i i indivi
b importg a4 es Sf . ilestjylfggement on situations and individuals, such as
Ip general terms, the historiography of the late republic and empire
EXhﬂ?ltS a more profound interest in economic policy, particularly in
relation to revenues, and its impact on politics, than classical historio-
El;gphy, a trend apparent since Polybius. However, the inclusion of atti-
% Setsaic; money and particularly revenue policy in the characterisation
e sl{nerf1 appears to be a purely Diodoran addition to ancient
i efaa% .y(,iwhu?h, nevertheless, did not take hold in the post-Dio-
o inﬂuel.lcelgfgﬁusb‘departu_re from .cgnvention must be attributed to
o polifjc ;f)graphlcal tradition as well as on the influence of
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Notes

1. T would like to thank Dr Peter Liddel and Dr Andy Fear, as well as the
speakers and audience of the Universal History conference, for their comments
and suggestions on an initial version of this paper. My profound thanks to Prof.
Hans van Wees for the invitation and to the audience of the Institute of Classical
Studies Ancient History Seminar in London for their comments and suggestions
on a later version of this paper. I would like to express my gratitude to Prof. Hans
van Wees for his encouragement and support in my exploration of Diodorus. My
thanks to Miss Charlotte Greenacre and Dr Federico Santangelo for reading
and commenting on versions of this paper. I would also like to thank the
personnel at the Institute of Classical Studies library in London and the
university library at the University of Wales Lampeter for their help and
guidance. As usual all mistakes, miscomprehensions and misadventures are
my own. A version of this paper appeared in the Lampeter Working Papers in
Classics (http://'www.lamp.ac.uk/ric/workin_papers).

2. Volquardsen (1868); Schwartz RE (1903); Wilamowitz (1908) 14; Cawkwell
(1981) 69; Hornblower (1981) 27; Andrewes (1985) 190; Stylianou (1991), (1998).
Of particular interest is the accusation that Diodorus slavishly follows his sources.
In the few instances where Diodorus demonstrably follows the works of earlier
historians, it is obvious that he follows them closely. Such close attention to his
sources should be regarded with admiration and relief, not scorn, since otherwise
Diodorus’ value would be greatly diminished. In this respect Diodorus’ value is not
as ‘one of the most eligible subjects for the operations of Quellenforschung, as
Hornblower (1981: 19) suggested, but rather he is valuable as a historian who does
not depart from his evidence into wild rides of fancy. For an example from classical
Greek history, see the parallels between FGrH 70 F191.3-5 and Diodorus 11.59.3.
On Diodorus as preserving not creating history, see Sacks (1990: 3). That Diodorus
did not follow his sources slavishly or stupidly copying them, see Rubincam
(1998a). For the method of the later historians, like Diodorus, who do not depart
from their sources, see Bosworth (2003).

3. Backs (1994) 214. For the most powerful defence of Diodorus the historian,
see Sacks (1990). A number of scholars have pointed out Diodorus’ strengths and
hig contributions to historiography. For Diodorus as the first writer of holistic
universal history, see Burton (1972) 37. For the epic scope of Diodorus’ history and
its success, see Rubincam (1987) 314.

4. Diod. Sic. 4.1.2-3; Strogetsky (1986) 103. On the moral lessons of myth and
the stoic influence on Diodorus in this issue, see Mortley (1996) 90-1.

5. For the influence/expression of the Stoic ideal of the brotherhood of man in
Diodorus, see Baldry (1965) 71, 187-8; although note that Baldry attributes these
to Poseidonios not Diodorus himself.

6. Diod. Sic. 4.1.4. Strogetsky (1986) 103; Rubincam (1987) 315; Sacks (1994)
215: ‘the use of history as a moral force can be shown to play a significant role in
Diodorus’ historical outlook’. On the differences in perspective on the value and
influence of history between Diodorus and other historians, see Sacks (1990) 24-5.

7. Kinetic history is the history of battles and events as exemplified by Thucy-
dides, while static history is the history of culture and peoples at peace as
exemplified by Herodotus, For more on this division, see Strasburger (1966) and
the review by Murray (1968). On Diodorus as a blend of static and kinetic history,
see Murray (1972) 212. For the differences of Polybius’ and Diodorus’ views of
universal history, see Sheridan in this volume.
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8. Diod. Sic. 1.1.5; Strogetsky (1986) 104; Lefévre (2002).

9. Schwartz (1903); Strogetsky (1986) 101.

10. For Epameinondas as the ultimate good statesman in Diodorus, see Drews
(1962) 388.

11. Diod. Sic. 15.88.4.

12. Drews (1962) 392.

13. Str. 9.2.2 (FGrH 70 F119). Jacoby (1963) 69 made the connection between
Diod. Sic. 15.88.3-4 and Str. 9.2.2. See also Stylianou (1998) 10, 110.

