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INTRODUCTION

In spite of the political and military importaﬁce
of Dionysius I of Syracuse, both contemporary andilater
evidence is severely limited. Moreover, extant contemporary
testimony stems chiefly from Athens. The evidence of
Lysias and Isocrates, a few notices in Xenophon's
Eellenica and a srmall amount of epigraphic testimony shed
light upon the relations of Dionysius and Athens. As
regards local information, a few fragments from Dionysius'
and important numismatic evidence, constitute the sole
testimony. A couple of references in Aristotle's Politics
and some valuable notices on Dionysius' financial policies
in the second book of the Pseudo-Aristotle's Oeconomica
are the only other extant sources from the fourth century
B. C. For the rest, we nmust be content with much later
sources. In fact, all that is preserved with any degree
of substantiality is found in the accounts of Diodorus,
Justin, Cornelius Nepos and Plutarch. It is true that
references are found in Cicero, Strébo, Livy, Dionysius of
HEalicarnassus, Frontinus, Polyaenus, 2elian, Sidonius
Appollinaris and 2mmianus Marcellinus. These are, however,
sparse and, generally speaking, of a gossipy nature,

deriving from the late hostile legacy and shedding little
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light on the crucial events of Dionysius' reign. The same,
indeed, applies to the somewhat fuller account, preserved.
in Plutarch. Justin's epitome of Trogus Pompeius'

Philippica, which seems to derive from the early ‘tradition

of Theopompus, is valuable though limited, in that by its
very nature it is a summary. Further, it begins with the
defeat of Himilcon's army in 396 B. C. and thus does not
provide any account of the rise of Dionysius and the great
encounter preceding Himilcon's defeat. Nepos' account
seems to derive from the early Fhilistus tradition, but
again it constitutes the briefest of expositions.

Thus Diodorus emerges as the only source of any
substance. Indeed, without Diodorus' testimony, it would
be impossible to reconstruct the history of Sicily under
Dionysius at all. The problem is that Diodorus lived three
and a half centuries after Dionysius. Accordingly,
acceptance of Diodorus' testimony is essentially conditioned
by the problem of the validity of the accounts of the
sources which he employed. First, the guestion to be asked
is, did he employ one or many sources? Second, what was
his approach to the sources which he utilized? Does any
evidence suggest that Diodorus possessed a certain degree
of individuality in the use which he made of his authorities?

Inevitably, any consideration of the sources
employed by Diodorus for his Sicilian narrative is limited

to the historians akout whom adequate testimony exists. It



follows that little can be said about historians of the
fourth century like Dionysius himself, Hermias of Methymna
and Alcimus Siculus. Diodorus may have seen their accounts,
as he seems to have seen the work of their conteﬁporary,
Polycritus of Mende. However, we know virtually nothing
about their work§,‘except that they appear to have discussed
Dionysius. It is, moreover, very likely that Diodorus
would employ as chief evidence the more distinguished
historians. Indeed, the evidence of the fragments found

in Diodorus clearly indicates that this was the case.
Accordingly, decisive conclusions as to the influence of
the lesser known historians upon Diodorus is impossible.
Attention must, therefore, be focused upon the testimonies
of historians about whom tradition was well informed: |
Philistus, Ephorus, Theopompus and Timaeus.

Research conducted upon Diodorus' Bibliotheke

during the last century has concluded that Diodorus' account
of Dionysius derives essentially from Timaeus, although it
is often conceded that Ephorus might have exerted some
influence. It has been assumed that Diodorus possessed no
individuality and that he was mereiy capable of reproducing
what his sources wrote. Even when it was conceded that more
than one source was employed at a time, Diodorus was
regarded as no more than a scissors-and-paste historian,
stitching together the accounts of his predecessors in an

entirely uncritical fashion.



It is true that a few scholars have reacted to these
conclusions. In the case of the Sicilian chapters of the
Bibliotheke, Holm and Freeman protested strongly against the
assumption that Diodorus was only capable of reproducing the
works of his predecessori. However these protests had
little effect upon scholarship and the conclusions of the
scholars who were attacked by Holm and Freeman, were
accepted and developed in subsequent studies.

A few cries of protest continued to be heard, though
not in a specifically Sicilian context. M. Kunz's important
study of Diodorus' Procemium attributed more individuality
to Diodorus than had hitherto been considered to be the
case% P. Treves, in reviewing the work, expressed approval
of Kunz's thesis, and in an independent study on the sources
for book sixteen, sought to prove that Diodorus used many
sources of less importance than the major authorities for
his account of Philip II of Macedon%

More recently, J. Palm's study of the purely

philological aspects of the Bibliotheke reached the

conclusion that a definite stylistic unity characterized the
work? Even more important for the point of view espoused in
the present study, R. Drews has shown that the work's
historiographical aims and methodology reflect a unity of
conception?

It must be stressed that no scholar since Holm and

Freeman has deviated from the view that the chapters in



Diodorus' Bibliotheke on Dionysius I, stemmed from Timaeus,

perhaps with additions from Ephorus, and that Diodorus'
choice was not motivated by particular historiographical
objectives, which betrayed any individuality on the part

of the historian. A primary aim of this.study is, therefofe,
to rectify this situation and re-establish the validity of
the claim of Holm and Freeman. At the same time the present
writer's debt to the research of the above scholars will be
apparent in the course of this study, particularly in the
exposition of the concluding chaptér.

The first chapter will be devoted to an examination
of the views of those scholars who assume that Diodorus
merely reproduced the accounts of Timaeus and Ephorus. I
shall seek to demonstrate the weaknesses inherent in the
two approaches adopted towards source criticism of Diodorus'
text. In the course of this investigation, it will be shown
that Diodorus seems to have used many sources. In addition
it will be suggested that/iynthesis of the approaches of
Laqueur and his predecessors is the course to be followed.

Chapter two will be devoted to an analysis of
Diodorus' text, and the conclusion thereby derived will be
shown to indicate that the source upon whom Diodorus relied
the most was Philistus. Chapter three will deal with
Philistus' viewpoint, in particular the relationship of
Philistus' thought to that of Thucydides. In chapter four,
I intend to discuss the evidence for Punic-Siceliot

relations in the last decade of the fifth century. The



purpose of this enquiry is to demonstrate the unreliability
of the text's view of the Syracusan demos and the
governments of the Siceliot states. It will be shown that
far greater strength characterized their position than the
text implies, and that this reflects the Thucydidean-type
animosity of Philistus towards Siceliot achievement.

Having sought to establish Philistus as the chief
source of Diodorus, I shall attempt to indicate the extent
to which Philistus' ideological position corresponds to
that of the major fourth century political thinkers. It
will be shown that similar ideals are found in Xenophon,
Isocrates, Ephorus, Theopompus and Plato, and that they
represent a strong conservative reaction against democracy,
involving the establishment of monarchical rule rather than
that of aristocratic government. Because this conservatism
possessed a marked idealistic tone, the aims of these
persons did not correspond to the realities of the political
situation. Hence the conflictsof Philistus and Dionysius
and Plato and Dionysius are closely related, and are not to
be regarded as isolated from the experiences of Xenophon
and the Isocratics. Finally, it will be shown that
Philistus' association with Thucydides is based upon a
common moral viewpoint, which contrasted strongly with that
of the Isocratic school.

In chapter six, I shall trace the tradition about

Dionysius which developed after Philistus; discuss the role



of Ephorus and Theopompus and ﬁhe growth of the hostile
tradition, culminating in the history of Timaeus of
Tauromenium! and assess the extent of these inflgences

upon Diodorus. It will be shown that though there is little
doubt that Diodorus consulted all these later sources, it is,
at the same time, clear that he relied mostly upon Philistus.
This conclusion will be confirmed in the final chapter,

where Diodorus' individuality and the unity of his conception
of history will be indicated. It will thus be apparent that
precise historical objectives influenced Diodorus' choice

Aof Philistus as his chief source, and that Diodorus did tend
to consult as many authorities as possible for his account

of Dionysius I.



DIODORUS' SOURCES AND MODERN SCHOLARSHIP

The research of modern scholars, though resulting
in similar conclusions, can be divided into two distinct
categories. Farly source criticism was kased upon a
consideration of external factors. Laqueur's method,
which certainly resulted from the earlier techniques,
constituted, in fact, a radical new approach, in that it
was based upon the prerise that essential to any source
identification was an examination of the text. BREoth
approaches possess a. great deal of validity, though, as
will be indicated, the errors of their protagonists lay
in their unwillincness to effect a synthesis of both
methods. In this chapter, the argumentsAwill be examined,
and reasons procduced for effecting conclusions upon their

unsatisfactory nature.

l. Source Criticism kefore Laqueur
Chr. Volguardson, in his pioneer study of the

sources of Piodorus' RBibliotheke, concluded that, whereas

Ephorus was the chief authority for the portion discussing

the Greek mainland from the Persian Wars to the rise of

Macecdon, the same period of Sicilian history derived from
-1

Timaeus. This certainly does not represent the ultimate

word on the issue of Diodorus' sources. Yet the attempts



of Bachof, Schwartz and, indeed, Lagqueur at modifying this
thesis were not of a radical nature and merely introduced
the possibility that Ephorus, too, might have exerted some
influence upon the Sicilian chapters. Indeed, the general
consensus of opinion still accepts the viewpoint that
Diodorus used Ephorus for the account of the Greek homeland,
while Timaeus was employed for the West. Holm and Freeman,
whose reasoning was so sound when they sought to dethrone
Volgquardson and his colleagues from their position of
supremacy, were unable to command enough support in their
endeavours. Volquardson's arguments to support his
contention were largely taken over by Ed. Schwartz, who
certainly felt that Timaeus was the decisive influence

upon Diodorus, and that he was the chief source employed.2
Bachof, in fact, attacking Holm, anticipated Schwartz in
the conclusion, that in spite of probable Ephorus influence
upon the text, Timaeus was the chief source of Diodorus.3
According to Laqueur, Diodorus had in front of him Ephorus
who was his basic source: Timaeus was used to fill in the
details.4 This might appear to represent a radical step
away from the Volgquardson theory. However, since Lagueur
attributes about two thirds of Diodorus' text to Timaeus,
and thus makes Timaeus a major rather than a subsidiary
source, he is much nearer to the conventional solution than

might appear at first sight. Jacoby expressed disagreement

with the details of Laqueur's thesis: its general nature
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5
was, however, accepted by him. Even Stroheker, whose

approach differed considerably from the efforts of earlier
scholars,continued to maintain that the decisive‘influence
upon Diodorus was Timaeus.6 Essentially, this was the view
accepted by De Sanctis, Busolt, Wachsmuth, Schoenle, Sa?tori,
Drews, Woodhead, Barber, Luria, Gsell, Berve and Aria:.
Even R. Lauritano, who claimed that Diodorus' source was
Silenus was forced to admit the weight of Timaeus' influence.8
One scholar betrayed real hesitation and inclined towards
the cautious and, it must be admitted, somewhat negative
approach of Holm and Freeman. However, even in the case of
M. Kunz, the decision against Timaeus was not, in any way,
decisive.9

At the base of this contention lay the fact that
the source cited most often was Timaeus. This fact lay at
the root of the claims of Volquardson and Laqueur, and it
is likely that similar considerations influenced the other
scholars, Bachof, Lagqueur and Stroheker, even if not
explicitly stated by them. The next most-cited authority
was Ephorus; therefore, it was argued by Schwartz, that
the other source of importance employed by Diodorus was
Ephorus. Schwartz indeed, by basing his argument upon the
citations, followed Volquardson in attempting to discover
a wider use of Ephorus and Timaeus. He differed in attempting

to incorporate Ephorus into the scheme of Diodorus' source.

Both Schwartz and Volgquardson argued that the numbers of the
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barbarians of Diodorus appear to have been based upon
Timaeus, and not upon Ephorus, for it was Ephorus who gave
the higher numbers and Timaeus the lower; and Diodorus
seems to agree with Timaeus by adopting the lower numbe;:s.10
Similarly both writers believed that the excursus on
Acragantine luxury was derived from Timaeus, for there are
two references to him, a fact which, they argued, indicated
that Timaeus was the source.ll Jacoby accepted this thesis
and the Acragantine chapters consequently appear in his
collection as a fragment of Timaeus. The reference to
Tellias,12 it is argued, was therefore also taken from
Timaeus, for Tellias appears in Diodorus' account of
Acragantine luxury.13 Likewise both scholars were of the
opinion that since Diodorus, at one point referred back the
mention of Dexippus to Timaeus,14 therefore, the other
reference to Dexippus came from Timaeus.;L5 Finally agreement
upon the numbers of the Acragantine inhabitants led to the
conclusion that they were based upon the authority of Timaeus.16
The validity of these arguments which attempt to
find more extensive use of Timaeus than indicated by the
fragments themselves is challenged by the fact that the only
evidence which we have of the use of Timaeus or Ephorus or
indeed of Polycritus of Mende, is when Diodorus actually
cites these writers. At no point in the narrative is it

stated that these historians are represented in the whole

of Diodorus' portion on Sicily and it is clear that the
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fragments cannot form a basis for a wider identification.

On eleven occasions alone are we able to attribute
with certainty a part of Diodorus' work to Timaeus. Very
little is revealed on the five occasions when Diodorus
cites Ephorus and Timaeus, in connection with the numerical
problem.17 All that we, in fact, know is that the problem
of numbers represented a difference of opinion on the part
of Ephorus and Timaeus. We are certainly not justified in
assuming on the basis of these references, that the rest
of book thirteen is entirely based upon either Ephorus or
Timaeus, or that it is a compilation of both.

It must be asked whether Diodorus or his sources
were compelled to cite this divergence of opinion for a
definite purpose? It is possible that motives of
nationalism compelled the universal historian Ephorus to
adopt exaggerated numbers. Whether this is the case or not,
the fact is that Timaeus adopted a more conservative
estimate, and that the text's aim is to distinguish between
the opinion of the local historian and the Isocratean
universalist. In other words, it appears that the only
reason for the reference to Ephorus and Tihaeus is to
indicate that a difference regarding barbarian numbers
existed.

In five other cases can the evidence of Timaeus
be regarded as decisive. First, there is the important

digression on Acragantine luxury. This occurs between
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the reference to the gathering of the crops and possessions
within the city walls and the preparations of the
Acragantines for the Carthaginian attack18 and the
beginning of the campaign of Carthage against Acragas.19
In the course of this sketch, Diodorus twice singles out
the authority of Timaeus. In the first case, he refers to
the monument which Timaeus saw with his own eyes.20 The
secoﬁd citation is connected with Tellias' generosity.
Here reference is made to the actual book of Timaeus' book
fifteen.21 Whether the whole excursus on the wealth of
Acragas derived from Timaeus is a question about which, on
the evidence cited by Volquardson, Schwartz and Laqueur,
one cannot be dogmatic. The two citations in themselves
do not warrant such an assumption. All that can be said
is that Timaeus saw the monument referred to above and that
the story of Tellias' generosity came from Timaeus.
However, it will, in fact, be seen below that
significant evidence lends support to the conclusion of
Volquardson, Schwartz and Lagqueur. In the first place, I
shall show that Diodorus is not alone in attributing an
interest in Acragantine luxury to Timaeus. Second, the
evidence which we have concerning Timaeus' attitude to
Acragas and Sicily in general, confirms the argument
attributing this excursus to Timaeus. Third, there is the

question of the comparative position of this topic in the

works of Diodorus and Timaeus. Even then, the evidence is
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in no respect decisive, and it cannot be proved that
Timaeus is the sole authority for the Acragantine excursus.
We must ask for what purpose Timaeus decided to include it
in his narrative? The possibility that Timaeus' source
contained the excursus cannot be discounted. Finally,
there is the problem of the excursus in the general scheme
of Diodorus.22

The second}instance where Timaeus was probably the
source is closely concerned with the question of numbers,
which has already been referred to. Volgquardson, Schwartz
and Laqueur noted that Diodorus based his numbers of the
barbariangvupon Timaeus.23 The same may be stated about
the agreement on the number of the Acragantine population.24
At the same time, it must be stated that other sources may
have agreed with Timaeus, and Ephorus is not the only
alternative.

The final three passages which obviously betray
use by Diodorus or Timaeus, since he-is explicitly cited,
are those describing the bronze statue of Apollo and
Alexander, Dexippus and the bull of Phalaris.25

These are the only passages which can definitely
be said to derive from Timaeus and Ephorus. No evidence
exists to support the contention that these were the only
sources employed by Diodorus. The citations from Ephorus

and Timaeus can only be regarded as the starting point for

a discussion on the question of Diodorus' sources for books
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thirteen and fourteen.

The problem of the existence of the authority of
Ephorus by the side of Timaeus was solved in three ways.
First, it was argued that Diodorus read both Timaeus and
Ephorus and that the influence of both were found inshis
history. Thus Laqueur claimed that he knew exactly where
Diodorus used each of these two authorities. Second, it
has been assumed that even though Diodorus probably read
Ephorus, Diodorus relied mostly upon Timaeus. Laqueur
indeed came close to accepting such a view, and it is
certainly implicit in Schwartz, Bachof and Stroheker, who
undoubtedly attributed most of Diodorus' narrative to
Timaeus. Finally, there remains the suggestion that Diodorus
did not even see Ephorus, a view particularly associated
with Volguardson, who had no doubt that Timaeus alone was
Diodorus' source, and that the Ephorus citations were derived
from Timaeus. As has been noted, Volquardson's arguments
were sufficiently weighty that Stroheker, in fact, adopted
him. Thusralthough three different solutions have been
indicated, it is clear that it is impossible to describe a
consistent trend towards a single solution, with the result
that the majority of the opinions of modern authorities tend
to fluctuate between the three solutions. Nevertheless, for
the sake of coherent argument and rejection, the three
solutions have to be considered.

The question is basically of a twofold nature. First,
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can it be argued that Timaeus is the sole source?
Alternatively, if the authority of Ephorus is also accepted,
can it be said that Timaeus and Ephorus are the only
sources of Diodorus?

A general argument against both claims is closely
connected with the commonly-held conception of Diodorus.26
It is generally assumed that it was Diodorus' practice
merely to stitch together excerpts from the efforts of other

historians. Holm and Freeman campaigned energetically

against this a priori assumption, and it is clear that the

27
validity of their contention is supported by three factors.

First, the common view is often based upon vague theorizing
or the acceptance of the general conclusions of earlier
scholars. Second, this assumption is often associated with
limited sections of Diodorus, and it is assumed that what is
probably for a particular section is equally relevant for
the rest of the work.28 Finally the possibility of the
existence of unity of thought on the part of Diodorus is
simply ignored.29 It is thus clear that a dogmatic
conclusion that Diodorus was unable to speak for himself,
and tended merely to reproduce one source at a time, either
with others incorporated or alone, tends to be based upon
arguments founded on limited evidence of a doubtful nature.
The possibility that Diodorus in his Sicilian narrative used,

for example, Philistus or Theopompus, as well as Timaeus or

Ephorus, cannot be overlooked, and the existence of material
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derived from these other sources cannot be denied, without
producing definite reasons for Diodorus' failure to use it.

It is extremely unlikely that Diodorus ignored the
authority of Ephorus. Volquardson adopted what is now the
traditional view that Diodorus based his account of events
in the Greek homeland predominantly upon the testimony of
Ephorus. In this view he was followed in particular by
Schwartz. The fact that Volquardson adopted this view
renders his interpretation on the sources for Sicilian
history extremely unlikely. It presupposes the view noted
above, that Diodorus was a mere copyist, following one
source or more at a time. Vol@uardson' reconstruction of
the nature of Diodorus' ability as an historian is quite
clearly representative of the popular picture of the simple-
minded Diodorus who at the most was capable of copying word
for word from efforts of his predecessors. The weaknesses
inherent in this supposition have been clearly shown. The
fact is that it is most unlikely that Diodorus would have
read Ephorus' account of the history of the Greek mainland,
and ignored his account of Sicilian events.

Volguardson was not embarrassed by references to
facts recorded by Ephorus.30 His answer was simple:
Diodorus received this from quotations which he found in
Timaeus. The above noted objection applies equally well
to this claim: if Ephorus was used for the narrative of

the bulk of Greek history, why should he not have been used
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for Sicilian history?

Three further facts support the view that the
influence of Ephorus in Diodorus' text cannot be discounted.
First, Holm observed that Ephorus is cited solely in connection
with the question of numbers, and that the reference to the
figures of Timaeus is given last. Therefore, Holm argued
that Ephorus was logically the source, since Diodorus would
first cite the source he was following and then refer to the
contrary opinion. Holm certainly raised an important issue,
and it might conceivably be assumed that Diodorus' techniques
followed such a pattern. It must certainly be admitted that
Diodorus might equally well not have been inclined to adopt
such a procedure. It is certainly a situation which calls
for the avoidance of dogmatic assertions. Holm's contention
does, however, lend some credence to the view that Ephorus
was not, as Volquardson asserted, merely reproduced
secondhand by Diodorus from the narrative of Timaeus.

Second, it is clear that, if it appeafs in book
thirteen that Diodorus, in respect to the barbarian numbers
was following Timaeus' more moderate estimate, the same
cannot be said about the situation in book fourteen. Here
we possess only one citation from the two writers. Ephorus
records the figure of 300,000 Punic soldiers:. Timaeus,
however, gives 130,000 (i. e. 100,000 + 30,000).31 Now in
the seventy-sixth chapter, the Carthaginians loose 150,000

men in the plague. Therefore, it seems clear that in the
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battle before Syracuse, the higher figures of Ephorus were
preferred to the lower figures of Timaeus.

Finally, it must be stressed that the references to
Timaeus' authority with the exception of the above passage
from book fourteen are confined to the thirteenth book.
Therefore as regards book fourteen, there is no more reason
to prefer the authority of Timaeus to that of Ephorus. 1In
the thirteenth book there are nine definite citations from
Timaeus: in book fourteen, there is only one fragment.

The latter is cited together with Ephorus and, as has been
seen above, the evidence of numbers in a subsequent chapter
suggests heavier reliance on Ephorus' figures than in the
earlier book.

It is thus clear that Bachof, Schwartz and Laqueur
were essentially correct to insist on the unlikelihood of
Diodorus' reliance solely upon one source - Timaeus.
Evidence indicating use of Ephorus is certainly:not lacking.
Furthermore,it must be stated that the case against Diodorus'
probable use of sources other than Timaeus and Ephorus is
exceedingly feeble. The evidence of the citations cannot be
regarded as decisive proof of Diodorus' reliance upon these
two authorities.

Volquardson was not deterred by Diodorus' mention
of the dates which marked the terminus of the works of
Thucydides and Philistus.33 He assumed that they came from

Appollodorus who is indeed mentioned in this context. Against
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such reasoning, it must be stressed that the fact that
Diodorus used Apollodorus is in itself no proof that
Diodorus did not read these writers.

The possibility of a third source,Philistus, a
contemporary of Dionysius exists. Indeed Volquardson's
dismissal of Philistus as Diodorus' source rests upon
particularly insecure grounds.34 It is argued that as
Diodorus' notice on the date which marked the close of the
first part of Philistus' work35appears in the narration of
the Peloponnesian War and not in the narrative of Sicilian
history, therefore Diodorus did not read Philistus. The
untenability of this argument is apparent when it is
appreciated that Diodorus rounds off the affairs of 406 B. C.
with this fact, together with the death of Sophocles and
the possible death of Euripides. Thus Diodorus' mention of
the termination of Philistus' work occurs in a perfectly
logical position, and the fact that this does not appear in
the Sicilian sections cannot be regarded as decisive
evidence against the possibility of direct use of Philistus
by Diodorus.

Schwartz argued that Philistus' famous dictum in
Diodorus XIV, 8, 5, could only come from Timaeus and not
from Philistus, as Plutarch knew.36 Diodorus related that
Philistus' advice to Dionysius at the time of the hoplite

revolt was that it was not fitting to run away from the

tyranny on a gallcping horse, but that it was seemly to be
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cast out and dragged by the leg. In Plutarch's account,

it is stated that boys tied a rope to Philistus' lame leg
and dragged him through the city, and the Syracusans mocked
him, remembering his advice to Dionyéius. The important
point made by Plutarch is that this was based on Timaeus'
authority and not Philistus', for Philistus denied that he
had given this advice to Dionysius.

" Against Schwartz, it must first be noted that this
evidence does not indicate complete ignorance of Philistus'
authority on the part of Diodorus. It perhaps merely
indicates Diodorus' choosing to follow Timaeus on this point
alone. Secondly, though Philistus denied making this remark
himself, he never denied placing this statement in another
person's mouth. The statement is certainly consistent with
Philistus' attitude.

Positive evidence certainly exists indicating
Diodorus' use of sources other than Philistus or Ephorus.
As Volquardson observed, the notices on the jealousy of
Agathocles for Gelon's grave, and on the survival of Diocles'
laws to Timoleon's and Hieron's time, indicated a late source,
perhaps Timaeus.37

Further, more positive evidence exists of the use of
sources other than Ephorus and Timaeus. First, there is the
citation of Polycritus of Mende. Certainly, Polycritus is
a shadowy figure. He appears to have written a work on

38
Dionysius I and a poetical work on Sicilian history. He
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39
certainly lived before Timaeus. However, whether he was

found by Diodorus in Timaeus or whether the author of the
Bibliotheke consulted his work at first hand, cannot be
proved. It certainly cannot be proVed that Diodorus did
not consult him. Again the extremely vague nature of the
generalization in the traditional attitude to Diodorus
must be emphasized.

Second, one of the references to the divergence of
opinion concerning barbarian numbers in book thirteen does
not cite Ephorus in contrast to Timaeus. It merely refers
to 7Tu.veg holding an opinion.40 The question is why on this
occasion, Ephorus is not cited? It would be logical to
assume that Diodorus read more sources than Ephorus and
Timaeus.

In the above case, it could be argued, though not
conclusively by those holding the traditional view of
Diodorus as an author incapable of selecting material
critically and arranging it according to his own scheme,
that the reference to - yggwas found in Timaeus. Such
an argument does not challenge the implications of the
passage dealing with the bull of Phalaris. It is a
somewhat misleading passage. As has been noted this text
can be cited as evidence for Diodorus' use of Timaeus.

At the same time, it can be regarded as proof that

Diodorus read another historian - the historian who

attacked Timaeus. This other writer has generally been
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identified as Polybius.41 Indeed, there is little doubt
that Polybius was one of Diodorus' sources.42 Also,
Polybius is the only authority before Diodorus who mentions
Timaeus' error.43 The important point is first, that we
have here a case of Diodorus' probable use of two sources;
and secondly, it is a source later than Timaeus. The latter
fact is especially significant, since it cannot be refuted
by the claim that all sources other than Timaeus derive
ultimately from Timaeus.44

Finally, two passages of a more doubtful nature may
be noted. Regarding the thirty-five triremes sent by the
Syracusans, Diodorus later gives the figure of twenty—five.45
Bachof argued that this indicated a change of source. This
is certainly possible. However, the fact that the change
in figure represents mere error on the part of Diodorus or
the manuscript tradition cannot be discounted. Bachof also
noted that the reference to Diocles' death was followed by
an account of Diocles' 1egislation.46 Bachof argued that
a change from Ephorus to Timaeus is indicated in both cases.
Again, it must be stressed that the possibility of a source
change is there. Yet it is not a point for dogmatic
assertions. It is possible that Diodorus' methodological
problems are involved here or that clumsy editing is at the
root of the issue.

Basic to any attempt at arriving at Diodorus' source

have been the actual quotations. Yet it is clear that these
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in themselves are of limited value. Acceptance of the
arguments about Acragantine and Barbarian numbers do
possess a certain degree of validity. However,it cannot
be concluded on the basis of the two citations in the
Acragantine excursus, that the whole extract is derived
from Timaeus. When it is assumed that Since Timaeus
mentions a character like Tellias or Dexippus once, every
other reference to him must come from Timaeus, gquite
clearly we are entering the dangerous realms of speculation.
Even in regard to the question of the Acragantine numbers,
the evidence for saying that only Timaeus knew of this
information'is certainly not decisive.

It is, therefore, clear that a reference to a
source in the text, can only account for the actual citation
and not for a considerable portion of the text. Recourse
to guesswork is the result of failure to adhere to such
limitation of method. A single reference to an event or
person must not presuppose sole ownership of it by the
quoted source. Indeed it was such a dangerous speculation
by Volquardson and Schwartz that laid open the path for

the ingenious approach of Laqueur.

Furthermore, it is clear that the evidence of the
fragments does not decisively limit the choice of Diodorus'
authorities. It is logical to assume that Ephorus was
extensively used by Diodorus. Indeed indirect evidence

testifies to the fact that Diodorus had as much recourse
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to him as to Timaeus. Furthermore, the mere fact that
these sources are cited does not exclude the possibility
that other sources were employed by Diodorus. Indeed

it has been shown that other sources like Polybius were,
in fact, consulted, not merely in their respective chrono-
logical framework, but throughout the work. This would
confirm Holm's point, that Diodorus had a uniform style
and that the Bibliotheke is a summary.

Volquardson, Bachof, and Schwartz supported the
arguments concerned with the fragments, with contentions
based upon general stylistic consideration of the possible
sources and their identification with the text of Diodorus.
These were of a threefold nature. First, Volquardson
argued that details about local colour and topography which
could only come from a source well acquainted with Sicilian
affairs and Sicilian geography, indicated that Timaeus was
the only source Diodorus utilized. Secondly, Volguardson,
Bachof, Schwartz and Stroheker based much of their thesis
about Timaeus' excessive influence on Diodorus upon the
authority of Polybius, who devoted much of the eleventh
book of his history to a critique of Timaeus. Finally,
it was claimed that the chronological scheme of Diodorus
echoed Timaeus.

First Volquardson notes the great detail of local
colour which Diodorus' text on Sicliy reveals. The

citations come from books eleven to sixteen. They include
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the note on the Catanian seizufe of Inessa, renamed Aetna;
the chapter on the craters near Aetna; Diocles' temple;
the citation regarding the later Lilybaeum; the excursus
on Acragantine wealth; the disturbance of Theron's grave;
the occupation by the Syracusan cavalry of the later
Aetna; the construction of Ortygia; Archonides' foundation
of Halaesa Archonidion, eight stades from the sea; the
details concerning Dionysius' fortifications of Epipolae;
Motya's position, six stades from the coast of Sicily, the
reward of one hundred minas to Archyius, who was the first
to mount the walls of Motya; the fact that while Himilcon's
quarters were in the temple of Zeus, the rest of the army
lay encamped twelve stades from the city; the plundering of
the temple of Persephone and Kore; Magon's entry into the |
territory of the Agyrinaeans on the banks of the Chrysas
river, near the road leading to Morgantina : the Italiot
surrender at the eighth hour; the cost of.wheat at five
minas a medimnus because of the eleven month siege of
Rhegium; the Syracusan dating system by their priests,
upheld till Roman times; the buildings of Agathocles; and
the decree in honour of Timoleon.47

Volquardson concluded that such detailed information
could only come from a Sicilian source. The latter was
Timaeus, first because of the arguments about the Timaeus
citations. Further, many details of the narrative reveal

that the source was later than, for example Philistus, the
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most important Sicilian historian with Timaeus. For
example, the chapters on Diocles' legislation, the note
on the Syracusan calendar and the observation that
Agathocles was jealous of Gelon's grave are clearly derived
from sources later than Philistus, Ephorus and Theopompus.48
Therefore,Volquardson concluded that Timaeus was obviously
Diodorus' sole source. Finally, Volgquardson observed the
fact that Timaeus was frequently quoted in connection with
discussion of geographical details of local importance.
Thus Timaeus refers to monuments, Tellias, Dexippus at
Gela, the bull of Phalaris and the statue of the river
Gela.49

Volquardson finally substantiated his claim that
Timaeus was the source of the Sicilian books eleven to
undue prominence is given to Tauromenium, Timaeus' hometown.
Thus instances provided by Volquardson are the capture of
Tauromenium by the Siceli, its capture by Dionysius and its
mercenary settlement, Andromachus' settlement of Tauromenium
and his support to Timoleon.50

Thus Volquardson's thesis depends upon three
considerations, and in criticizing it, we must note five
questions. First, is there any validity in Volquardson's
claim that the details on local colour reflect solely

the view of Timaeus? Second, is it, in fact, the case,

that the Sicilian details reflect a late writer of the late
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fourth and early third century? Finally, there is the
problem of the degree of confidence that can be placed upon
the Tauromenium citations. ,

At the basis of Volquardson's claims lies the problem
of the Timaeus citations. It has been shown above that very
little can be derived from these fragments, and that they
merely account for the passages in which they appear.
Further, it was indicated that clear evidence exists
indicating Diodorus' use of other sources, including Ephorus.
Thus the chief argument favouring Timaeus' authority is
immediately removed.

Secondly, as Holm observed, an historian conceivably
studies topography personally, and does not necessarily take
the authority of another historian on account.51 Thus the
fact that Himilcon's quarters were in Zeus' temple is not
indicative of particular interest by any one historian in
Sicilian affairs. There is no reason to assume that Ephorus,
for example, would not have mentioned an event like the
later foundation of Lilybaeum. Certainly local details
would have been reflected in Philistus.

Thirdly, it can be argued that the text's Sicilian
interest stems from the fact that Diodorus himself was a
Sicilian. Indeed this is probably the reason for the
prominent position accorded Sicilian affairs in Diodorus'

plan. Especially noticeable is the fact that a half of

book thirteen and fourteen deals with Sicily. Finally, the
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evidence about Timaeus' life cannot substantiate the
claim of Volquardson that Timaeus supplied Diodorus with
precise details concerning Sicilian topography. The fact
is that Timaeus' work was not based upon a personal eye
witness account. Timaeus' exile due to Agathocles' enmity
resulted in the fifty year absence which witnessed the
writing and publication of Timaeus' history.52 As a result,
Polybius directed his attack against the bookishness of
Timaeus and the latter's preference of dunofy to Bpaoig >
It is moreover clear that the evidence cited by
Volquardson cannot be exclusively dated to the period in
which Timaeus wrote. In the first place, much of the
information can certainly be associated with an earlier
authority. Diocles' temple can have been recorded by
Philistus, Ephorus or Theopompus. The chapter on the crater
near Aetna or the fortifications of Epipolae, to cite two
further examples, need not derive ultimately from Timaeus.
Secondly, it is clear that information like that of the
later fate of Diocles' legislation may conceivably derive
from a source later than Timaeus. The hypothesis could be
stated that this information derives from the source other
than Timaeus, consulted by Diodorus for the question of the
bull of Phalaris. Again, there exists the possibility that
Diodorus' own influence is to be felt - a fact which must

not be dismissed without positive reasoning. Holm cites

one important case: In Roman times, the citizens of Halaisa
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were given Roman citizenship and denied kinship with the
Herbitaeans.54 This information is late and could
conceivably be associated with Diodorus alone. Clearly to
associate Timaeus alone with the local details oversimplifies
a considerably more complex situation.

Finally, the citations about the history of
Tauromenium need not merely derive from Timaeus. Certainly,
one cannot be dogmatic about the early references. Even
if Timaeus is the source for all the early passages, this
is no proof that Diodorus did not consult other authorities.55
Holm significantly observed that more importance is attributed
to the much less important Agyrium, which was Diodorus'
birthplace. Apart from two mythological references to
Agyrium,56 the latter éity figures prominently in the
narrative of books fourteen and sixteen. The Campanians
leave their packs there on their march to Syracusé.57 Holm
argued that such a reference could only be inserted by an
historian born in the town. Similarly, Diodorus noted
Dionysius' alliance with Agyris.58 Agyris had twenty
thousand citizens.59 Later the text records the forty
thousand new citizens given to Syracuse and the ten thousand
to Agyrium.60 The latter reference is particularly significant.
Whereas it can be argued that Agyris' relations with Dionysius
may have been important, though it certainly does appear to

have been attributed undue prominence in Diodorus, it cannot

be claimed that Agyrium was the Siceliot town second in
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importance to Syracuse. Cleariy it would appear that the
comparative importance attributed to Tauromenium and
Agyrium indicates that the influence of Diodorus.himself
is more apparent than that of one of his sources, Timaeus.

Three aspects of Polybius' attack upon Timaeus have
confirmed the views of Volquardson, Bachof and Schwartz.
Polybius condemns Timaeus for the nastiness of his attacks
upon the personalities of such men as Demochares and
Agathocles;61 for his bookishness, ignorance of geography,
politics and warfare;62 for his tendency to write from a
superstitious viewpoint;63 and for his rhetorical show of
speeches.64 It was the first and latter two characteristics
that furthered the conviction of the above scholars that
Timaeus' influence was felt to exist in Diodorus' text.

On the basis of the established fact that Timaeus
was heavily biased against Agathocles, Volquardson claimed
that Timaeus was equally biased against Dionysius. Thus
evidence of Timaeus' personal animosity is said to emerge
in the Sicilian narrative. It is significant that this
claim was not merely developed by Bachof and Laqueur:
indeed it formed the basis for the more recent reconstruction
of historiographical methods regarding the events of Greek
Sicily, undertaken by Stroheker and Brown.65 The value of
these researches must not be underestimated and will be

considered below. The validity of their reconstruction of

Timaeus' ideology and historical approach is certainly
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sodnd. More questionable is their identification of
Timaeus and Diodorus. This development is a result of the
many factors discussed above; however, the basic argument
concerns the hostility of Timaeus to Dionysius, which is
supposedly reflected in Diodorus' text. It is accordingly
essential to examine the basis of this contention, whose
origin emerges with Volquardson.66

Volquardson Obzsrved that ol XapiLéotator TV TOALTREV
are against Dionysius. Indeed the text clearly affirms
the fact that Dionysius plunders the rich of Gela to pay
his troops.68 The people as is their wont, swing to the
wrong side and Dionysius deceives the multitude when he
manages to obtain a bodyguard, thereby establishing his
tyranny.69 Volquardson stresses that the word Tyrant is
used. It is Dionysius' desire to increase this tyrannical
power that leads to the hostilities over Naxos, Catane and
Leontini.70 Later Dionysius renounces his tyrannical power.7l
The Siceliots are clearly stated as hating the tyranny of
Dionysius: their submission to the latter is due to their
greater hatred of the Phoenician.7? The speech of Theodorus,
according to Volquardson, reflects the text's hostility to
Dionysius:73 to Bachof, Lagueur and Stroheker, this speech
is central to the thesis of Diodorus' sole use of Timaeus.
The chief thesis propounded in the speech is Dionysius'

schemes against Naxos, Catane, Messene, Gela, and Camarina;

the necessity of maintaining a Punic foe; and war as a
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measure to distract the Sigeliots from their internal

grievanees, Velgquardsen argued that the same attitude is
revealed in the account of Dienysius' secret treaty with
€arthage in 396 B, €,, where it is clearly stated that

Pionysius regarded the gontinual existence of the
' 74
€arthaginian danger as a necessary guarantee for his rule.

Velguardson also peinted to the notice on Leptines'
attempted settlement of peace among the Italiots which

earned the disfavour of Dieonysius because such a policy
' 75
struck at the very roots of the designs of Dionysius.

Thus Dionysius demanded the unconditional surrender of the
76
italiots, Hostility to Dienysius is further revealed by

the account of Lysias' attack upon the tyrant at the
77
@lympics of 388 B, C,, the attack upon the Rhegine
78
Phyten, the account ef Dionysius' success with his

tragedy at the Lenaean festival, his victory over his
betters, his overeating and resulting death.79 Finally,
there is the reference te his tyranny as "bound with fetters
ef §te@l"8o and the nete on the end of tyranny under
Timoleon.al

This evidence consists of five types. First, there
is the description of the actions of Dionysius. Dionysius
depends upon the use of armed force. He merely uses the
pg@p;g for his own ends, discarding that element once it
proves disposable., Since his basic support is the army,

his main aims are by nature military. For this reason,the
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tyrant conducts military operations against Naxos and
Catane and the Italiots, and finds himself in opposition
to the man of peace, Leptines. Because Dionysius' power
is of a military nature, it is essential to have a
serious foe in perpetual existence. The complete
elimination of Carthage from the political and military
arena will, therefore, undermine the basis of Dionysius'
control. vTherefore,Dionysius is determined to avoid
complete defeat of the Punic foe, thereby assuring the
permanence of his regime.

Secondly, it is argued that the text's general
view of Dionysius supports the view, which the description
of Dionysius' actions demonstrates. Dionysius is the
tyrant, hated by the people, opposed by the best elements,.
in opposition to the wealthy, holding his empire in fetters
‘of steel.