14. Alganza Roldan (1992).

15. L8J s.v. oapyvpior and TLG search (eighth to first century BC).

16. "Agidapyvpia is consistently considered an attribute of the soul in Diodorus,
as for example in the case of Pittacus (9.11.2).

17. LSJ s.v. pthopyopic.

18. LSJ s.v. dprhopyvpio.

19. LSJ s.v. theovegia. Hornblower (1981:50) considers the influence of Hierony-
mos on Diodorus on the theme of nieovetia but, as Sacks points out (1990: 20-1)
nhieovebio 1s a constant theme in the Bibliotheke, which is found in books that
cannot be sourced back to Hieronymos.

20. [Hp.] Decent. 5.1. This assertion is based on data from TLG search (eighth
to first century BC). Even where Diodorus is known to paraphrase his source, as in
the case of the characterisation of Aemilius Paulus based on Polybius, dgilopyupio
is a purely Diodoran assertion: compare Diod. Sic. 31.26.2 and Polyb. 31.22.

21. Diod. Sic. 9.11.1.

22. The Diodoran account of the beginnings of the Delian League follows
another historian, since Thucydides is reticent on the role of Aristeides. The
similar, if more detailed, account of Plutarch (Arist. 24) shows that Aristeides’
actions regarding the phoros were recorded in some historical source.

23. Diod. Sic. 30.20. On culture heroes and their defining characteristics in
Diodorus, see Sartori (1984) 494 and Sacks (1990) 68.

24. Polyb. 31.22.

25. Diod. Sic. 31.26.2. Sacks (1990) 47.

26. Diod. Sic. 32.27.3. Rubincam (1998b) 229, 233. Caesar as a ‘culture-hero’
comparable to Alexander and the mythological demigods: Sartori (1984) 530, Sacks
(1990) 74-6.

27. Thus, Gelon is the paradigm that Theodoros brings in his castigating speech
to the Syracusans against Dionysius: Diod. Sic. 14.66.

28. I disagree with Sacks (1990: 52) on the supposedly variable charac-
terisations of Perseus in Diod. Sic. 30.21.2 and 82.4, since the second passage has
to do with the behaviour of the Romans and other imperialists (Philip, Alexander),
particularly relating to the employment of epieikia. Perseus is not portrayed as a
good statesman nor as a victim on his own right but merely as the recipient of a
Roman lack of epieikia.

29. Diod. Sic. 30.21.3.

30. Diod. Sic. 30.20.

31. Diod. Sic. 16.8.6-7.

32. Diod. Sic. 16.2.3.

33. Diod. Sic. 16.95. On the characterisation of Philip in Theopompus, see FGrH
115 F27, F224-5; Alonso-Nufiez (1990) 179; Murray (1946); Connor (1967). On the
parallels between Philip and Caesar in Diodorus, see Prestianni (1991) 51.

34. Plut. Alex. 9-10; Arr. An. 3.6.5-6.

35. Diod. Sic. 11.71.1-3
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36. On epieikia as part of the good characterisation in Diodorus, see Sacks
(1990) 78-9; (1994) 217. For the view that such characterisation shows Diodorus
as a poor historian, see Stylianou (1991): ‘the indiscriminate use of words like
epieikia and philanthropia is not surprising in a moralising hack and a poor stylist
to boot’.

37. Diod. Sic. 1.62.5. On the possible identification of Remphis, see Oldfather
(1933) 1.62.5, Wirth et al. (1992) 1.62.5 and Burton (1972) 185.

38. Sacks (1994) 214. T agree with Sacks (1990: 31): ‘Judging the worth of a
historical ficure or event is obviously not the exclusive characteristic of the
so-called Isocratean “school of history”’

39. Sacks (1994) 215, 231.

40. On Diodorus’ perspective as subject not conqueror: Sacks (1994) 220.

41. Mentions of revenue in Dionysius: Ant. 20.15 (Brettioi), 8.73-5 (Distribution
of land, traditionally 483 BC). Dionysius does mention care for revenues as part of
a politician’s responsibilities in his Rh. 5.5.

42. Hdt. 3.80-3. On pleonexia and its absence in the Constitutional Debate, see
Gammie (1986) 174, 191.

43. Hdt. 3.122-5.

44, Hdt. 3.89.