Thirdly, there is the evidence of the status
occupied by the demos. They are devoid of political insight,
and hate the tyrant who tricked them into acceding to his
elevation. Fourthly, there is the evidence of a gossipy
type concerned with Lysias' attack, Phyton and the death
story. Finally, there is the speech of Theodorus, which,
it is argued, reflects the view of Timaeus and corresponds
" to themes found elsewhere in the Sicilian narrative.82
The fact is that, even if it is argued that the

text betrays hostility towards Dionysius, this need not be
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indicative of Diodorus' use of Timaeus. There is little
doubt that a hostile tradition grew up soon after that
tyrant's death. This development emerges with the
opposition of the comic poets and the failure of Plato's
Sicilian adventure. The result is the creation of the
tyrant type of the eighth book of the ReEublic?3 The
culmination of this tendency is the growth of a mass of
anecdotal material, generally of a hostile kind.84 It is
certain that by Diodorus' time, this collection had grown
considerably.

Therefore, when it is claimed that material of a
hostile typé derives from Timaeus, it is only a guess. It
is true that Timaeus is a most likely storehouse of hostile
information, for Timaeus was the most popular historian on
Sicily, certainly by the time of Polybius, and the latter
was obliged to accept the Sicilian historian's supremacy
in the field of Western affairs. Hence Polybius' history
continued from the point where Timaeus ended his work in
264 B. C. However the problem again centers around the
issue of accéptance or rejection of the traditional theory
of Diodorus as a mere copyist who was unable to influence
his narrative by any personal viewpoint, and who showed no
sense of judgment in the selection of his authorities.
Again it must be emphasized that evidence regarding the

Sicilian narrative is certainly not decisive to indicate

that Diodorus was not catholic in the use made of his sources.
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Volquardson and those scholars who insist upon strong
Timaeus influence in Diodorus' text, supply no reason for
denying this hostile element to the authority of Polycritus
of Mende or Silenus. The reference of Diodorus to
Polycritus can certainly not exclude the possibility of the

latter as a source of the Bibliotheke. More important, the

likelihood that the information might derive from the
Isocratic school is not considered. The fact that Ephorus
is actually cited certainly suggests the likelihood of such
a fact. Stroheker has drawn attention to the growth of the
Athenian hostile tradition as reflected in the orators and
Athenian comic poets.85 It is conceivable that Diodorus
had recourse to such information, and more probably that
Athenian hostility was found in the pages of the Isocratics.
Such a possibility cannot be excluded without examination of
the possibility. The philosophic hostility originating from
the Academy, certainly added impetus to these tendencies,
and the possibility that Diodorus consulted such opinions
directly or as reflected in historiographical material
cannot be discounted. The chief point to note is that the
procedure of attributing hostile material to Timaeus
considerably oversimplifies a most complex situation.
However, it is evident that the claim that Diodorus'
text betrays distinct hostility to Dionysius is a chimaera.

There are obvious dangers in assuming the existence in

Diodorus' narrative of a particular approach deriving from



37

Timaeus. Most important is the fact that Philistus' chief
work was on Dionysius the Elder. It is clear that Philistus'
history was essentially favourable to the regime of Dionysius.86
However, it must not be assumed that it was simply a work of
flattery. It will be shown in the third chapter that there
is good reason to believe that it was tyranny as a form of
government that Philistus favoured. 1In other words, it was
the system of government as much as the individual tyrant
himself that attracted Philistus. Certainly a remarkable
piece of evidence furnished by Cornelius Nepos, which will
be fully discussed below, would indicate this.87 The main
point to observe is that it must not be assumed that
Philistus' work was a mere panegyric. It seems to have been
written from an objective angle.

Indeed, as will also be shown below, Philistus was
-bracketed with Thucydides by ancient authorities.88 Hence
an interest in the essence of power politics is unlikely to
have resulted in the elimination of details indicating
Dionysius' military aims and accomplishments. It can be
assumed that Dionysius' campaigns against the Siceliots and
Italiots formed as prominent a role in Philistus' as in
Diodorus' history. Further, Philistus would have been only
too aware of the importance of the maintenance of the
Carthaginian danger for Dionysius' competent control of

Sicilian affairs. He is unlikely to have omitted the

significance of this factor from a consideration of the
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effectiveness of Dionysius' rule. The contempt of the text
towards the demos, which falls victim to the tyrant's
machinations and is unable to formulate decisive resistance
to Dionysius, would accord with the point of view of
Philistus. Indeed, Philistus was interested in the problem
of power and the arche. For this reason, he would especially
record the methods employed by Dionysius to gain the

adherence of the demos and defeat the aims of the Chariestatoi.

The fact that Philistus was most probably a member of the
latter group need not imply an unwillingness to criticize that
element of the Syracusan and Geloan citizen body. Philistus'
spiritual mentor, Thucydides, was quite willing to support
Pericles, in spite of the latter's opposition to the
historian's presumed kinsman, the Philaid, Cimon. Power,its
attainment and maintenance, was the theme that occupied
Philistus' attention. Thus Philistus would sympathize with
Dionysius, in spite of the fact that such a viewpoint
inevitably resulted in estrangement from both demos and

Chariestatci. Direct evidence is seen above all in Philistus'

willingness to pay the fine, when Dionysius gained his
bodyguard in 405 B. C.89 Here the historian worked against
both the democratic and oligarchic elements in favour or
Dionysius. Therefore, when Volquardson argues that the
text portrays Dionysius as a ruthless tyrant and cites the

examples of the attack upon Catane and Naxos, the opposition

of the"best"men, the deception of the multitude and the
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citation regarding the "fetters of iron", he overlooks

the simple fact that the same evidence would fit just as
logically, and perhaps more so, into the scheme of Philistus.
The fact that Dionysius, according to a distinctly hostile
source, might make peace with Carthage in order to perpetuate
the Punic menace, which was a necessary ingredient to the
maintenance of his rule, need not eliminate use of the same
view by an historian interested in the source of Dionysius'
arche. By claiming that a favourable comment indicates a
non-hostile source and an inimicable remark an authority in
distinct opposition, Volquardson, and indeed Bachof, Laqueur
and Stroheker, though adopting a convenient solution,
seriously oversimplify a situation of far greater complexity.
Clearly as a preliminary to the attribution of a certain
viewpoint to Timaeus or Philistus, it is necessary to gain

a clear picture of the outlook of these historians.

The above fact would also apply - perhaps in a
somewhat limited manner - to the other historians who may
have provided Diodorus' evidence. If it is agreed that
most of the evidence cited by Volquardson and others need
not imply hostility, it is clear that Ephorus, for example,
might be equally well responsible for the data recorded by
Diodorus. Certainly, the possibility must not be dismissed
without adequate investigation as to its likelihood.

An additional danger resides in the process of

selectivity pursued by Volquardson and his followers. To
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base their reconstruction upon isolated references which
they regard as representative of the Timaeus approach is
to ignore the existence of an egqually important part of
the narrative which portrays Dionysius as the defender of
Hellas against the Semitic foe. Volquardson's retort is
that this aspect, too, reflects the view of Timaeus. Here,
it is argued that Timaeus' nationalistic sentiments overcome
his hostility to the Syracusan despot. It is a convenient
soluticn, and the authority of Polybius, regarding Timaeus'
aim to glorify Sicily at the expense of the rest of Greece,
might appear to confirm the wvalidity of this view.90 Yet
even Polybius' evidence fails to indicate any association
in Timaeus' mind between Dionysius as despot and defender of
Hellas. No evidence exists to indicate with any degree of
certainty that Timaeus pictured Dionysius as defender of
‘Western Hellas. Indeed the latter portrait appears to be
a figment of the imagination of Volgquardson and his colleagues.
Diodorus confirms Polybius' claim that Timaeus was
extremely biased towards Agathocles.91 Significantly, Diodorus
adds that the Agathocles' books are to be disbelieved.
Therefore, more discretion must be assumed on the part of
Diodorus in his selection of source material. It is logical
to assume that suspicion of the Agathocles books would be
reflected in Diodorus' attitude to those books dealing with

Dionysius, assuming the correctness of Volquardson's thesis

that Timaeus was as biased against Dionysius as he was
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against Agathocles. Consequently, Diodorus' caution in
accepting the heavily biased account of Timaeus, would
support the conclusions that even if it is agreed that
the text is actually hostile to Dionysius, it is unlikely
that the narrative reflects in every réspect the hostility
of Timaeus. However, the fact that it has been shown that
such hostility is purely hypothetical, confirms the
conclusion that Diodorus' caution prevented wholesale
acceptance of Timaeus' viewpoint.

Diodorus' reference to Dionysius as tyrant and his

oligarchic opponents as Chariestatoi, cannot be regarded as

exclusive evidence for Timaeus, or indeed for the existence
of a particularly hostile source. Both Pindar and Isocrates
could use the word tyrant in addresses to Hieron and
Evagoras.92 It is true that the word Tyrant possessed
elements of an evil connotation already by Solon's time.
Nevertheless the possessor of tyranny was in an essentially
enviable position. It was only as a result of the Platonic
judgment of tyranny, that the word began to assume any
likeness to the modern meaning. Yet, the fact that Isocrates
employed the word in a fgvourable address to Evagoras is
indicative that, by the/?éirth century, the word could still
be employed without a tone of philosophic disapproval. It
is true that a late source would employ the word in a

Platonic or Aristotelian pejorative sense. However, it is

doubtful whether a source from the first part of the fourth
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century would attribute to it such a meaning. This is
certainly true of Ephorus or Theopompus. In the case of
Philistus whose references might parallel those of Pindar
and Isocrates, there is no doubt that the word tyrant
would be perfectly appropriate for, as has been noted,
Philistus appears to have approved of tyranny as an
institution. On the other hand, if it is accepted that
tyrant indicates hostile use, could it not be merely
representative in a general sense of the post-Plato
meaning, and not derive inevitably from Timaeus?
Similarly, the reference to the oligarchic

opponents of Dionysius as Chariestatoi need not reveal

favour towards this element, and opposition to Dionysius.

ol XapiréotatoL appears, for example, in Isocrates and
23
Aristotle to signify men of taste. In the Nicomachean

Ethics the contrast is provided,ol moAlotmal gopTiubhratol
94
. It would, therefore, be conceivable that the

reference to Chariestatoi in Diodorus need not represent

hostility. It might merely refer to those possessing
aristocratic virtues. 1In other words the text is speaking
of the Syracusan upper class or nobility. As has been
seen, Philistus' chief task was an examination of the
essence of absolute power. The evidence does not suggest
that it was his task to depict Dionysius as a man of taste.

His use of the word Chariestatoi could thus represent

current expression. Philistus could have been referring to
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the opponents of Dionysius in such a manner. Ephorus could
also have used such a term. Further, a later source. like
Timaeus might have ultimately drawn the word from a
contemporary or near contemporary source. The chief

point again is that too great an emphasis upon words like

tyrant or Chariestatoi, though convenient in an attempt to

effect automatic identification with Timaeus, oversimplifies
a considerably more complex situation.

There remains the problem of the speech of Theodorus
of XIV, 65- 69, which, it is argued by Volguardson, Bachof,
Schwartz, Lagqueur and Stroheker, reflects the personal
animosity of Timaeus. Bachof adds three points. First, he
believes that the speech is typical of Timaeus' rhetorical
tendencies, to which Polybius referred. 1In addition, he
argues that Timaeus' attitude is balanced by his attitude
to Gelon, and that the hostility does not merely associate
itself with the Sicilian tyrants but with Sparta as well.95

The most important issue is whether the speech
reflects the hostile viewpoint of Timaeus. That it reflects
hostility towards Dionysius is a fact. The problem is to
determine whether the sentiments therein expressed are to be
equated with the viewpoint of the text of the narrative. In
other words, does the author of the text, be he Diodorus
himself or his source, ‘sympathize with the verbal onslaught

of Theodorus?

The first point to be observed is that the fact that
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the speech expresses a viewpoint hostile to Dionysius need
not imply that the material because it is hostile derives
from Timaeus. The possibility that Ephorus might be the
source of the speech is in the context of the fact that
the speech's sentiments are hostile, very real. As has
been shown above, Ephorus is cited often by Diodorus in
the course of the Sicilian narrative, and he would have
had a rich legacy of hostility from which to draw -
particularly from the circle of the orators and Comic poets.
Further, Ephorus was a pupil of Isocrates and as such is a
possible source of Diodorus for the speech of Theodorus. It
must be stréssed that this is not the place for dogmatic
assertions. However,it is to be observed that at least as
much validity must be attributed the above argument as
those of Volquardson and his followers.

This is not, however, the fundamental point.
What must be emphasized is the fact that it must not be
assumed that a source more favourably disposed to Dionysius,
would omit the speech of Theodorus. This is particularly
the case, when we consider the account of Philistus. It has
already been suggested that Philistus' account of Dionysius
was no mere eulogy. Indeed, this subject will be fully
explored in the third chapter. The evidence suggests that
Philistus was chiefly concerned with the issue of power
politicé in its manifestation in Dionysius' regime. Moreover,

as will also be shown, Thucydides and Philistus were linked
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in the historiographical tradition. These facts render
doubtful the suggestion that Philistus would not have
included Theodorus' indictment of the Syracusan tyranny.
In the first place, Philistus' interest in the power
structure would not have blinded that historian to the
fact that Dionysius deliberately kept alive the Punic
threat to secure his own position within Syracuse. He
would not have felt any embarrassment at the fact that
Theodorus referred to this fact. Similarly, the tyrant's
treachery at Camarina, the enslavement of Catane and Naxos
and the plundering of temples, were all themes in no way in-
compatible with the thesis of an historian concerned with
power politics, and its representative Dionysius.

As a spiritual disciple of Thucydides, moreover, a
considerable degree of intellectual integrity is to be
expected of Philistus. It is extremely doubtful whether
Philistus would compromise himself by omitting salient
details, no matter how they eliminated any process of
idealization. The fact that Philistus' central figure was
Dionysius, whose regime that historian certainly favoured,
need not preclude the fact that Philistus included a speech
which attacked the central figure of the work.

It is interesting to observe that important
differences characterize the information provided by the
speech from that derived from the rest of the narrative.

In the speech, Dionysius is said to have fled
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Motya; earlier, Dionysius is said to have left because he
was widely separated from the allied cities and because his
food supplies were reduced.96 Thus Theodorus mentions
motives which are absent in the narrative of the events.

Theodorus remarks that immediately after the battle
at Catane with Magon's fleet, a storm arose; in the narrative
this storm occurs later, after the arrival of Himilcon.97
Theodorus simplified the issue for convenience, in order to
stress that Dionysius had a chance to prevail over Carthage
immediately after the battle. The storm was the key
according to Theodorus. However, since the storm occurred
later, it is doubtful whether Dionysius, in fact, had the
strategic advantage to which Theodorus refers. Nevertheless
to arouse opposition to Dionysius, such a fact could be
obscured. It mattered little what actually took place:
more important was what the people thought had taken place.
Similarly in the speech, Dionysius is said to have
treacherously avoided attacking the enemy who had arrived
at Panormus after a stormy passage. Earlier however, it is
stated that Dionysius was at the time before Segesta; the
result was the loss of Motya.98 Again, Theodorus is
fabricating facts to suit his own purpose of arousing
discontent against Dionysius.

On these two occasions, Theodorus does not actually

fabricate convenient situations. He does, however, attribute

motives to Dionysius which the narrative omits. The same
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words are used about the destrﬁction of Messana: as a result,
the Carthaginians cut off aid to the Siceliots from the
Italian Greeks, and the Peloponnesian allies. Yet there is
a significant difference. The reference in the narrative
does not attribute this to the express designs of Dionysius,
as the comment in the speech of Theodorus certainly does.99
Secondly, though the tréachery to Gela and Camarina is

noted both in the narrative and in the speech, it is
significant that the notice in the narrative betrays less
interest in the events as part of Diénysius' complicated
motivation.100 Clearly the picture of Dionysius the schemer
appears more openly in the speech.

Bachof considered the differences insignificant in
contrast to the basic unanimity of opinion regarding
Dionysius' actions. Yet in the context of a non-hostile
source, these facts gain added importance. An historian
interested in the power structure would not ignore the
fundamental issues: the importance of the continued existence
of the Punic threat to Dionysius; Dionysius' policy towards
the hostile Ionian bloc; and the tyrant'spolicy towards the
Dorian allies of Syracuse before the treaty of 405/4 B. C.
He would include such considerations in his narrative and
not merely relegate them to the speech of the representative
of the Syracusan knights. In addition, a Thucydidean like

Philistus would be loath to omit facts of the utmost

significance. The same intellectual integrity, however,
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would oblige him to distinguisﬁ between the views of an
opponent and the facts as they actually stood. Hence the
discrepancies do not concern obvious major occurrences and
policies, but comparatively minor episodes, knowiedge of
which at the time of the speech's delivery would be
extremely vague. Dionysius' failure to relieve Motya and
his inability to crush Magon's fleet - these were all
occurrences about which, at the time there was no precise
information. The critical historian could certainly
establish the cause of these failures at a later date: at
the time, however, speculation was able to prevail. It was
the duty of the historian to establish the nature of the
facts as they actually happened, and to declare openly
what it was felt at the time had happened. Hence while the
narrative records the facts that wide separation from the
~allied cities, and lack of food supplies were the cause of
the flight from Motya, Theodorus ignores this fact. The
distinction is between the fact and the fiction: the view
of the historian himself and the opinion of the hostile
witness. The same argument appligs to the note on the
storm. Theodorus might have seized upon the prevailing
opinion which arose from the uncertain nature of the facts,
or he may have invented this account, thereby profiting
from the uncertainty. However, the historian, with his
aim of establishing the facts as they happened, is careful

to distinguish between the view which hebbelieves and that
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attributed by the opponent of Dionysius. Should the views
of both coincide, there is no contradiction. Thus both
agree on the significance of the maintenance of the Punic
threat to Dionysius. But where the historian feels that

the hostile witness invents facts, or indeed attributes
motives with which he is unable to acquiesce, the result

is a divergence of viewpoint, which is clearly indicated

in the text. Inevitably Theodorus would emphasize again

and again those facts which supported his case. A Philistus
or an Ephorus or any other source, who would certainly not
omit major events like Dionysius' evacuation of Gela and
Camarina, and would perhaps concede that this was part

of Dionysius' deliberate policy to gain the despotate of
Syracuse and ultimately of Sicily, would be careful not to
issue public declarations in an uncertain context. Thus the
narrative does not press the theme as does Theodorus. To

do so in the speech is, of course, perfectly justifiable and
does not compromise the historian's integrity: more
ifresponsible, however, is the inclusion of such statements
in the course of the narrative.

Two conclusions emerge. First, it is apparent that
the text is greatly concerned with establishing veracity of
fact, and distinguishing fact from Theodorus' fictitious
statements. This suggests that Diodorus' informant possessed
a responsible attitude towards his task. It certainly

appears that he was the type of historian who wauld include
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information like the speech of Theodorus, even if he was
well disposed towards Dionysius. This would certainly
support the contention argued above, that Diodorus' source
seems to have possessed the intellectual integrity to
include information less flattering to his central figure.

Secondly, the fact that the text admits that
Theodorus fabricates and distorts events for his own ends,
suggests that the author of the narrative cannot simply
have utilized the speech to proragate his own hostile
sentiments. It is accordingly difficult to assume that the
author sympathized with the stand of Theodorus. This
conclusion is confirmed by significant evidence, indicating
that Theodorus' ideals are hardly consistent with Syracusan
sentiment. The corollary is the fact that Theodorus is
portrayed as an impractical statesman, whose political
ineptitude is illustrative of weaknesses inherent in the
camp of the opposition to Dionysius.

Thus Theodorus declares that the Carthaginians, if
victorious, would merely impose tribute, whereas Dionysius
takes property and plunders temples.101 Yet, as will be
shown in the analysis of chapter two, the Siceliots hated
the Carthaginians for their violence, and the text devotes
extensive reference to Carthaginian brutality. The narrative
at no point suggests that Carthage would merely impose
tribute. 1Indeed the treatment accorded to Selinus, Himera,

Actragas and Camarina clearly testifies to the brutal policy
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adopted by Carthage towards her conquests. It is this
brutality which is employed by the text as a means whereby
sympathy is directed towards the Siceliots, and it is
suggested that a major cause of the Syracusan and Siceliot
desire to join Dionysius was a wish to inflict vengeance
for indignities suffered at Carthage's hands.

Theodorus argues that Dionysius gave the property
taken from the private owners to the slaves through whom
he ruled. Syracusan territory is in the hands of those who
increased Dionysius' pbwer.loz Theodorus' words imply that
Dionysius' support is essentially based upon the loyalty of
the slaves and those of a slave mentality. It certainly
appears that according to Theodorus, the majority of the
Syracusans were crushed beneath an imponderable yoke which
they were eager to cast off at the first favourable
opportunity. This picture contrasts noticeably with that
given of the popular Dionysius, launching a crusade for the
survival of Hellenic civilization in the West. While it is
true that the text states that the Syracusans ultimately
hoped to assert their freedom and were eager to lessen the
weight of Dionysius' yoke, there is no suggestion that
Dionysius' rule was devoid of all leniency. Dionysius gains
cooperation in his venture by creaiing patriotic zeal and
by mixing with the populace. The declaration of war is
taken by the Syracusans as a whole. The Siceliots are in a

position to desert if they so desire. Further, Dionysius'
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rewards are given to citizens as well as slaves and
mercenaries. Finally, the very fact that Theodorus is in

a position to attack Dionysius in the assembly contradicts

his own statement to the effect that Dionysius depended

upon slaves and mercenaries.103 Indeed, the evidence of
Theodorus' speech confirms the views which will be

discussed in Chapter Two regarding the policy of leniency

and the regard for constitutional practice which characterized
Dionysius' rule. It is noteworthy that even if it is assumed
that the speech represents the personal viewpoint of Timaeus -
a view for which there is no direct convincing evidence - it
would have to be concluded that Timaeus was willing to
acknowledge that the situation as described by_Theodorus did
not accord with the facts. 1Indeed the ease with which the

text notes that Dionysius was able to win over the Syracusans

“fully confirms the fact that Theodorus, far from being a
104

realist espousing sensible policies was a man gouzy elvoy TPoKHT Lb(

This is confirmed by a final fact. Theodorus'
references to the enslavement of Catane and Naxos, can only
be viewed within the context of an idealistic pan-Siceliotism,
of the type associated with a Hermocrates, and as such is
hardly likely to have appealed to Syracusan popular opinion
under the Dioclean democracy and Dionysius' r_egime.105 Again,
Theodorus hardly emerges as the practical politician. It is

to be noted that this view of Theodorus accords with the

general picture provided of the Syracusan opposition to
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Dionysius, which will be explored in Chapter Two.

Thus, to conclude, Theodorus' speech can hardly be
regarded as a vehicle whereby a hostile source like Timaeus
expressed his disapproval of the regime of Dionysius. Its
inclusion in Diodorus' text is accounted for by two facts.
First, intellectual integrity probably necessitated the
inclusion of a speech, hostile towards Dionysius. At the
same time it is clear that the speech does not present a
particularly edifying picture of Theodorus. In the first
place, Theodorus is depicted as either distorting the facts
or being in ignorance of the reality. Secondly, the Syracusan
knight is painted as-a particularly impractical politician,
and as such his role accords with the picture given of the
incompetent Syracusan demos.

The view expounded above, that the speech of
"Theodorus is included in Diodorus for sound historiographical
reasons is challenged by.Bachof's claim that its inclusion
derives from Timaeus' interests in rhetorical exercises. He
adds the argument that it represents a manifestation of
Timaeus' patriotic feelings. In support of this thesis, he
produces two pieces of evidence. First, he notes that three

out of four of the major speeches found in the Bibliotheke

of Diodorus deal with Sicilian affairs. 1Indeed, the only
major speech which occurs in a non-Sicilian context is
Endius' speech. Secondly, Bachof argues that Polybius'

statement about Timaeus' use of speeches to which reference



54

has already been made, would sﬁpport his contention that the
speech is representative of Timaeus' rhetorical and patriotic.
tendencies.

Polybius' statement certainly indicates £hat Timaeus
employed speeches, less for their importance at elucidating
the text and as a source of accuracy of fact than as a
vehicle for glorifying Sicily and her great men, and
indulging in feats of verbosity. Yet the problem in this
context is, can the speech be regarded as patriotic in
sentiment, and was it the practice of Diodorus to include
speeches merely for the sake of rhetorical effect?

Certainly, on any level, the speech's sentiments
can hardly be interpreted as patriotic. For Timaeus, there
is little in the speech that can be considered edifying,
True, it appears as a call to action, for the Syracusans
to resist Dionysius. Yet it emphasizes Dionysius' despotate
and the tyrant's ability to succeed in nefarious policies
towards the Syracusans and other Siceliots and Carthage. It
portrays the great conspiracy of the Syracusan despot.
Theodorus' subseguent failure hardly lends credence to the
view that the speech is representative of Syracusan or
Siceliot patriotic awareness.

More important is the fact that, as has been seen,
“the speec¢h is distinctly aimed at portraying the incompetence
of the leader of Syracusan resistance, and as such it closely

corresponds to the general sentiments expressed about the
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opposition to Dionysius.

Finally, it is clear that it was not the practice
of Dionysius to include speeches for reasons of rhetorical
effect. The historian's own statements make this quite
clear. Endius' speech was included for its succinctness
and Laconianism. Moreover, Diodorus argues against the
use of tedious rhetorical exercises of speech. He adds
that only when the subject matter is great and the speech
worthy of memory is an historian justified in including
speeches.106

It is unfortunate that Diodorus' assertions about
his own peréonal integrity have simply been ignored by
scholars of the Volquardson genre. Their refusal to admit
that Diodorus' caution in respect to the account given by
Timaeus of Agathocles is likely to have affected the
Timaeus' books on Dionysius has already been noted.
Similarly, Diodorus' statement that he has no interest in
mere verbal gymnastics, has received little serious
consideration. Diodorus is explicit: the subject matter
determines whether a speech be included or not. Therefore,
the implication is that the speech of Theodorus is not a
figment of the imagination of Timaeus or, indeed, of any
other source. The fact that Diodorus rarely ;ncluded
speeches in the course of his history would appear to
confirm the sincerity of his intentions.

It is thus clear that the importance of the
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subject matter was the determining factor in Diodorus'
decisions concerning the inclusion of speeches. As a
Sicilian himself and an historian, devoting considerable
effort on the Sicilian narrative - a fact which the mere
length of the text testifies to - Diodorus, no doubt,
considered the speech of Theodorus significant enough for
inclusion. This is confirmed by the very fact that three

out of four major speeches in the Bibliotheke refer to

Sicilian events. However, the Sicilian factor is hardly

decisive. It must be emphasized that the speech is to

be regarded primarily as a means for determining the

incapabilities of the Syracusan opposition to the tyrant.
Bachof argued that Theodorus' reference to Gelon

was representative of the Timaeus tradition which aimed at

contrasting the moderate rule of Gelon with the despotate

107
of Dionysius. One result was the antithesis of the
108
basileus Gelon with the tyrannos, Dionysius. A further

consequence was the glorification of Himera at the expense
of Salamis.109

However, it must be emphasized that although it
is probable that Timaeus presented Gelon as the noble ruler
in contrast to the absolutism of the Dionisii and Agathocles,
it cannot be proved that such a view originates with Timaeus,
and is solely to be associated with that historian. 1In the

first place, the tendency to glorify the Sicilian past may

be represented by all the major Sicilian historians. It is
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not inconceivable that Philistus painted a similar pictute_
of Gelon to that of Theodorus. Indeed it can be conjectured
that Philistus' attachment to Dionysius arose out of
attraction for past Sicilian achievement against Carthage,
as epitomized by the figure of Gelon. Indeed, this tradition
probably existed by the end of the fifth century. It can
accordingly be argued that Philistus knew this. His
intellecutal integrity enabled him to include this fact
in the speech of Theodorus. In short, to attribute the
Gelonian tradition solely to Timaeus obscures the complexity
surrounding the growth of the tradition. Superficiality
characterizes attempts to associate a tradition with any
one individual. Consequently, there is a great deal of
validity in the view of Oldfather that "Diodorus as a native
Sicilian would not let the opportunity escape him of
magnifying the exploits of his fellow countrymen." Ho
Obviously Diodorus has as much right to this tradition as
Timaeus. He can have received this from many sources,
including non-Sicilian authorities. He might also have
received it orally. The main point to observe is that
this view of Gelon does not clash with the narrative of
Diodorus on Dionysius.

Certainly the growth of a hostile tradition
stemming from the Athenian comic writers, Plato and the
philosophic schools and Timaeus accelerated the development

of the favourable portrait of Gelon. It is moreover clear
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that a culminating point is very likely to have been the
history of Timaeus. The contrast between Gelon and Dionysius
was thus emphasized. A further element was the fact that
whereas a seventy-year period of cessation of hostilities
followed the battle of Himera, Dionysius was unable to achieve
a decisive victory. Again, the gradual divorce of the two
traditions is conceivable. Nevertheless,it is not to be assumed
that this was always the case. The possibility that a source
earlier than Timaeus, and not necessarily hostile to Dionysius,
contained this tradition, cannot be ignored, and is probable

in view of the fact that there is little evidence for open

hostility in the text towards Dionysius.

Finally, there remains the problem of the apparent
anti-Spartan tendencies of the text, noted by Bachof. Two
factors are singled out. First, there is the speech of
Gylippus against Nicolaus in favour of Diocles' proposal for
the meting of harsh measures against the Athenians. Gylippus
appears in an unfavourable light. Consequently, Bachof
concludes that the attack is ultimately directed against
Sparta.lll The reason is that Timaeus could not bear to see
Sicily aided by another power-Sparta. Thus Hermocrates is
regarded by Timaeus as the real saviour of Sicily, and not

Gylippus. Two factors support this contention: the fact

that fragments of Timaeus indicate that Hermocrates was that

112
historian's hero; and that Plutarch records Timaeus' contribution
113
to the denigration of Gylippus. This situation is accounted

for by three considerations: the fact that Timaeus found
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refuge in Athens would direct his hostility to Athens' foe,
Sparta; the personal experience of the historian and his
father would direct his sympathies towards Corinth; finally,
the clear hostility which Timaeus bore towards Dionysius
would automatically direct suspicion towards Dionysius'
114

ally, Sparta.

Bachof finds a second source of hostility towards
Sparta in book fourteen. The text of the chapter following
Theodorus' speech stresses the betrayal by the Spartan
I‘haracidas.l15 In the same context, the earlier betrayal Ly
Aretes or Pristos thLe Spartan is noted.ll6 Since Bachof views
Tiraeus as the source for hostility to Sparta in the speech
of CGylippus, he concludes that the second manifestation of
disfavour towards Sparta likewise stems from Timaeus. DBachof's
conclusion is that Timaeus' proklem was to reconcile his pride
as a Siceliot with his hostility towards Dionysius. The
solution was the adoption of an anti-Spartan attitude, which
reflected disapproval of ipartan and Syracusan opposition
to democratic government. H

The evidence of the Timaeus fragments and Plutarch
certainly supports the validity of Dachof's claim that
Timaeus was opposed to Gylippus and in favour of Hermocrates,
and that Timaeus' influence is accordingly to be seen in
Gylippus' speech. Nore questionakle is the argument that

Timaeus' views are representative in Theodorus' speech and that

these views reflect pro-democratic tendencies. TIirst,
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the note on the hostility to Sparta is not given in the
speech but after it. Moreover, it must be stressed that
Theodorus is a knight and representative of the propertied
classes.118 He closely resembles Hermocrates. In fact,
Timaeus' favour towards Hermocrates is not necessarily
the result of any pro-democratic sympathies of that
statesman. Hermocrates has, at the same time, much in
common with Dionysius. He is a curious blend of oligarch
and tyrant, a blend not necessarily incompatible, as any
consideration of Gelon's and, indeed, Dionysius' career
reveals.llg' Therefore, to regard Timaeus' favour towards
Hermocrates as due to pro-democratic sympathies is not
entirely consistent with the realities of the situation.
The danger of laying too great a stress upon the
identification of ideologies and practical politics is
above all illustrated by the presence of Dexippus within
Siceliot ranks during the crisis of 407/6 B. C.120 During
that period Syracuse was functioning under the Dioclean
extreme democracy. Yet the state received the support of
pro-oligarchic Sparta. At the same time, it must be
admitted that, though Hermocrates was no democrat, there is
good reason to suppose that Timaeus thought that he was.
More important, however, is the fact that there is
equal possibility that this attitude to Sparta might stem

from any Sicilian patriotic source. Further, no evidence

exists indicating that Timaeus in general disapproved of
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Sparta. The fact that he was contemptuéus of Gylippus
and approved of Hermocrates is certainly not decisive. It
merely indicates disfavour towards an individual or policy
of a state as epitomized by Gylippus at a particular time.
Finally, the context of the remark called for a reference
to Spartan aid. Again it must be said that a Philistus
or indeed an Ephorus would be as likely to include such
information. It has already been suggested that Philistus
was not writing a mere eulogy, but a tract on power politics.
Hence the inclusion in his work of the information is most
likely. |

It thus appears that there is little evidence for
direct hostility on the part of the main body of the text
towards Dionysius, of the type Timaeus was a representative .of.
The speech of Theodorus_is not to be regarded as a vehicle
of Timaeus' opposition and attempts to associate this factor
with the Geloan tradition, the supposed disfavour of the
text towards Sparta and Timaeus' rhetorical tendencies
command little confidence. It must be added that no attempt
is here being made to erase Timaeus from the problem of the
sources of Diodorus: what is being suggested is that
Timaeus' influence is hardly as decisive as is generally
held. The fact that Diodorus cites Timaeus more than any
other authority is significant enough to prevént any attempt
to deny knowledge of the Sicilian historian on the part

of Diodorus. Further some of the evidence which suggests
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a more moralistic tone might conceivably come from Timaeus.
Certainly the latter part of book fourteen contains material
of a far more hostile and gossipy kind than the rest of

the book and all of book thirteen. This includes the Lysias
episode at Olympia and the attack upon Phyton. The material
has much in common with the brief notices in book fifteen
regarding Dionysius' strained relations with the literary
figures at his court, - Aristoxenus, Philistus and Plato -
and the condemnatory account of the tyrant's death, cauéed
by a drinking bout, following the tyrant's triumph at the
Lenaean festival. Indeed the issue of the dramatic change
in the scaie and nature of Diodorus' narrative and the
survival of a mass of scanty material for the latter part

of Dionysius' reign is a problem to be discussed below.

The case for Timaeus, it will be shown, is not strong, and
two considerations seem to influence the abrupt change of
attitude and scale: the viewpoint of Diodorus' chief
source, and the possibility of a deficiency in source
material.

The‘important point to observe in the present
context is that the overwhelming bulk of the material
contained in the narrative of Diodorus, does not contain
information which can be considered in a real sense, as
deriving from a distinctly hostile source.

It was observed above that two different guises

characterize Dionysius. On the one hand, he appears as the
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military monarch, suppressing all opposition, obliging all
elements to subordinate themselves to his overriding person-
ality and designs. The other aspect revealed itself in the
view of Dicnysius as the epitome of Western Hellas' defence
against Carthage. Having identified the former aspect with
Timaeus, Volquardson and his colleagues decided very
naturally to argue for a similar association in respect to
the strongly patriotic episodes.121 Dionysius thus served

a contradictory function in this reconstruction of the
political thought of Timaeus. On the one hand, he was their
saviour and representative; on the other hand, he denied

the Syracusans their political liberty.

Confirmatory evidence appeared to derive from
Polybius' reference to the superstitious nature of Timaeus,
as reflected in his works. The bulk of the evidence
concerned the fate of Himilcon's expedition in 396 B. C.122
and that of the earlier expedition of 406/5 B. C., culminating
in the death of Hannibal. The chief argument concerned the
intervention of supernatural forces in the affairs of the
Carthaginians, illustrating the divine displeasure with Punic
impiety.123 |

Again it must be stated that an attractive and
convenient view lacks direct evidence. It was argued above
that the hypothesis concerned with the narrative's interest

in Sicilian affairs which appears to echo a Siceliot

patriotic source, cannot eliminate the use of any Sicilian
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historian. The individuality of Diodorus' own person
cannot be eliminated from the discussion. In other wofds,
the fact that a great deal of interest is shown in Sicily
can be indicative of the views of a Sileﬁus, Polycritus
of Mende, or a Philistus, or indeed of Diodorus himself.
Therefore, when it is argued by Volguardson that great
sympathy is shown for the Siceliot suffering at the hands
of Carthage, and resulting pride in the victory of the
Siceliot, there is no reason to avoid the possibility that
any Siceliot source is the projector of these ideals.
Indeed it is not inconceivable that a non-Siceliot source
might have taken similar pride in the Greek triumph over
the Barbarian. This is certainly a viewpoint that might
have appealed to the historians of the Isocratic school.
Further, the thesis of the helpless Siceliot in
face of the Punic conqueror is one that was likely to have
appealed to Philistus whose aim seems to have been to
portray Dionysius as the saviour of Greek Sicily in the
fourth century B. C. . No fragment of Timaeus records
that Timaeus held such a view. Certainly Timaeus was
hostile to Dionysius: his attitude to Carthage is not
known. Bachof and Volquardson are, in fact merely guessing.
Having assumed that the evidence discussed above is decisive -
particularly that of the fragments and the supposedly anti-
Dionysius bias, - they concluded that the second portrait

must similarly derive from Timaeus. Yet the view that
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Timaeus represented Dionysius és a necessary evil is a
chimaera.

Volquardson claimed that the evidence of the plague
in the fifteenth book was merely a repetition of those
plagues in the thirteenth and fourteenth books.125 The
implication is serious. The fact that there are three
plagues in three successive wars, is certainly strange.
However, much more detail is accorded the first two
plagues, particularly the second. Indeed this fact accords
with the general brevity of the narrative of the fifteenth
book. Thus, simply to assume that the last plague derives
from the pen of the author of the thirteenth and fourteenth
books, obscures the serious problem posed by the difference
in scale and subject matter of book fifteen.

Finally, though it is true that the so-called
superstitious elements in the text could be associated with
the authority of Timaeus, it is equally possible that any
other historian, including Diodorus himself, might be the
originator. Drews has shown that Diodorus' religious
viewpoint rendered him capable of altering the meaning
of a text by simply connecting events which in the original
source are merely stated and not attributed the meaning
alloted to them by Diodorus.126 It will be shown that
Philistus, even though he was a disciple of Thucydides, was

not above belief in divine intervention: the case for

Thucydides' own rationality in respect to the divine,
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though supported by considerable evidence, does not
entirely dispose of the possibility that he too was not
above suspicion that something other than human motivation
influenced the course of his history.127 It is certainly
a more complex issue than Volquardson, Schwartz, Bachof
and Laqueur are willing to admit.

There remains the problem of Diodorus'
chronological scheme. Schwartz thought that the notices on
the destruction of Selinus and Himera, two hundred and forty
years after their foundation, reflected the chronological
interest of Timaeus.128 However, it must be stated that
interests in these facts cannot be regarded as the exclusive
property of Timaeus. Any other historian including Diodorus
might have inserted the notices on the long existence of the
two towns. Further, Timaeus' chronological scheme associated
with the priestesses of Argos, Athenian archons, Olympiads
and Spartan kings, is not reflected. More recently, Hejni
suggested that the influence of Philistus was to be found
in the chronological scheme of Diodorus' narrative, in

129
particular of the Sicilian portions.

2. Laqueur's Study of Diodorus' Sources

The most detailed study of the source problem was
130
that of Laqueur, which examined the whole Sicilian
narrative as well as the books dealing with Dionysius. The

thesis was in essence a development of the ideas espoused
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by Volquardson, Bachof and Schwartz: however, precise
analysis of the thesis is required in view of the fact that
the article of Lagqueur has exercised considerable influence
upon the recent work of Stroheker, and has even been
accepted, with reservation, by Jacoby.

Laqueur assumed that Diodorus' text was a fusion of
two accounts. The failure of his predecessors, he claimed
lay in their unwillingness to examine the text closely
enough. In fact, as has been seen, at the root of the
approach of Volquardson, Bachof and Schwartz lay the problem
of the fragments, the fact that special importance is
attributed to Sicily, and the information provided by
Polybius concerning Timaeus' gualities, in particular his
failings. Thus general associations, and not precise
examination, determined their approach. Lagqueur accordingly
presented a close analysis of the text of Diodorus.