45. Revenue and success in war: Thuc. 2.13. Economic impossibility of the
Periclean strategy: Cawkwell (1975) 54-5. For Thucydides pushing into the back-
ground the Megarian Decree unlike the comic writers, see Ar. Ach. 530-8, and
unlike Ephoros, see Diod. Sic. 12.38-40, with Flower (1998) 369.

46. ML 69. For the debate on the exact relation between Kleon and the
reassessment, see Meiggs & Lewis (1989) 192-7; Hornblower (1991) 124-5, 137-8.
Kallet-Marx (1993) 164-70 argued that Thucydides is interested in results rather
than decisions and thus did not mention the reassessment. Although her argument
does nat consider Thueydides’ dislike of Cleon and the politicians of the 420s, as
well as the possible impact of mentioning the reassessment on Thucydides’ por-
trayal of the Periclean policy, the main point remains valid. Thucydides is
interested in ‘first occurrences’ and overall results rather than specific politicians
and policies in shaping revenue.

47. Thuc. 7.28.4.

48. References to revenue in the HG: 5.2.16 (Acanthians), 6.1.2-3 (Polydamas).

49. Hier. 9.6-10, 11.5; Cyr. 1.6.9-11, 8.1.9-12; An. 1.9.19.

50. Power of Rome: Polyb. 6.50.6; along with the Roman Politeia and tyché, see
Alonso-Nuifiez (1990) 188. Rhodian disaffection: Polyb. 30.31.

51. Polyb. 24.7.1-7.

52. Praef. 61.1-62.6, Pun. 268-271, BC 1.4.27, 4.2.5, 4,12.99-100.

53. BC 3.2.20.

54, 47.14, 48.34. Bosworth (1988) 99.

55. An. 7.9.3.

56. Quintus Curtius 10.2.15ff. Bosworth (1988) 112. For the similarities and
differences between Curtius and Arrian, see Bosworth (1988) 102. Different
positions on the initial authorship of the concepts in the Opis speech: Ptolemy:
Tarn (1948) 2.290-6; Cleitarchus: Wust (1953/4:187); Arrian: Brunt (1983) 533.

57. Arist. 4, 24; Luc. 20; Crass. 17; Ages. 35; Alex. 15; Moralic 3424, 812f, 842f, 852b.

58. An example of the importance of piety in Diodorus’ characterisation of
statesmen is his favourable judgement of Philip IT of Macedon for the piety and
reverence towards the gods he exhibited in the Third Sacred War. Diod. Sic.
16.64.2-3; Drews (1962) 391.
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5

Strabo and the Development of Ancient Greek
Universal Historiography

Johannes Engels

We know of a number of Greek and of Roman authors who considered
themselves primarily as writers of a different genre than that to which
modern manuals usually attribute them. Strabo, who came from Amaseia,
a city in northern Pontus, and lived from about 63 BC to the twenties AD,
saw himself as an aner philosophikos, a member of the social and economic
elite of the Augustan empire, as author of a historical work, and only
secondarily as a chorographos, that is an author of a cultural or human
geography of the Mediterranean world. Strabo’s main work was entitled
Historika Hypomnemata. This continuation of Polybiug’ universal history
focused on big issues, ‘world affairs’ of the Mediterranean under Roman
rule and the actions of leading men, fitting themes for a universal history
(see Strabo 1.1.22-3 = FGrH 91 F 2). Today, however, except for twenty
fragments, this work is lost. The preserved fragments treat incidents of
Alexander’s lifetime (F 3), Hellenistic and Jewish history of the second and
first century BC (FF 4, 6, 7, 10-18), and the lives and deeds of famous
Romans, such as Sulla, Pompey and Caesar (FF 7, 8, 13, 14, 16, 19). The
latest incidents which can be precisely dated are F 19, concerning the
omina before the assassination of Caesar in 44 BC, and F 18, concerning
the conquest of Jerusalem by Sossius and Herodes and the execution of
Antigonus in 37 BC. It is probable that F 20 Ambaglio, which tells of a
battle between Roman and Ethiopian troops belongs to the first decade of
the principate and relates to a campaign led by C. Petronius, if indeed the
fragment may safely be assigned to Strabo’s Historika Hypomnemata.
Since Strabo’s main work is lost, whereas the description of the world,
Geographika, has been handed down to us almost completely in seventeen
books,' today Strabo is usually known as an ancient geographer.

In my view, there are good reasons to assume that the Historika
Hypomnemata were completed at the end of the twenties BC or shortly
after that date and to regard his Geographika as a work of the Augustan
period.” During the first years of the reign of Tiberius, Strabo merely added
updating notes to the first draft of Geographika and perhaps also to his
universal history, until his death (which should be dated soon after 23 or
24 AD, the latest date mentioned in the Geographika). The small number
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