By following such a course, Laqueur claimed that
Diodorus was following one author. Once he had done this,
he claimed that he was able to work out from the account
which did not fit in, what the account of the second source
was. Laqueur concluded that these two authors could only
be Ephorus and Timaeus. By applying such a method to the
whole of Sicilian history, Lagueur hoped to discover
precisely what Timaeus wrote, and, compared to Ephorus, what
his grasp of history was. 1In short, he endeavoured to supply

a true picture of Ephorus and Timaeus. It need hardly be



68

said that like his predecessors, he based his conclusion
on the fact that Timaeus and Ephorus are the two most
frequently cited sources.

Laqueur's thesis-holds obvious attractions. It is
ski{bjully argued, and if accepted, furnishes us not only
with a clear picture of the manner, whereby Diodorus
created his history, but also with a very real portrait of
the historians, Ephorus and Timaeus. Further, there is a
great deal of validity in Laqueur's basic assumption that
general arguments of the type expounded by his predecessors
neglect the necessary primary stage of investigation,
involving a thorough investigation of the text of Diodorus.

However, upon close investigation, serious flaws
emerge. The first difficulty concerns Laqueur's general
thesis. The argument that Ephorus was the chief source,
and Timaeus the authority providing the minor details,
might appear to have three facts in its favour. First, if
as seems undoubtedly the case, Diodorus relied upon Ephorus
for his account of Greek affairs, it is unlikely that he
laid Ephorus aside when he was writing about Sicilian events.
Secondly, it might appear that Ephorus, composing a general
universal history of the Greeks, would deal less fully with
the Hellenes of the West, and Timaeus, writing only on the
Western Greeks, would produce a much fuller account than
Ephorus. Finally, Diodorus, being a Sicilian, might desire

to discuss Sicily on a larger scale than his main source,
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Ephorus. Hence it could be argued that he felt it
necessary to include information of Timaeus, the historian
who, more than any other, according to Polybius, endeavoured
to glorify Sicilian affairs and personages.

By themselves, these facts carry little weight.
Three points are noteworthy. First, as has already been
noted, there is little reason for the automatic assumption
of the view that Ephorus and Timaeus have precedence over,
for example, Philistus or Theopompos. The fact that the
former are cited does not in itself exclude Diodorus' use
of the latter two. Hence Holm, Freeman, Hammond and Brown
guite rightly laid stress upon Diodorus' use of more than
one or two authorities.131

Secondly, it must be asked, how does Lagqueur know
that Ephorus is the chief source, and Timaeus the subsidiary
source? The fact that Lagueur argues thét most of the
narrative derives from Timaeus in itself testifies against
this view. Clearly Laqueur is guessing.l32 Inherent in
Léqueur's thesis lies the problem of the nature of the
respective scale of Timaeus' and Ephorus' portions on
Sicily under Dionysius the Elder. The claim that Timaeus'
account would be more detailed than Ephorus' is an
attractive hypothesis. But whether this was, in fact, the
case cannot be established with certainty. Diodorus, it

has been shown, probably used three or more sources at once.

Even if only two - Ephorus and Timaeus, are accepted, it
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cannot be concluded that we simply have a potpourri of
extracts, presented according to the original scale of
these authors.

Finally, there is the difficulty of Diodorus' own
contribution, which Laqueur simply overlooks. There always
exists the possibility of Diodorus' adding colour himself,
and of his liability to error in the process of transcriptiég?
The dangers inherent in the common view of Diodorus as a
scissors—-and-paste historian have been indicated above.

Again Laqueur's thesis depends ultimately upon the
question of the actual citations from earlier sources found
in Diodorus. To regard these sources as representative of
the whole narrative is highly speculative. Laqueur overlooks
the simple fact that at no place in the narrative is it
stated that these historians are represented in the whole
of Diodorus' narrative. Laqueur furnishes what he considers
to be a fusion of two sources. The majority of these cases,
as will be éeen, do not command much confidence. A few
cases, however, demand more serious consideration. One
such case is found in chapter eighty-eight and eighty-nine
of the thirteenth book. In the last section of chapter
eighty—eighty,134 the whole population is said to have
left Acragas. The first section of chapter eighty-nine
describes their departure and it is implied that all, in

fact, left because it was a matter of life and death. The

second section of chapter eighty-nine, however, appears to



71

give a different story: the sick and the old stayed
behind and some committed suicide. It must be observed
that Laqueur's argument that this contradiction stems from
the combination of two sources - Ephorus and Timaeus, is
not the most obvious solution. The first reference to the
complete evacuation probably merely referred to the vital
elements of the state, and not the superfluous factors.
However, if Laqueur's thesis is accepted, and it is granted
that the second section of chapter eighty-nine is an insertion,
no direct evidence exists for attributing it to Timaeus.
Further, there is no reason for assuming that the last
section of chapter eighty-eight, and the first section of
chapter eighty-nine came from Ephorus. Also it is
guestionable whether both passages can be classed as general
as opposed to detailed evidence. It is, in addition,
conceivable that the error - if it is conceded that this is
an error - ultimately derives from one particular source.
For example Timaeus alone or Ephorus alone, as well as any
other source, could have mentioned both facts - the complete
evacuation and the note on the sick and old. Finally.it is
clearly possible that an error could have crept into the text
as a result of Diodorus' own transcription of the material.
It is thus not necessary to assume an error as a result of
the opinions of two earlier sources.

The conclusion noted above is confirmed by a close

study of Laqueur's individual arguments, whereby he seeks
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to prove that certain passages follow the one source and
certain others the other.

First Laqueur brings forth arguments based upon
vocabulary similarities. Thus he believed that use of the
same word more than once indicates the employment of a
common source. Thus the similarity of padlwg natenovobvTto
and padlwg HAaTTOVITO induces Laqueur to claim that t?gs
section coming in between derives from a single source.
This source, Laqueur claims, can only be Timaeus because
mention is made here of the Campanians, who Lagueur knows
were only written about by Timaeus. A similar argument is
employed elsewhere on the basis of a double reference to

136
the word "to force out." Again one reason for excluding

~ ~ ~ -~ ’ r'd ~
the words OTNOAC OE UNXAVAG TO TELXOG BOGNEVE MOl o b

Lagueur considers to be an extract from Ephorus, is the use
the
of/word oaAebw , which is considered to be an expression
137

typical of Timaeus. A further argument concerns Diodorus'
use of the word to describe the Greeks of Southern Italy in

chapters one hundred and nine and one hundred and ten. They

are either referred to as ol wat’ItaAiaw (En,&no’Itahiag)

EANAveg or as’ItaALdTaL The former according to

Laqueur is an expression of Ephorus: the latter is one of
138

Timaeus. Book fourteen also possesses vocabulary

similarities with the thirteenth book: the formula Tolg &9’

Z/Q .<lv o~ ~ P I
hyepovtag-Tefaypévogﬁ;pswaBdKEGQd&T&vanuwan Tatlg Eanlouv ThL

{;42 . . . .
andoaiebw , onbon it is argued, is a favourite word
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of Timaeus, because since an early passage in the
fourteenth book is considered to derive from Timaeus, the
later reference must also come from the same source.143
The same point applies to the double reference to the
phrase Epnupog Thv dpuvopévwv L4 Finally, the argument
about the word for the Italiots is renewed in connection
with Dionysius' campaigns against Rhegium.145

Such arguments, based upon similarity of vocabulary
usage, have little to commend them. It is here submitted
that the mere fact that a word is used twice or three times
in succession is not indicative of the use of the same
source. Perhaps Laqueur's arguments could be accepted with
less reluctance if it could be proved that these words were
used extensively by Timaeus. Certainly two facts would have
to be indicated. First, it would have to be shown that the
use of these words was extensive. A couple of references
cannot warrant a conclusion of any significance. Furthermore,
it would have to be indicated that these words were more or
less exclusive to the sections which were supposed to derive
from Timaeus. Secondly, such views would have to consider
definite association of the passages from which the words
derived with actual fragments of Timaeus. The two facts could
not exist independent of one another. Even then, it would
have to be admitted that there is no evidence to prove that

these words were not used by Ephorus, Philistus or any other

historian.
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Another argument closely resembling the vocabulary
question, is that based upon similarity of content.
Laqueur claimed that Diodorus' text contained references
to certain persons and facts which could only come from
Timaeus. Thus whenever mention was made of the Campanians
in book thirteen, the source before Diodorus was Timaeus.146
The same applied to every reference to the aid which
Diocles failed to brxing to Selinus, and, in fact, brought
to Himera.147 Since Dexippus was first mentioned in
connection with the authority of Timaeus, Laqueur concluded
that the later references to Dexippus likewise had to come
from Timaeus.148 A similar type of argument characterized
the references to Tellias. Since Diodorus declared his
authority to be Timaeus, Lagueur assumed that the later
reference to Tellias also stemmed from Timaeus.149 In the
latter two arguments, he was merely reiterating the views
of Volgquardson and Schwartz. Laqueur also noted that the
recurrent theme in book thirteen is that which concerned the
bravery of the Siceliot women and children. It occurred
in connection with the narrative of Carthaginian hostilities
directed against Selinus, Himera, Acragas and Gela.150

Again, according to Laqueur, this theme could only come from

Timaeus. Similar arguments are applied to the plague which

151
attacked the Carthaginians, to a reference to the wealth
152
of Acragas, and to the notices concerning the hatred of
153 154

Hannibal towards Himera, and the two Carthaginian camps.
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On two occasions in book thirteen, Lagueur assumes that
facts which are recorded only once, the reference to the

burial of the dead by Dionysius and the miseries of the
155
flight from Acragas, Gela and Camarina, are from Timaeus.

The same procedure is adopted in book fourteen.
156
Thus deductions are sought from the revolt of the knights,
157
the flight of the knights to Aetna, the notices on the
158 159
autonomous Sicels, the information about Philistus,
160 lel
the reference to the plague in Libya, the mole at Motya,

the reappearance of the theme of the bravery of the Siceliot
162
women and children in connection with the Motyan resistance,

the picture of the cruel tyrant, Dionysius, who plunders

163 164
temples, the Sicani, Siceli, the reference to Segesta
165
and Halyciae, and the existence of precise local information
166

about Agyris of Agyrium, Tauromenium and Leptines.

It is clear that these arguments can be divided into
two categories: those based upon definite fragments of
Timaeus; and those based purely conjecturely upon the
authority of Philistus. Those concerned with the supposed
cruelty of the tyrant are, of course, based on Volgquardson.
The problem of the fragments have similarly already been
discussed. In Laqueur's reconstruction however, the arguments
based conjecturely upon the authority of Timaeus predominate.
First, it must be asked, is it conceivable that only Timaeus
would concern himself with the Siceliot resistance against

Carthage? This is, in fact what Laqueur is saying when he
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claims that every mention of Diocles and the Siceliot

relief force to Selinus and Himera must derive from Timaeus.
There is no evidence to prove that these facts were not
mentioned by Ephorus, or for that matter, by any other
historian writing on this period. Similarly,‘there is no
reason to identify the revolt of the knights, the information
about Philistus, or the account of the plague in Libya with
the authority of any one historian. Laqueur fails to
perceive that the mere mention of a fact twice or more, does
not indicate a single source. It is surely not inconceivable
that two historians mentioned the same facts. Historians in
antiquity felt obliged to include accounts of plagues in
their narrative. Both Thucydides and Diodorus discuss the
great plague which struck Athens in 429 B. C. Yet it would
be naive to suggest that because a plague appears in Diodorus,
this must reflect the account of Thucydides. Hence, there
are no serious obstacles in the path of identification of
Ephorus and Diodorus. Similarly, there is no special reason
given by Laqueur for the assumption the Libyan plague derives
exclusively from Timaeus. Generally the whole thesis depends
upon the initial identification. One motif is sufficient to
establish the relationship of the remaining citations.

Indeed there is simply no evidence for identifying
these extracts with Timaeus or any other historian. If
Diodorus does not directly mention Timaeus, if these passages
are not found among the extant fragments of Timaeus, and

if there is no reason for considering this evidence as
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likely to have come from Timaeus, no authority exists for
identifying any extract from Diodorus with Timaeus.

When Laqueur notes two references to the same fact,
he concludes that the situation arose because Diédorus
slavishly copied two sources. Thus he observes a double
reference to the landing of Hannibal at Lilybaeum.167
Because the first reference is of a more general nature,
Laqueur concludes that it stems from Ephorus. The second
reference in book thirteen is more detailed, mention being
made of the later foundation of the city, Lilybaeum. This
Laqueur claims, comes from Timaeus.

In the case of the repeated landing of Hannibal,
there is a perfectly reasonable explanation for the
duplication. The first passage notes the landing itself;
the second refers to the pitching of the camp. Other
arguments of Lagueur can be similarly refuted. For example,
it is claimed that there is a double reference to Dionysius'
preparations against Carthage. This according to Laqueur
represents, first the account of Timaeus; the later less
detailed narrative, it is argued, derives from Ephorus.168
The fact, however, is that these references can more
conceivably be regarded as complimentary statements. The
first discusses Dionysius' constructions of Epipolae; the
second witnesses a development of these plans in Dionysius'

mind, largely as a result of the Libyan plague, and leads

to an account of Dionysius' craftsmen and their products.
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The details in both chapters are entirely different.
Further, it is to be noted that the preparations could
not be confined into one year. Hence the details were
divided to correspond to Diodorus' annalistic scheme.

Laqueur argued that the two references to the two
types of ships reflected different sources.169 Yet the
two references are placed in an entirely different context.
The first places the emphasis upon the workmen who
constructed the ships: the second concentrates upon the
actual ships. Similarly the two references to the missiles
reflect different circumstances.l70 In the first reference,
the emphasis is upon the fact that it was the gathering of
the craftsmen that led to the invention of the catapults:
the second discusses the methods employed by Dionysius to
effect success on their part. Again, the two references to
the gathering of the skilled mechanics reveals in the first
instance the actual gathering, and in the second, the fact
that the workmen created the catapult.171 Two other references
to the gathering of the men refer, on the other hand, to the
actual enrollment.172 In the latter case, the details are
naturally provided.

Lagqueur further argues that there are two references
to the dispatch of an embassy to Carthage, leading to the
outbreak of hostilities. The first refers to ﬁessengers -

being sent: in the second one, messenger is referred to.

However Laqueur overlooks the fact that in the first reference



79

all that is stated is Dionysius' aim: later the herald

is actually sent. Laqueur in the same way argues that the
two references to the hundred ships of Himilcon is
indicative of the existence of the two sources, he had
chosen to be representative in Diodorus' text.174 Yet the
fact is that the first notice concerns the manning of the
ships: the second discusses the actual sailing.

Thus Laqueur's seeming duplication appears to be
purely hypothetical. However, even if Laqueur's arguments are
regarded as conclusive of repetition,it is not to be concluded
that two sources underlie this development. Diodorus might
possibly be responsible for the duplication himself. This
could result from error. More probably, it is to be regarded
as the inevitable consequence of attempts to fit the
narrative of his sources into his own annalistic pattern.
Further, though it is true that it is difficult to refute
Lagueur's claim directly, nevertheless it is an equally
insoluble pcsition to substantiate. It might be argued
that the fact that theie is agreement in respect to the two
citations would indicate not the employment of different
sources, but of one source. In both cases, substantiation
and refutation are well nigh impossible. However, the
alternative approach of viewing the repetition as evidence
of the use of a single source certainly exists. Laqueur,
in fact upon one occasion employs the latter solution, and

assumes a duplication of material as deriving from a single



80
175

testimony. He thus serves himself by adherence to
every camp. Two references to one fact are thus regarded
as evidence of one source or two sources, according to
Laqueur's fancy. |

Finally, there remains the problem of identification -
with Ephorus or Timaeus. Essentially, the question depends
upon the validity of Laqueur's other arguments. Rejection
of thg latter inevitably results in unwillingness to
consider the validity of Laqueur's final solution.

The above arguments concerned with vocabulary
similarities, identifiable occurrences, frequent references
to particular persons, and double citations at least have
some data on which to base themselves. The majority of
Laqueur's claims, however, are representative of a viewpoint
of even less certainty, and are clearly based upon pure
hypothesis.

Let us take an example. Laqueur's reconstruction
of the chapters dealing with the legislator and constitutional
reformer Diocles, may be noted. They are regarded as a
mixture of ﬁwo accounts. The first part speaks about Diocles'
laws concerning the carrying of arms in the market place and
about his death, which was the consequence of the legislator's
having violated his own laws.176 The second part noted how
the Syracusans were victorious; how they sent Hermocrates
and other Siceliots to the Aegean, how they rejoiced and

celebrated their victory over the Athenians and how Diocles
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: 177
enacted various legal and constitutional changes.

The change of source occurs as the word SLoLMeToBat
according to Laqueur. From this point onwards, the
picture given is of Diocles the lawgiver.l78 This, Lagqueur
claims, derives from Timaeus. The passage preceding
drownetlobaon the other hand, comes from Ephorus.

On the basis of the above reconstruction, Lagueur
attempts to explain the difficulty arising out of the fact
that, whereas in chapter thirty-three Diocles is killed, in
chapter thirty-four he is again alive. As Timaeus wrote
about the legislator, he is also to be considered the source
for the story of his death in chapter thirty-three. Thus
it was Timaeus who placed his death in 413 B. C. Laqueur
explains the mention of Diocles after his death by saying
that Diodorus found the new information from Ephorus after
he had already written down the events of Diocles' death:.L79

It is indeed conceivable that the notes on Diocles
in chapter thirty-four were the result of Diodorus' having
received new information. At the same time, it must be
asked, why, if Diodorus first read the account of Timaeus,
did he record the information about the legislator in two
parts? In other words, the passage which follows OLoLxeToBul
should really take its place in chapter thirty-three. The
law about the carrying of the arms is part of the

legislative programme and hence belongs to the account of

the general legislation. That a serious chronological
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problem is presented by the narrative of the text is

not denied: what is being suggested is that Laqueur's neat
solution fails to take notice of the close association of
thematic material of the first and third sections which
both deal with Diocles' legal programme.

However, the above objection only applies to the
question of the validity of chapters thirty-three and
thirty-four. Two general objections apply to all of
Laqueur's arguments of a similar nature. First, it must
be asked, whaf right has Laqueur to identify the new
information with the authority of Timaeus? It can equally
well be idehtified with Ephorus. Laqueur furnishes his
reader with no evidence to the effect that Diocles, the
constitutional reformer was the sole property of Ephorus,
and Diocles the legislator, that of Timaeus.

The latter point gives rise to the final objection.
Is it necessary to make the division at all? The question
here asked is similar to that presented in connection with
the arguments of Volgquardson and Schwartz about the relief
force of Diocles, Dexippus and the plague. Lagueur tends
to assume that the ancient Greek historians, writing about
the same period of history, never mentioned the same facts.
Laqueur does not provide evidence to substantiate  such
a view. 1Is it so inconceivable that two men should write
about the same two aspects of the same man's career? No

authority exists to enable one to assume that because two
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facts are recorded about one man, Diodorus effected a
combination of two sources.

In short, two objections can be applied to the
above type of argument. First, no direct evidence to any
ancient authority is noted by Lagqueur. Secondly Laqueur
formulates problems where they do not exist. These
criticisms apply equally well to other parts of Laqueur's
thesis, and not merely to chapters thirty-three and
thirty-four of the fourteenth book.

One such argument concerns the account of the
capture of Selinus. Laqueur recognizes what he here considers
to be an insertion of Timaeus.180 The identification with
Timaeus is based upon two facts: the Timaeus picture of
the heroic women and children noted aboﬁe and the use of
the word alypdiwta and alypaiwolavby Ephorus. The objections,
as in the account of Diocles, are that there is no evidence
to identify this passage with Timaeus, and that there is no
reason for regarding this passage as being inconsistent
with the material coming immediately before and after.

Similar criticisms apply to Laqueur's arguments about
the fighting between the Himeraeans and Carthaginians}81
According to Laqueur, Diodorus has given the Carthaginians
two instead of one victory. The account of Hermocrates'
career isléémilarly treated as a product of the confusion

of sources. Here basing his theory upon no direct evidence,

Laqueur, not satisfied with accusing Diodorus of slavishly
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combining the account of two separate sources, tampers
with the text to effect agreement between the two sources.
The suburbs (Tpoxoteloic) of XIII, 75. 2 are those of
Syracuse and not Himera, according to Laqueur.

Laqueur's cavalier treatment is also accorded to
chapter eighty-five of book thirteen, where he notes what
he considers to be an insertion of Timaeus, occurring
between the account of the stationing of the Acragantine
force and the renewal of the war, which was marked by
Hannibal's and Himilcon's raising of the towers.183 Again
the objection is that the mere fact that there is a
digression does not indicate a change of source.

Laqueur's reconstruction of Carthage's early
relations with Acragas is particularly interesting. Laqueur
notes that the first section of chapter eighty-five records
that the Carthaginians began the siege of Acragas. Section
two, however, notes that the Carthaginians offered the
alternative of alliance or neutrality and friendship.
Laqueur consequently claims that section two contradicts
section one. He also claims that the text distinctly says
that the siege was begun first after these terms were refused
by the Acragantines. He then resorts to his practice of
cutting up Dicdorus' text.184 It would be impossible to
sympathize with such a procedure, unless justification existed

for viewing the first two sections of chapters eighty-five

as deriving from two independent authorities. It must,
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however, be asked whether such a policy is justified.
Clearly no contradiction exists. First,the Carthaginians
blockaded the city: then, when their terms were refused,
they actually began the siege. The wordsbe&Spresents no
problem: it need not be translated "first" as Laqueur does
but "immediately! Even if Laqueur's translation is accepted,
it accords with the present writer's reconstruction of the
narration. |

By similar methods, Laqueur concludes that Diodorus'
account of the plague and the destruction‘of the monuments
is taken from two sources. Basing his account on no evidence
whatsoever, he concludes that only Timaeus knew of the part
played by Hannibal. He again divides the text arbitrarily%85

Similarly Laqueur claims that two sources have been
combined in the account of the initial hostilities between
the Carthaginians and the Siceliots during the Acragantine
campaigé?6 He concludes that according to Ephorus the
Syracusans were held responsible for allowing the enemy to
escape: Timaeus,on the other hand, held the Acragantine
generals responsible. Again Laqueur's reconstruction is
unacceptable because, first there is no proof that Timaeus
or Ephorus held such opinions, and secondly, the narrative
seems gquite coherent in its essential points.

Lagueur also claims that 223 episode which follows

is a combination of two accounts. Ephorus and Timaeus

gave different reasons for the change in Carthaginian
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fortunes. To Timaeus the cause of the Carthaginian success
lay in the interception of the Syracusan supply fleet: to
Ephorus, on the other hand, it resided in the excessive.
consumption of the corn supplies. Here égain Laqueur creates
an argument for which there is clearly no justification.

He fails to note the close relaticnship of the two facts.

The loss of the fleet added to the hunger of the besieged.
There is no need to divorce the one fact from the other.

Laqueur accords the same treatment to the chapters
concerned with the rise of Dionysius.188 The main point
which he makes is that at the point in the narrative when
advice is aéked for, Dionysius, instead of giving advice,
attacks the oligarchs.189 When this advice is given, Laqueur
informs us that we are again reading the account of the main
source, Epiggus. The passage in between comes from Timaeus}91
Laqueur's conclusion is that the picture of the establishment
of the tyranny comes from Timaeus: Ephorus, on the other
hand, at this point, sees Dionysius as a man rising to power
by more constitutional means.

The same criticism as has been noted in previous
cases applies to the above reconstruction of Laqueur. The
crux of the matter concerns the use of verb ouvpBouvAelerv
Laqueur fails to realize that Dionysius does give the
called-for advice: distrust the oligarchs and have the

generals replaced. Hence he is distrusted by the

chariestatoi and supported by the masses. His second move
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is to recall the exiles.

The end of chapter ninety-six is also considered
an insertion from Timaeus. Again the objection is that
the mere fact that a self contained section exists is no
reason for claiming that it is an insertion.

To avoid embarrassment, Lagqueur has to divide the
narrative of chapters one hundred and nine and one hundred
and ten. As the reconstruction of the rise of Dionysius
has been refuted, it is unnecessary to have recourse to this
argument. However, such a procedure is in itself unnecessary,
and there is no reason to suppose that these chapters
represent an artificial conglomeration of two separate
sources, providing entirely different information. Again
it must be said that Lagqueur creates problems where they do
not exist, in order to prove the validity of his thesis.

The same procedure is carried through the narrative
of the fourteenth and fifteenth books. Particularly important
is Laqueur's attempt to indicate that it is only in the tenth
chapter of book fourteen that Ephorus comprehends at last
that Dionysius is attempting to set up a tyranny. The note
on Lysander and the harmost system being of a general nature,
is identified with the authority of Ephorus. Lagueur then
notes that Aristus is dispatched to increase the power of
the tyranny. The text reads, "for they hoped by establishing
the power of the tyranny" (Ovviataorev&Zovteg tiv &pxhv )

they would obtain his ready service." According to Laqueur,
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the implication is that the tyranny had not yet been founded.
This, it is claimed, is confirmed by the narrative of
subsequent events. Aristus killed Nicoteles the Corinthian
and betrayed those thinking that he wanted to restore freedom.
Dionysius then sent the Syracusans to the harvest and
removed the arms from the houses; a second wall was built
around the Acropolis; warships were built and mercenaries
were enrolled. Thus Dionysius secured his tyranny. All
this information, according to Laqueur, is from a source
not aware of the previous establishment of the tyranny,
during the course of the war with Carthage. His conclusion
is that Timaeus saw the establishment of the tyranny as
taking place together with the fall of Acragas. Ephorus,
on the other hand, observing Greek history as a whole,
included Spartan aid in the development of the tyranny and
delayed the establishment of the tyranny by two years.
Laqueur's theory is particularly attractive in view
of Polybius' note on the existence of a division of opinion
about two years regarding the commencement of Dionysius'
tyranny%92 However, the latter passage tells us little
about the disagreement. It certainly does not claim to
associate Ephorus alone with Spartan aid or Timaeus solely
with the developments, following the fall of Acragas. The
fact that Ephorus wrote a universal history can hardly be
regarded as decisive evidence. Timaeus or any other

Sicilian historian might equally well have included this
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information about Aristus. In fact, to have omitted such
vital information, would have been a highly irresponsible
act on the part of any historian, Sicilian or non-Sicilian.
Further, Lagueur's translation of the participle OuvvHOTO-
onev&ZovTeg is rather forced, because it is impossible
to place the establishment of the tyranny within precise
limits. A gradual process must rather be conceived. Indeed,
it.is more likely that a complex development of the tyranny
led to the confusion between Ephorus and Timaeus. It is
far more logical to view this controversy in a context of a
process of growth extending over a couple of years, at
least. Finally, the text distinctly refutes Laqueur's
assertion. It is stated that the Lacedaemonians on the
surface aimed to restore liberty to the Syracusans. Also
the text records that Nicoteles promised to restore this
liberty.193 Clearly there is no second establishment of
the tyranny in the text. Laqueur's defence is to assume
that the first passage is Diodorus' own interpolation.194
The second notice is considered unimportant, no doubt in
view of the fact that by then the Syracusans had lost
théir liberty. The objection is obvious: again adherence
is necessitated towards Laqueur's highly arbitrary mutilation
of Diodorus' text.

Chapters fourteen to sixteen are divided up on

the grounds that whereas the details about Dionysius'

campaigns against Naxos, Catane, Leontini and the Sicels
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are likely to have been covered by Ephorus, the more
precise details about Henna, the Herbitaeans and Halaisa,
reflect the interest of a local historian like Ephorus,
Assuming the correctness of Laqueur's division of material,
the same objections apply here as in the case of
Volquardson's claims that the Sicilian narrative revealed
special Sicilian interest. Clearly the interest might

stem from any Sicilian authority like Philistus or Diodorus
himself. Secondly, it is surely the duty of any reputable
historian to investigate local details. Thus Ephorus is as
likely a choice for the inclusion of the information
attributed by Laqueur to Timaeus. Thirdly, how does Laqueur
know that the general information cannot also come from
Timaeus, or, in other words, why should not the main text
mention the general and local details together? Again
Laqueur's hypothesis is based upon the assumption that
Diodorus was a scissors-and-paste historian. It must be
stressed that this is an assumption which Laqueur makes no
endeavour to prove: he merely assumes this to be the case,
in order to substantiate the thesis which he expounds.
Consequently his division of the text is artificial and
quite unnecessary. There is no need to carve up a narrative,
which, as it stands appears coherent. It is to be noted
that similar arguments occur throughout the text, and when
is suits Laqueur, a major theme can also derive from
Timaeus, simply because it reveals local interest.195 Ik

is this method which underlies Laqueur's identification,
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noted above, of certain themes with the two sources.

The use of the general word OM&on as opposed to
the distinction of warships and merchantmen is supposed
to indicate the use of two sources%96 The same objection
applies: it is unnecessary to make the distinction at
all; and there is no evidence for the particular
identification with Ephorus or Timaeus. It is possible
that the notice regarding the enemy's penetration of the
harbour and the subsequent observation concerning Dionysius'
concentration of his forces to prevent penetration appear
to conflict%97 However, an error in Diodorus' arrangement
cannot be excluded. It is also possible that the forces of
the enemy were divided. On the other hand, even if the
division is accepted, there is no reason to identify the one
fact with Timaeus and the other with Ephorus. It is a
purely arbitrary decision on Laqueur's part. The same
conclusion can be assumed for Lagqueur's assumption that
chapters fifty-two and fifty-three echo two distinct battles:
Timaeus wrote about fighting in the streets and Ephorus
about fighting on the walls. Clearly, we are again dealing
with an artificial and unnecessary division, based upon no
direct evidence at all. Further the implications of
Laqueur's reconstruction are serious. Simply.to declare
the existence of two different types of battles is extremely

hazardous. Laqueur fails to ask how and when two such

separate accounts emerged and what the reason for the two
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narratives were. Finally, there remains the problem,which
tradition can be considered the oldest tnd more authentic,
and the reasons for accepting a particular view. Simply
to attribute one tradition to a certain authority without
providing any type of concrete evidence is to submit the
investigation to a state of pure guesswork.

The fact that at one point in the narrative Himilcon
is the general who sends an admiral, and in another point is
himself admiral198 is indicative not necessarily of a
conflict of sources, but equally well of error or vague use
of the word by Diodorus or his sources. Its employment need
not be regarded in a highly technical sense as Laqueur
assumes. Occasionally Laqueur poses serious problems. Thus
the harbour of Messana is able to contain more than six
hundred ships. However, at an earlier point, over one
thousand Punic ships are there.199 Lagueur assumes that
fiftv or more may have been sunk, and that at least nine
hundred were there. He suggests that these were intended
to appear in the numbers of Timaeus. The problem, however,
is, why does Timaeus not give these figures? Secondly, the
evidence of earlier statistics, indicates that Timaeus
always gave the lower and more reasonable numbers. Laqueur's
solution reverses the procedure by giving them to Ephorus,
without indicating reasons for the change. In short, while

it cannot be denied that a difficulty exists, it is more

likely to stem from error by Diodorus or his source or sources.
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The solution is as arbitrary and hypothetical as those
offered elsewhere.

The same criticism applies to Laqueur's claim
that the note on the indecision of the Messanians between
the narrative's discussion of Himilcon's encampment at
Peloris and the dispatch of the Messanian forces to prevent
the entry of the Carthaginians, is from a separate source
from the surrounding passages.200 Lagqueur's reason is that
chronologically these events would take place before the
Punic arrival. Obviously, this is really no argument. In
the first place, Lagqueur's attempt to set precise limits
upon Messanian indecision is hardly realistic. Such
hesitation might very well have lasted well after Himilcon's
arrival. Secondly, Diodorus' placing of this fact need not
be chronologically accurate. Further, it is not an event
about which precise chronology is imperative. The text
deals with a very general state of affairs whose position
in the narrative is hardly of vital concern to the
annalistic pattern involved. Finally, the passage is not
inconsistent with the narrative surrounding it. Hence
Lagueur again indulges in needless textual mutilation.

Laqueur's reconstruction of the subsequent hostilities
likewise reveals that scholar's tendency to formulate
difficulties where they are not warranted by the text itself.
The Messanian purpose is to prevent entry of that state's

borders. Yet Laqueur argues that elsewhere Himilcon observes
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that the Messanians have advanced to prevent the landing

of the ships. This, he claims, indicates that the coast
and not the borders are meant. The rest of the battle is

a mixture of a war at sea and on the wallé, Ephorus echoing
the sea conflict and Timaeus a land encountei?l Again
Laqueur's division of the text is purely arbitrary and
artificial. The narrative as it stands does not warrant
such treatment. The result is merely increased confusion
and uncertainty.

Another example of uncalled-for break-up of the
narrative is Laqueur's claim that the note on the Siceliot
desire for offensive action comes from Timaeus, while
their desertion derives from Ephorus.202 The text as it
stands is perfectly coherent. The main theme is the Siceliot
desertion only after Dionysius' failure to meet their
demands. Similarly, the attempt to divide the cause of the
divine wrath leading to the Punic disaster possesses no
substantial confirmatory testimony.203 The same applies to
Lagqueur's t;eatment of the narrative of the destruction of
the Punic camp and the campaigns in South Italy.204 Laqueur
treats the few notices on Sicilian history in book fifteen
without considering the problem of the change in scope and
detail. On the assumption that nothing had changed, he
continues to see the text as a confusion of two sources,

providing completely different information. Thus Timaeus

in particular, is associated with temple-plundering,
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while Ephorus is more concerned with the relations of
Dionysius and Carthage. There is no doubt that this is

a very personal opinion which is not supported by any
ancient testimony. Laqueur overlooks the problem why

the supposed Ephorus and Timaeus narrations both possess
less adequate information. It is too much of a coincidence
to suppose that the narratives of both sources lacked
information for the last twenty years of the tyrant's reign.
Laqueur does not consider the fact that Ephorus, a near
contemporary would be more likely to possess a fuller
testimony than the later Timaeus. He does not ask why his
authorities were so well informed for the first part of the
tyrant's reign? In short, Laqueur again creates problems
without their having existed before, and without sufficient
consideration of the external evidence.

The dangers inherent in the approach of Lagueur are
thus clear. His method is much more thorough than that
employed by his predecessors. At the same time, it is
accompanied by greater danger. Though it can account for
every single chapter, sentence and word of Diodorus' text,
nevertheless the fact is that it is largely composed of
guesses. Laqueur, by simply assuming the existence of a
scissors-and-paste approach fails to observe that if a
source is not mentioned, no authority exists for identifying
a passage with any ancient historian, unless, of course,this

passage can be identified with a fragment of such an
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historian. What he fails to be aware of, is the fact that
in contrast to the modern practice, ancient historians did
not employ inverted commas. It is interesting to observe
that Laqueur claimed that the purpose of his article was

to avoid the guesswork of his predecessors. In this task;
he clearly failed: instead of decreasing the amount of the
guesswork, he actually increased it. True occasionally an
argument of Lagqueur commands some confidence. However, such
occasions are exceedingly rare, and are generally based upon
methods of argumentation employed by Volgquardson and his
followers. To quote Sartori, " annalisi che, se pu5
riscuotere un senso di ammirazione per l'accutezza e
l'ingegnosit; di certe soluzioni, lascia tuttavia alla fine
un senso di insoddisfazione e di incredulité, perche non-
pare davvero possibile ricostruire con cosi grande precisione

205
i testi originari!

3. Conclusion

Clearly the acceptance of Timaeus as a source for
Diodorus has been conditioned by the growth of the mass of
evidence furnished by Volgquardson, Bachof, Schwartz and
Laqueur. 2As a whole this testimony certainly appears
impressive: upon detailed examination, however, its strength
tends to disintegrate. The evidence of the fragments of
Timaeus and Ephorus serves a limited purpose: the dangers

in attempting major deductions as regards the whole of the
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text, have been demonstrated. The Sicilian flavour of the
text can, in fact, be said to derive from any Sicilian
historian. That it originates from the efforts of a non-
Sicilian cannot be disproved. The arguménts of an external
nature would command a great deal more confidence, if the
text itself would correspond with them. However, the
narrative fails to support these conclusions, derived
particularly from Polybius. Above all, it is difficult to
agree that the text is distinctly hostile to Dionysius, or
that the speech of Theodorus reflects the hostility of
Timaeus or indeed real hostility of any source. Finally,
Lagueur's e#amination is largely composed of hypothesis.
However, the results of this enquiry are not merely
of a negative nature. In the first place, even if the
conclusions of these scholars are to be rejected, the
validity of their approach is sound. The fact is that
Volgquardson and his followers were right to concentrate upon
the external evidence. At the same time, their fal lure lay
in their unwillingness to conduct a thorough examination of
the text. It is true that they claimed that the thought of
the narrative corresponded to the evidence which they had
produced. As has been shown, the narrative was employed
to fit in with this testimony. It was not the primary field
of investigation, as it should have been. Hence their lack
of thoroughness produced the so-called hostile tendency of

Diodorus, which, it has been argued, is non-existent and
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has to be viewed by the side of the evidence, portraying
Dionysius as the saviour of Hellenism in the West.

Laqueur's purpose was, therefore, initially correct.
A thorough examination of the text was imperative. However
Laqueur failed to consider the external evidence. Hence
his radical conclusions were not substantiated by any direct
testimony. His precise division of the text into fragments
from Ephorus and Timaeus was largely a chimaera. As regards
the problem of a solution to the authority of Diodorus'
narrative, it is clear that precise definition of the Laqueur
type will be impossible. Indeed the most that can be hoped
for is a general conclusion as to the nature of the influence
exercised upon Diodorus by the various sources or source.
It is clear that the first task is to examine the narrative
in detail to determine the nature of the thought of the
text. Only after such an analysis will it be possible to
summon the support of the external evidence. It should then
be possible to effect agreement as to Diodorus' authorities.

Moreover it is clear ﬁhat the above examination of
the views has yielded certain positive conclusions, suggestive
of a future course of enquiry. 1In the first place, the
evidence of the citations is certainly indicative of Diodorus'
use of Timaeus. The problem is to determine the degree of
influence which he exercised over Diodorus. It is certainly

clear that Ephorus, the most likely source for Diodorus'
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account of general Greek history, was employed directly

by Diodorus. Such a situation is plausible in view of the
agreement of numbers in the fourteenth book, and of
reluctance to assume that Diodorus slavishly combined his
sources without adequate testimony to this effect. That
Diodorus was not such a scissors-and—pastébistorian is
suggested above all by the fact that the influence of other
historians is indicated in Diodorus' text. Even if it is
assumed that the reference from Polycritus of Mende was
found in Timaeus, the reference to the TuVEG and the
anonymous source of the bull of Phalaris narrative, certainly
suggests the influence of other sources than the two openly
cited. Finally, the predominance of the role of Agyrium and
the references to late events, indicates the importance of
-Diodorus' own presence.

The mere length of the Sicilian narrative in
comparison to that of the rest of the text is certainly
suggestive of the fact that Diodorus relied heavily upon
evidence stemming from Sicilian authorities. Whether Timaeus
is the major source is questionable. Certainly, the political
viewpoint of the text inclines the present writer to surmise
that Diodorus' source was fairly favourably disposed towards
Dionysius' achievements. Indeed, it has been suggested that
Philistus is a likely candidate - a fact which at this stage
is mere hypothesis, but which in the subsequent discussion,

I hope to make more apparent.
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TEXTUAL ANALYSIS

The aim of the subsequent analysis is, first, to
discover the type of information which interested Diodorus'
source or sources and the relative emphasis of the various
topics. Such an examination should facilitate a solution
as to the date of the source, and indicate the interests
of the Diodorus' authority. Secondly, the source
identification depends upon an assessment of the sympathies
and bias of the text. Both parts of this analysis will be
divided into four sections, concexned with Dionysius,

Syracuse and the Siceliots, Acragas and Carthage.

l. Dionysius as Central Figure of Diodorus Text

There is no doubt that Dionysius is the central
figure of Diodorus' narrative, aftér the fall of Acragas.
Indeed, whereas until this point, the war with Carthage
was central to Diodorus' theme, this war is henceforth
seen against the background of the figure of Dionysius. The
account of Dionysius' rise possesses two aspects: Dionysius'
seizure of power within Syracuse and his relations with
Carthage up to the treaty of 405 B. C. Chapter ninety-one
discusses the general Siceliot and Acragantine dissatisfaction
with Syracuse and the Syracusan generals, which led to the
elevation of Dionysius, and Dionysius' attack upon the

100
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oligarchs and generals. Chapter ninety-two observes the
successes of Dionysius' proposals regarding the recall of
the exiles, and the dissatisfaction against his colleagues,
which he instigated. The ninety-third chapter portrays
the growth of Dionysius' clientela; the gaining of the
allegiance of the Geloan demos; the confiscation of the
wealth of the oligarchs of Gela to pay the tyrant's
followers; the failure to gain the loyalty of Dexippus;
and Dionysius' departure and promise to return to Gela.
The next chapter describes Dionysius' return to Syracuse
during a dramatic performance; the renewed attack upon his

colleacnes; Dionysius' appointment as Strategos autokrator;

the doubling of the mercenaries and the reception of a
bodyguard. The strengthening of the despotate within
Syracuse occupies the ninety-sixth chapter: the distribution
of arms; the promises and gaining of mercenary confidence;
the rewards of military posts to loyal men; the dismissal
of the disloyal elements like Dexippus; the gathering
together of the exiles and the impious; the alternative
offered to the people of slaverxry to Carthage or to the
mercenaries; the marriage to Hermocrates' daughter; and the
execution of the leaders of the opposition, Daphnaeus and
Demarchus.

Thus it is clear that chapters ninety-one to ninety-
six are devoted to Dionysius' coup. The fact that the

Punic War is in progress is only considered where it



102

possesses relevance to Dionysius' plans for personal
aggrandizement. Thus it is clearly stated that the
constitutional crisis in Syracuse was the direct result
of the failure of the resistance at Acragas. Throughout
the narrative of Dionysius' seizure of powers, the Punic
threat is clearly there: it certainly serves as a
background to the story of Dionysius. It is the danger
from Carthage that enables Dionysius first to dispose of
the generals who had conducted the Acragantine campaign,
and then to effect the deposition of his colleagues.
Similarly, it is the disastrous failure at Acragas that
enabled him to gain a bodyguard and control of the
Siceliot fighting force. At the same time, the emphasis
on the Punic-Siceliot hostilities of the earlier chapters
has disappeared. The final reference to the Carthaginian
destruction of Acragas and their wintering in that city's
ruins in the end of chapter ninety-six appears in the form
of a reminder to the reader that, while Syracuse had been
experiencing a constitutional crisis, the Carthaginian.
congquest had been proceeding.

Chapters one hundred and nine to one hundred and
fourteen continue to discuss Dionysius' rise to power.
The very nature of the content brings the subject of the
Punic War to the fore. Yet the war is still only
considered in respect to its importance to Dionysius.

Dionysius' major problem was to ensure the establishment
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of his rule, and this was solved by the conclusion of

the war. It was on a platform connected with the war
that he managed to gain the confidence of the Syracusan
citizen body. Thus the treaty of chapter one hundred

and fourteen is the logical conclusion to the drama

which had begun with the ninety-first chapter. Dionysius'
recognition from Carthage as representative of the
Syracusan state was the major step in the establishment
of the Syracusan tyranny.

Before discussing Dionysius' relations with Carthage,
Diodorus' text attempts to bring the reader up to date on
the progress of the Punic War. It is thus intimately
connected with the note at the end of the ninety-sixth
chapter. Now, for a third time, the reader receives the
information that Acragas was captured by the Carthaginians.
This triple reference is not indicative of use by Diodorus
of different sources.1 Indeed, each reference has a
specific purpose. The first is part of the general
narrative; the second is in the form of a reminder of the
fact that the events surrounding the capture of Acragas
are coincidental with the rise of Dionysius within Syracuse;
the third serves as a prelude to the hostilities against
Gela, which serve, in turn, as a prelude to Dionysius'
appearance upon the scene. The text discusses the seizure
of the bronze statue; the decision of the Carthaginians

to barricade themselves in, because of their fear of
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Dionysius; the determination 6f the Geloan women and
children not to leave their city; the successful assault
of the Geloan terrorists; the Carthaginian daily assaults;
and the repair of the walls of the city.

Dionysius gathered his army and advanced to Gela.2
He pitched camp and planned his campaign. Preliminary
tactics lasted twenty days. There follows Dionysius'
detailed plan of campaign and the subsequent battle. The
next chapter notes the decision of Dionysius and his
advisors to retreat. Camarina is likewise left to its
fate. The wretchedness of the evacuees is elaborated
upon. Accusations are directed against Dionysius for
his delay in furnishing aid. Other faults attributed to
him are the fact that the mercenaries had escaped; the
unreasonable retreat in view of the fact that the Siceliots
had suffered no reverse, the fact that the Carthaginians
had not pursued his party; the conclusion that Dionysius
had used the threat to gain control of Sicily. The result
was the Italiot desertion and the cavalry revolt.3 The
penultimate chapter of book thirteen narrates the
successful crushing of the cavalry revolt, the retreat of
the surviving rebels to Aetna, the arrival of the main
Siceliot body and the retirement of the Geloans and
Camarinaeans to Leont_ini.4 The final chapter records the

treaty, resulting in the cessation of hostilities, the

confirmation of Dionysius' authority by Carthage, and the
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plague in Africa, resulting after the retirement of
Himilcon's army.5

The narrative of book fourteen likewise revolves
around the figure of Dionysius. Indeed in the prooemium
Diodorus regards Dionysius as a central figure of his
narrative together with the subject of the thirty tyrants
of Athens and the Lacedaemonian hegemony.6 It is a
strange reference, at odds with the main narrative: it
does, however state clearly the degree of importance
attributed by Diodorus to Dionysius. The contrast of
subject matter in the proocemium is also noteworthy:
whereas Lacedaemon is singled out, Syracuse is ignored in
face of Dionysius. It is the tyrant who is the central
figure and not the state which he represents.

The main narrative is resumed in the seventh chapter.
Dionysius' resolve to strengthen his control, as
manifested by his fortification of the island, the
distribution of estates to the tyrant's friends, and houses
to his friends, citizens and mercenaries, and the
manumission of the slaves, is discussed. The Syracusan
revolt against Dionysius during the siege of the city of
the Herbissini is then considered.7 The end of the revolt
and the account of the Campanian occupation of Entella
follows.8 Chapter ten refers to the Lacedaemonian aid to

Dionysius. The narrative which resumes in chapter

fourteen discusses Dionysius' campaigns against the Ionians
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of the East coast of Sicily, Aetna and the Herbitaeans,
and digresses briefly to discuss Archonides' foundation
of Halaesa.9 A description of the brief Rhegige and
Messanian hostility follows.lo The preparations of
Dionysius for the war against Carthage, including the
account of his diplomatic marriages and his creation of
public zeal occupy chapters forty-one to forty-six. The
declaration of war and the Carthaginian reaction is
observed in chapters forty-six and forty—seven.11 There
follows Dionysius' campaign against Carthage,especially
the siege of Motya and the Carthaginian attack upon the
Syracusan fleet, an account of the Punic offensive with
special emphasis upon the capture of Messana and the
conflict by Catane.12 Dionysius' retreat to Syracuse,
Himilcon's pursuit and the siege of Syracuse and the
growth of Syracusan discontent occupy the next chapters.13
The account of the war ends with the plague and
Syracusan victory, followed by the secret treaty between
Himilcon and Dionysius and the Libyan revolt.14
Miscellaneous details concerning Dionysius' problems with
his mercenaries, the settlement of Messana and campaigns
and treaties with the Siceli occupy chapter seventy-eight.
There follows Dionysius' successful resistance to the
Rhegine attempt to capture Messana and his unsuccessful
efforts against the Siceli of Tauromenium.15 In 383 B. C.

16
Carthage renewed hostilities around Messana and Rhegium
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: 17
Italiot resistance was one result. Chapters ninety-

five and ninety-six continue the discussion of the Punic
War and include notices on the Syracusan desert?on and
treaty, marking the conclusion of the war. The main
narrative continues with an account of the war of
Dionysius against Rhegium and the Italiot Leagu_e.18 In
between . the first reference to the attack on
Dionysius by the orator Lysias occurs%9

The references to Dionysius in book fifteen are
sparse and concerned with his strained relations with the
intellectuals at his court, his colonization of the Northern
Adriatic éeaboard, the third and fourth Punic Wars and the
death of the tyrant.20

Dionysius is thus clearly the central figure in
Diodorus' narrative and the emphasis is upon his military
career. This is first represented by the confrontation
with Carthage, especially the first clash, central to which
is the capture of Motya. Secondly, it creates the situation
whereby Dionysius is able to control most of Sicily and
south Italy. Central to this aspect is the clash with
Rhegium and the Italiot League. Finally, it is Dionysius'
military might which enables the tyrant to impose his will
upon the Siceliots epitomized by the Syracusans. Dionysius'
power is in the nature of a military monarchy. Hence the

narrative essentially discusses three subjects: the war

with Carthage; the conflict with the Italiots which was
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intimately connected with thé former event; and the
internal situation which is likewise associated with the
two former issues.

There is little doubt that predominance is given
to the Punic Wars. Hence the importance of those chapters
dealing with Dionysius' preparations which are clearly
crucial to any consideration of the political thought
embodied in the text. The fact that most of the narrative
of the events following the collapse of the Athenian
expedition is devoted to Punic—sicéliot hostilities
confirm this conclusion. The conflict with the Sicels,
Ionians, and Italiots is clearly subordinate in importance to
the Punic conflict. It must be stressed that the details
about Dionysius' preparations are noted in connection with
the Punic War and not with his other military undertakings.
They contribute to and result from Dionysius' relations
with Carthage. It must be further emphasized that the
account of the first conflict with Carthage is attributed
the most detail, and occupies the major part of book
fourteen. Further, the narrative following the conflict
becomes more general in nature and scope. In fact,
eighteen chapters follow the narrative of the Punic War,
to which thirty chapters are devoted. Of these eighteen
chapters, four are concerned with the second Punic War.
In book fifteen, four from nine chapters are devoted to

the third and fourth conflicts with Carthage. Those
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military operations which precede the narrative of the
great conflict between Dionysius and Carthage, receive
twelve chapters. Finally, in the thirteenth book,
twenty-three chapters are devoted to Punic-Siceliot
hostilities, while eight are concerned with Dionysius'
policy towards the Syracusans and Siceliots. The latter,
as has been seen, are, in fact, closely connected with
the narrative of the Punic War. Besides this, there

are the four chapters dealing with Acragantine luxury.
The later career of Hermocrates represents a weakening

in Siceliot-Punic relations and his incursions into
Punic territory are thus indissolubly linked to the
narrative of the wars. The Acragantine excursus, it
will be shown, possesses distinct relevance to the
situation of 407/6 B. C., and is not to be regarded as

an isolated insertion. Finally, the chapters on the
legislative and constitutional work of Diocles, though
not so obviously associated with the main subject, do
concern themselves with the chief opponent of Hermocrates
and hence are not totally divorced from the mainstream of
the action.

The chapters which deal with Dionysius' military
exploits against the Ionian states of Sicily and South
Italy and the natives of Sicily are equally relevant to
the main narrative of the Punic War. In the first place,

they are of major importance in the growth of the arche
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of Dionysius which led to the outbreak of hostilities

with Carthage. 1In particular, the Ionian problem with

its association with the Segesta-Selinus dispute had
provoked the earlier intervention of Athens and Carthage

in the fifth century on three occasions. Secondly,
Dionysius' war with the Italiot League arose out of his
early wars with Naxos and Catane. Indeed,it is significant
that these states do not appear to have joined the Siceliot
League.21 Dionysius indeed, seems to have inherited this
problem. Thus, the problem of the Ionian states and their
allies, the Italiots, in particular Ionian Rhegium, could
not be considered apart from the Punic question. Indeed
Rhegium appears throughout the narrative.22 The interests
of Catane, Naxos and Rhegium were identical with those of
Syracuse's enemies, Athens and Carthage. This pattern of
political identification and sympathy must have been

reinforced as a result of Dionysius' intervention in the

affairs of Magna Graecia, since these developments together

with the Northern Adriatic policy inevitably presented the

possibility of an encounter with Carthage's allies, the
Etruscan cities. It is noteworthy that the latter furnished
Athens with aid,23 and that the evidence of the narrative
of Diodorus' fifteenth book suggests such a .clash of
interests. 24

The sections of the narrative which deal with the

internal situation of Syracuse are similarly dependent
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upon the narrative of the Punic Wars. In the first
place, it was the Punic danger that led to the elevation
of Dionysius. Secondly, the text openly affirms the
fact that the Punic menace was the vital factor which
assured Dionysius of control over Syracuse and all the
Siceliots.25 Finally, nowhere does the text hide the fact
that Dionysius' monarchy was at root military in nature,
and that the democratic image was apparent purely on the
surface.z6

That the chief interest of the text is military is,
above all, indicated by the small amount of material
dealing with Dionysius' private life and non-military
affairs. In fact, this type of information first makes
its appearance at the end of book fourteen in connection
with Lysias' attack upon the tyrant and Dionysius' attack
upon Rhegium, concerning itself with the fate of the
Rhegine general, Phyton.27 Thereafter, such material
certainly occupies a predominant position in book fifteen.
‘The note on Phyton might simply reflect Dionysius' irritation
over Rhegine hostility, the chief source of opposition to
Dionysius' military ventures. However, it is significant
that the new information is confined to the later sections
of Diodorus' narrative, where the text betrays distinct
lack of interest in Dionysius and Western affairs. The
notices on Dionysius' worsening relations with the literati

at his court and Dionysius' death thus occupy a place of




112

1nest equal impertanée with the narrative of the two

o

later eenfliets with Carthage and Dionysius'exploits

in the lio¥therh Adriatié. ILowever, at this point the
informaticn supplied Ly the text is of almost negligilble
value in contrast to the detail provided for the first
two decades of Lienysiis' reign. The latter information
is exclusively concerned with military and pelitical
éffaifs; anecdotes about the tyrant's pfivate life and
a tendency to moralize are significantly absent.

Thus it is eclear that, whereas Dionysius is the
central figure of Diodérus' narrative, there is little
¢oncern with his private life. The emphasis is upon
military affairs and Ehe key chapters are those dealing
with the Fi¥st Punie Wa¥ and its antecedents, which stand
in sharp eontrast to the narrative of the Siceliot failure

in the thirteenth book. The conflict with the Ionians,

\

pre=Greek inharitants ef ficily and Italiots is moreover,
merely a contributory factor to the main event, and

clearly subordinate in importance.

2. Interest of the Text in Syracuse and the Siceliots

The text is well informed akout the position of
Syracuse prior to the appearance of Dionysius. Indeed,
the narrative of the Punic War of 409/8 and 407/5 is
essentially concentrated upon Syracuse, the core of

Siceliot resistance. Thus we read of the promise of
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Syracusan assistance to the Selinuntines. Later the
Selinuntines sent for help to Acragas, Gela and Syracuse.29
It is clear from what the text says that Syracuse is here
regarded as the state upon which the destinies of the
Siceliot states resided. This point is seen later, when
the next step is the arrangement of peace between Syracuse
and Naxos and Catane. Once this had been concluded,
Syracuse was able to gather a relief focm? Further, the
importance of Syracuse is revealed on two previous occasions.
First, there is the reference to Hannibal's fear of
Syracusan intervention. Second, the text notes that the
Selinuntines expected the Syracusans to arrive.3l

It is the advance guard of three thousand Syracusans
which attempts to come to terms with Hannibal, after the
fall of Acragas.32 They failed in their endeavour to
obtain the ransom of the captives and the safety of the
temples. Soon afterwards, there is a note on the aid
brought by the Siceliots to Himera. The expedition
is headed by Diocles the Syracusan.33

It is to be noted that throughout the Himeraean
campaign, we read of the Himeraeans fighting.34 It is,
howev?r, gquite clear that after the arrival of the relief
forcejssupreme power is vested in the hands of the
Syracusan commander, Diocles. It is Diocles who decides
upon retreat, despite the opposition of the Himeraeans.
He also leads the retreat of half the population.36

Thus it is clear that throughout the first encounter
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with Carthage, the initiative accordiﬁg to the text had
been in the hands of Syracuse. She had slowly assumed
control of operations against Carthage. Her importance
is again seen throughout the course of the narrative
of the Acragantine campaign. First, we read how she
censured Carthage for having embarked upon war with the
Siceliots. She then proceeded to arrange alliances with
the Italiots and Lacedaemonians.37 It is quite clear
that a Syracusan was at the head of the allied force, for
again a Syracusan has supreme military authority. The
general was Daphnaeuswho appears to have been the prominent
personality in Syracuse after the death of Diocles.38

The Syracusan force engaged the Iberian and Campanian
mercenaries of Carthage. Daphnaeus then went to the deserted
barbarian camp.40 After the assembly, Daphnaeus was in
charge of operations.41 Two facts are noted. First, he
failed to capture the Carthaginian camp; secondly he
superintended the starvation tactics. Finally, it is noted
‘that the ultimate blame for the evacuation of Acragas was
attributed to the Syracusan leaders.42 Hence the
constitutional crisis which resulted in the rise of
Dionysius.

Thus it is clear that the text pursues the history
of Syracuse with great interest. The inforhation, moreover,

is of a fairly precise kind. Not only is the rise in

importance of Syracuse set forth with great clarity.
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internal position of the city. The status of the generals,
Daphnaeus and Diocles, in relation to that of the demos
is clearly defined.

Thus we read that the Syracusans as a body ceased
war with the Chalcidian cities.43 This implies the
continued existence of the extreme democracy of Diocles.44
When we read of the remonstrances to Carthage concerning
the fate of the captured Selinus4,5 it is the three
thousand picked soldiers who send ambassadors to Hannibal.
Thus again it is the citizen militia which has the power
to effect decisions concerning questions connected with
war. The commander of the army was, in fact, Diocles.46
At a later stage in the narrative, Diocles is described as
military commander. His position in no way resembles
that held by Dionysius. The most that he can do is to
advise the generals to leave.47 Diocles' proposal was
effected precisely because they agreed with his advice.
(61bmep Eoalveto ovppéperv adtolg ExALmelv THv moALY)

The same situation appears to have prevailed
throughout the Acragantine campaign. It is the Syracusans
as a whole who conclude the alliance with the Italiots
and Lacedaemonians, and it is they who send emissaries to
the Italiot cities.48 It is the Syracusans who elected
Daphnaeus as general, and it is they who4gdd to their

company soldiers from Gela and Camarina. After the

battle, Daphnaeus enters the deserted camp where an
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50
assembly is held. He continues to superintend

operations. His powers are, however, limited. The text
is in no doubt about the fact that the decision to retire
was reached by the generals and commanders.51
These notices indicate the continued existence of
the Dioclean constitution. With the debut of Dionysius,
a change has clearly taken place. This change is explained
by the digression, dealing with Dionysius' seizure of
power within Syracuse.52 The text clearly indicates that
it is Dionysius who enlists the forces under the Syracusanz?

His position as strategos autokrator provides him with

special emergency powers, such as Diocles and Daphnaeus
appear to have lacked. Later it is Dionysius and not the
Syracusans who possesses thirty or fifty thousand men.54
It is Dionysius who draws near and pitches camp. The
whole plan of campaign appears to reside in his hands.
Certainly the text does not mention any attempt by him to
consult with the general and commanders.55

After the battle, Dionysius called a meeting of his
friends. The generals and commanders are not mentioned.
It is Dionysius who compels the Camarinaeans to evacuate
their city.56 Finally it is to be noted that the treaty
which concluded the war was between Carthage and Dionysiiz
and that Diodorus concludes book thirteen with a reference
to the fact that he has fulfilled his intention of

completing this book with the conclusion of the war
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between Dionysius and Carthage.

The narrative of book fourteen likewise sees the
source of Syracuse's action in the figure¢ of Dionysius.
Thus Dionysius planned to strengthen his tyranny and
led the army against the Siceli.58 His arbitrary action
provoked the Syracusan revolt.59 Indeed he was forced to
break off the siege of the city of the Herbissini because
the citizens of Syracuse resented his rule.60 Dionysius
was bent upon safeguarding the tyranny.61 It was the tyrant
Dionysius and not the Syracusans who wanted to increase
his power by attacking the Chalcidian colonies. It was
accordingly he who took Aetna and conducted operations
against Leontini, Enna, the city of the Herbitaeans, Catane
and Naxos.62 The Rhegines feared the power growth of
Dionysius, and not that of the Syracusan state, which had

led to the enslavement of their brethren, the Naxians and

63
Catanians, and to the dispatch of the Syracusan army
64
against them. It was Dionysius who decided to prepare
65
for war against Carthage. He was supported by the

Syracusans, sought to enlist the good will of the Siceliots,
66
and feared the Rhegines and Messanians. By a policy of
67
moderation, the tyrant sought to win over the Syracusans.

Indeed the text explicitly states that Dionysius was the
determining force.68~ Dionysius was responsible for the
declaration of war.69 He conducted the initial operations
against Eryx and received the support of the Greek citie;?
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Motya was the tyrant's business.71 Leptines was his
viceroy while he went against Carthage's allies.72
Himilcon acted against Dionysius.73 Dionysius counteracted
this naval initiative.74 It was Dionysius' army that burst
into Motya.75 It was Dionysius who distributed honours,

dealt with the Motyans, stationed the gﬁard, and placed

Leptines in charge of future operations and of the sieges
76
of Segesta and Entella.

In 396 B. C., Dionysius invaded the territory of
Carthage. Carthage resolved to surpass Dionysius in

preparations. Leptines went against the fleet as
78
lieutenant of Dionysius. Dionysius was responsible for
79
the decision to retire to Syracuse. He set free the

slaves and manned sixty ships, hired Lacedaemonian
80
mercenaries and looked to the defences. After prevailing

upon the Campanians of Catane to move to Aetna, Dionysius
81
led the army to Tauromenium, and thence to Catane. § by

was Dionysius who was urged by the Sicilian Greeks to
82
face Himilccen and who decided to retreat to Syracuse.

Dionysius sent for Italiot and Péloponnesian aid to save
83
the Siceliots.

The aim of the Syracusan revolt was to end Syracusan
84
slavery and regain liberty. Theodorus declared that

Dionysius was a harsh master who was unworthy of the
85
leadership which he possessed. Dionysius had been
86
giving the orders. He was the commander who had
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betrayed Gela and Camarina, dealt - treacherously with

Naxos and Catane, and was prepared to face Carthage in

order to control the Siceliots. The Syracusans were
88 '
to seek a new leader. The tyrant was given the
89

opportunity to relinquish office voluntarily.

Pharacidas' aim was to maintain the rule of
90
Dionysius. Dionysius then assumed control of the

offensive. Dionysius alone negotiated with the

Carthaginian and finally led out his troops and
92
superintended subsequent operations. Later Dionysius

enrolled new mercenaries to maintain his regime, waged

war and made treaties with the Siceli.93 Rhegine

hostility was directed against Dionysius who reciprocateg?
Similarly Dionysius waged war against Magon's army.95

The hostility of the Italiot council was aimed at Dionysiig.
Agyris joined Dionysius?7 The tyrant finally negotiated

with Carthage.

The war in South Italy resulted from Dionysius'
99
ambition. He decided to attack Rhegium, and led his

troops in the operations culminating in the capture of
100
that city. The Olympian representatives came from the
101 :
tyranny. As tyrant, freed of the Punic menace, Dionysius

was free to take part in literary pursuits, plant colonies
102
in the Adriatic, and gain control of the Ionian Sea.

There followed a war between Dionysius and Carthage.
‘ 103
Dionysius' victory at Cabala was the result. Dionysius'
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harsh reply necessitated a truce.104 Dionysius is said
to have hoped for eventual control of all of Sicily.105
Dionysius' troops were defeated at Cronion.106 As a
result, the tyrant was obliged to agree to the peace
terms offered by Carthage.107 The final conflict with
Carthage is also attributed to Dionysius.108

It is thus clear that the information provided about
Syracuse is of a precise nature. Not only is it most
detailed: it is also aware of the contrasting nature of
Syracusan constitutional affairs before and after Dionysius'
coup. It can, therefore be concluded that the interest of
the text especially revolves around Syracuse. It is
possible to conjecture that the text's ultimate source is
well-acquainted with Syracusan affairs, and is very
possibly Syracusan. Such a conclusion is supported by
the fact that two important sections not dealing with the
Punic Wars and Dionysius concern themselves with prominent
Syracusans. The interest shown in Diocles and Hermocrates109
is particularly significant in view of the fact that
Dionysius was Hermocrates' follower and Diocles was
Hermocrates' opponent.llo

The importance attributed to Syracuse is especially
noteworthy, when considered beside the nature of the
evidence for the other Siceliot cities.

First, it is interesting to observe that the

narrative of the Selinuntine, Himeraean and Acragantine
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campaigns follow a regular pattern. Each topic is

dealt with in precisely the same way. A prelude which
discusses the causes of the wars is followed by an
account of the actual course of the fighting. The
concluding section gives an account of the results of the
war; the settlement imposed by the Carthaginians.

Thus Diodorus devotes chapters forty-three and
forty-four to the causes of the Punic invasion of 409 B. C.
Selinus' claim to undisputed land resulted in Segesta's
appeal to Carthage. The latter's hesitancy between
desire for possession of Segesta and fear of Syracuse,
was ended-by Hannibal's insistence upon vengeance for the
defeat of Himera of 480 B. C. The failure of a joint
Carthaginian and Segestan embassy at Syracuse due to the
intervention of Selinuntine ambassadors supplied the pretext.

.Diodorus then passes to the cause of the actual
hostilities. Carthage dispatched five thousand Libyans
and eight hundred Campanians to Sicily. After the first
clash - a Segestan victory - more substantial aid was
sent in thé form of Libyans, Iberians and Carthaginians
under the ccommand of Hannibal.

Concerning the attitude of Syracuse, it is quite
clear that according to the narrative, she determined
upon direct intervention at the same time as Carthage.

We know that as a result of the two embassies of 410 B. C.,

Syracuse determined upon an attitude of neutrality and
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that this attitude was abandoned after the battle, when
Syracuse promised direct assistance to Selinus.

Diodorus now passes to the preliminaries of the
actual war, which he places under the year 409 B. C.
Hannibal's arrival in chapter fifty-four is divided
into three parts. First, there is the actual arrival
which induced Selinus to send to Syracuse for aid.
Secondly, there follows the disembarkation. Finally,
the beaching of the ships in the bay of Motya is noted.
There follows the march to Selinus and the capture of
the trading station by the Mazarus river. Finally, the
beginning of the siege of the city is noted.

Two chapters are devoted to the fighting itself.

The first presents a picture of the Selinuntines gaining
the upper hand. In the second chapter, the Carthaginians
begin to make headway.

Thus in chapter fifty-five, after noting the surprise
and courage of the Selinuntines, Diodorus discusses the
details of the Carthaginian onslaught. Two features of the
fighting are noted: the use of towers and the part played
by the battering rams. The original success of the
Carthaginians was due to the Selinuntine failure to look
carefully enough after their walls. As a result, the
Campanians succeeded in effecting entry. They failed,
however, because they did not clear away the wall

completely, and they did not know of the terrain.
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The increasing danger which threatened the
Selinuntines is described in chapter fifty-six. A
renewed appeal for help from the Siceliots - this time
to Gela and Acragas as well as to Syracuse - led Syracuse
to call a halt to the war which she was waging with the
Chalcidian cities. Meanwhile, it is recorded that
Hannibal had resorted to a change in tactics as a result
of the failure of the Campanians to effect an entry into
the city because 6f concentration upon one area of the
wall., A more general attack was planned: the area |
adjoining that which had been destroyed was broken down
and the rubble was cleared away before any attempt was
made to effect entry.

Diodorus relates that the fighting lasted nine days
and the Carthaginians victory is ascribed to superiority
of numbers. Nevertheless, we are assured that victory
came later than expected, because of the opposition of the
Selinuntines in the streets and because of the difficulties
arising from the missile throwers on the roof tops.

Chapters fifty-seven and fifty-eight are in the
nature of an epilogue to the account of the battle. The
fate of the captured city is discussed. It records the
flight of the remaining Selinuntines to the market place,
the resulting massacre of the inhabitants, the destruction
on the buildings, the defilement of the dead and the

favour shown to the women and children. It is recorded
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that sixteen thousand fell aﬁd that five thousand were
captured. The final chapter notes the pity of the Greeks
in Carthage's service for the cruel lot of their
countrymen, the indignities suffered by the woﬁen and the
escape of the six thousand, six hundred Selinuntines to
Acragas, where they were received hospitably.

To conclude, Diodéfus devotes a half a chapter to
the Carthaginian settlement.lll Three facts are recorded.
First the text narrates how the Syracusan advance force
failed in their endeavours to obtain the release of the
captives and safety from the destruction of the temples.
Secondly, Hannibal expressed his gratitude to the pro-
Carthaginian Empedion by freeing his kinsmen and restoring
his property. Finally, he allowed the Selinuntines to
till their land upon payment of tribute to Carthage.

There follows Diodorus' account of the war against
Himera. Again the division corresponds to the themes of
the cause of the war, the initial operations resulting in
Siceliot success and Carthaginian failure, the final
Siceliot failure, the fate of the captured city and the
Carthaginian settlement.

Thus the second part of chapter fifty-nine first
notes how Hannibal determined upon the main purpose of
““the expedition: vengeance for the defeat of Himera of
480 B. C. He thus pitched camp in the hills and invested

the city with reinforcements of Sicels and Sicans. The
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text continues to narrate the successful attempt to shake
and undermine the wall, due to the numerical superiority
of the Carthaginians. The Carthaginians were, however,
repulsed, and the breach in the wall was repaired. The
chapter concludes by noting the arrival of the Siceliot
allies at Himera.

The picture given up to this point of the Himeraean
campaign closely resembles that given of the early stages
of the Selinuntine campaign. On both occasions, the
distinguishing feature is the initial failure of
Carthaginian tactics. Similarly the major cause of
Carthage's failure lay in her inability to appreciate the
importance of systematic destruction of a wide area of the
wall.

As in the case of the Selinuntine campaign, the
besieged take advantage to launch an attack upon the
besiegers. This continued success is narrated in the
first part of chapter sixﬁy. Four reasons are supplied
for the Himeraean success. First, it is due to the
suddenness of the attack. Secondly, the daring and
skilful tactics of the besieged are mentioned. Thirdly,
it is noted that the besieged were aware that they were
fighting for their lives and the lives of their wives
and children. Finally,one cause of the Siceliot success
was the disorder of the barbarians. Thus in two respects,

the theme cf the Selinuntine campaign is repeated. Both
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attacks are characterized by courage. The second factor,
that the besieged were fighting for their lives and for
the lives of their children, echoes a common motif found
in the account of the resistance of the three Punic
campaigns against Selinus, Himera and Acragas. It also
appears during the Selinuntine attackllz and as such is
characteristic of Selinuntine, and indeed Himeraean courage.
Just as in the account of the Selinuntine resistance, at
first only a few resist and then more join in, so too in
the later confrontation, reinforcements arrive - on this
occasion from other Siceliots.113 Thus only two new
elements are introduced as contributing to early Siceliot
success- the surprise factor and barbarian disorder. 1In
other respects they are identical, in spite of the text's
assertion of a difference between the two campaigns.ll4

In the second part of chapter sixty and, indeed, in
the second part of Diodorus' description of the battle,
the Carthaginians begin to gain the upper hand. Diodorus
thus again follows established pattern. Just as formerl)l;15
numerical superiority contributed to Carthaginian success,
so too it is the case at this point. The narrative relates
how Hannibal brought down his men from the hills. These
defeated ﬁhe Siceliots who were chasing the defeated
Carthaginian force in disorder. As a result, the Siceliot

defensive ended in failure, three thousand Siceliots being

slain.



127

Chapter sixty-one records the increasing desperation
of the Siceliots. 1In spite of the arrival of twenty-five
triremes that had gone to the aid of the Lacedaemonians,
the Siceliots decided to abandon Himeré, as a result of
the suspected Carthaginian attack upon Syracuse. The
withdrawal of half the populaticn of Himera followed.

Chapter sixty-two notes the fact that on the
second day, the city was overrun. There follows an
account of the destruction, slaughter, plunder and
sacrilege, in general similar to the account of the
destruction of Selinus. The chapter concludes with a
notice on.Carthage's dismissal of the Campanians.

Thus it is clear that the description of the
Selinuntine and Himeraean campaigns are dealt with in a
similar manner. First Diodorus discusses the various
causes of the war. Thereafter, three clearly discernible
divisions make their appearance. The first deals with
the two battles; the second with the capture of the
cities; the third with the Carthaginian settlement. 1In
addition,.it has been observed that the two battles receive
the same treatment: first the preliminary engagement
which is characterized by Siceliot success is discussed;
there then follows a description of the Punic successes.
Parallels are even found in the details of the descriptions.
This is most ocbviously the case in the accounts of the

capture of the city. The cause of the initial Punic defeat
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is the same: concentration upon a single area of the wall.
The Siceliot counter attack on both occasions is viewed
as due to superior daring.

Similarly, use is made of the women and children
motif to indicate the desperate nature of the Siceliot
position‘which induced such courage. Further, successful
resistance leads to encouragement and the arrival of
additional Siceliot support. Finally, numerical superiority
is twice the decisive factor in Carthage's favour.

Diodorus' treatment of the early stages of the second
Punic invasion follows a similar pattern. As in the case
of the first invasion, there is an introduction dealing
with the cause of the war and initial preparations of
Carthage and the Siceliots. The cause of the war is dealt
with very briefly in the last section of chapter seventy-
nine and the first section of chapter eighty. It is
simply ascribed to power lust. Hence resulted the
foundation of Therma.

More space is given to the preparations of both
antagonists. Most of chapter eighty deals with the
affairs of Carthage: the appointment of Hannibal and
Himilcon; the recruitment of the Punic force; the gathering
of the fleet; the initial operations around Eryx and the
Siceliot victory; and Hannibal's departure. Sections one
to three of chapter eighty-one describe the preparations

of the Siceliots. Two facts are recorded: the alliance
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between the Siceliots, Italiots and Lacedaemonians; and
the Acragantines' gathering of their crops and possessions
within the city.

The narrative which is resumed in chapter eighty-five,
discusses the preliminary operations. There were two
Carthaginian camps, in the hills and by the city. Hannibal's
failure to arrange terms of peace with Acragas resulted in
the Carthaginian attack upon a vulnerable section of the
wall. Meanwhile the besieged managed to enlist the support
of Dexippus the Lacedaemonian and the Campanian mercenaries
who had formerly served Carthage. Finally, the text records
the resistance of the first day and the burning of the siege
engines on the second day.

Clearly the picture thus far represented conforms
closely to that given of the first Punic invasion. The
Siceliots again triumph in the initial phase of the war.

It is interesting to note that Hannibal according to the

text, committed the same error as had been previously
committed at Selinus and Himera. He had again concentrated
upon one area of the wall. The result, was as before,
failure. The solution corresponded to those adopted upon

the two previous occasions: an attack upon different

points of the wall. To achieve this Hannibal resorted to

the destruction of the monuments and tombs. Thus he was

able to construct mounds. Diodorus then relates the narrative

of the destruction of Theron's tomk by lightning. The result
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was the plague and hysteria which was followed by the
sacrifice to Kronus and Poseidon. Finally, the arrival
of the Siceliot and Italiot relief force at Acragas is
noted. Again it is apparent that the scheme of the
narrative is to place the arrival of succour after the
initial success of the Siceliots.

The Siceliot success is continued in chapter
eighty-seven. The victory of the Syracusan relief force
over the Iberian and Campanian mercenaries is then discussed.
We read how the general's fear of Himilcon's possible
reappearance resulted in his restraining his men.

The soldiers in the city were prevented from
attacking the fleeing enemy by the generals who, the text
claims, were eigher bribed or simply afraid. The narrative
continues to discuss the arrival of Daphnaeus and his men
at the camp before the city, where an assembly of the people
was held. Diodorus then proceeds to discuss the attacks
of Menes of Camarina, the stoning of the generals and the
growth of the suspicions towards Dexippus.

In chapter eighty-eight, the narrative of the war is
resumed. Daphnaeus, unable to take the Carthaginian camp
which has now been fortified, adopts starvation tactics.
Diodorus then records the threatened desertion of the
Campanian mercenaries of Carthage, which was prevented by
the surrender of the goblets. The capture of the transport

fleet turned the scales in Carthage's favour. The secession
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of the Campanian mercenaries-in the service of the
Siceliots followed. Lack of provisions apparently led
to the general's decision to evacuate the town.

Chapter eighty-nine contains a detailed description
of the evacuation. The chapter which follows narrates
the fate of the captured city. The theme is the same as
that found in the description of the capture of Selinus
and Himera: plunder, massacre and sacrilege.

It is clear that the three invasions receive similar
treatment. The events are described as clashes between
Carthage and the individual Siceliot cities. Both
invasions are preceded by an account of the causes of the
outbreak of hostilities. The problem is viewed from both
angles. We are told, on the one hand, about the attitude
of the Siceliot states - Selinus and Syracuse. On the
other hand, the various considerations which influenced
Carthage's decision are discussed. Both invasions are then
narrated in the same way. First, the preliminaries are
discussed. In the case of the first invasion, the
diplomatic relations between Segesta, Selinus, Carthage
and Syracuse are related. There follows the preliminary
clash which resulted in the Segestan victory. Finally,
the arrival of the main Carthaginian force is described.
The narration of the second invasion simply concerns itself
with the military and diplomatic preparations. In addition,

the precautionary measures of the Acragantines are noted.
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The parallel treatment, however, appears in a more
direct perspective, which seems to indicate not- merely
a common source for the narrative of the three campaigns,
It seems seriously to affect the very authenticity of the
source material. The battle in all three cases appears to
follow a regular pattern. The ultimate victory of the
Carthaginians is preceded by a temporary Siceliot success.
The initial Siceliot success is followed upon each occasion
by the arrival of reinforcements. Most important is the
fact that the cause of the Punic failure on all three
occasions is the same: concentration upon one area of the
wall. The artificiality of the situation is especially
apparent when it is remembered that all three operations
are under the superintendence of Hannibal whose ultimate
achievement at Selinus and Himera, certainly fail to
indicate that the king possessed such mediocre ability
as would enable him to commit identical errors at identical
moments upon three separate occasions. Hannibal's
popularity within Carthage certainly speaks against such
a possibility.

Indeed, it is no exaggeration to state that once the
facts about Selinus are apparent to the reader, he has no
difficulty in discerning the nature of the confrontation
with Himera and Acragas. This repetition of the material
is not merely found in the account of the initial Siceliot

success. The result on each occasion is the accretion
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of Siceliot support. That Siceliot help materialized is
not to be doubted: however, its immediate association

with the initial Siceliot success, based upon similar
errors on the part of Carthage on three separate occasions,
suggests the existence of a source lacking information of
a particularly original kind.

Such a situation is, moreover, suggested by the
three accounts given of the capture of the three cities.
Chapters fifty-seven and fifty-eight of book thirteen,
deal with the capture of Selinus. Such subjects as the
defilement of the dead, the bravery of the women and
children, the ransacking of the buildings and the fortitude
of the Selinuntines are discussed. The latter subject,
together with the narration of the bravery of the women
and children is narrated towards the end of the previous
chapter as well. A similar treatment is accorded the
description of the capture of Himera in chapter sixty-two.
Again the barbarity of the Carthaginians is discussed; the
outrageous treatment accorded to the dead; the Punic greed;
and the bravery of the women and children. The narrative
concerned with the capture of Acragas consists of similar
formulae: Siceliot bravery and nobility; Punic desire for
Acragantine wealth; Carthagiﬁian barbarit;%é The motif of
Carthaginian cruelty and lust for material gain and that
of Siceliot bravery appearsin the accounts of the capture

of Gela and Camarina as well, though on these occasions
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in less detail.

The stereotyped nature of this information is
especially evident, when contrasted with the vagueness
of the information concerning the internal situation of
the Siceliot cities. The account of the dispute between
Segesta and Selinus need certainly not indicate the use
by Diodorus of a source of information coming from
Selinus or well-acquainted with Selinuntine affairs. The
dispute was not a new occurrence and had been a major
factor in the diplomatic negotiations leading to the
intervention of Athens in 416 B. C. It is thus conceivable
that such information would, for example, be known to a
Syracusan-orientated source. Nothing of importance is
revealed about Selinuntine internal policies in the
narration of the first engagement of the war, the narrative
of the arrival of the Carthaginian force, and in the
account of the siege of Selinus. The account of the siege
and capture of Himera, similarly does not betray detailed
knowledge of the Siceliot position. The fact is that,
although the reader is supplied with a more detailed
account of the actual engagements between the Carthaginians
and the Siceliots, he is seldom able to gain insight into
the real source and nature of the Selinuntine and Himeraean
resistance. In the case of the siege of Selinus, on only
one dccasion is information concerning the internal situation

provided. Reference is here made to the treatment accorded



135
118

to Empedion. Nowhere in the narrative of the relations
between Selinus and Carthage prior to the notice dealing
with the treatment accorded to Empedion is the reader given
any clue &s to the political situation within the city in
respect to the question of Carthage. The single piece of
evidence which we have, does most certainly suggest that
there existed in Selinus a substantial citizen body
willing to accept the suzerainty of Carthage. However,
had it not been for this notice, the reader would be left
with the impression that the decision of the Selinuntines
to resist Carthage was unanimous.

The equally mysterious reference to the pity of the
Greeks in the service of Carthage for the plight of the
Selinuntines seems to reveal comparative ignorance by
Diodorus' source of the Siceliot situation.119 The reader
is obliged to ask, who in fact these Greeks were? Were
they Siceliots or Italiots, or indeed Greeks from the
East? What was their connection, if any, with the pro-
Carthage party of Empedion? The answers to these questions
are not provided. It is thus evident that Diodorus' source
was not well provided with information about the position
of Selinus. The same may, indeed, be said of the
description of the Himeraean campaign. Indeed, it is only
when we.arrive at Diodorus' account of the Acragantine
campaign that a fuller picture of the situation among the

besieged is given. The nature of this new information
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will be discussed below. However, it is a fact that we
do not receive any information about the Selinuntines and
Himeraean generals, in contrast to those of Acragas. We
do not even know their names. In short, we are left with
the impression that Siceliot opposition to Carthage was
not only doomed to failure because of the numerical
inferiority of the Siceliots, but also disorganized to the
highest degree.

Such a view is confirmed by a consideration of the
nature of the evidence for the creation and existence of
the Siceliot League, formed to withstand the Punic
cnslaught. It is significant that very little attention
has been given this League by modern scholars. That this
should be the case is not at all surprising. The details
concerning its nature are vague, and the presentation of
the facts is at times extremely confusing. No more clearly
are the difficulties illustrated than in the description
of the League's formation and its membership.

The first three references in the text are only to
Syracuse: Syracuse's promise of help in the beginning
of the war, Selinus' appeal for aid to Syracuse after the
landing of the Carthaginians; and Hannibal's fear of
Syracusan intervention.120 The next notice refers to the
Leag_ue.121 It is stated that the Selinuntines expected the

Syracusans and other allies to arrive. Who are these

ovpphxotr The one fact which the passage certainly seems '
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to suggest is that Syracuse had succeeded in forming
an alliance of Siceliot states under her aegis.

The next notice is surprising.122 Here it is
stated that Selinus sent for help to Syracuse, Acragas,
and Gela. Acragas and Gela waited for Syracuse to lead
them. Syracuse, therefore, ceased waging the war which
she had been conducting with the Chalcidian cities.

The facts which are known are, first that Syracusan
supremacy was recognized by Acragas and Gela, and secondly
that Acragas and Gela seem to have played some part in
bringing about peace between Syracuse and the Chalcidians.
Yet the problem of the number of cities belonging to the
League is not answered. It is merely stated that Gela
and Acragas joined Syracuse. No mention is made at all
of Camarina and Himera. Although war ceased between
Syracuse and the Chalcidians, it is not stated whether
the treaty was followed by a symmachia or not. Above
all, the text implies that two alliances were cemented.123
Such an interpretation, it need hardly be said, is sheer
nonsense. A League is not formed, then disbanded and
then formed again in such a short space of time. The
most likely interpretation is that negotiations for the
purpose of forming such a League, had been going on for
some time. This had come to the ears of the Selinuntines.

Hence the reference in the third section of chapter

forty-five. The second reference is, therefore, to the
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League's actual formation. The main point to note is
that the text is very vague in two respects: in the
description of the membership of the League; and in
its ability to date the exact formation of the cuppoy Lo
The Syracusans first hear of the fall of Selinus
at the time of the arrival of the three thousand picked
Syracusans at Acragas].-24 It must be stressed that only
Syracusans are referred to. It is the latter that
proceed to negotiate with Hannibal. Later Zuvparboiol
arrive at Himera. These consist, among others, of the
Syracusans who were previously at Acragas. There are two
notable variations. In the first place, the allies have
now joined Syracuse. Secondly, the Siceliot force has
grown from a force of three to four thousand.125 A number
of difficulties assert themselves. First, the text
indicates that the force which was sent ahead consisted
of three-quarters of the total militia. This is, indeed
strange. A force which is sent ahead to enquire about
the situation or to inform those seeking help about the
arrival of the whole force, forms a small part of the
whole. Yet the text quite clearly states that three
thousand arrived at Acragas and that it was this body
of men that was included in the four thousand at H:Lmeraj.-z6
Secondly, the preliminary detachment is stated as consisting

of Syracusans. This is most strange. It would seem that

Syracuse possessed an overall majority in the Siceliot
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League. The three thousand men at Himera who had
previously been at Acragas were certainly Syracusans.

The additional one thousand included the allies. The
latter do appear to form the whole new detachment. 1In
short, three-quarters of the force of the Siceliot League
is formed from the militia of Syracuse. This is unlikely,
when it is remembered that the Siceliot League certainly
consists of Acragas and Gela, as well as Syracuse. It
seems very likely that the Chalcidian cities may have
contributed some detachment for the common effort. Camarina
is not mentioned at all: it seems unlikely that she was
not affected by the events concerning her neighbours.
Finally, what of Himera? 1Is the Himeraean militia to be
included in the four thousand, or is that body merely
formed from Himera's helpers? The text does not reveal
any information. The main fact to observe is that the
predominance in numbers ascribed to Syracuse is unlikely
in view of the probable extent of the League.

Finally, it must be asked, why was the preliminary
detachment formed only from Syracusans? Surely a
representative body is formed from all the member states?
It may be objected that not enough time has passed for
the gathering of the League's forces. Therefore only
Syfacusans were sent. Such a reconstructioﬁ is doubtful
in view of the fact that the alliance, if not actually

formed, was certainly in the process of formation.
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Again the same difficulties have made their
appearance. First, there is obscurity regarding the
question of formation. Secondly, there is the question
of content.

There are two ways of meeting these difficulties.
First, it could be argued that Diodorus has slavishly
combined two sources. Hence it would follow that in
chapter fifty-five where Syracuse had allies, the same
source as that for the last section of chapter fifty-
nine is used. The reason for this, it could be argued,
is that in the latter section, Syracuse has again allies.
In the first section of chapter fifty-nine, however,
these allies have disappeared. On these grounds, it could
be argued that the beginning of chapter fifty-nine comes
from a different source-from the third section of chapter
fifty-five, and the ninth section of chapter fifty-nine.
Such methods do not, however, commend themselves to the
present writer. They merely represent the adoption of
Laqueur-type tactics. Further, they do not solve all
the difficulties. It does not account for the fact that
the preliminary detachment constituted three-quarters of
the total force, and it does not account for the fact
that the Syracusans outnumber the rest of the League's
contribution to such a great extent.

The second solution has, therefore, to be adopted.
It has to be conceded that the text is not at all precise

in respect to the information which it provides regarding
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the Siceliot League. As has been seen, the chief interest
of the text has been in Syracuse. The result is vagueness
regarding the cementing of the relationship between the
various members of the League.

As the narrative progresses the same picture is
presented. Towards the end of chapter seventy-nine, the
Syracusans censure Carthage for the war and demand Carthage's
future abstinence from hostilities.lz7 In the subsequent
chapter, the Carthaginians and Syracusans fight a sea
battle, in which each side has forty triremes.128

In these two citations, Syracuse appears to have
been alone. Now, the last which we have seen of Syracuse
was when she acted as head of the Siceliot League, being
chiefly responsible for the evacuation of Himera. The
qguestion which suggests itself is, what has happened to
the Siceliot League? The above citation might indicate
that the League had broken up.

To pass to chapter eighty-one, the Siceliots were
alarmed. The result was Syracuse's performance of two
functions. First, she negotiated alliances with the
Italiots and Lacedaemonians. Seéondly, she continued to
dispatch emissaries to the cities of Sicily to arouse the
masses to fight for their common freedom.129

Clearly, the above information clashes with the two

previously cited passages. It quite openly indicates that

a Siceliot League had already arisen, the leader being
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Syracuse. This League is identifiable with the League
brought into existence with the crisis of 409/8 B. C.
Two facts indicate this. First, the use of the imperfect
tense &néotellov is to be noted. Secondly, the
alliance with the Italiots and Lacedaemonians is important.
Such an action is unlikely to have been taken without the
prior existence of an alliance between the Siceliot cities.

Again the alternative of assuming a slavish
combination of sources by Diodorus or of the overstressing
by the text of the part played by Syracuse presents itself.
If the first approach is adopted, it could be argued that
the one source saw Syracuse as having formed a League by
the time of the commencement of hostilities, and that the
other knew of no such League. Again it must be said that
the second solution is more attractive. The variance of
“the two accounts appears to indicate that overemphasis by
the text upon Syracuse, the League's kernel has resulted
in lack of interest in its component parts. Hence in the
‘'seventy-ninth and eightieth chapters:,L30 the conflict was
seen entirely in terms of Syracuse versus Carthage, and
in chapter eighty-one, the text presupposes the fact that
the reader knows about the formation and development of
the Siceliot League.

Chapter eighty-six observes how the Syracusans,
fearing for the future of Acragas, decided to send that

city aid. When the allied Italiots and Messanians arrived,
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they elected Daphnaeus as general. Soldiers from Gela,
Camarina and the interior were added to the armaﬁent, the
whole force amounting to thirty thousand infantry and five
thousand cavalry.131

Again the text's failure to clarify the position of
Syracuse over against that of the Siceliot League has
resulted in confusion. Again Syracuse appears to be
acting alone, and the allies play no part. It is the
Syracusans who fear for the future of Acragas and decide
to aid her. There is no mention of the alliance. Further,
it might appear that the League is now founded for the
first time. It is stated that allies came from Italy and
Messana, and that more allies joined them, from Camarina
Gela and those &n tfig peogoyelov It is not stated that
these allies were additions to the alliance's militia.

The fact that Syracuse is at first only mentioned gives the
impression that the allies who now joined, formed the
initial confederate army. It might thus appear that the
-alliance has only now come into being.

It need hardly be said that this evidence is not
indicative of the formation of two Leagues. It merely
indicates how overemphasis upon the part played by
Syracuse has resulted in the disappearance qf the League's
role. The allies referred to in chapter eighty-one seem
to be the same as those noted in chapter eighty-six. 1In

the first reference, the alliance is made: in the second,
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the promised aid is given. Had the text been more
precise, instead of writing ZupauboiLoL  in chapter
eighty-six, it would have writtenZuvpanbdoior ual ol cuvppdxot

The same tendency is illustrated in the first
section of chapter eighty-seven. The battle of the
Iberians, Campanians and other forty thousand dispatched
by Himilcon is noted as being with the Syracusans and
not with the Siceliots or with the Syracusans and their
allies.132 The Italiots, Messanians, those of the interior,
the Camarinaeans, Geloans, Naxiang and Catanians have
disappeared.

In the chapters which follow, the text, it must be
admitted, begins to show far greater interest in the
League. In the description of the fighting which follows,
however, the picture painted only bétrays interest in the
Carthaginians and Syracusans. It is true that Dexippus'
treachery is noted.133 The significant fact, however, is
that this point is not mentioned in the description of the
fighting. The story about the bribed Acragantine generals
focuses attention away from the Syracusans.134

In sections three and four of chapters eighty-eight,
the existence of the Siceliot League is again ignored.
‘Himilcon learned of the Syracusan supply fleet. It is
then stated that theiggracusans despised the Carthaginians

and became careless.

In section five of the same chapter, the text is
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again conscious of the fact that Syracuse is the kernal

of the League. Hence thé Campanians are made to desert
because they consider the Greek position to be hopeless

as well as because of the fifteen talent bribe.136 The
rest of the narrative follows a similar course. The
existence of the whole Siceliot, or rather Greek force

is noted. The desertion of the Italiots is effected by
Dexippus. The generals - presumably, a representative
council of the whole League since Dexippus, a non-
Syracusan is a member - meet and decide to proceed with

the evacuation of the whole city. The narrative of the
flight from Acragas is seen from the point~of~view of the
whole League. It is organized by the League: the League's
soldiers form the escort.137 Although the Syracusans give
Leontini to the exiles, the Syracusans however, are
censured by the other Italiots for their choice of leaders%38
Again the text is consciocus of the fact that Syracuse is

no more than the leader of the Siceliot League. Dionysius'
Aoperations at Gela arise from the Geloan request for
assistance from the chief state of the League.139
Dionysius,as representative of Syracuse, promises to

return to Gela and dismisses Dexippus.léohrThe Carthaginians
expect Dionysius to aid the Geloans, no doubt in his
capacity as commander of the Siceiiotpié;gﬁé.l4l Indeed
the text refers to Dionysius' summoning the aid of the

142
Italiots and other allies. However, his position
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vis a vis the League is by no means precisely defined.
The decision to evacuate Gela is associated with
Dionysius' ©@lAoL : the position of the Geloan and
Camarinaean representation as well as that of the
captured cities and the Chalcidians is not clarified.
A similarly undefined position characterizes the
narrative of the evacuation of Camarina. Only at a later
point is there a reference to the disintegration of the
Siceliot League and the departure of the Geloans and
Camarinaeans to Leontini. The relationship of Dionysius
towards the League in connection with the treaty that
terminated hostilities is vaguely defined: Selinus,
Himera, Acragas, Gela and Camarina became tributaries of
Carthage; Leontini which contained the Siceliot exiles
occupied an autonomous status.143 There is silence on
the question of Chalcidian Naxos and Catane. In 397,
Dionysius receives the aid of Gela, Camarina and Acra;::.
A revival of the old Siceliot League is certainly indicated.
Otherwise, three isolated references occur: Himilcon's
alliance with the Himeraeans; the Messanian oracle and
the resistance of Messana; and the withdrawal of Messana
and Acragas from the alliance:.L45

On the whole, it is clear that the existence of the
Siceliot League is clearly defined in the later chapters

of the narrative of book thirteen. However, it is

noteworthy that the content in these chapters refers to
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the decline and collapse of the body. Hence the
references concern the Campanian and Lacedaemonian
treachery; the evacuation of Acragas, Gela and Camarina;
Siceliot censure of Syracuse; Dionysius' treacherous
dealings with Gela; and the ultimate Camarinaean and
Geloan desertion. However, in the earlier stages of
warfare, where Siceliot sﬁccess is more apparent, more
confusion is evident. Above all, difficulties concern
the formation of the League and its revival in 407/6 B. C.
Such representation of the facts merely serves to strengthen
the conclusion which the text appears to indicate, that
Siceliot failure resulted from serious lack of talent for

effective organization.

3. The Acragantine Excursus

There is, however, one important exception to the
claim that the text betrays little intérest in the affairs
of Syracuse's Siceliot allies. A lengthy passage extending
_from the fourth section of chapter eighty-one to the end
of chapter eighty-four concerns itself with the affluence
of Acragas.

The excursus can be divided into three sections. In
the first, the cause of the growth of Acragantine
prosperity is discussed. Two points are observed: the
importance of wines and olives to Acragas; and the

resulting trade with Carthage. Hence originated the great
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prosperity which characterized Acragas.

In the second section, an account of Acragantine
affluence is given. The temple of Zeus is discussed.

Then the reader is informed about the artificial pool
outside the city and the monuments which it contained.

A general note on the Acragantine youth is followed by an
account of the procession of Exaenetus of Acragas, after
his winning the stadion in the ninety-second Olympiad.
Finally, Acragantine softness is illustrated by the decree
concerning the limitation of the bedding for the guards
during the siege.

The third section discusses two of the city's magnates.
First, Tellias is described. The text narrates how he
stationed servants before his gates for the purpose of
obtaining guests upon whom he could bestow the hospitality
for which he was famous. His entertainment of five
thousand cavalrymen from Gela is then discussed. A
detailed description of his wine cellar follows. Finally,
the story of his journey as ambassador for his city to
the people of Centuripa is introduced to illustrate his
great wisdom.

The text then discusses Antisthenes, the character
second in importance to Tellias. Two facts are noted: the
magnificent wedding of his daughter and the advice which
he gave his son concerning the land of a poor man.

The excursus on Acragantine luxury is, in fact, not
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as divorced from the rest of the narrative as might

appear at first sight. The third and fourth sections of
chapter ninety of the thirteenth book are significant.
Diodorus refers to Himilcon's plundering of the dwellings
and temples. He notes the great amount of booty which

was taken. Here he provides four causes for the existence
of such booty. First, he notes the large population.
Secondly, the fact that Acragas had never been ravaged
before is observed. Thirdly, Diodorus draws attention

to the fact that Acragas had been the wealthiest city

of its day. Finally, he points to the special interest

of its citizens in works of art. There follows an account
of the pictures and sculptures. It is here that Diodorus
takes the opportunity to discuss the authenticity of the
bull of Phalaris.

In the beginning of chapter eighty-nine, the distress
of the Acragantines who had to leave their city is noted.
The text records that not only were they afraid for their
lives; the thought of leaving their possessions also
perturbed them. It is noted that they, however, realized
that they still had their lives.

It is thus evident that Acragas' internal affairs
occupy a place of crucial importance in Diodorus' narrative.
The fact that Timaeus is cited on two occasions might
indicate that all this information came from Timaeus.146

This is, as has been shown in the first chapter, by no
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means to be regarded as decisive evidence for Timaeus'
authorship. However, assuming the validity of this

claim, this cannot be regarded in itself as a satisfactory
solution as to why such great detail characterizes the
text's knowledge of Acragas as opposed to the limited
knowledge betrayed in connection with the wars against
Selinus and Himera. To a certain extent, the problem
concerns the significant viewpoint adopted by these
chapters. It is, indeed, to be observed that little
information is provided concerning Acragantine resistance,
and that the emphasis of these chapters is upon economic
and social life rather than political affairs. However,
another point is equally significant. The difficulty is
clearly minimized, when it is remembered that the excursus
is not, in fact, divorced from the rest of the narrative.
Indeed, two other references to Acragantine luxury occui?7
Further, it is significant that the account of the
Acragantine campaign is fuller than the descriptions of
those of Selinus and Himera. The description of the
assembly, and the events immediately leading up to it,
reveal intimate knowledge of the affairs of a Siceliot
city, the like of which has not been demonstrated in
connection with the earlier affairs of Selinus and Himera
and the first stages -of the Acragantine campaiéé?

The question then is, why are we so well-informed

about Acragas? The answer to this gquestion may lie
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largely in the part played by the Syracusan militia. It
has been seen that the destiny of Acragas was in the hands
of a Syracusan general, Daphnaeus. The evacuation of

that town was, moreover, undertaken upon the advice of
that general. Again, it is important to remember that the
evidence of the rest of Diodorus' narrative has suggestedr
a Syracusan source or a source intimately connected with
Syracusan affairs. Two possibilities, therefore, present
themselves: on the one hand, it is possible that the
source for the account of Acragantine luxury was one of
the Syracusans at Acragas; alternatively, it is possible
that the source who was present at Acragas supplied the
information to Diodorus' ultimate source. Whatever
solution is adopted, it seems likely that the information
comes from a source well acquainted with Syracusan affairs
and most probably Syracusan himself.

It is further to be observed that in chapter sixty-
one, the text gives a brief glimpse of the Himeraean
‘internal situation. Reference is here being made to the
decision of the Siceliots to abandon Himera as a result
of the suspected Carthaginian att{ack upon Syracuse. Now
this is the first occasion that the reader is provided
with an inside view of a besieged Siceliot city. Again,
it seems likely that this information came ultimately
from a Syracusan source, for the Syracusan army under

Diocles organized the exodus from Himera.
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Similar considerations affect the events at Gela.
Particularly noteworthy is the reference to the statue
of the river Gela which would be known to a Syracusan at
the city, before the evacuation. Similarly, the account
of the battle at Gela is the most vivid and detailed
description of fighting found in the thirteenth book.
Consequently Adamesteanou was correct to regard it as

149
stemming from a contemporary source. Probably this
source was at Gela and a close associate of Dionysius, or
at least a person in military or governmental circles.
The same conclusion is suggested by a consideration of
chapter ninety-nine which discusses Dionysius' intrigues
in Gela.

Apart from the case of Acragas and the instances
which could derive from a Syracusan authority, it is
clear that little definite information is provided
concerning the Siceliot cities, directly threatened by
Carthage. As has been seen, very little is known about
the internal affairs of Selinus and Himera. As regards
Acragas, though abundant testimony concerning her economic
and social life is provided, very little is known about
the internal political situation. What is provided is
only seen against the background of Syracusan politics.
The small amount of evidence about the affairs of Gela
and Camarina is similarly accounted for. The only city

about which precise information is provided, is Syracuse.



4. Extent of Information About Carthage

Such a situation is especially strange in view of
the fact that abundant information is provided concerning
Punic affairs. This is first seen in the account of the
situation in Carthage following the Segestan appeal.
Detailed information regarding the policy of Carthage is
provided. Diodorus' text observes that the Senate was in
a dilemma. She wanted Segesta; yet she feared Syracuse.
Further, we are distinctly told that it was Hannibal who
swayed the senate.lso Thus it is clear that the source
for this part of Diodorus' history was well acquainted with
the situation within Carthage. This impression is confirmed
as the narrative progresses. The exact numbers of the
Carthaginian preliminary detachment is provided.151

Similarly the account of Hannibal's force reveals
intimate knowledge of the Carthaginian scene. Not only are
we given the numbers - a fact which might have been known
by the threatened Siceliots, but more important, information
is provided concerning the peoples recruited by the
Carthaginians.}52 The details about the arrival of the
Carthaginian force could have come from many sources, and
does not reveal intimate knowledge of Carthaginian affairs.
The same may be said to apply to the details of the fighting.
One point is, however, worthy of mention: the note
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concerning the pity felt by the Greeks in Carthage's service.
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Again a view of the situation within the enemy camp is
given.

Interesting details concerning Hannibal's
settlement after the capture of Himera are also supplied.
The details concerning Empedion and the treatment of the
Selinuntines who remained, is equally indicative of the use
by Diodorus of a source intimately connected with the affairs
of Carthage.154

The evidence of this episode and that concerning the
"Greeks who pitied" is especially crucial. Both details are
unlikely to have stemmed from a Siceliot source, for they
are not placed in the context of Selinuntine politics and,
as has been seen, information about Selinus is extremely
limited. The extent of the party of Empedion is not indicated,
and its relations within the framework of the Selinuntine
scene is not elaborated upon. However, viewed from the
Carthaginian angle, the information poses no problems:
necessity of information is superfluous. The existence of
a pro-Carthage clique is the vital factor, and not the
precise details concerning the internal affairs of the
Siceliot city.

Similar instances can be found in the description
of the capture of Himera. Certainly the account given of
“the dispute between the Carthaginians and their Campanian
allies indicates knowledge of the position among the

Carthaginians. The same may be said to apply to the reference
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to the popularity of Hannibal upon his return to Africa.

Detailed knowledge of the situation in Carthage is
again revealed in the description of the vacillation of
Hannibal before the Acragantine campaign.156 Further, the
reader is supplied with full details regarding the
recruitment of the Punic force.157 In the course of the
actuai campaign, certain instances are particularly
noteworthy. First, there is the interesting episode of
the destruction by lightning of the tomb of Theron.158
Even if the details of the story are to be suspected, it
cannot be entirely rejected. The whole episode suggests
use by Diodorus of a source intimately connected with
Carthaginian affairs.

The episode of the rebellious Campanian mercenaries
similarly provides details which would appear to originate
from a source well acquainted with the Carthaginian position
and are unlikely to have derived ultimately from a Siceliot
source. It is distinctly stated that the Carthaginians were
at starvation point.159 Further, it is noted that the
Campanians had been denied the rations which had been agreed
upon.160 In addition, it is clearly affirmed that the
rebels were given the goblets of the Carthaginian troops
as a pledge. The final point to observe is that Himilcon
saw in thelgipture of the supply fleet the only hope of

salvation.

The narrative of Dionysius' major encounter with
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Carthage in book fourteen similarly provides detailed
knowledge of Carthaginian affairs. Thus details are
provided about Himilcon's preparations. We are distinctly
told that armaments came from all Libya as well as from
Iberia. The Timaeus and Ephorus figures are provided.162
Certainly, the respectable Timaeus figures would appear to
derive from a source well-acquainted with Punic affairs.

More significant is the fact tha£ the text records
information which could not come from a Siceliot source. It
appears that Himilcon gave sealed orders to all the pilots,
which were to be opened only after the ships had set sail.
Hence spies would be unable to obtain desired information.
The orders were to sail to Panormus.163 The latter fact
would of course be known to Dionysius, for the Punic fleet
did sail to Panormus. Even the instructions could have been
discovered. However, the fact that these instructions were
only revealed after the fleet had sailed indicates that
this information is likely to have come from a source well
acquainted with the Punic internal situation.

Himilcon's reasons for obtaining control of Messana
are precisely delineated: the harbour could accomodate his
navy; and he could intercept Italiot and Peloponnesian aié?4
Details concerning the investment of Messana occupy chapter
fifty-seven. Again Himilcon's intimate thoughts are indicated
in chapter fifty—eight.165 The text states that Himilcon

reflected that the strategic value of the city and its
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existence far from Caiggage's allies necessitated its
complete eradication. The details about the oracle

and Messana's internié situation may have come from a
Carthaginian source. ’ Certainly, the details contrast
noticeably with information proviced about other Siceliot
cities.

The text kncwe that the eruption of Aetna necessitated
the division of the Punic forig? The text states élearly that,
whereas Eimilcon encamped in the temple of Zeus, the rest
of his force was twelve stades from the city.169 Precise
details akout the plunder of the temples of Demeter and Kore
are provided, the panic, the plague, the destruction of
Gelon's tomb, and the dispatch for help to Sardinia and
Libya are notig? Certainly, the details provided about the
plague suggest the employvment of a Punic source. The same
can be said of the details provided akout Ilimilcon's end,
his atonement and suicide, and of the account of the Libyan
revolt. Indeed, it is stated that the cult of Kore and
Demeter was adopted ancé that the rekels seized Tini. The
text states clearly that the rekels were disorganized,
divicded amongst therselves, lacking capable commanders and

. 172
provisions. Finally, Diodorus notes Carthaginian brikery.

Less detail characterizes the description of Carthage's
position during the second Funic war. Diodorus' citation of
173
moderate Punic forces suggests Timacus-type figures.

However, there is nothing which can be regarded as

originating entirecly from a Punic source, or a source
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well-acquainted with Carthaginian affairs. This situation
is not surprising in view of the brevity of the account of
the second war. Similarly very little can be stated about
the narratives of the last two wars: the evidence is of a
most general nature.

The main point to observe is that Diodorus' narrative
of the first Siculo-Punic conflict possesses details about
the Carthaginian position which could only have come from
either a Carthaginian source, or a Siceliot source and
possessing information which derived ultimately from a
Punic source. On two occasions the writer takes his reader
into the Carthaginian senate.174 We:.are also given a
glimpse of the feelings of the Carthaginians as a whole to
the question of whether hostilities were to be waged or iZi.
The situation in Africa following the destruction of Himilcon's
fleet contains no reference to Siceliot affairs.176 The
Carthaginian government's recruitment policy is discussed
four times.177 Details are also provided concerning the
situation within the enemy camp.178 Most interesting are
references to commands of the Carthaginians.179 Finally,
on three occasions, the text penetrates into the very mind
of the Carthaginian generals.180 It is true that on the
latter occasion, caution must be employed. The possibility

that the information was a figment of the imagination of

Diodcrus or his sources cannot be overlooked. On the whole,
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however, the existence of information of a purely Punic
nature, often divorced from any Siceliot association, in
addition to the relative disinterest in the affairs of
Siceliot states other than the chief protagonist, Syracuse,
suggests the existence of a source, if not directly
Carthaginian, at any rate well informed about Carthaginian

affairs.

5. The Attitude of the Text Towards Dionysius

No attempt is made by the text to disguise the fact
that Dionysius' rule depended upon the power of force in the
last resort, and that the actions of the despot and the
nature of the sypport given to the tyrant, reveal distinct
distaste by Dionysius for the established democratic
constitution. This is clearly illustrated in the chapters,
dealing with the coup of 405 B. C. Dionysius works against

the constitution. Hence he demands immediate judgment of

181
the generals. His is the rule of the mob. Thus the
182
people's passions are incited. He is supported by
: 183
desperadoes. They are the very antithesis of any

patriotic element, men who lack principles, whose loyalty

184
depends upon bribes and wages. Dionysius is only
interested in himself and thus does not associate with his
185
colleagues. He accuses the wealthy of Gela in order to

pay his troops, and it is implied that patriotic motives
186
are absent from his intentions. Again, he gains his
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bodyguard, not because of a genuine threat to his life.

The story is invented merely to effect his personal designs
187
of aggrandizement. Dexippus, who is prepared to restore
188
liberty to the Syracusans, is dismissed. It follows

that Dionysius has robbed the Syracusans of liberty. Two
factors are crucial for Dionysius' maintenance of power

within Syracuse: the greater fear of the populace towards
Carthage than towards the tyrant; and the ignorance of the

189
demos. It is therefore, necessary for Dionysius to

deceive the multitude and effect thé total elimination of
the responsible elements of the population from the staté?o
Dionysius' opponents are the"renowned", the "ablest"
and the "most respectable" elements of the Syracusan citizen
body.191 Similarly, the Geloan rulers attacked by Dionysius
are the "able" men who,like Dexippus,are prepared to restore
liberty to the Syracusans and are dismissed for their efforiz?
It follows from the last citation that those who were
not prepared to restore liberty to the Syracusans form an
essential nucleus of support for the despotate. Indeed the
text openly states that these were desperate men, desiring
a policy involving confiscation and murder.193 They
clearly constitute a most unreliable element. Thus, for
example, Dionysius is able to win over Dexippus' men by
promising them double wages.194 Similarly Dionysius employed
the money which he secured from the wealthy Geloans to pay

his guards. At the same time he promised double wages to
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the Syracusan troops.195 A vifal factor, basic to his
power, seems to have been the mercenary element.196 The
text records how he won over men who lacked property and
possessed great boldness.197 Elsewhere it is stated that
the mercenaries of Gela, the exiles and impious formed the
basis of Dionysius' rule.lg8 Indeed, the people feared
Carthage and the mercenariesl:99

The people constitute a mob who think in ignorance
that in Dionysius they have found a leader, and consequently
act without full realization of the consequences.200 They
are a people swayed by the wrong opinion and in the case
of the Geloén populace spurred on simply by envy of the
influential.zo.1

Thus the narrative of Dionysius' coup establishes
three facts. First, it confirms the conclusion observed
earlier in connection with the consideration of the precise
details furnished about the Syracusan internal situation,
that Dionysius' rule was unconstitutional. Indeed his rise
to power was accompanied by the employment of the most
arbitrary methods. Secondly, Dionysius' opponents were the
men of ability who were well known for their experience in
conducting the affairs of their state. Finally, Dionysius'
chief source of support came, on the one hand, from the
masses, who acted from ignorance and fear of Carthage, and,

on the other hand, from desperate types of persons who

worked essentially for monetary profit.



162

The narrative of book fourteen which discusses the
first two decades of Dionysius' rule, tends to illustrate
in a similar fashion the nature of the Sicilian tyranny.
Dionysius' opponents are those who are against tyranny

and had been banished upon the establishment of the
202
despotate. The slaying of Doriscus was undertaken by a
203
movement aimed at the restoration of Syracusan liberty.

The type of persons upon which the tyranny was able
to maintain itself is well-illustrated in the chapter which
discusses Dionysius' establishment of his dictatorship. To
the common people he gave dwellings and to his friends and

officers, he gave territory. His support consisted of aliens,
204
citizens and manumitted slaves. The tyrant's reliance
205
upon mercenary strength is often noted. In particular,

the role of the Campanians is emphasized. The latter are

paid any price, as long as they are capable of maintaining
206
Dionysius' rule. Hence they are responsible for crushing
207
the revolt of the Syracusans. The type of men they are

is fully realized in the account of their treachery to the

men of Entella. The latter event was followed by the
208
Campanians' marriage to the wives of their victims. As

for the Syracusan masses, they repent of their ignorance in
209
not having joined the Syracusan cavalry.

In his foreign policy, Dionysius depended upon
similar elements. Thus he maintained his own tyrants at

210
Henna, Catane, and Naxos, Agyrium and among the Centoripans.
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It seems that policies pursued by these individuals
corresponded closely to those of Dionysius himself. Thus

Agyris of Agyrium emulated Dionysius, when he murdered the
211
wealthy citizens of his state.

The text is well aware of the fact that Dionysius'
rule represents a movement aimed at eliminating political

liberty from the Syracusan state. Thus Dionysius strengthens
212
the tyranny. He realizes that once Syracuse has attained

freedom from war, her citizens will consider the possibility
of regaining their liberty.213 Dionysius works through the
utilization of bribes and armed might.214 Hence resulted
the antagonism, epitomized by the slaying of Doriscus?15

The rebels are stated to have made a bid for freedom.
Rhegium and Messana provided help.216 It is emphasized that
Dionysius' humanity to the rebels is not simply one aspect
of the tyrant's gentler virtues: it is only aimed at
effecting the return of the rest of the rebel party.zl?
Finally, the heavy hand of Pharacidas and Aretes is employed
against the freedom of Syracuse.218

As regards foreign policy, Dionysius' lack of
scruples is clearly illustrated by a consideration of his
relations with Aeimnestus of Henna. First, Dionysius
supported him in his bid for the tyranny: when the latter
failed to continue cooperating with Dionysius, the
Syracusan tyrant assumed the guise of a democrat and

219
supported the people against him. The text also observes
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how Dionysius refrained from all injustice, not because he

had regard for right, but because he wanted the trust of
220
other cities. He worked through the tyrants Arcesilaus
221
and Procles to effect the seizure of Catane and Naxos.

The violence committed against the Chalcidian cities is
emphasized upon numerous occasions. The towns were

destroyed, the inhabitants sold into slavery and the
222
territory given to the Siceli and Campanians. The

Leontines were moved to Syracuse and the Rhegine assumption

of hostilities against Dionysius resulted from fear of
223
suffering the same fate as the Chalcidians of Sicily.

Such treatment was accorded other states and peoples. Thus

the Siceli were removed from Tauromenium, which was given
224
to Dionysius' troops. Messana was given to Locrians,
225
Medmaeans and Messanians from the Peloponnesus. The

settlement of the latter element appears to have irritated
Sparta: consequently Dionysius removed the Messanians to

the territory of the later Tyndaris, which was then part of
226
Abacaene territory. After Caulonia was levelled to the

ground, its inhabitants were transported to Syracuse and

given Syracusan citizenship. Locrians received the territory
227
of this state. Similarly, Hipponium was destroyed and
228
given to the Locrians.

The unconstitutional nature of Dionysius' rule is
emphasized by the frequent notices to the effect that the

229
regime depended upon a state of hostility with Carthage.
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Banishment and death is an early feature of his rule.
The Syracusans join Dionysius in 398 B. C. because they
hope for lenient treatment from the tyrant, and ultimate
liberty?31 They desire to end the slavery to which they
are subjected.

By far the strongest indictment of the regime
occurs in the speech attributed to the Syracusan knight,
Theodorus. The latter declares that Dionysius is a
harsher master than the Carthaginians. He plunders temples
confiscates property, kills and uses bribes.232 He is a
dictator who employs slaves and mercenaries, a harsh tyrant.233
Whereas Gelon freed Sicily, Dionysius enslaved the Syracusans
and gave other Siceliots into Carthage's hands.234 Because
of Dionysius, Theodorus argues, Gela and Camarina were
subdued, Messana was in ruins and Naxos and Catane were
enslaved.z35 He robbed men of their freedom and exiled and
killed them.236 His rule was a heavy yoke to which the
Syracusans were obliged to submit slavishly?37

The above information certainly portrays Dionysius
as a politician who was unwilling to allow sentiment to
enter into considerations of practical politics. Stubborn
opposition, particularly that of the Chalcidian cities,
which had characterized Siceliot politics for .the last
century was clearly answered by an equal severity on the

tyrant's part. However, to base an assessment of the

source's or sources' viewpoint on this information alone
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ignores a number of valid considerations. First, as has
been observed, in consideration of the views of earlier
scholars in chapter one, the speech of Theodorus which is
the principle vehicle employed, cannot be regardéd as
expressing an hostile viewpoint on the part of Diodorus

or his authorities. Its appearance in the narrative of
Diodorus is conditioned by three factors: Sicilian interest
on the part of Diodorus and his Sicilian sources; the
integrity of purpose expected from even a source well
disposed towards Dionysius; and a very real attempt to
indicate the impracticable nature of the opposition to the
regime of Dionysius. Secondly, the references in the
narrative are devoid of moral stricture. For example, a
statement to the effect that the tyrant enslaved a city or
employed violent men or was opposed by the nobility or
experienced men is not to be regarded as necessarily
representative of a moral condemnation. An honest historian
is, indeed, duty bound to include all details, even if they
appear to be unfavourably disposed towards the viewpoint of
the historian. Thucydides' condemnation of the Athenian
Empire or indeed the Thucydidean Péricles' own testimony to
this effect, in no way detracts from the fact that Thucydides
was an intense admirer of the Athenian Empire and its
principal figure. Further, though it is possible for the
reader to pronounce a moral condemnation, this type of

approach must not be confused with the words of the narrative.
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Personal conclusions which are drawn, mﬁst not be regarded

as necessarily illustrative of the viewpoint of the text.
Finally, any attempt to base conclusions upon a single

factor expounded by the narrative, involves the dismissal

of equally relevant material, less consistent with this

point of view. Indeced our later consideration of the role
of the Syracusans, Siceliots and Punic foe, is of the

utmost significance for determining the bias, sympathies

and moral point of view of the text. Further, there is no
doubt that Dionysius does not simply emerge as a person

who abuses the power inherent in his position. His attention
to the niceties of constitutional practice and his
theoretical support for the workings of democratic government
are dealt with in considerable detail.

Thus Dionysius emerges in 405 B. C. as a supporter
of the democratic element within the Syracusan State.
Philistus supported him through constitutional channels and
paid the fines imposed. He considers the renowned citizens
as representative of an oligarchic clique.238 The exiles
are described as the true democrats.239 Dionysius worked
through the democrats and silenced the opposition who were
afraid of being considered oligarchs. At Gela, he adopted
a similar strategem by pretending to support the democrats
agaiﬁst the oligarchs. Indeed he appears to ﬁave believed
that the Geloans considered Dionysius responsible for their

240
liberation. He accused the Syracusan leaders of
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illegality, in that they utilized public funds not as pay,
but for their own pockets.241 He claimed that he alone
did not subscribe to Himilcon's bribes. Whereas the other
generals are depicted as traitors, he is the representative
of a nobler ideal.242 The continued existence of
constitutional order is indicated by the enlistment of
men under forty years of age and the appointment of a
bodyguard.243 Indeed, the text specifically states that
Dionysius persuaded the people who were gathered together
in Leontini to give him the bodyguard.244

That this respect for constitutional format and
democrat government is not simply to be regarded as a means
employed by Dionysius for seizing control, is indicated by
clear testimony to the effect that in the years following
Dionysius' coup, the voice of the populace was not guashed.
Thus Dionysius refrained from injustice when he gave
Aeimnestus over to the demos. The text, it must be admitted,
argues that his aim was to win the trust of the other cities.245
In 398 B. C. he is said to have renounced his despotism and
ruled in an humane fashion: banishment and deaths henceforth
ceased.246 An assembly was called to effect the declaration
of war against Carthage.247 Later the Siceliots urged
Dionysius to seek an immediate encounter with Himilcon.
Dionysius appears to have been almost won over, but he

finally decided to follow the alternative advice offered

by his friends. He did so for purely strategic reasons.
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Fearing that a defenceless Syracuse might be taken just as
Messana had been lost, Dionysius decided to forfeit popular
sympathy. However, the main point is that the Syracusans
do appear to have been in a position to express themselves
and exert considerable influence upon Dionysius.248 The
subsequent notices confirm this conclusion. The Syracusans
gathered in groups and discussed the oppoftunities which
had not been taken advantage of, whereby they could have
rid themselves of Dionysius. Now with arms in their possession,
they were in a position to effect Dionysius' dismissal.
Dionysius then called an assembly and almost succeeded in
calming them immediately.249 Clearly a ruler who possessed
complete disregard L[or constitutional procedure would not
have resorted to employment of a popular assembly to sustain
his position. Even more surprising is the speech of
Theodorus. It is certainly highly critical of Dionysius.
However, the important point to observe is that Theodorus
is able to speak without being interrupted by pressure from
Dionysius. Even if the view is adopted that the speech
lacks authenticity and is merely a figment of Timaeus'
imagination and inimicable approach to the Syracusan
despotate, it nevertheless demonstrates clearly that,
whenever possible, Dionysius attempted to govern through
accepted constitutional channels and that his rule did not

witness an abrupt termination of the democratic governmental

structure. However, as has been emphasized, the view that
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the speech does not possess authenticity, carries little
weight, and it certainly suggests a willingness on the
part of Dionysius to limit arbitrary use of power within
Syracuse, wherever possibie.

The narrative continues to discuss Pharacidas' veto
of the Syracusan secessionist movement. The important point
to observe is that, although Dionysius dissolved the assembly,
he won over the Syracusans by offers of gifts, the celebration
of feasts, and the general distribution of his friendship.
Again, it is clear that Dionysius shrank from extreme methods,
preferring to give his regime within Syracuse a semblance
of legality.250 It is, moreover, clear that such an attitude
was pursued throughout the reign of Dionysius. Thus the
later reference to the Syracusan desertion clearly implies
the existence of a preliminary debate in the assembly.

Again, Dionysius' decision to reject Syracusan advice is
based upon purely strategic reasons, and does not appear as
a manifestation of Dionysius' lack of consideration for the
assembly. Dionysius based his decision to avoid a direct
encounter with the enemy upon the fact that time and want
would ruin the cause of the barbarian.251

Very little information is provided concerning
Dionysius' relations with the Siceliot League. One notice
is, however, especially pertinent. In 394 B. C. the
Acragantines and Messanians appear to have deserted by

252
renouncing their alliance with Dionysius. This information
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certainly suggests that Dionysius' relations with the
Siceliot states of the old Siceliot League of 409-405 B. C.
were not based solely upon the power of the sword.

As well as depicting Dionysius aé a ruler willing
to consider constitutional practice wherever possible, the
text regards the tyrant as representative of Greek patriotic
opposition to Semitic aggression. It is as a patriot that
he appeals for the restoration of the exiles.253 His use
of democratic procedure during his coup of 405 B. C.
similarly places Dionysius in a patriotic guise: the generals
he attacks are the traitors. At a later point, patriotic
feeling is evident when it is stated that Dionysius entered
war with the most powerful people in Europe, and that he
was about to raise up a great war. > The assembly of
XIV, 45, 2 was called "because the Carthaginians were the
enemies of the Greeks generally, particularly having designs
against the Siceliots." Dionysius claimed that Carthage was
plotting against the Siceliots and that the one factor
preventing immediate attack upon Sicily was the plague.255
He stated how terrible it was for Greeks to be the slaves
of the barbarians and how it was necessary for the Greeks
to fight for their freedom. 296 The Siceliots, it is
stated, indeed hated the barbarians, though the prospect of
leniency from Dionysius and ultimate independence from his
yoke were also vital factors, influencing the support of

257
their crusade. Finally, the text observes that Dionysius
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was obliged to prevent the escape of the Carthaginian army
from destruction because of the inevitable refusal which
would be forthcoming from the Syracusans and their allies.258
Clearly Dionysius is representative of Siceliot patriotic
aspirations. The same viewpoint emerges in the description
of the preparations of the war against Carthage.259

It is true that Dionysius is depicted as a warrior
and political leader, willing to undertake seemingly harsh
measures to effect the success of his programme. However,
there is no hint of abuse of the power which he possessed.
In the case of Naxos, Catane, Leontini and Rhegium the ancient
hostility of these states justified the decisive measures
undertaken. The same applied to the killing of the Syracusan
knights who had rebelled.260 It is, moreover, true that if
opportunity involving the sacrifice of cities necessary for
the preservation of Syracuse and the Greek cause presented
itself, Dionysius ignored considerations of sentiment and
constitutional niceties in pursuit of his long-term aims.
Indeed the text stresses that Dionysius was not the man to
permit a favourable opportunity to escape his notice. This
explains his anger at Leptines' conclusion of peace between
the Italiots and Luéanians, which proved disadvantageous
to Dionysius' plans.261 The decision to conclude peace
with Rhegium in 387 B. C. was not the result of any

friendship for that city on Dionysius' part. The real

purpose was to seek the elimination of that city's naval
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power of seventy triremes, for Dionysius realized that a
siege was only possible without Rhegium's receiving haval
aid.262 Similarly, Dionysius launched his attack upon the
Syracusan rebels of 403 B. C. only when he was sure that
division characterized his opponents.263 Depending upon
circumstances, Dionysius supported the tyrant or the
democratic element in Siceliot cities. For example, he
supported RAeimnestus, but upon the latter's treachery,
Dionysius encouraged the Ennaeans to make a bid for their
freedom.264 Conversely, if circumstances did not prove

to be opportune, Dionysius was not the man to tempt fortune.
As has been noted, this led on occasion to the defection of
Siceliot support. Similarly, the evacuation of Gela,
Camarina and Acragas was necessitated by political
circumstances. When tactics against Aeimnestus and the
Herbitaeans failed, Dionysius simply gave up.265 On the
other hand, the outbreak of the Libyan plague furnished
Dionysius with his opportunity to declare war against Carthage
in 397 B. C. . If gifts or bribes held out possibilities,
Dionysius was not slow to act. Hence derived his gift of
Messanian territory.267 His failure to form a marriage
alliance with Rhegium, did mt discourage Dionysius, and
his adoption of a similar course of action with Locri
succeeded.268 When the Carthaginian force was crippled by
an outbreak of plague, Dionysius realized his opportunity

269
and attacked. If circumstances decreed that the slaves
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be freed, Dionysius would bow to the force of necessity:
far preferable, however, was the comparatively less
drastic solution of effecting a treaty of peace with
Carthage.270 Similarly, Dionysius realized that.common
sense dictated the necessity of a concentrated attack upon
Rhegium at the expense of the other Siceliots.271

However, the fact that Dionysius was in every
sense an opportunist who could, if necessary, adopt an
attitude of extreme harshness, must not obscure the fact
that wherever possible, he avoided the adoption of extreme
measures. Indeed, there is abundant testimony, indicating
that Dionysius increasingly resorted to measures involving
a lenient approach. The serious threat presented by the
cavalry revolt of 405 B. C. necessitated a firm solution.
Thus no attempt was made to conciliate the defectors at
this stage. However, later when they were joined by the
Syracusan rebels of 403 B. C. at Aetna, Dionysius resolved
to treat those who returned with humanity. Dionysius' aim
was to encourage the other rebels to do the same.272
Clearly in this case, Dionysius realized that the stubborn
resistance of the type offered by Naxos and Catane or
Rhegium was unlikely to emerge in the case of the Syracusan
demos, and knights. 1Indeed the Chalcidian opposition to
Syracusan aims of hegemony was of long standing, and drastic

measures would conceivably be regarded as the only guaranteed

solution. However, a policy of leniency could produce and
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indeed does appear to have succeeded in effecting peaceful
coexistence with the various elements of the Syracusan
populace. In such a context, the Theodo:us speech appears
perfectly logical; and the doubts presented by those scholars
who suggest that it represents pure fabrication on the part
of Timaeus, are effectively quashed. The text stresses that
Dionysius made every effort to conciliate the dissidents,
of whom Theodorus was representative.273 However, it must
be stressed that leniency at the expense of success in
practical politics was not tolerated. Leptines' ability to
effect peace between the Lucanians and Italiots did not
make political common sense. Hence derived Dionysius'
dismissal of Leptines and the succession of Thearidas.274
At the same time it proved profitable to Dionysius to
display leniency towards the Italiots. Thus he freed the
Italiot prisoners without obtaining a ransom and left
their cities independent. 1In return, Dionysius was honoured
and received gold crowns from his former foes.275 Clearly.
Dionysius' policy of leniency was justified in this case.
Further, the text aims at depicting Dionysius as a
great military and political leader, acting with common sense
and decisiveness. As has been noted, the emphasis is upon
Dionysius' military exploits and political sagacity. His
success against the cavalry revolt was due to his speed.276

His use of the Peisistratean model and his acceptance of

Philistus' advice is illustrative of his political acumen
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in accepting sound counsel from others. Different

circumstances dictated different action: hence the varied
policy to Carthage, and the Dorian and anian blocs. Above
all, as has been noted, a willingness to seize the opportune
occasion characterizes Dionysius. His industry as a

builder of fortifications is well illustrated in the account
of the construction of Ortygia.278 As a military figure,
Dionysius is clearly distinguished. Of his personal bravery,
there is no doubt. He appears on occasion in the vanguard
and exposed to considerable danger. Particularly noteworthy
was his courage in the conflict with the Siceli of
Tauromenium, and his important role in the trireme, while
conducting hostilities against Rhegium.279 Upon one occasion
in the vanguard, he was struck in the groin by a missili?o
The portrait of Dionysius as the great military leader emerges
particularly clearly in the account of Dionysius' military
preparations against Carthage. Great detail characterizes
the narrative, which is essentially concerned with the
variety of the weapons manufactured, the diversity of origin

281
of those involved and Dionysius' role in inspiring zeal.

6. Attitude Towards Syracuse and the Siceliots

A further consideration is ignored by those scholars
who argue that the text adopts a distinctly unfavourable
attitude towards Dionysius who is, in fact to be regarded

as the focal point of the narrative's hostility. Dionysius'
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position must not be isolated from the view adopted towards
the Carthaginians and Siceliots.

It is certainly true that the text betrays sympathy
towards the Siceliots. The latter are ciearly associated
with qualities of bravery in face of the greatest indignities.
The fear of the Selinuntines is contrasted with their
confidence in their forthcoming aid from their brethren?82
The courage of the women, children and old and the indignities.
suffered by these elements are frequently discussed. Thus
in the narrative of the Selinuntine campaign, the text notes
how the women abandoned their accustomed sense of modesty
in face of-danger, and how, while the young fought, the old
looked to the supplies and encouraged the young gggen and

girls to see to the supply of food and missiles. When

the city is in the process of being captured the women utter

284
a great cry. On the roof tops, the women and children
285
throw stones upon the enemy. Later they are treated
286

cruelly by the Carthaginians, who save the temples for

the wealth contained there and not because of the presence
287
of the women and children, who had sought shelter there.

The women are treated indignantly and bemoan their fate
which is contrasted with the earlier luxurious life which
they enjoyed. The daughters of marriageable age suffer
unworthily.288 Later the text records that the Himeraean
women‘and children were evacuated by sea and land.289 The

bravery of the women and children is noted in the next
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290
chapter, and in connection with the Geloan resistance.

The Geloan women and children refused to be evacuated and

the latter element was responsible for the rebuilding of
291
the walls. A note on their bravery also appears in

connection with the capture of Acragas. Clearly the
text employs the motif of the women and children to
illustrate Siceliot bravery in face of invincible forces.
Equally significant is the fact that interest in the
indignities suffered illustrate the means employed by the
text to gain the reader's sympathies.

Both methods appear extensively in the narrative.
The Siceliots are fighting for salvagion or everything.293
The Himeraeans fight to the death.zge Their only hope for
safety is in battle.295 They are superior in skill and
daring.296 The implication is clear: the Carthaginians

are cowards. The defenders are fighting for their children,
297
parents and fatherland. The Himeraeans are fighting for

salvation having as spectators their parents, children and
relatiVes.298 They fight without thought for their lives.299
Victory is their single hope.300 The Siceliots are fighting
with the realization that the struggle is for their existeigi.

The Geloans resist bravely and are not dismayed at the

302
threatening danger. When Carthage offers the alternative
of neutrality or support for her expedition, Acragas
- 303
valiantly refuses the offer. The daring of the Siceliots

at Himera &nd their unexpected resistance, force the Punic
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304
forces to flee. Three thousand brave Himeraeans

continue to resist, in spite of the flight of the majority
305 .
of the citizens.

Stress upon the indignities suffered by the
Siceliots similarly results in sympathy for that party in

the conflict. Thus, the text records that the Greeks lament,
306

while the barbarians cheer. While one side saw disaster,
the other side was elated and took to indiscriminate

slaughter. The note on the blood and corpses has a similar
307
aim. Even the Greek mercenaries in Carthage's service
308
are moved to pity at the brutality of the barbarians.

As has been noted previously, the temples were not destroyed
for the wealth therein contained: considerations of mercy

are noticeably absent. Free-born youths and children were
not even spared.309The attackers are of a bestial nature.
~Hence their speech is incomprehensible.3;0 The women envy
the dead.311 The slaughter of the barbarians continues
without compassion.312 The women see their daughters suffer

indignities unsuitable for their age. They mourn for the
living children as for the dead, and are wounded personally
for every wound inflicted upon their progeny. They envy
the fathers and brothers who had died fighting for their
country.313 When the text discusses the lamentations
accompanying the exiles from Acragas, it notes that the
unfortunate refugees commented upon the fact that at least

314
they had their lives. The sick and aged were abandoned
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by their relatives. Men were only concerned for their own
lives. Tellias' self-immolation was occasioned by a desire
to prevent his having to undergo indignities to his per503}5
References to the aged and sick of Camarina and the
brutality of Carthage reiterate former themes.316 The
Camarinaeans remember the fate suffered by Selinus, Himera
and Acragas. They experience no compassion from the
conqueror. The exiles in their haste have no time for
maintaining dignity of composure.317

The patriotic fervour of the Siceliots is stressed
throughout the narrative. The defenders of Selinus fight
for their children, parents and fatherland.318 The
Acragantines commit suicide, wishing their last breath to
be drawn in the dwellings of their ancestors.319 A patriotic
note is sounded when the text observes that Selinus and
Himera were taken after being inhabited for two hundred and
forty years.320

Motives of patriotism underline the account of the
construction of Epipolae. The united labour amazed the
spectators; all were zealous for work; as a result, the wall
was built within twenty days.321 More important, is the’
account of the preparations for the war against Carthage, for
these chapters are particularly significant for comprehension
of the text's political sympathies. It is depicted as a
collective enterprise and is described as "a great war with

322
the most powerful people in Europe." Workmen are
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gathered from everywhere and ail types of weapons, missiles
and ships are manufactured. Dionysius collected workmen and
overseers, who were divided into groups according to their
skills. Rewards were offered and armour was manufactured

to suit the different types of mercenaries. The Syracusans
are described as enthusiastically supporting Dionysius.323
Rivalry resulted in universal activity. One result was the
invention of the catapult.324 Cooperation between Dionysius
and the workmen is facilitated by the tyrant's endeavours to
pose as a citizen ruler. Thus the text observes how
Dionysius spoke to the workmen and ate with them. As a
result, great enthusiasm was created. It was this enthusiasm
that accounts for the important inventions. Two hundred
ships were rebuilt and one hﬁndred and ten refitted. One
hundred and sixty ships' sheds were constructed, while one
hundred and fifty were repaired.325 The large numbers of
arms and ships bewildered the beholder.326 According to the
text, it seemed as if every Siceliot was engaged in the
construction of ships and armaments.327 The narrative notes
the shields, daggers, corselets and missiles that were
produced. The soldiers were drawn from all quarters.328
Goodwill was elicited from the Siceliots.329 The Messanians
were won over by a grant of additional territory: a
marriage alliance cemented the contract with the Locrians.

The account given of the marriage of Dionysius with its

emphasis upon the splendour of the event, strengthens the



182

impression received of a unified patriotic bond against
Carthage.330 The Syracusans were urged to declare war
because the Carthaginians were most hostile to the Greeks,
and were particularly aiming at the Greeks of Sicily.331
Thus it is clear that the expedition had assumed the
appearance of a struggle for Greek civilization and not
merely the preservation of Siceliot life. After pointing
out that the only reason for Punic cessation of hostilities
was the plague, Dionysius argued that it was a disgrace for
Greek cities to be enslaved by the barbarians.332 Again,
it is clear that a struggle for Hellenic civilization was
in progress; It is thus more than a mere fight for autonomy
or freedom. A conflict of two civilizations is being
enacted. Thus important information is provided regarding
the treatment of the Phoenicians in Sicliy. Pheenician
property was plundered by the Syracusans.333 The other
Siceliots drove out the Phoenicians and plundered their
property.334 They were driven by hatred of Punic cruelt;?5
War was declared in the name of the Syracusans to achieve
the restoration of the enslaved Greek states and withdrawal
from them.336 The Greek states relish the idea of gaining
freedom from Phoenician domination.

Thus there is little doubt that what the text
considers to be Dionysius' most important and decisive war

with Carthage is conceived as pan-Siceliot and almost

pan-Hellenic in sentiment. Syracuse and the other Siceliot
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states are inspired by ideals of unity. A conflict of two
opposing civilizations is envisaged. The combatants are
Greek and Phoenician. The issue to be decided is the
survival of Hellenic civilization or its overthrow by
barbarian aggression.

Though it is true that the text betrays sympathy
for the Siceliot cause and portrays the Greek cause as
characterized by courage and patriotic zeal, it would be,
nevertheless, wrong to suggest that the text's analysis is
devoid of serious criticisms and is to be regarded as simply
an exercise in adulation. Indeed the text is well aware
of the fact that serious weaknesses characterize the
Syracusan camp and, indeed, the camp of the other Siceliot
cities. Significantly, this is particularly the case in
the period preceding the rise of Dionysius, when the
presence of the despot seriously weakened the Siceliot hopes.

Whereas Selinus had great potential and a superior
army, an unexpected attack gave the victory to the Segestans
and their Punic and Campanian allies.337 The Carthaginians
were able to break Selinus' walls because Selinus had
neglected her defences.338 The Himéraeans who were pursuing
the Punic force were defeated by Hannibal because of the
disorder within their ranks.339 The later Syracusan victory
over the Iberian532gd Campanians was compromised because of

similar disorder. The text suggests that the failure of

the soldiers within Acragas to effect pursuit was due to
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their having received bribes from the Cérthaginians.341

An opportunity was missed.342 Indeed the whole narrative

of the Acragantine campaign suggests considerable
disorganization within the Siceliot camp. Thus Menes of
Camarina lodged accusations against the Acragantine generals.
While four generals were stoned by the mob, the fifth,
Argeius, was spared.343 Dexippus the Lacedaemonian was also
accused of treachery. The Syracusans held the Carthaginians
in contempt. As a result of their carelessness, the tables
were turned, and Carthage was able to sink eight ships of
war and chase the othefs to land, and regain the loyalty

of the rebellious Campanians.344 Dexippus was corrupted by
a bribe of fifteen talents.345 Low grain supplies rendered
the evacuation of Acragas advisable.346 Clearly, Acragas had
not made sufficient preparations.

Later the Acragantines accused their generals, while
all the Siceliots accused the Syracusans of a wrong choice
in the selection of their generals. The text adds that no
man could offer adequate counsel for the conduct of war:.;47

Dionysius' rise is facilitated by weaknesses
within Syracuse. 2All that can be employed against him is
the imposition of fines. The effectiveness of such a
procedure is negated by Philistus' willingness to pay the
sums required. Dionysius had no difficulty iﬂ stirring up

the multitude, which was implicitly weak and endowed with a

sheep-like mentality. He was able to convince them that
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the notable citizens were possessed of pro-oligarchic
tendencies. As a result, popular leaders, instead of those
endowed with capacity to govern, were chosen. Dionysius'

arguments fooled the people and the people were spurred on
348
by his words. The common people were ignorant of his
349 350
scheme. He worked on their fear of Carthage. His

intention was to use the Geloan masses in the same way as

he had employed the Syracusan populace to further his
351
scheme, The Geloans were blinded by their envy of the
352
most influential citizens. They were unable to look to

their problems, and by implication they could not rely upon

the Siceliot League and the Syracusans. Indeed, they
353
depended upon bionysius. Hence they implored him to remain.

Dionysius convinced the Geloans that their generals had
been bribed by Himiicon. Dionysius pretended that he did

not want to serve, and it is clear that the Syracusans did
354
not see through his guile. The multitude "as is their
355
wont", swung to the worse decision. They realized that

in their desire for freedom, they had established a tyranny
356
over their country. Yet Dionysius was still able to

persuade the people to give him a bodyguard. The mob were
capable of being persuaded.357 After this he openly
proclaimed himself a tyrant. However, by this time the
people were crushed by fear of Carthage and Dionysius'
mercenaries.358 In other words, they had failed to formulate

an independent organization of their own.
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It is to be noted that the littie information
provided about Dionysius' opponents within Syracuse is
certainly not favourably disposed towards that element.
Their treatment of Dionysius' wife359does not indicate
nobility of character on their part. Upon this occasion
they are incapable of effective resistance. Earlier, their
fear of the people360rendered the importance of their role
of negligible value.

The narrative of book fourteen places less emphasis
upon Siceliot weakness, since the text's main aim is to
depict the success of ﬁnified Siceliot resistance under
Dionysius against Carthage. However, sufficient evidence
is provided which confirms the view expounded in book
thirteen.

Thus the text notes that Dionysius determined to
strengthen his tyranny because he feared that since the
immediate danger from Carthage had disappeared, the
Syracusans would attempt to assert their independence.

This led to the fortification of the island.361 The text,
therefore, implies that Dionysius had duped the Syracusans.
Later in the same chapter, it is stated that the Syracusans
were aware of this.362 The Syracusans were neglectful when
they discharged the cavalry and let the infantry roam in
the country.363 They were later divided among-themselves

as to whether they should continue the siege or disband

_ 364
their forces and abandon the city. Dionysius won because
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365
they were in disorder. The Syracusans were similarly

betrayed by Aristus who promised to restore Syracusan
liberty.366 Dionysius was then able to send the Syracusans
to harvest the crops, while he could take away their armg?7
Clearly the Syracusans are depicted as incapable of
organization independent of Dionysius.

The text betrays a similar lack of confidénce in
the capabilities of other states. Stasis is a regular
feature. Thus it is stated that the Ennaeans naively
believed that Dionysius was the champion of their freedom
against Aeimnestus.368 Messanian internal policies in
399 B. C. similarly lack harmony. This in turn, effected
the entente with Rhegium. The Messanian generals did
not consult the people and listened to the Rhegine generals.
The Messanian Laomedon led the opposition to the generals,
the Messanians deserted and the Rhegines were forced to retzgz.

The Syracusans declared war upon Carthage, knowing
that the Carthaginian danger was a means whereby Dionysius
was able to distract their attention from the real problem
of their subjection to Dionysius.370 In 396 B. C. the
Messanians were divided regarding policy. 37 The walls fell
because they were not defended. While Dionysius was
unwilling to abandon Syracuse, the Siceliots wanted to
engage the Punic force. Dionysius realized that Magon's
fleet could capture the city.372 The implication clearly

is that the Siceliots were rash, lacking rational perspective.
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The same idea is contained in the statement that the
Syracusans murmured against Dionysius because they were
puffed up with pride.37? Dionysius was almost able to
win them over374had it not been for Theodorus, the leader
of the rebels who is described as a man 00x®v elvai mpantinbg
The implication is clear: he was not a practical man or
a man of action.375

As has been seen in chapter one, the contents of
the speech of Theodorus clearly illustrates the impractical
nature which characterized the leader of the Syracusan
dissention. It is clear that the text betrays little
sympathy for the secession and its mouthpiece, Theodorus
who is only a man Sondv elval mpantinbe The remaining
notices confirm this impression. The Syracusans naively
believe that Pharacidas will help them.376 Gifts and
banquets on the part of Dionysius suffice to quell all
opposition.377 The Syracusans are again guilty of hasty
and rash counsel when they desire an immediate encounter
with the enemy in 392 B. C. Dionysius, on the other hand,
relies on time and want.378

It thus appears that the eQidence suggesting that
the text betrays distinct sympathy for the Syracusan and
Siceliot cause is somewhat neutralized by the considerable
testimony which indicates that serious weaknesses

characterized that camp. The evidence is inevitably

largely associated with Syracuse: however, the text
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clearly indicates that the position of Selinus, Himera,
Acragas, Messana and Enna was no better.

A further fact is to be noted. The evidence
regarding Siceliot patriotic zeal is overwhelmingly
associated with Dionysius who is depicted as the source
of this zeal. 1In other words, the text is clearly of
the opinion that the person of Dionysius alone isbcapable
of effecting the full realization of Siceliot national
aspirations.

Thus far two facts can be established. First,
disfavour is clearly associated with the disunited and
disorganized Siceliot cities. Secondly, the pertrait of
Dicnysius is certainly not unfavourable, in the sense that
moral condemnation is associated with it. The problem then
is to determine whether any disfavour or moral censure is

at all apparent in the narrative.

7. Condemnation of Carthage

Indeed, such a view is clearly illustrated by a
consideration of the text's view of Carthage. One aim is
to indicatevthat Carthage's victories resulted from no
great military prowess on her part. Thus a contrast is
effected between Punic military inabkility and Greek valour.
This aspect has been well illustrated by the accounts
given of the initial hostilities in the campaigns of
409/8 and 406 B. C. Carthage, on three occasions had

committed the same error of concentration upon one area of



the wall. The whole description, as has been seen, tends
to lack conviction. Certainly this uninspiring account
contrasts strikingly with the generally detailed knowledge
provided about Carthaginian affairs. The conclusion is
inescapable. Diodorus or his sources aimed at deliberately
minimizing the military success of Carthage.

Other factors tend to the same conclusion. The
Punic victory in the campaign of 409/8 and 406/5 B. C.
is due to numerical superiority and not to strategic ability.
Emphasis upon Punic numerical advantage is recorded upon
numerous occasions.379 The war engines and the hosts of
the enemy make the Selinuntines afraid.380 Selinus is
assaulted by waves of the enemy.381 Selinus sends envoys
requesting aid from Acragas, Gela and Syracuse, on the
grounds that the city cannot withstand the enemy strength
for any great length of time.382 In the description of
the Selinuntine and Himeraean campaigns, the text by
contrasting the large numbers of the barbarians with the
few Siceliots clearly indicates the unfair nature of the
conflict.383

The surprise attack of the Himeraeans resulting
in Punic consternation leads the Carthaginians to believe
that Siceliot reinforcements had arrived.384 The
implication is that the Carthaginians are only able to

succeed when they possess sufficient numerical superiority.

Hannibal appears to have needed extra men because his
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385
troops were exhausted. Again the only means whereby

Hannibal's army could succeed was through the employment
of superior numbers.

It is moreover clear that Carthaginian organization
is described as chaotic. The employment of such large

numbers works to Carthage's disadvantage in a confined
386
area. During the Acragantine campaign, the Carthaginian

force found itself unable to risk waging a pitched battle.
Again the implication is that in an open encounter,
Carthage was unable to cope with Siceliot prowess. Lack

of food follows. The only hope of salvation is to be
387
found in the capture of the supply fleet.

More important, there is little doubt that Carthage
receives moral censure from the text. Punic barbarity and

lust for plunder is stressed in book thirteen. Thus the
- 388
Carthaginian insults to the women are noted. The

antithesis between the cheering of the aggressor and the

lamentations of the Greeks serves to sustain this view of
Punic barbarity.389 The indiscriminate slaughter is
illustrative of the invader's savagery.390 The Carthaginians
are described as beasts with strange tongues.391 The

distress of the women because of the barbarity of the Semite
392
makes them envy the women who had died. The invader

destroys cities which had been inhabited for over two
393

centuries. The Carthaginians aim at conquest, enslavement
' 394

and general barbarity. Indeed their cruelty moves the
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Greek mercenaries in Carthage's service to pity.395 The
text frequently alludes to the plundering.396

Above all, Carthaginian impiety resulting from the
destruction of Greek temples and monuments is stressed.
The text states explicitly that the only reason for sparing
the temples was concern for the wealth which they contained
and not for the human lives of those who had sought sanctuary
therein.397 Temples were plundered and destroyed.398
Monuments were erased.399 Hannibal arrogantly declared that
the gods had departed from Selinus -and that the Selinuntines
had offended the deities.400 During the second invasion, he
ordered the destruction of the monuments and tombs in order
that he might use the debris for the construction of the
mounds. However, fear fell upon the army because the tombk
of Theron was struck by lightning.4ol The soothsayers
forbade this action. As a result a plague struck the Punic
camp. Many died and suffered distress. Among the dead
was Hannibal. The text reports that during the night
spirits of the dead were seen. Himilcon was forced to put
an end to the destruction and supplicate the gods by
sacrificing a young boy to Cronus énd drowning a large
number of cattle in Poseidon's honour.402 Even then the
barbarity of the invader did not cease and they continued
to defy the deity. Thus Himilcon killed those left behind
in Acragas, and even dfagged out and killed those who had

403
sought refuge in the temples. The self-immolation of
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Tellias was conditioned by a desire to prevent Carthaginian
404
impiety to the gods, plunder and indignity to his person.
405
The Semite in his savagery had no respect for Fortune.

Book fourteen continues to discuss the tﬁeme of
Carthaginian impiety. However, the main concern is the
effectiveness of Siceliot vengeance and divine retribution
for Punic impiety. Thus thoughts of the cruelty displayed

by the Carthaginians towards the Siceliots spur on the
406
Siceliots to join Dionysius. The physical torture and

counter outrage committed by the Siceliots in 398 B. C.

in revenge for former miseries suffered occurs in the
407
narrative of the preliminaries to the Great Punic War.

The text accordingly declares that Carthage learnt not to
transgress the Law in her treatment of conquered peoples.

She learnt that Fortune was impartial and that defeat
408
brought punishment to both sides. Because Phoenician

domination was heavy, the Siceliots desired their freedom
and joined Dionysius.409 For similar reasons Eryx hated
Carthage.410 When Motya was taken, the Siceliots retaliated
upon the Phoenicians for former injuries suffered.411 The

Phoenicians considered how they had treated their Greek

captives and the prospect that they might receive the same
412
treatment in turn. The image of the Phoenician women and
413
children fearing their fate strengthens the analogy.

Indeed their resistance results from their having abandoned
414 :
all hope. The Siceliots in their eagerness to return
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cruelty for cruelty, slay even the old, the women and
childrén.415 Dionysius issued a decree, calling upon the
Motyans to seek refuge in the temples which were revered

by the Greeks. This ironically recalls the passége in

book thirteen where the Selinuntine women and children

seek refuge in the temples.416 The lootipg which follows
contrasts with Punic looting in the previous book.417

The text states that for Himilcon's plunder of the temples
of Demeter and Kore, the commander soon suffered a fitting
penalty. In other words, swift retribution is prophesied.
Indeed the narrative discusses the daily worsening condition
of Himilcon's fortunes. The Syracusans triumphed in
skirmishes, and tumult arose in the camp at night. The
Carthaginians believed that they were being attacked. 1In
addition, a plague made its appearance, causing every type
of suffering.418 Indeed the most important direct result
of the seizure of the temple of Demeter and Kore was the
plague which struck the army.419 The text emphasizes the
divine association of the plague. Indeed, it is stated
that when news of the victory ran throughout the city, the
women and children crowded togethef by the walls, and while
some raised their hands to their gods, others declared that
the barbarians had suffered the punishment of heaven for
plundering the temples. From the distance, it appeared
that it resembled a baﬁtle with the gods.420 The comment

is added that Fortune changed the affairs of the Carthaginians,
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421
and that weakness was to be found in too great elation.

Those who had conquered Greek cities were now worried about
the fate of their fatherland; those who had overthrown the
tombs of the Syracusans, now gazed at the one hundred and
fifty dead who had been struck down by the plague and lay

in an unhuried state; those who had wasted with fire the
territory of the Syracusans, saw their own fleet in flame‘si?2
The arrogance of the Punic entry into the Syracusan harbour
contrasts noticeably with the secrecy of its departure.423
Himilcon who had encamped in the temple of Zeus and had
pillaged the wealth of the sanctuaries paid for his impiety
amongst the temples of the city and offered retribution for
his sins against the gods. Having made atonement to the gods,
he committed suicide, bequeathing to his citizens a deep
respect for religion, for Fortune heaped upon them other
calamities of war.424 The significance of the Libyan reveclt
is indicated by the reference to the fact that the Libyans
endured oppressive rule.425 Again, it is clear that Carthage
suffered retribution for her cruelty and defiance of fate.
Indeed the text clearly affirms that the gods were fighting
against the Carthaginians.426 The latter besought the

deity to terminate its wrath and a superstitious fear seized
the city.427 Priests to Kore and Demeter were appointed

from amongst the renowned citizens; statues were consecrated;
rites were conducted according to Greek fashion. Finally,
the most prominent Greeks at Carthage were chosen and

428
assigned to the service of the goddesses.
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Thus there is little doubt that the text is
deliberately aiming at censuring Carthage. In the first
place, her military ability is seriously questioned. This
assumes the guise of moral condemnation when the text
implies that Carthage's victories were those of cowards,
relying upon numerical superiority. More important, the
text emphasizes the fact that Carthage was driven by lust
for material wealth and accretion of Empire. The indignities
which the Siceliots have to suffer at the hands of the
barbarian aggressor are frequently alluded to. Especially
important are the references to the sufferings of the women
and children. Carthage, not satisfied with inflicting
indignities upon the male population, vents her wrath
in cowardly fashion upon defenceless women and children.
Finally, there is the very definite emphasis upon Punic
impiety towards Greek temples and shrines. The consequence
is the thesis that Carthage had challenged Tyche, for which
she was obliged to suffer indignities which paralleled those
which she had inflicted upon her subject peoples, particularly
the Siceliots. The latter are aroused to a pitch of patriotic
fervour, whereby the conflict assumes universal proportions
and represents essentially a clash of two cultures or
civilizations. The gods support the Greek cause which is
representative of a justice. Carthage's EXEEiE is above all
personified in the person of Himilcon whose tragic fate

marks the Nemesis of the Siceliot gods. 1Indeed the narrative
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clearly contains very real elements of tragedy.

8. The Purpose of the Acragantine Excursus

Consideration of the role of Dionysius, the
Siceliots and Carthage illuminates the problem of the
significance of the Acragantine excursus in Diodorus'
scheme. Two conclusions have already been drawn: that
the details about Acragas came from a Syracusan source;
and that the excursus is not to be seen in isolation.

More important is the question whether the excursus
elucidates in any manner the political viewpoint adopted
by the source or sources of Diodorus?

The excursus certainly emphasizes the importance
of the wealth factor in determining the Carthaginian
decision to intervene in Siceliot affairs. A number of
passages in particular are to be noted. First, there is
the notice about the Acragantines' gathering of their crops
and possessions within their walls, because they assumed
that Carthage would attack them first.429 The point to note
here is that the Acragantines regarded as inevitable an
attack upon themselves as commencing the initial phase of
the war. Secondly, the passage dealing with Himilcon's
plundering of the temples and dwellings is to be noted.430

Two facts are clear: that Carthage aimed at extensive
plunder; and that she possessed no scruples when the issue

concerned wealth stored in temples or sacred shrines of the

Greeks. Other passages confirm the content of these two
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citations. We read that Hannibal promiéed his men the
right to pillage Selinus.431 When the Carthaginians
captured Selinus, they agreed not to kill the women and
children in the sanctuaries. As has been seen, the text
explicitly states that they did this not out of pity for
the Selinuntines. On the contrary, they feared that the
women might set fire to the temples with themselves in
them. As a result, the Carthaginians would be deprived of
the wealth which the temples contained. The conclusion
arrived at by the text is that Carthage's cruelty is
indicated above all byrthe fact that motives of plunder
and not fear of sacrilege accounted for Carthage's actiogg?
There follows an account of the plundering of the city.
Again it is clear that Carthage's primary aim was plunder,
and that insult to the deity was not avoided in pursuit
of this aim. |

The same situation emerges in the narrative of the
sack of Himera.433 Again plunder necessitates an end to
the killing. Also, it is expressly stated that the temples
were only burnt after the suppliants, who had fled there
for safety, had been dragged out. Stress is again placed
upon the importance of the booty in the account of the |
welcome of Hannibal by the Carthaginians.434

Three reasons are supplied to account.for Tellias'

sacrifice in the temple of Athena. First, he aimed at the

witholding of impiety from the gods. Secondly, he saw a
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way of avoiding mutilation. Thirdly, he wanted to withold
plunder from the Carthaginians.435 Recourse is again
directed towards motifs of sacrilege and plunder.

The second reference to the capture of Aéragas
notes the transference of the votive offerings, statues
and valuable gifts, and the burning of the temples.436
The text further notes that the Carthaginian attack upon
Gela and Camarina was accompanied by the seizure of booty
of all types.437 In this connection, the text digresses
to discuss the subsequent history of the bronze statue of
Apollo.438 Finally, a note on the seizure of Gela is

439
recorded.

Many of these references are of a fairly general
nature. Most of them, however, possess serious implications
for a consideration of the significance of the Acragantine
excursus as a vehicle for the expression of the political
‘viewpoint of the text. In other words, their appearance
is not purely incidental. Reference is here made first to
the citations concerning the capture of Selinus and Himera,
the return of Hannibal, and the suicide of Tellias. These
emphasize the very real part which'plunder played in the
Punic expedition. This is further emphasized by the fact
that the capture of Acragas is mentioned three times in the
text and that of Gela twice.440

A second point is to be noted. There is a consistent

association of Carthaginian plundering with the motif of
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sacrilege and impiety. Thus Himilcon plundered the temples,
and the Selinuntines in the temples were spared, not because
the Carthaginians respected human life, but because the
destruction of their temples involved the loss of wealth
contained therein. The dragging of the Himeraeans from the
temples and Tellias' self-sacrifice certainly emphasizes
this theme. Finally,there is the note on the transference
of the votive offerings of Acragas and the burning of the
Acragantine temples. Clearly then,the Carthaginian impiety
as illustrated by their plunder of Greek temples is a major
motif of the text.

The significance of the wealth factor is more easily
comprehended in the light of the guestion of why Acragas
was the first city attacked by Carthage and why that same
city assumed such a prominent position in the narrative of
Diodorus? One reason is the simple fact that the sources
of Diodorus were well provided with information about
Acragas. It has, indeed, been argued that this fact cannot
be divorced from the issue of the existence of detailed
information about Syracusan affairs in contrast to the
sparse information provided about Selinus, Himera and Acragas
in the period preceding the appearance at Acragas of the
Syracusan-led Siceliot militia. There is, however, another
equally important point to consider. Acragas was clearly
the wealthiest of the Siceliot states. Hence, according to

the thesis of the text, Carthage would have special reasons
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for attacking Acragas first. Indeed this was the case.
Also it is noted that the Acragantines expected that they
would be the first attacked of all the Siceliot cities.441
The reason is clearly to be found largely in the.wealth
factor. Thus Acragas' wealth is a subject which is not to
be viewed in isolation. It possesses a very definite
relationship to the general Siceliot picture. The facts
that Acragas was especially conspicuous for its wealth and
that largely as a result of this, Carthage commenced the
assault upon the Siceliot states with an assault upon that
city, combined with the fact that the Syracusan source was,as
a_ result of accidental political occurrences, particularly
well-acquainted with the internal position there, meant
that Acragas' splendour could be dealt with in greater
detail than that of the other Siceliot cities. However, as
has been shown, the wealth motif is certainly not sclely
associated with Acragas, and is not to be treated as an
isolated episode. The difference is in degree and not in
fact. Therefore Acragas appears merely to epitomize the
general Siceliot position. The digression has to be placed
in a wider context, and it clearly.possesses a very real
relationship with the position of the other Siceliot cities,
Selinus, Himera, Gela, Camarina and perhaps Syracuse.

Such a conclusion is of special significance as
regards the positioning of the excursus at the commencement

of the second Punic invasion. The whole épisode is
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illustrative of wealth as a determining factor in the Punic
decision to intervene in Siceliot affairs. 1In other words,
these chapters reveal that a potential source of danger

to the Siceliot states was their very prosperity ‘which
particularly characterized Acragas, the first city to bear
the brunt of the Punic attack. An equally important aspect
is the association of the plunder motif with the motif of
impiety, which ultimately resulted in the Punic collapse.
Both facts assume additional importance when placed in the
context of the Punic onslaught of 406 B. C.

The Acragantine excursus possesses importance for
the position of Acragas as well as that of Carthage. Indeed,
the text utilizes the data on Acragas to illustrate that
a prime cause of her collapse before Carthage was her very
wealth.

The first piece of evidence to note is the decree of
406 B. C. This limited the bedding of the guards to one
mattress, one cover, one sheepskin and two pillows.442
Secondly, the text notes that, in spite of the fact that
the Acragantines were fleeing for their lives, they still
thought of the riches which they were abandoning.443
Thirdly, there later occurs a reference to the fact that the
women and children were afraid of changing a pampered life
for a strenuous journey and hardship.444 Finally, the
contrast between the rénsacking of the buildings and the

445
tenples and the former prosperity is to be noted.
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The above citations have a common characteristic.
Stress is laid upon the antithesis between the great
prosperity of the Acragantines before these events and
their present misfortunes.

In the long excursus, there is little doubt that
the stress is laid upon the former idea. The notices on
the luxury of the inhabitants is to be especially observed.
It is emphasized that this was common to the inhabitants
from the youth upwards. The delicate clothing, gold
ornaments and flasks of silver and gold are discussed.
Other details concern the wine cellar of Tellias, the
magnificent ornaments which adorned the city, the splendid
wedding of Tellias' daughter and the desire for increased
wealth as typified by Antisthenes' son.446

Thus it appears that emphasis is upon the fact that
the citizens of Acragas having been freed from war for a
lengthy period, concentrated all their interests upon.
wealth. It must be stressed that this does not mean that
the account is entirely condemnatory. We are distinctly
told that Tellias and others were men of the highest
character.447 Indeed this fact suggests that a third
purpose of the excursus was to contrast the fine qualities
of the Siceliots at their best with the barbarity of the
Carthaginians. The text stresses that this qualizg was

shared by other Acragantines as well as Tellias. They

are described as men who act in an old fashioned and friendly
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manner. &pxatndg nal @uLiavBplbrwg The reference to
Tellias' wonderful character and plain appearance clearly
contrasts with oriental luxury of the type very possibly
associated with Carthage. The nobility of Tellias' death
supports the likelihood of such a contrast.

The account of the Acragantine prosperity as a
whole is certainly not condemnatory in its entirety. In
itself, there is no disgrace in a Greek city possessing
temples and fine buildings. Indeed, these notices combined
with reminiscenses of ancient Greek virtue clearly reflect
pride of the source in the Hellenic achievement. However,it
is significant that in the story of Antisthenes' son and
the farmer, the disastrous effects of a parent's acquisition
pf wealth upon his fortunate son are apparent‘.l49 The
implication of these references is, therefore, clear:
wealth constituted a twofold danger. As was argued above,
the text is aware that West Greek prosperity as epitomized
by Acragantine wealth, was a factor inciting Punic lust
for wealth and inevitable intervention in Sicily. Eqgually
important is the fact that wealth was capable of effecting
internal corruption. Thus the well-known theme of classical
historians of tryphe causing destruction, makes its
appearance. The Acragantines possess a false sense of
security. On the surface not a cloud was to be seen: the
state was, however, rotten to the core. As such, the

excursus compliments the notices in the general narrative,
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to the effect that the Siceliots were iﬁternally divided.
Thus, upon close analysis, three purposes
constitute the positioning of the Acragantine excursus
before the great Punic onslaught, culminating in the
elevation of Dionysius. In the first place, it illustrates
Carthage's lust for wealth and her policy of aggression
against the Siceliot states. Secondly, it illuminates the
internal failure of the Siceliots. Prosperity is accompanied
by a lack of internal union. Lethargy and an abandoning of
pristine values brings in its wake a lack of vigour and
decisiveness - elementé detrimental for a confrontation with
the enemy. However, pride in the Siceliot achievement is
certainly not absent. In short, the same contradictions as
appear in the main narrative are apparent in the discussion
of Acragantine prosperity. A blend of genuine pride in the
Siceliot achievement combined with a clear awareness of the
existence of serious weaknesses in her defence structure
added to very cbvious condemnation of Punic power lust, love
of wealth and impiety, constitute the main themes of the
Acragantine excursus. By its chronological positioning and
relationship with passages distributed throughout the text,
it undoubtedly represents the source's point of view on the
problem confronting all the Siceliot states. Certainly the
circumstances surrounding the availability of this material
to the source cannot be discounted. However, the significance

of the material for the viewpoint of the text and the method
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of its utilization cannot be overlooked.

9. Conclusion

It will be noted that in the above analysis of
Diodorus' text, two procedures have been adopted. First,
an attempt has been made to assess the nature and scope
of the material available to the source or sources of
Diodorus. Secondly, the sympathies and antagonisms of
the text have been examined.

Dionysius is clearly the central figure in the
narrative. The interest of the text is chiefly military
and political in nature. Above all, the significance of
the great war of 398/96 is stressed. Dionysius' other wars
clearly possess subordinate interest. Indeed, this war
contrasts noticeably with the Punic wars of the last decade
of the fifth century, and whereas the lat%er represents the
decline of Siceliot fortunes, the very opposite applies to
the great war of Dionysius.

The text is well-informed about Syracusan affairs.
Indeed, Syracuse is the main interest of the text in the
period immediately preceding the debut of Dionysius. Details
about the democratic constitution are well-known, and it is
clearly established that the rise of Dionysius was accompanied
by drastic revision of the constitutional structure. The
text's interest in Syracuse is also revealed by the detailed
accounts of the careers of Hermocrates and Diocles.

Little information is provided about the internal
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affairs of the other Siceliot cities. The two facts

which are provided concerning the party of Empedion and

the "Greeks who pitied" are placed in a most obscure and
isolated context. The accounts provided of the Selinuntine,
Himeraean and the early stages of the Acragantine campaigns,
and of the occupation of the cities, which are clearly based
upon stock formulae, tend to suggest that only a minimum
amount of information of an original type, was available

to the source of Diodorus. It is possible that the information
was of such a sparse nature that the source of Diodorus was
obliged to transfer the information concerning one campaign
to the other. For example, it might be conjectured that
Diodorus' source knew of the valiant resistance of the
Siceliot women at Selinus and added this information to the
account of the Himeraean campaign. A similar procedure
might account for the three-fold Siceliot failure to
reconstruct the derelict walls. Finally, the obscure
references to the formation and early successes of the
Siceliot League confirm the thesis that Diodorus' source
possessed only the vaguest of information about the affairs
of the Siceliot cities.

A considerable amount of material is provided about
the social and economic life of Acragas. This is certainly
indicative'of the fact that Diodorus' source knew a great
deal more about Acragantine internal affairs than about

the position of the other Siceliot cities allied to Syracuse.
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I have suggested that the sourée was, in fact, a Syracusan
present at Acragas in 406 B. C., and probably a Syracusan
military figure. 1Indeed the information about Acragantine
internal political affairs becomes fuller, once éhe
Siceliot force has arrived in the city. Similarly, the
few details about the internal position of Himera and Gela
belong to the period following the arrival of Syracusan
and allied aid.

Finally, the source of Diodorus is well-informed
about Carthaginian affairs. This suggests a source, well-
acquainted with the Carthaginian internal position.

In conclusion, it is clear that the information
provided by the narrative of Diodorus derives ultimately
from a contemporary source, predominantly interested in
Syracuse, and probably a Syracusan himself. This source
was in governmental and military circles. Hence derived
the interest in politics and war. The details about Acragas,
Gela and Himera and the intimate knowledge about Punic
affairs originated from a source possibly in diplomatic
contact with Carthage and certainly within Syracusan
military and governmental ranks.

Even of greater importance is the problem of the
text's sympathies and bias. Dionysius is clearly the key
figure. There is no doubt that he is portrayed as a figure
obsessed by a desire for power, lacking scruples when they

hindered the attainment of his goal. Thus he is clearly
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placed in opposition to those respectable rulers who work
within the constitutional framework, are regarded as the
establishment and have no intention of contravening demo-
cratic procedure at Syracuse. His followers are
desperadoes, slaves, mercenaries, money-hungry individuals
who are easily conquered by bribes, tyrants of his own
type, and the Syracusan populace which is described
essentially as ignorant, stupid and short-sighted in its
policies.

However, it would be wrong to assume on the basis
of the above facts, that Dionysius is the focal point of
the text's hostility. In the first place, there is the
danger of passing moral judgment where Dionysius does not
receive moral condemnation from the text of book thirteen
and the bulk of book fourteen. Secondly, as has been
argued in chapter one, it must not be presumed that the
speech of Theodorus echoes the viewpoint of Diodorus' source.
Crucial differences between the sentiments of the speech and
the narrative have been noted. It has been further observed
that the content of the speech, referring to Dionysius'
destruction of the Chalcidian citiés is unlikely to have
gained the sympathy of the Syracusan demos and of the
Dorian nationalistic element in Syracuse and the other
Dorian cities, for it was the Ionian bloc, which included
Elymian Segesta, that fepresented the most ancient source

of hostility to Syracuse and her allies. Further, it has
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been demonstrated that Theodorus' statements about
Carthaginian treatment of Siceliots are hardly likely to
have inspired confidence. Finally Theodorus' ability

to speak in such a way testifies to a considerable degree
of freedom on the part of the Syracusan demog. Theodorus
is thus hardly portrayed in sympathetic terms.

Most important, the picture of Dionysius as a
power-hungry individual is qualified in a number of ways.
The text clearly states that he avoided the flagrant
disregard of established constitutional procedure, and his
respect for democratic government certainly echoes the
Peisistratean model. The text also suggests considerable
respect on the tyrant's part for the functioning of the
organs of the Siceliot League. Thus secession of its
members was effected. Indeed, this evidence suggests that
Dionysius was in no position to exercise arbitrary control
over this body. Above all, Dionysius appears as a
representative of Siceliot aspirations, which achieve
ultimate realization only through the person of the tyrant.
He is, moreover, characterized by decisiveness and courage,
and leniency, wherever such a course was possible.

The Siceliots appear as patriots, bravely resisting
the onslaught of the savage Carthaginians, and the struggle
with Carthage is conceived as a conflict of civilizations.
Howevef, this must not obscure the fact that the narrative

is only too aware of the existence of weaknesses among the
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Siceliots., Military errors in the period preceding
Pienysius' rise are abunéaﬂf. Later, whereas Dionysius
pursues a policy of caution, the Siceliots are rash.
Equally significant is the fact that they lack cohesion.
fhus, divided among themselves, they are easily duped

and represent an &ppearance of ignorance and naivity. The
@ivision is both internal and external, affecting both

thé position of the state and the inter-relationship of

thé Siceliot states. The stereotyped nature of the
éVidence about the Selinuntine, Himeraean and Acragantine
€ampaigns has as one effect a definite tendency to
fMiinimize the role of the Siceliots. The Siceliots lose
thi¥6ugh negligence in respect to the construction of their
Walls. The same impression is received by the text's
6bscure and confusing account of the rise of the Siceliot
League. 1In other words, it is here maintained that the
ebseiirity is the result of the fact that the text
é6nsciously strove to limit the military and political role
6f the Sicéeliots. llence the rise of the League is obscured.
Bueh a conclusion ig certainly suggested by a consideration
6f the fact that evidence for Siceliot affairs and the
Biceliot League is far more abundant for the period which
—-Witnessed its eollapse than that in which it arose and
é6hieved notable successes. It is, perhaps, not without
ignificance that, thouéh well-provided about Acragantine

affairs, this information is devoid of political and
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constitutional interest. Further, it must be stressed
that the ultimate success of the Siceliots depended upon
Dionysius, without whom the Siceliot ideal could not be
realized. Finally, there is the problem of the speech

of Theodorus. There is little doubt that this spokesman
of popular opinion, though a man considered practical,

in fact, was far from that, and epitomized an unrealistic
viewpoint.

The fact is that as well as being severely critical
of the Siceliot achievement, and being certainly not
censorious of Dionysius, real hostility is focused upon
the Punic invader. This criticism assumes three forms.
First, Carthage is depicted as- a- power, cowardly in battle,
relying ultimately upon superior numbkers, gaining her
successes through Siceliot mistakes rather than through
her own achievements in military prowess and cunning. More
important is the fact that a distinct moral censure
characterizes the text's viewpoint. Thus Carthage in
cowardly fashion attacks defenceless women and children.
The Carthaginians are like beasts, effecting destruction
upon ancient Greek foundations. In fact, the Punic state
poses a threat to the effective continuance of Western
Greek civilization. For her cowardice, Carthage and indeed
- the Phoenicians of Sicily, pay in full. Unable to control -
her lust for dominion and materialism, spurred on by animal

instincts, she is obliged to face similar treatment to that
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which she accorded the Siceliots at the hands of her own
victims.

Finally, Carthaginian arrogance and over-confidence
results in the Punic state's identification of her power
with divine authority. She believes insolently that she
succeeds because the gods are fighting on her side. This
enables her to assault the very bastions of the gods of
the Greeks. Hence, the destruction of the Greek temples.
As a result, Hannibal, Himilcon and the whole Carthaginian
populace are visited by divine retribution. The vengeance
of the Greek gods culminates in the penitence and suicide
of Himilcon, the Libyan revolt and the acceptance by
Carthage of the cult of Demeter and Kore.

Thus attempts to assume that the text's hostility
is directed towards Dionysius, ignore a number of important
considerations. Moral condemnation which is very apparent
in connection with Carthage is absent in the case of
Dionysius. It has been suggested that the evidence of the
speech of Theodorus has been seriously misinterpreted, when
it is suggested that it can be cited as evidence of the
narrative's hostility towards the éespot. Its aim is
rather to stress the inadequacies of the opposition to
Dionysius. Further, the text stresses the fact that Dionysius
was unwilling to wield arbitrary power, where more
constitutional procedufes could be employed with equal profit.

Indeed the aim of the narrative is to lay stress upon
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the two problems facing the Siceliot cities, Carthaginian
lust for power and material possessions and the inadequacies
within the Siceliot defensive machine. Two elements are
necessary to check the Punic threat: the solution of the
Siceliot internal position as illustrated by Siceliot
patriotism under the leadership of Dionysius; and the process
of hybris, accompanied by divine nemesis. Stress is
certainly laid upon the former; however, the role of the
divinities is certainly no negligible factor.

It has been shown that in such a context, the
Acragantine excursus achieves considerable importance not
merely as a digression of great interest in itself, but as
a section whose content is connected intimately with the
rest of Diodorus' narrative. In a real sense, the excursus
sets the stage for the drama enacted in the narrative which
follows. The themes are Carthaginian power, lust and desire
for wealth, Siceliot moral superiority over Carthage, and
Siceliot internal weakness, which results from her very
wealth, which in turn produces a lack of vigour and
decisiveness. The solution, as the subsequent narrative
indicates is to be found in the person of Dionysius as an
espouser of real politik, who combines military preeminence
with political acumen, and succeeds in wielding together a
united Siceliot force to resist the very real threat to

Western Hellenism, posed by the Punic invader.
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THE CASE FOR DIODORUS' USE OF PHILISTUS

In the following chapter, two closely interrelated
topics will be discussed. First, I shall seek to demonstrate
that the evidence known about Philistus corresponds to the
data provided by the analysis of Diocdorus' text in chapter
two and that the source exerting the greatest influence
upon Diodorus was accordingly Philistus. Second, in order
to clarify and indeed explain to a great extent this
conclusion, the genesis of Philistus' political thought in
the context of its Thucydidean associations will be

undertaken.

1. Philistus and Diodorus

As has been seen in our analysis in chapter two,
we are dealing with a contemporary of the events described.
Also our source is a Syracusan, primarily interested in
Syracusan affairs. The evidence further suggests that
this historian was a close acquaintance of Dionysius. The
fact that information about Siceliote affairs other than
Syracuse in the last decade of the fifth century B. C.
becomes substantial with the appearance of the Syracusan
militia within these cities, in addition to the general
military interest of the text, suggests that the source

belonged to Syracusan military circles, or was well
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acquainted with the Syracusan militia. 'Finally, the
remarkably detailed knowledge about Carthaginian affairs
implies the existence of an authority within Syracusan
governmental and diplomatic circles.

Thus it is that first choice inevitably falls upon
Philistus the Syracusan. Indeed, Philistus is the only
historian originating from Syracuse in the late fifth and
early fourth century B. C., who wrote exclusively about
Western Greek affairs, with particular emphasis upon
Syracusan history and was a contemporary of the events,
which culminated in the creation of the despotate of
Dionysius. Moreover the details about the historian's
career, though often, as will be shown, in crucial matters
confusing and enigmatic, are documented with considerable
plenitude.

Philistus' father was according to the Suda a
certain Archomenides: Pausanias' testimény provides an
alternative in the form of Archonides. The historian
witnessed the conflict between Syracuse and Athens from
within the walls of Syracuse. Thus Plutarch declares that
he witnessed Gylippus' liberation of Syracuse.2 It is
reasonable to conjecture that he was born about 430 B. C.,
and that consequently he cannot have been very old at the
time of his death. Indeed, such is the convincing argument
of De Sanctis, who observes that Plutarch's testimony

indicates that he was not a fighter, but merely a witness
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3 .
of Gylippus' liberation of his city. He was clearly an

intelligent observer of these events. Therefore, it can
be concluded that Philistus was at least ten years of age
by 414/13 B. C. Jacoby similarly concludes that he was
between twenty and twenty-five when in 406 B. C. he threw
in his lot with Dionysius' cause, and that he was, therefore,
undoubtedly younger than Thucydides and older than Plato?
Thus it is clear that Philistus was a contemporary
of the events described in his work, following the Athenian
siege of Syracuse. Even of greater importance is the fact
that he was a close aséociate of Dionysius. The Suda
considered him a ovyyevAc of Dionysius: to Cicerc he

5
was familiarissimus with the tyrant. He was certainly one

of Dionysius' ¢fAoL and commander of Ortygia until his
banishment.6 He played a most important role in the events
of Dionysius' coup. Indeed in these dramatic events,
Philistus showed clearly where his sympa£hies lay, by
paying the fines which were imposed upon Dionysius. In the
description of Dionysius' consultation with his friends
after the revolution of 404/3 B. C., it is Philistus who
opposes Philoxenus' advice and counsels Dionysius to
maintain the power which he had obtained as long as
possible. There is no doubt that the role which at this
point Philistus played, was of decisive impori:ance.8 The

evidence suggests that in the following years Philistus

played a major role in Syracusan projects in the Northern
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9
Adriatic. Perhaps this role is to be associated with

the office of phrourarch, attributed to him by Plutarch.
In 386 B. C. or preferably 384, he was banished from
Syracuse together with the tyrant's brother Leptines.lo
The details concerning the place of exile of the historian,
the cause of the exile and its duration are confusing.
On the whole, the evidence suggests that Philistus did not
return until 367 B. C., and that during his banishment,
Philistus' political activity was totally curtailed.ll
However, there is clear evidence thét in 367 B. C., he
once more began to play an important part in Syracusan
affairs, by assuming the leadership of the anti-Plato
faction. The final event recorded about Philistus before
the narration of his death at the head of a naval squadron
in 356 B. C., concerns Dionysius the younger's reading of
a letter sent by Dion to Carthage, to Philistus.12
Consideration of Philistus' career sheds
considerable light upon the nature of the interest of
Diodorus' text. As well as being a contemporary of the
events described, he was on the closest of terms with
Dionysius before his exile, and, therefore, well acquainted
with governmental affairs. The fact that he was a close
friend of Dionysius would account for the emphasis being
placed upon the fortunes of Dionysius in the chapters of

book thirteen which follow the narrative of the capture of

Acragas, and in the whole of book fourteen. It would also
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account for the éreat interest of the narrative in the

two other prominent Syracusans of this period, Hermocrates
and Diocles, the one the forerunner of Dionysius, the other
the opponent of any attempt to revise the constitution of
extreme democratic government.13 Because the emphasis in
the accounts of the Selinuntine, Himeraean and Acragantine
campaigns is placed essentially upon Syracuse, and because
the information about Acragantine affairs, and to a lesser
extent about the situation in Himera and Gela, becomes
fuller at the point where Syracuse makes her appearance
upon the scene, it is clear that the source of Diodorus
appears to have been a Syracusan within Syracusan political
and military circles. This source was either personally
present with the militia of Syracuse and her allies or well
acquainted with such a person. Above all, the detailed
information provided about the Acragantine internal social
and economic position tends to such a conclusion. Further
the comparatively detailed knowledge provided about
Carthaginian affairs suggests Diodorus' employment of a
source in close contact with the Punic information circles.
Again Philistus is the inevitable choice. The latter was in
governmental circles. Indeed, he belonged to the inner
council of Dionysius'@tXOL lis role in the_Northern
Adriatic testifies to the importance of that person's position.
The possibility that he occupied a diplomatic post and was

in close contact with Carthage, can certainly not be discounted.
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His very presence as ¢@{Aog of Dionysius suggests that
detailed information about Carthaginian affairs was
accessible to him. Certainly, there can be no doubt that
Philistus' position within Syracusan governmental circles
brought him into close contact with a source which was well
provided with knowledge about the Punic situation.

The possibility that Diodorus had access to a
Carthaginian source unconnected with Philistus is unlikely.
Diodorus does not mention his employment of a Carthaginian
source. Indeed, he relied exclusively upon Greek sources
for his account of Greek history. Clearly, had he employed
a Punic source, mention of this fact would have been made.

Nor is it plausible that another source was in
close contact with Punic affairs. No other historian shared
the intimacy with the tyrant and his court which characterized
Philistus' position in Syracuse.

The final point to observe is that the text's
exclusive interest in political and military events likewise
suggests a source within governmental circles,well acquainted
with and directly interested in Dionysius' policies. Thus
reference is particularly directed.towards the chapters on
the preparations against Carthage and the vivid account of
the battle of Gela of 405 B. C. Again the choice falls
upon Philistus, though inevitably more precise conclusions
depend upon a detailed.investigation of the political

14
viewpoint of Philistus, which will be undertaken below.
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Consideration of the methods embloyed by Philistus
in dividing up his subject matter tends to confirm the
impression gained that Philistus was the source chiefly
followed by Diodorus. It has been observed in the previous
chapter that the real dividing line in Diodorus' text
comes with the capture of Acragas. Henceforth Diodorus'
main interest was the career of Dionysius. Philistus' work
seems to have been similarly divided. It contained three
parts. The first part of the work (llepi ZineAiflag)
consisted of seven books, dealing with the history of Sicily
from earliest times to-the capture of Acragas in 406 B. C.
There followed four books which covered the reign of
Dionysius (llepl Airovvolov) These ended with the year of
the death of the tyrant in 367/6 B. C. Finally, there
appeared two books dealing with Dionysius II, going down
to 363/2 B. C.15 The important point to observe is that the
dividing line between parts one and two occurs at the
capture of Acragas. From then onwards, the narrative discusses
Dionysius' career. This procedure has been carried into
Diodorus' text, and the narration of the Carthage-Siceliot
conflict becomes the history of Dionysius' career.

Thus far, three contentions support the claim that
Philistus was Diodorus' chief source. First, the fact is
that certain information could only derive from a contemporary.
The nature of the emphasis of the text upon Syracuse is

especially significant. Second, the military and political
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interest - above all the detailed knowledge of military
events - indicates a contemporary source of the type
associated with the character of Philistus. Finally, the
scheme of Diodorus' text - above all the dramatic change

of emphasis from a conflict involving Siceliot and
Carthaginian to a consideration of the career of Dionysius -
confirms the supposition that the influence of Philistus is
of major significance.

Two problems, however, remain, which are of great
importance in determining more decisively the fact that
Philistus' authority is the predominant influence underlying
Diodorus' narrative. First, there is the problem of whether
any evidence exists, indicating that Diodorus read and
utilized the works of Philistus. Second, of major importance
is a consideration of the political viewpoint of Philistus,
which, it has been shown, appears in the narrative of
Diodorus.

The use of Philistus by Diodorus is most probable,
when it is remembered that contemporaries of Diodorus referred
to Philistus' authority. Indeed ,a revival of interest in
Philistus is clearly discernable towards the end of the
first century B. C. The reasons for the renewed interest
in Philistus' works after a lapse of three centuries will
be discussed below, in connection with the discussion of the
political views of Philistus. Suffice it to indicate at

this point that the interest in Philistus as reflected by
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Diodorus' contemporaries, Cicero and Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, in itself testifies to the unlikelihood
that Diodorus would not have consulted the testimony of
Philistus for his account of Western Greek affaii‘s.16

Moreover, Diodorus himself refers to Philistus'
role as a historian on numercus occasions. He observes
that the first history of Philistus ended with the
capture of Acragas and a period of eight hundred years
and that Philistus continued with four books on Dionysius I.
Later he notes the culminating point of the history of the
first five years of the reign of Dionysius II. Finally,
Diodorus mentions the fact that Athanas of Syracuse's work,
though it began with Dion's expedition, was prefixed by a
summary of the previous seven years, from the point where
Philistus' work ended. Upon two occasions, Diodorus draws
attention to Philistus in a political context as the man
who later wrote the history.17

A clear association of Philistus with Diodorus'
text is provided by the evidence of a fragment dealing with
Dionysius' war plans against Carthage. It is placed in the
eighth book of Philistus - a fact thch indicates that it
occurred in the first book of the llepl Airovvofov L
Reference is made to the weapons, engines of war and ships,
all of which figure prominently in Diodorus' narration of

Dionysius' preparations against Carthage. As has been noted

in the previous chapter, this narrative forms the basis of
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any evaluation of the text's attitude towards Dionysius.
It is clearly of crucial importance to Diodorus' source.
Hence on the basis of the fragment from Theon, it is not
wrong to assume that they derive ultimately from Philistus.
Consideration of the political viewpoint of Philistus will
merely strengthen the basis of this assumption.

It is, however, clear that ultimate identification
of Philistus as a source for Diodorus depends upon a
consideration of the political viewpoint of Philistus.
Without the adoption of such a procedure, it could be
claimed that the chapters on the preparations for war
against Carthage, and indeed the fact that?contemporary,
primarily concerned with military affairs is indicated,
merely illustrates the situation whereby ultimately the
source employed by Diodorus was Philistus. The same
argument would apply to the nature of the arrangement of
the text, which it could be claimed was inevitably utilized
by a later source, dependent upon the authority of Philistus.
Indeed most scholars, including Laqueur, have argued that
whatever influence Philistus exerted upon Diodorus' text,
derives from Timaeus' use of Philistus. The significance
of Timaeus' evidence as a source for Diodorus will be
discussed in a subsequent chapter. However, at this point
it may be clearly stated that the chief problem is to
determine the nature of Philistus' sympathies and the extent

to which these are reflected in Diodorus' narrative.
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It has already been noted that Philistus belonged
to the ¢lAot of both Dionysius I and of his son. It was
to be expected that the picture which he painted of the
tyrant would certainly not be entirely unfavourable.
Certainly, Philistus' support for Dionysius during the
latter's coup and the revolt of the Syracusan citizen body
suggests that even if Philistus took it upon himself to
criticize certain aspects of Dionysius' rule, it is
-unlikely that he would have condemned the exercise of the
despotate as such. His role as the leader of the faction
opposed to the Platonic reform suggests that, in spite of
his exile, he never abandoned his belief in totalitarian
rule.

Another factor might possess certain relevance. The
fact that Philistus had to endure an exile gives rise to
the suggestion that Philistus wrote in the NeplArovvotov
a eulogy of the tyrant in order to effect his recall.

In other words, two reasons for believing that
Philistus painted a favourable portrait of Dionysius can
be supplied. First, it can be claimed perhaps that the
maintenance and restoration of Philistus' position depended
upon his ability to portray Dionysius in a favourable
light. Second, a desire to bear greater charity towards
Philistus could induce us to consider Philistus' close
association with the tyrant's court a consequence of the

fact that Philistus discovered in the despotate of Syracuse
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certain qualities worthy of his admiration. Hence it
could be argued, originated his favourable picture of
Dionysius I. Both views, it must be stressed, are not
necessarily mutually exclusive.

It is noteworthy that both views emerge in a
consideration of the ancient testimony. Inevitably, the
simpler solution has more often been adopted. Thus the
~general tendency was to adopt the view that Philistus
painted a favourable view of Dionysius because his position
depended upon it. Dionysius of Halicarnassus claimed that
Philistus displayed a character which was obsequious,
subservient, mean and petty. Plutarch appears to have
shared the opinion of Dionysius of Halicarnassus, when he
accused Philistus of being the greatest lover of tyrants
alive. Pausanias went even further, when he supplied a
reason for Philistus' favourable picture of the tyrant.

He declared that because Philistus wanted to be recalled from
exile, he left out the worst deeds of the tyrant.19

Thus it is clear that Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
Plutarch and Pausanias attributed the worst possible motives
to the favourable picture given of'Dionysius in the Ilepl
Avovvuofov However, it must be stressed that these
writers lived between three and five centuries after the
events described. Consequently it is clear that their
evidence in itself represents a late tradition. Further,

although mention of the hostile tradition towards Dionysius
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which grew up in the years immediately following the
tyrant's death anticipates the course of this enquiry,

the question of the hostile legacy stemming from the
Athenian stage, the Academy, the peripatetic biographers
and Timaeus cannot be avoided at this stage. The very real
possibility always exists that Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
Plutarch and Pausanias, when confronted with the strange
fact that the historian was able to portray in a favourable
light the man who had become through the ages the classic
example of the tyrant both in the later Greek sense and in
the modern sense of the word, decided to adopt the view
espoused initially by the philosophic opposition and
especially popularized by the historian Timaeus-

The problem is, therefore, to determine whether any
evidence exists suggestive of the fact that such a view
was not the only one held by the ancient sources. A vital
clue is provided by Cornelius Nepos' reference to Philistus
as "hominem amicum non magis tyranno gquam tyrannidi."20
Columba assumed that the reference echoed the sentiments
expressed by Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Plutarch and
Pausanias. In a somewhat uncritical fashion, he assumed
that this evidence was indicative that Philistus kept silent
concerning Dionysius' crimes, and, indeed, in the lepl Avovvafov
offered an apology for that ruler's atrocities. 1In otgir

words, he accepted the hostile tradition uncritically.

Laqueur similarly adopted this viewpoint, concentrating
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upon Pausanias' claim that the work was a means whereby
Philistus attempted to effect his recall. It is clear
that Laqueur was motivated by a desire to explain the
apparent contradiction between the hostility of Timaeus
towards Dionysius and the very different attitude of
Philistus, whom he considered to be Dionysius' lackey.

He seems simply to have assumed that because Timaeus was
motivated by purely emotional feelings, therefore Philistus
was similarly directed. Because Timaeus hated tyrants,
Philistus must have adqlated them.

Nepos' reference, however, indicates that Philistus'
attitude towards Dionysius was not merely a result of
circumstances of a personal nature. It was not merely
motives of friendship and loyalty or a desire to effect a
return from exile that dictated Philistus' pattern of
thought in the l'epl Arovvoflov The implication of Nepos
is clear: that thé allegiance of Philistus could have been
gained by any despot and not merely by Dionysius. It would
appear that Philistus felt that under certain circumstances,
tyranny as an institution was justified. This seems to
have been the case with Syracuse under Dionysius. The
context of the remark in connection with the return of
the historian, indicating a difference of opinion over
politics, certainly confirms this conclusion.‘

Thus the testimony of Cornelius Nepos suggests

that Philistus' work on Dionysius was not merely a collection
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of obsequious remarks about the tyrant. Moreover, the
testimony of Plutarch and Cicero confirms the view that
the Ilepl Avovvolov was a work recommending the
instituﬁion of tyranny as a vehicle of successful statecraft.
Plutarch records that Philistus was the only historian sent
by Harpalus to Alexander in Asia. It is to be doubted
whether Alexander consulted this work to learn about the
West for possible future involvements there. Indeed as
Wilcken and Brown suggest, the particular philosophy of
the history of Dionysius must have appealed strongly to
Alexander?2 In many ways, Dionysius foreshadowed Alexander.
He created a mighty empire and stood against a great
barkbarian power - Carthage. He devised new weapons and
ships, constructed notable fortifications, and was personally
characterized by daring and will-power, lacking all scruples.
Cicero's brother, Quintus, moreover, emulated
Alexander by reading Philistus on campaign.23 In the
latter case, it is significant that evidence exists
indicating that it is the llepl Avovvoflov  which is referred
to. "Me Magis de Dionisio deiectat, ipse enim est veterator

magnus et perfamiliaris Philisto," writes Cicero.

Thus it is clear that the evidence of Cornelius
Nepos, Plutarch and Cicero indicates that there existed a
body of tradition which regarded Philistus' work on
Dionysius the Elder as a tract on political statecraft,

promoting the institution of tyranny per se, and that it

did not merely represent the viewpoint of an individual,
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promoting the fame of Dionysius for personal reasons.

It is not difficult to perceive the authority of
Philistus in Diodorus' narrative. Indeed, it has been
argued in the previous chapter that basically the portrait
of Dionysius as found in books thirteen and fourteen is
not hostile in nature. Rather, it seeks to portray the
tyrant as an individual, willing to experiment in every
manner possible, unwilling to allow considerations of
sentiment to intervene and impede the successful completion
of his projects. This is precisely the portrait which the
evidence of Nepos, Plutarch and Cicero suggests. It would
appear then, that to Philistus, Dionysius' despotate was
justified precisely because it appecared to represent the
only means whereby the Punic threat could be erased and
the civilization of Western Hellas be conserved.

There is no doubt that the passages dealing with
the building of the wall, the planning of the war against
Carthage, the double marriage of Dionysius, and Dionysius'
declaration of war against Carthage, reflect the point
of view of Philistus.24 Most modern authorities including
Laqueur, De Sanctis and Stroheker conceded the likelihood
of the assumption, though they argued that Diodorus merely
assumed this point of view, because he happened to discover
its reflection in Timaeus.25 Their conclusions were

dependent upon two considerations. First, as has been

noted, the Philistus fragment cited by Theon, clearly
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declares that in book eight of his history, Philistus
dealt with Dionysius' preparations for his expeditions
against Carthage and discussed the arms, ships and
instruments of war. It is, therefore, clear that both
Philistus and Diodorus spent much detail on Dionysius'
preparations for his expedition against Carthage, and it
is logical to assume that Diodorus' inforhation derives
ultimately from Philistus. Equally important is the
consideration that these chapters portray Dionysius in

a most favourable light. The emphasis throughout the
narrative is upon the fact that Dionysius is the saviour
of Hellas against Carthage. Upon Dionysius, the fortunes
of the Siceliots rest. The fact that details about- the
internal situation and the distrust against Dionysius are
wanting is of crucial importance for the thesis of Lagqueur
and Stroheker.

The problem is to determine whether Philistus'
influence is generally submerged by the approach adopted
by the later hostile tradition, as represented by Timaeus.
It is significant that even Laqueur was willing to admit
the existence of more extensive evidence of Philistus'
influence. For example, Philistus was attributed the
narrative describing Philistus' paying of the fine imposed
upon Dionysius . Laqueur also suggested that the second
instance where Philistus' role in maintaining Dionysius'

rule appears, during the Syracusan revolt, can similarly
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26
be attributed ultimately to Philistus. Lagueur went

further and suggested that Dionysius' appeal for the recall
of the exiles on humanitarian grounds contains part of the
original Philistus, whereas the note on the fact that
Dionysius wanted thereby to succeed in his own aims derives
from Timaeus' personal comments which were added to those
of his source.27 Laqueur also believed that the picture

. describing how Dionysius attracted to himself the Geloans
came from Philistus, with Timaeus' comment that the Geloans
hated the aristocrats. Other instances of Philistus'
authorship singled out by Laqueur include the Geloan
entreaty for help and Dionysius' promise to return, and
Dionysius' speech to the Syracusans where he declares that
in view of the traitorous dealings of his colleagues, he
was obliged to lay down his command. The popular response
is attributed to Philistus, while Timaeus is supposed to
represent the image of intrigue.28 The reference to the
Peisistratean precedent of a bodyguard comes from Timaeus,
while the account of the marriage reflects Philistus'
history. Léqueur stresses that the association of the
marriage with a desire to make firm the tyranny is an
addition from Timaeus.29 Anticipating Adamesteanou, Laqueur
accepts the common view that the account of the battle of
Gela derives from Philistus, who was present.30 The
retreaf of Dionysius which appears to reflect a hostile

31
source, derives from Timaeus. The account of the dinnerx
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given by Dionysius to the soldiers after the double marriage
similarly echoes Philistus.32 Later the Greeks attack the
Phoenicians in their cities, drive them out and seize
Phoenician property in Syracuse.33 Again Laqueur believes
that most of this information comes from Philistus,who
aims to represent Dionysius in a favourable light. He
adds, however, that the remark H&Lnsp Y&p Thv Atovvofovu Tupovv{da
_ _ prootvteg

derives from the hostile authority, Timaeus. Thus Laqueur
 concluded that at the basis of Timaeus' account which
Diodorus utilized, lay the favourable testimony of
Philistus.34

That Laqueur was willing to consider considerable
influence on the part of Philistﬁs upon Diodorus is
certainly significant. At the same time, it must be
stressed that Laqueur insisted that this influence was
indirect, utilized through the agency of Timaeus. As such
it would appear to affect the thesis of the present writer
that Philistus was used directly by Diodorus, and that his
influence was preeminent and not of subsidiary importance.
Léqueur's thesis is, however, as unacceptable in this case
as in his reconstruction in his article upon Timaeus. The
objection to Laqueur's claim that Timaeus is solely
responsible for the text's so called hostility has already
been noted in the first chapter. Indeed, the thesis

outlined in the article on Philistus stands or falls on

the degree tc which the article on Timaeus is acceptable
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or not. Its rejection in the present case, therefore,
automatically eliminates its consideration in the study
on Philistus.

More important is the question whether the Illepl
Arovvofov §g purely a work of flattery and, therefore
devoid of authentic historical data, considered in a
critical light. This problem has already been viewed in
connection with the evidence for the political attitude
of Philistus, and it has been shown that the testimony of

Cornelius Nepos, Plutarch's Alexander and Cicero suggests

that thellepl Aitovvolovu was intended as more than the
means of maihtaining or effecting the restoration of a
position of fawvour at the tyrant's court. It seems  to have
been a textbook on political statecraft. Further, the
reputation accorded Philistus and his description as a
Thucydidian indicates beyond doubt, that the basis of
Laqueur's thesis possesses little validity. Philistus was
clearly more than a mere panegyrist.

It is, therefore, clear that Laqueur's division
between the data deriving from Philistus and Timaeus is
highly artificial. There is no evidence to suggest that
Philistus denied the totalitarian aspect of Dionysius'
rule. The evidence concerning Philistus' role in
maintaining the hegemony of the tyrant is sufficient in
itself to indicate this. Particularly noteworthy are the

incidents in which Philistus paid the fine imposed upon
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Dionysius and bade the tyrant resist thé revolt of the
Syracusan citizen-body. The statement concerning the
"dragging of the tyrant by his legs", if not deriving
from Philistus' own mouth, certainly echoes the sentiments
of the historian. Consequently, passages which refer to
Dionysius' seizure of power within Syracuse or his attacks
upon Greek cities are to be regarded as equally based upon
the authority of Philistus. The important point to observe
is that Dionysius is constantly the focal point of attraction
from his debut after the capture of Acragas. The coup,
for example, or the nafrative of the cavalry revolt or the
account of the war with Carthage is written from the point
of view of Dionysius. It has been shown that sympathies

are not entirely with the masses, and are certainly not

35
unfavourable light.

associated with the Chariestatoi, who appear in a most

Philistus' point of view is very discernable in the

earlier portions of the narrative. It has been argued

that Philistus seems to have regarded Dionysius as the
champion of Hellenism against Carthage. It follows from
‘this that he cannot have placed much hope in the Siceliot
position prior to the appearance of Dionysius. Indeed,
such an impression is gained from the text's portrayal of
the Siceliot position in the Selinuntine, Himéraean and
Acragantine campaigns. Although there is no doubt that

sympathy is directed towards the Siceliot cause, it must
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be stressed that there exists full awareness of serious
weaknesses, impeding the successful resistance of the
Siceliots. Above all, the Siceliots appear to have lacked
unity within themselves. This lack of cohesion is a
noticeable motif pervading the notices on Acragantine
economic life, and there is little doubt that the excursus
originally derives from Philistus. Two péints reveal this
fact. First the fact that details of significance emerge
with the appearance of the Syracusan force suggests a
contemporary and a Syracusan. Secondly the motifs of the
excursus, which significantly pervade the whole of book
thirteen, are of vital importance for the main theme of
this book: the weaknesses and dangers. threatening. the
Siceliots.

The fact that the details about Acragas derived from
the llepl Zuxeilag need not affect the issue in any way,
and the‘association of the main theme of the excursus with
the contents of the lepl Arovualov is most probable
in view of Dionysius of‘Halicarnassus' remark concerning

the unity of the two books. He writes Eoti 6& plo,nol Tol7to

yvéing v &md 10U téhoug 1THc  Zimeluuiig 26

The division indicated by the nomenclature differentiation
is, therefore, hardly realistic and merely reflects the
change in the nature of the contents, and the fact that
with the liepl &vovuolovu concentration upon the fortunes

of an individual became more apparent. This conclusion
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is supported by the Theon fragment which, by attributing
the chapters on Dionysius' preparations for the great war
against Carthage to the eighth book of Philistus' history,
reveals complete ignorahce of any division occurfing after
the capture of Acragas.

The nature of Philistus' political views are more
clearly revealed by two further considerations: Philistus'
career in the years immediately preceding his exile and
the exile itself; and the close association of Philistus
with Thucydidean historiographical techniques.

Evidence for Philistus' role in the years preceding
his exile is certainly vague.37 Diodorus' testimony
appears to be of negligible value beside Plutarch's account.
Plutarch's narrative of the circumstances leading to the
exile has no reference to the parallel exile of Leptines,
Dionysius' brother. In other words, Philistus is the central
attraction. As Gitti observed, clearly no sympathy is
shown towards the historian.38 The source is certainly
more sympathetic towards the philosophic school, and most
probably representative of the Platonic or Timaeus-type
approach. Leptines and Philistus ére regarded as
collaborators of the tyranny. Lack of sympathy towards
Philistus' marriage to Leptines' daughter is a noticeable
feature. 1Indeed Plutarch declares that the best course39

is neither to praise nor glcat over Philistus' conduct.

Clearly, the implication is that Philistus' role can
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hardly be defended, though gloating is to be discouraged.
In contrast, Diodorus' account is more impartial. Reference
to the personal motif, involving the secret marriage, is
lacking. 1In general, Diodorus' narrative is less full.
No dogmatic assertion as to Diodorus' source can be made.
The common view that Ephorus is represented is certainly
attractive, and its plausibility will be éxamined in a
subsequent chapter. Two points are, however, significant.
The fact that Diodorus' account is not hostile suggests
that it antedates the hostile tradition of the Academy
and Timaeus. Second, the very scantiness of its details
suggests Philistus' influence. As will be shown below,
this passage certainly seems to belong” to a source other
than Philistus. A change of source has clearly taken place.
Even so, the main point to observe is that no substantial
evidence existed about the exile in the period immediately
following its occurrence. This presupposes the fact that
Philistus did not cover it at all or hardly at all.

The situation surrounding Philistus' career in
the early 380's is therefore, imperfectly known. Moreover,
_though Plutarch's Dion provides details about his exile,
there is in existence no substantial information about
Philistus' career immediately preceding this event.
Recourse has, therefore, to be directed towards later
information,particulariy from Pliny. It will then be

necessary to associate the results with the scanty details
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provided by Diodorus' narrative.

Pliny's reference to the fossa Philistina is a

starting point of any investigation into the nature of
Philistus' policy in the Northern Adriatic.40 Gitti's
article on this issue has resulted in an effective
refutation of attempts to identify the fossa Philistina

with the Adria referred to by Plutarch in his account of
the place of exile of the historian.41 Gitti has
" distinguished between the Philistina branch of the Po
and the canal, Philistina; the former to the north of the
delta; the latter in an unidentifiable place, certainly
not near 2dria. Gitti concludes that a vast hvdraulic
system bore Philistus' name. as a tribhute to the important
role played by the historian as administrator of this
region. Certainly, he is correct to observe that this
work cannot be associated with a man in disgrace and exile,
but is rather to be regarded as charactefistic of the efforts
of an official or governor. Plutarch mentions that Fhilistus
was phrourarch of Syracuse and he does not deny the
poésibility of his occupying other offices. Therefore, it
seems that these projects kelong to the period preceding
Philistus' exile, before 384/3, during which Philistus was
governor of this area.

It is to be conceded that Gitti's thesis is not
confirmed by more direct evidence as found in Diodorus'
or Plutarch's testimony. Certainly, it has not cone

unchallenged. 21ltheim argued for an Illyrian origin of



240

the name Philistina and Gitti himself admitted the

possibility of an Etruscan origin.42 More important was
Calabi's argument as to whether under a tyrant, an official
could give his name to public buildings.43 Indeed, it was
claimed that this appeared to be more in accordance with

Poman experimentation. 2Against such reasoning, it must be
observed that Philistus was one of Dionysius' chief supporters.
It is possible that precisely because he grew too powerful,

he antagonized Dionysius. This certainly may have been a
factor, contributing to the historian's exile.

More important is Calabi's suggestion that Pliny's
citation refers to a nickname, reflecting popular tradition.
A comparison with Peisistratus' position during his second
exile in the Thermaic gulf and Thrace, and the case of
Miltiades I in the Thracian Chersonese is relevant.44
Calabi offers the interesting hypothesis that Philistus
sought refuge in the Northern Adriatic, in an area colonized
by Greeks, but not under Dionysius' control. Being both
rich and powerful, he was able to undertake projects of
colonization himself.

In general, Gitti's thesis‘still holds more
attraction. Calabi's hypothesis is only valid as long as
it is agreed that Dionysius' tyranny represented the old
type of absolute rule. However, this was clearly not the

case. There is no doubt that Dionysius was an innovator

and in some respects, a forerunner of the military monarchs
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45
of the Hellenistic age.

The problem is to date Philistus' activity more
precisely. TFor this dependence must essentially be placed
upon the scanty details provided by Diodorus, and to a
lesser extent, Polybius and Justin. Dionysius' alliance
with the Gauls is associated by Justin with the war
against Croton of 329/8 B. C. and the Gallic destruction of

Rome of 387/6 B. C.m6 Thus Dionysius took advantage of the
divisions between the Gauls and the Etruscans. Contemporary
or a little before the Gallic alliance was the foundation
of Lissos.47 The year 385/4 B. C. is associated by Diodorus
with the foundation of Pharos and Dionysius' war against
the Illyrians and Etruscans. A year before, occurred
Dionysius' alliance with Alcetas. It is in such a context
.that the foundation of Adria is to be placed. It was no
doubt especially associated with the Gallic alliance and
thé?issos venture. The activities against Pharos, Etruria
and Epirus mark a second phase. The foundation of Issa,
Ancona, Numana, though not securely dated, are clearly to
be placed in this period.

The year 388 thus marks the first affirmation of
Syracusan dominance of the Adriatic and 384 signalled the
end of the vital four-yvear period. Gitti's reconstruction
would certainly tend to suggest that a prime mover in

these events was Philistus. The problem is to determine

whether Philistus' activities in the Northern A2Adriatic had
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a bearing upon Philistus' exile in any way. One suggestion
has already been brought forward: that Fhilistus' activities
in the North constituted a serious threat to Dionysius'
maintenance of power, or at least appeared to do so.

Such a reconstruction is supported by the evidence
provided about Philistus' exile. Diodorus attributes
the exile to the madness of the tyrant as é result of his
literary failures at the Olympic games. Plutarch provides
xa more positive motive: Philistus' marriage to Leptines'
daughter.49 Again Diodorus does not seem to be echoing
Philistus; probably his source was Fphorus, who far from
the scene of action and in no sense a real contemporary,
nrovides a less seund and rather gossipy actount. Plutarch's
testimony seems more personal and accurate. The view that
the marriage to Leptines' daughter caused Dionysius' anger
cannot be regarded as incorrect. However, there is a strong
possibility that Plutarch's account had laid too much stress
upon a comparatively unimportant feature of a very real
crisis. Certainly, literal acceptance of this view
attributes to Dionysius no small degree of insanity. It
has keen conjectured that these events mask a palace plot
by individuals who had bheen faithful and, at this point,
revolted. This latter stage, it is claimed, was marked by
Philistus' marriage to Leptines' daughter. Yet as Gitti
has observed, a party alliance and not a palace plot is

suggested.
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Hence it is likely that the motive found in
Plutarch, though certainly not of negligible value,
should be relegated to a subordinate position. It does
appear that a conflict of ideals characterized the rift
with Dionysius. A clue is certainly furnished by the
evidence concerning Leptines, Dionysius' brother. The
evidence suggests that Dionysius realized that Leptines
was not an adversary but a dissident. Thus in 388 B. C.,
Leptines betrayed distinct kindness towards the Greeks
of Southern Italy. Forithis he was accordingly honoured
by that element.50 Precisely what Leptines represented
can be varibusly interpreted; he may be regarded as a
philhellenist, patriot or simply a sentimentalist. The
latter view is, however, most unlikely in view of the fact
that the marriage alliance indicates that Philistus
approved of him, and that Philistus' history, as has been
seen, was certainly devoid of sentimental considerations.
It would, therefore, appear that Philistus favoured Leptines'
policy of peaceful relations with the Greeks of South Italy.
Three facts support this conclusion at this stage. First,
as has been seen, Philistus' disgrace was accompanied by
similar treatment of Leptines. Second, both individuals
entered into a marriage alliance. Hence the likelihood
that Philistus shared Leptines' political vier. Finally
the evidence noted above concerning Philistus' transactions

in the Adriatic indicates that the historian favoured



244

peaceful acquisition of Italian territory and colonization
projects to military aggrandizement.

Again the citation from Nepos provides the vital
clue. Gitti correctly observed that the traditién preserved
in the statement that Philistus was "hominem amicum non
magis tyranno guam tyrannidi" represented a minority but
highly significant viewpoint which grasped the true
character of Philistus' contribution to historical thoughi%
Indeed Nepos' claim that he discussed the historian in his
special book on the Greek historians certainly suggests
that he read Philistus in the original and was, therefore,
able to appreciate the true significance of the historian's
views on Dionysius without being affected by the later
hostile tradition. It must be emphasized that the context
of Nepos' statement with reference to the historian's
return under Dionysius II and his call to save the Greek
West, indicates that the difference was not over minor
technical details but concerned a serious division over
political matters.

The details about the political career of Philistus
support this view. As has been noted, Philistus played a
vital role in the coup of 405 B. C. and in persuading
Dionysius to maintain his position during the Syracusan
revolt of 403 B. C. Moreover, he was governor of Ortygia,
phrourarch and commander-in-chief under Dionysius II. 1In

a true sense, he may be described as "l'artefice della
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52
fortuna di Dionisio".

The supposition that the crux of the dispute
between Dionysius and Philistus concerned the tyrant's
policy towards the Italiots is supported and accounted for
by the sparse evidence which exists for the period immediately
preceding Philistus' disappearance from the political scene
at Dionysius' court. Four events are recorded: the failure
of the second Punic War; the war in South Italy; the failure
fwith Carthage in the war, culminating in the battle of
Cronium and Cabbala; and the Adriatic schemes of Dionysius,
in which Philistus appears as the chief architect. Clearly
then, it was a period essentially of failure, with the
exception of the Adriatic ventures. Two-peints are
especially significant. First, the fact that while Dionysius
was failing, his chief minister was achieving notable success
raises the possibility of inevitable friction between the
two, and probable suspicion by the tyrant of Philistus'
actions. The marriage of Philistus with Leptines' daughter
must certainly have increased the tension. Second, these
events must clearly have produced in the historian serious
reconsideration of the question of the wisdom of Dionysius'
new policies as regards the Italiots. Certainly ,the
contrast between the tyrant's policies in Magna Graecia
and those of both Leptines and Philistus, particularly the
latter’'s is noticeable. The fact that Leptines appears to

have disapproved of his brother's aggressive policies in
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South Italy and the fact that he appear§ to have reached
some understanding with Philistus as the marriage and

exile accounts reveal, supports the contention that the
Italian problem lay at the root of the dispute, culminating
in the exile of Leptines and Philistus.

Two further facts support the thesis outlined above,
that Philistus' dispute with Dionysius involved the
historian's disapproval of Dionysius' acts of belligerency
vagainst the Greeks of South Italy. First, it is significant
that no evidence exists for renewed colonization in the
North in the period foliowing the exile of Philistus. Yet
the return of Philistus coincides with the establishment
of two new foundations in Apulia.53 In other words, a
renewal of the old Adriatic schemes is clearly discernible.
Again, it is not difficult to associate the reintroduction
of these projects with the reappearance of Philistus upon
the political scene.

Second, as has been indicated in the analysis of
Diodorus' text, the chapters in which Siceliot patriotism
find their fullest expression occurs in the contrast of
the tragedy of the Greek failure in the last decade of the
fifth century with the successes achieved during the great
conflict of 398/6 B. C. under the aegis of Dionysius.
Henceforth the interest lessens decisively. Véry little
attention is focused upon the second war with Carthage. As

regards the account provided of the hostilities with the
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Italiots, the patriotic motive is totally absent.
Circumstances certainly necessitated such a procedure. It
would be difficult to voice patriotic sentiments in a
description of hostilities waged between Greek and Greek.
More important, however, is the fact that for the first
time anecdotal material distinctly hostile, in a moral
sense, to the tyrant makes its appearance. The tyrant's
cruelty to Phyton is discussed, and in the narrative of the
third Punic War, Leptines' bravery is stressgg. The
narrative is still relatively full, and there is consequently
no reason to assume an abrupt change of source utilized.
Hence the presence of disapproval as seen expecially in the
case oif Phyton, and the lack of nationalistic ideals as
seen in the description of the great Punic War suggests
that the source of Diodorus disapproved, or certainly was
less than enthusiastic about Dionysius' wars against the
Italiots. Thus again an identification with Philistus is
suggested.

The evidence certainly does tend to suggest that
Philistus' aim was to achieve unity between the Greeks of
South Italy and Sicily. His work Qas idealistic in the
sense that he entertained the prospect of Siceliot
retaliation against Semitic aggression. No doubt, the wars
against Naxos, Catane and Leontini were unavoidable in the
context of the ancient hostility. The same could be said

of the hostile relations with Rhegium. However, the fact
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was that Dionysius' schemes against the Italiots clashed
noticeably with the Adriatic ventures, with which Philistus
was intimately connected. There was thus a serious conflict
of ideals within the mind of Philistus. The Sicilian
historian, while realizing the necessity of maintaining
Empire against Carthaginian aggression, regretted the
existence of hostilities with Greeks, in éarticular with

the Italiots. The Adriatic schemes were aimed at the
creation of a protectorate for the Greeks and the establishment
of stability along the border with the Illyrians. Dionysius'
war with the Italiot League in a sense negated all that
which the Adriatic schemes implied. Such a scheme is
certainly echoced in Diocdorus' narrativesx

Thus it appears that Philistus' rift with Dionysius
was particularly serious, in that it involved a conflict
over the conduct of state policy. In a more precise sense,
the issue concerned the nature of the policy to be directed
towards Italy.

The serious nature of the schism is well illustrated
by a consideration of the length and nature of Philistus'
exile. Again the problem is the conflict of the traditions
of Diodorus and Plutarch. The problem concerns the place
and length of the exile. Diodorus makes Thurii the place
to which Leptines and Philistus were banished. Plutarch
says that Philistus was.sentSLq tov "Adplav. Elsewhere

55
Plutarch supplies Epirus as the place of exile. Whereas
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Diodorus makes Philistus return with Leptines under
Dionysius I, Plutarch claims that he was exiled for twenty
years and only returned after Dionysius' death. Again, it
is clear that in spite of the bias in Plutarch, most
probably reflecting the Timaeus tradition, his authority
is the preferable account because it is the more detailed,
while the other tradition which is found in Diodorus, is

~ vaguer, more confused and devoid of critical sense and
depth. Moreover, it is for this reason unlikely to have
derived from Philistus, whose exile limited the amount of
information available to later sources,including Diodorus.
In a more precise sense, the text of Diodorus is deficient
in three respects. First,it seems clear that Philistus'
exile was longer than a few years. Indeed,Diodorus' source
‘appears to have confused Philistus' return with Leptines'
recall. For the latter event, there is clear evidence.
Leptines was needed to fight the battle of Cronion in

374 B. C. However, there is no reason to associate this
cause with the return of Philistus. A further fact is to
be observed. The evidence for Philistus' late return is
not merely associated with the probable Timaeus tradition
which is found in Plutarch's Dion. Nepos also testifies
to a return following the death of Dionysius I. It is
significant that evidence which has already been discussed,
indicates that Nepos read Philistus. It is, therefore,

conceivable that Nepos found the information about a twenty
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year exile in Philistus as well as in the later tradition.
It accordingly seems logical to assume that the Timaeus
tradition was merely echoing the earlier Philistus account
and probably derived from the first book of Philistus,
dealing with Dionysius II.

Jacoby, however, felt that a short exile was more
probable. First he produced the psychological argument. A
despot such as Dionysius would be inclined to change his
mind abruptly. Therefore, he claimed that Dionysius
relented and posted_Philistus in the Nérthern Adriatic as
administrator in Adria. In other words, the theory of
Philistus' honorary exile was advanced. Basic to this
theory was Plutarch's €elc tdv "Asplan The weaknesses
in this theory have been efféctively exposed by Gitig. In
the first place, Gitti has noted that there is the problem
of whether an exile could live in a city of the Syracusan
Empire. The answer was that Philistus was not, in fact,
an exile but a governor of Adria. The chief evidence was

the fossa Philistina of Pliny. The first objection is that

"Adpla  in the masculine is always used to refer to the sea
and not to the ciiz. Second, even if Adria is indicated,
it is certainly strange that Plutarch elsewhere appears to
contradict himself by giving Epirus. Clearly then, Adria
is employed in a general sense and does not refer to a

precise colony. It was in this sense that Plutarch's source,

Timaeus, used the word, which no doubt derived from an
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58
earlier authority, probably Philistus himself.

Further, Plutarch clearly indicates that an exile
in a very real sense was involved. Hence he writes
Tdv 62 ®fAiotov EEfilace Zuumelloag guydvia mapd EEvoug
Twdg elg TV ’Aép(“V-EéVOUQa@UYéVTaéertainl;'indicates
tha£ Philisﬁus did not go to a place within Dionysius'
empire.59 Philistus' lament for the destiny of Leptines'
~daughter indicates that a real exile took place.60 The
thesis propounded above that Philistus engaged in intense
political activity renders unlikely the view that Philistus
had the leisure to write his history, while serving Dionysius I.
Moreover, as has been seen, Philistus was a young man in
405 B. C., and it is doubtful whether he possessed at this
stage, the capabilities and potential for composing a history
which later historians likened to the product of Thucydides.
The very earliest that theliepiZineiioag could have been
written was 396 B. C., the date when the evidence generally
appears to suggest that Thucydides published his history.
Indeed, it is only in such a context that the Thucydidean
influence can be explained. A later date is more likely in
view of Philistus' activity on behalf of Dionysius I
Certainly thellepl svovvofov must have been composed
during the exile from 383 to 368. Even if Pausanias' view
that its composition was the means whereby the histcrian

hoped to gain readmission to Syracuse is hardly to be

regarded as the decisive factor, Pausanias' testimony
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certainly indicates the existence of a feliable tradition,
attributing the four books on Dionysius the Elder to the
period of exile. Moreover, this tradition indicates that
the exile was of considerable duration, thus confirming
the authenticity of the testimony of Plutarch and Cornelius
Nepos over against that of the less reliable Diodorus. It
may be noted that Philistus' last work on Dionysius II was
most probably a posthumous publication.

A further point is relevant. The thecry that
Philistus' exile was not really an exile is confronted
with the contradiction(inherent in an exile's position in
strategically important territory of Dionysius' empire.
Finally, one must begware of considering Dionysius' empire in
terms of the Roman Empire, or the modern state. Rather it
must be viewed as consisting of politically fragmented units.
Hence an escape like that effected by Philistus was
relatively easy. |

Nor can greater confidence be placed in Jacoby's
other two points. Since Leptines was soon recalled, and
since Philistus had married Leptines' daughter, he claimed
that Philistus was recalled. It is certainly a weak
argument and by no means conclusive. [Iurther, the case of
Philistus can in no respect be compared to that of Leptines.
The evidence concerning Philistus' career and, in particular,
the Northern Adriatic schemes, suggests that Philistus would

have appeéred a far greater threat than Leptines. The
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marriage certainly worked more to the advantage of Philistus.

Finally, Philistus, Jacoby argues, had dealt with
Dionysius to the end of his reign. This could not have been
done with any degree of success had Philisius been in exile
for any length of time. The difficulty with this
interpretation is that Jacoby wrongly assumes that Philistus
must have dealt with the whole of Dionysius' reign in
relative detail. Certainly no evidence suggests that the
title INlepl Arovvofov necessarily embraced all the events of
Dionysius‘ reign with equal emphasis.

Diodorus' testimony is also weak as regards the date
of the exile. He dates it to the Olympiad of 386/5. As
Grote long ago observed, this date is not an Olympiad.
Further, similar events are dated to the ninety-eighth
Olympiad of 388/7 B. C.61 Probably the ninety-ninth Olympiad
of 384 B. C. is meant. Therefore, the terminus post quem
is 384/3 B. C.

Thus Diodorus' testimony, deriving as has been seen,
probably from a source other than Philistus and perhaps
Ephorus,is less reliable than Plutarch's account for three
reasons. First, he is in error as regards the length of
Philistus' exile. Second, he appears to have confused the
fate of Philistus with that experienced by Leptines;
Finally, the date of the event is inaccurate.

The following conclusion thus clearly emerges.

Both Philistus and Leptines were exiled in 384/3 B. C.;
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the former to Epirus and the latter to Thurii. Leptines
was soon recalled, but Philistus remained in exile. 1In
Epirus, he wrote his history, particularly concentrating
upon Dionysius' career. It was in exile that his beliefs
and ideals were crystallized, and he published his
convictions concerning the necessity of the maintenance
of despotic power in Sicily. In 366 B. C. he returned
from exile and found himself in a position to effect the
realization of his theoretical conclusions.

It has been further argued that basic to Philistus'
scheme was the conception of unity amongst the Greeks of
the West in face of the Punic threat. Dionysius' policy
towards the Italiots consequently occupied a secondary
place in Philistus' thoughts and the evidence of Diodorus'
text suggests that this was accompanied by distinct moral
censure. Philistus' role in the Northern Adriatic which
contrasted strikingly with the hostilities waged by
Dionysius against the Italiots supports this conclusion.

It would, moreover, appear that this scheme of
thought affected the scale of the books of the HepiAtovvolov
Book one of the work, as has been seen, contained an account
of the preparations of Dionysius against Carthage. It
began with the events following the fall of Acragas. In
other words, the crisis leading to Dionysius' coup within
Syracuse was the first topic considered. Columba suggested

that the fourth book contained the narrative of the Italian
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: 62
War and obviously concluded with Dionysius' death. The

implication is clear: that little space was spent on the
hostilities with Carthage, following the disaster to
Himilcon's army. Within such a scheme, the two middle
books would concern themselves with the Great Punic War

of Dionysius, which accordingly became the central episode
of the narrative. Probably the chief part of book two
concerned the capture of Motya, while book three centred
around the destruction of the Punic host. Thus it would
appear that the early period, including the Great Punic
War, was treated with considerably more detail than the
subsequent period. One reason for this is the fact that
Philistus' exile imposed obvious restrictions upon the
availability of evidence. This is certainly a major

factor accounting for the abrupt termination of material
available to Diodorus for the last two decades of Dionysius'
reign. However, it does not explain the emphasis upon the
Punic War and the difference of the nature of the treatment
of the subject in relation to that accorded to the later
wars with Carthage and the conflict with the Italiot League.
Clearly then, Philistus' history of Dionysius I did not
deal with the whole of Dionysius' reign in equal detail.
The chief interest was the conflict with Carthage from

398 to 396 B. C. To this the historian devotéd three out
of four books. The circumstances of the exile in the

periphery of the Empire of Dionvsius certainly limited the



256

sources of material available. Indeed, of necessity,
Philistus was obliged to concentrate his interest upon the
years of Dionysius' rule, during which he was intimately
connected with governmental circles. However, a‘more
important consideration accounts for the prominence

accorded the first Punic War of Dionysius. In the narrative
of the war, Philistus was able to give full expression to
his ideals of Siceliot despotism and unification against the

barbarian invader.

2. Philistus, Thucydides and Diodorus

A final consideration, affecting any assessment
of Philistus' work and its place within the scheme of
Diodorus, involves the Thucydidean associations of the
historian, found in Cicero, Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
and Quintilian. In a letter to his brother Quintus, Cicero
writes, "Siculus ille capitalis, creber, acutus, brevis
paene pusillus Thucydides.; He goes on to express preference
for the books which discussed Dionysius. "Me magis de
Dionysio delectat, ipse enim est veterator magnus et

63
perfamiliaris Philisto." In the De Oratore, he writes,

"hunc [Thucydides] consecutus est Syracusanus
Philistus qui guum Dionysii tyranni
familiarissimus esset, otium suum consumpsit

in historia scribenda, maximeque Thucydidem est
ut mihi videtur imitatus." 64

In the Brutus, Philistus is again bracketed with Thucydides,
when Brutus laments the fact that these historians do not

65
receive the honour due to them. In the De Divinatione,
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' 66
Philistus is referred to as "doctus homo et diligens".

Dionysius of Halicarnassus also connects Philistus
with Thucydides. He observes the neatness of his style
(otpoyybhog ) the fact that his work is well constructed

(muuvds ) that it is logical but inferior to Thucydides
(Evaupnpotudg, HoAA LA oY L)
67

in respect to beauty of expression
It is mediocre and cheap (purpbg,ebrerfic )

Quintilian likewise connects Philistus with
Thucydides. He describes Philistus as "imitator Thucydidis
et ut molto infirmior ita aljguatenus Lucidior'.'68

The question which must be asked is, how far these
comments are intended to refer to the stylistic abilities
of the two historians and how far they are to refer to the
question of content and treatment of the subject matter?
Quite clearly, the two most important sources which affect
this question are Cicero and Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
since Quintilian does little more than indicate a connection.
‘Particularly valuable in this respect are the remarks of
Coppola regarding a possible papyrus fragment from Philistus'
leptl ansktaé?

As regards Cicero's remarks, the reference to

Philistus being creber, acutus and brevis refer to the style

of the historian. When he, however, refers to him as

Dionysius of Halicarnassus' references to Philistus'work

as neat, well put together, logical but lacking beauty of
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expression are all stylistic arguments. His description of
it as mediocre and cheap, on the other hand, seems to have
bearing upon the content.

Clearly the mMuuvdg of Dionysius corresponds to

The real difference between the views of the two
writers is that whereas Cicero thinks Philistus to be a

pusillus Thucydides, Dionysius consicders him to be inferior

to Thucydides. The question then is, how can the discrepancy
between the two writeré be explained? Two answers to the
problem can be provided. 1In the first place, like Coppola,
we may conclude that the remarks of Cicero and Dionysius of
Halicarnassus are not to be applied to the same parts of
Philistus' work. On the other hand, it can be argued that
the answer to the question is to be found in the political
views of Philistus.

Coppola suggested that whereas Cicero referred to
the lepl Avovvolov Dionysius of Halicarnassus' comments
concern the Ilepl Zineilag The reason for Cicero's
preference for éhe llepl Avovvolov is that these books,
being concerned with events in which Philistus himself
participated, are likely to have been more subjective and
personal. The liepi Ebuﬁgg“Qs on the other haﬁd, contained

uninteresting narrative.

Support for Coppola's theory seems to come from
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. : 71
Timaeus' reference to Philistus as tedious and clumsy.

The fact that Plutarch cites Timaeus in connection with
his research upon the life of Nicias might indicate that
Timaeus' criticism applies to the Nepl Zunelfog.

Certainly the evidence which we have éoes suggest that the

Nepl ALovvalov  yag a more personal work than the LEPL

Sunertac. &

Mention of the fact that the llepl Airovvolov was a
more personal work results in the second solution to the
problem. It has, indeed,already been argued that a
consideration of Philiétus' career sheds considerable
light upon the precise manner in which the work on
Dionysius was more personal than the earlier effort. Such
a conclusion was confirmed by the invaluable evidence
of Nepos who certainly read Philistus in the original, and
was reinforced by two valuable notices in Plutarch and
Cicero. The latter reference, in connection with the
correspondence with Q. Cicero, is particularly valuable,
in that it serves to confirm the conclusion derived from
the other Ciceronian material, indicating the orator's
preference for Philistus and the suggested associations
of this favour with the political ideology of the Syracusan
historian. The problem, therefore, is to determine to what
extent the identification of Philistus with Tﬁucydides
effects our understanding of Philistus' view of Dionysius.

I shall accordingly now attempt to compare the ideology of
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Thucydides and Philistus.

The immediate problem is to discover the political
viewpoint of Thucydides. Initially, we are faced with the
problem whether Thucydides' so-called impartiality precludes
successful determination of the historian's bias and
sympathies. C. N. Cochrane's central thesis in particular
would appear to imply the impossibility of such an aim.73
The implication of this conclusion is serious. If it is
argued that Thucydides has no personal viewpoint, it will
be impossible to attempt an identification of Thucydides'
political thought with that of Philistus.

Cochrane claimed that by adopting the Hippocratic
method of prognosis whereby facts were simply stated and
issues formulated, Thucydides made his chief contribution
to the development of Greek historiography. The important
effect was that the reader was now in a position to judge
for himself. FHence resulted the so-called aloofness or
impartiality of Thucydides characterized by the logoi or
speeches which Thucydides considered likely to have been
spoken by the characters appearing in the pages of the
history, and the erga, the facts furnished without the
accompanying opinions of the author.

Such an approach involves a considerable
oversimplification of the issues involved. In the first
place,.had Thucydides been as detached as the results of

Cochrane's thesis appear to suggest, it is difficult to
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account for the tendency of modern authorities before
Cochrane to detect a distinct development of Thucydidean
thought as reflected by textual analysis. The more recent
efforts to trace consistency and unity of thought are
certainly not to be regretted. However, the old school of
Thucydidean research has produced an awareness of the
existence of a considerable degree of tension in a man
constantly assailed by new ideas. Thus as Andrewes has
observed, the problem of the development of Thucydides'
thought and the changes in the dating of the text is of
vital importance, even though it must be conceded that the
results are often most uncertain.74

Secondly, there is the problem of the speeches.
Thucydides certainly never admits that the speeches reflect
his interpretation of the events. However, as most modern
scholars agree, this seemingly was his purpose. As regards
the statement of I. 22, it must be stressed that Thucydides
ﬁerely calls for the employment of caution in respect to
the facts. He does not, however, declare that speculation
upon the facts is to be avoided at all costs. Further, it
is difficult to appreciate what exéctly is meant by complete
impartiality as regards Cochrane's claim that facts are
merely represented in order to stimulate the reader's
potential for independent judgment. Perhaps the most
significant case is the.Archaeology. It is true that

certain facts are presented from which deductions are to
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be sought. However, it is very clear that Thucydides is
determined that the reader should derive specific
implications from his narrative. In short, the
Archaeology is based upon Thucydides' own theorizing
upon the social, economic and political development of
Greece from the period of the Minoan thalassocracy to the
outbreak of the Peloponnesian War. Thucydides' aim is to
explain why he considered the Peloponnesian War more
significant than any previous war.

It is, moreover, clear that personal judgments
are reflected throughout the history. We may note
Thucydides' verdicts regarding the potential might of
Thrace or the horror of the capture of Mycalessus or the
Athenian shock after the naval defeat off Euboea.75
Opinions abound. Thus the Athenians are rebuked for
condemning Pythodorus, Sophocles and Eurymedon in 424 B. C.
The method of the investigation of the Hermae is likewise
criticized. The five thousand are praised. Imperialist
motives account for the great Athenian expedition to
Sicily.76 Judgments on the actions of individuals are
frequent. Cleon is the "most violent of the Athenians”,
devising "mad" plans, opposing peace for personal reasons,
over-confident and over-optimistic. Themistocles and
Pericles are, without doubt, the most favoured political
personages in the history, and in two significant passages

78
openly praised.
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It is, therefore, clear, that the theory of the
impartial Thucydides has little to commend it. Therefore,
any attempt to dismiss the Philistus associations on the
grounds that whereas the Syracusan historian wrote a work
commending tyranny as an institution, Thucydides' history
is impartial, cannot be accepted. It is consequently
necessary to examine in precise detail the nature of
Thucydides' sympathies and bias in order to examine the
possibility of common political and ideological tendencies
with Philistus. The problem is indeed serious. On the
one hand, we are confronted with the Athenian historian
who writes about democratic Athens and is seemingly
favourably disposed towards the Periclean regime. On
the other hand, there appears Philistus, whose work is
a testimony, advocating the maintenance and development
of tyrannical power as epitomized by the person of
Dionysius I. The question which thus arises is whether
consideration of Thucydides' political views, in fact,
supports the contention that Thucydides himself may not
have been totally averse to acceptance of the solution
to Siceliot difficulties, offered in the lepl Atovvofov

The first problem is to evaluate Thuéydides'
attitude towards the democracy as practiced at Athens.
Not only will such a procedure clarify the nature of the
relationship of Thucydides and Philistus. It will also

significantly affect the reconstruction of Sicilian
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history in the period of Dionysius. One fact is clear:
that enthusiasm for the masses is noticeably absent.
Moreover, it is clear that Thucydides' disfavour seriously
distorts the realities of the situation.

The first point to observe is that it is the
people who are held responsible for Athens' ultimate
disaster.79 The culminating tragedy is the Sicilian
expedition which is the classic Thucydidean example of
popular expansionist aims.80 However, it is no exaggeration
to state that the chief theme of the history in the years
following Pericles' death is the rejection by the demos
of the cautious Periclean policies. Pylos, Delium and
Melos are the most significant 1andmarks.8l

There is no doubt that Thucydides' ideal political
hero is Pericles, and that the failure of his successors
lay in their inability to emulate the policies which he
followeg? However, Thucydides believed that even in
Pericles' case, demagogic arts were necessary. Hence the
people's distrust of Pericles led ultimately to the removal
of Pericles from office. The appeal of the political leader
to the people in the third speech is indicative of the
degree to which the impatience of the populace could lead
to a considerable amount of strain. The people desired to
hear not the truth but what simply appealed to them.
Pericles accordingly had to appeal to the power and glory

83
of the city. Thucydides' view of the citizens of Athens
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thus accords with that of the 01ld Oligafch, the Comic
poets and Plato.84 It is clearly associated with the
Athenian power drive which the Athenians in the history
even refer to themselves.85

The unreliability and the potential for
instability which characterized the masses is encouraged
by the failure of the popular leaders. The latter either
lack Pericles' foresight, and ability to act upon it, or
his incorruptibility. Whereas a character like Nicias
lacks the former two qualities of foresight and the ability
to act upon it, Alcibiédes who does possess them is spurred
on by personal ambition and is unpatriotic and not above
money.86 Zbove all, the failure of Pericles' successors
is epitomized by the person of Cleon,who inflames the
dangerous desires of the people. Under the stress of war,
the Bfaiog duLdhonarog the populace is led astray by
these popular leaders, practicing demagogic arts‘87

Thucydides accordingly expounds the thesis that
the fall of Athens was due to the failure of its citizens
to follow the paths tracked by Pericles. The Thucydicdean
ideal is, therefore, the Periclean epoch, which contrasts
noticeably with the subsequent era. Pericles was able to
control the masses: his successors were either unable to do
so or deliberately encouraged the insggiate desire of the

populace for the acquisition of more. Above all, avoidance

of plans involving the acquisition of a land empire is noted
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in connection with Pericles. It followé, therefore, that
Thucydides placed little confidence in the ability of the
citizen-body of 2thens. It is, moreover, significant that
many scholars have simply accepted the viewpoint of
Thucydides and regarded the death of Pericles as resulting
in a significant change in the direction of foreign policy
from sane to irresponsible procedures.89

The problem is threefold: to determine precisely
in what way the death of Pericles marks a total revision of
previous policy; what precisely is not Periclean in the
policies of men like Cleon and Alcibiades; and consequently
why the masses are to be held responsible? Ehrenberg
concedes that the "imperialism of the war years was a
heritage, however misunderstood, of Pericles' policy" and
that "the Athenian character had certainly not undergone
any fundamental change."90 Such statements‘certainly allow
variation of interpretation: however, their effect is
largely nullified by references to the subsequent
irresponsible leadership and "mass instincts" and to
Alcibiades' refusal to accept any limits to Athenian
expansion.

The fact is that Thucydides' distaste for the
democratic regime of Cleon and his successors has seriously
distorted the realities of the political situation.91 Three

facts are clear: that the picture provided of Cleon and

his successors is grossly distorted; that the contrast
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between Periclean policy and that espoused by the so-called
demagogues is more apparent than real and that Athenian

policy during the Pentecontaetia and the Peloponnesian Wars

follows a uniform pattern.

There is no doubt that Cleon's role is especially
significant, in that it epitomizes the post-Periclean
democracy. There is some reason to believe that Thucydides
deliberately minimized the role of the other personages to
highlight the character of Cleon. Hyperbolus, who according
to the historian, was poxBnpbg and was, in fact, the
victim of a deal by Alcibiades and Nicias, is not dealt with
on the obvious occasion: the ostracism is noted later in
411 B. C. Similarly, while Androcles is not named as
opponent of Alcibiades in 415 B. C., his murder in 411 B. C.,
prior to the revolution of the Four Hundred, is observed.92

It must be stated immediately that the fact that
Aristophanes confirms Thucydides' picture of Cleon, does
not testify to the accuracy of the picture provided.
However, it cannot be denied that Athens' allies remained
loyal kefore Cleon's treatment of Scione and that the
Eastern Greeks did not revolt gg_§é§§3 after the Sicilian
debacle. In other words, Cleon's policy may not have been
entirely justified. It may also be doubted whether Athens
could afford ships and money for the Cleon-type terrorism.

As regards the Amphipolis cammeion, though Thucydides was
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not completely aware of Cleon%.intentions, the fact is
that Cleon did expose the right wing.93

Finally, Thucydides refers to Cleon as TiLfavdtatog
andBratbdtatog . De Wet has argued that these words are
not necessarily derogatory since the former appears in a
neutral sense in Diodorus, Plutarch and Aristophanes.
They merely indicate that Cleon was forceful - a quality
necessary before the assembly.94

At the same time, there is no doubt that Cleon
is treated rather unfairly, and it does seem that Thucydides'
desire to single out Cleon as representative of the failure
of the Athenian democracy in the post-Periclean era, has
distorted the realities of the situation. As regards the
Mytilenean debate, both Cleon and Diodorus appear clearly
interested in maintaining the Empire. Even De Wet, who
accepts the Thucydidean picture of post-Periclean Athens,
observes that the Lesbian revolt provoked the possibility
of an Ionian, Persian and Spartan alliance. 2As such, it
constituted a serious danger to the maintenance of the
Empire just as the Samian revolt did in 441 B. C.95 In
such circumstances, Cleon's proposals can certainly be
comprehended as justified in a political context, even if
they appear brutal.

Woodhead observed that the Amphipolis campaign

was preceded by most adroit manipulation which yielded

significant results. Thucydides, however, remains silent
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where epigraphic evidence has to be relied upon. The
discontent of the hoplites with Cleon is recorded,96
but as Woodhead observes, Thucydides, though willing to
record it in the case of Cleon whom he clearly despises,
refuses to discuss evidence of a similar nature in the
case of Pericles who is his hero. Indeed, Diodorus'
picture is much fairer to Cleon.97

Woodhead's consideration of the Sphacteria
incident and Cleon's election as strategos confirms the
impression that Thucydides is deliberately aiming at
blackening the character of Cleon and the democracy which
supported him.98 Cleon's rejection of the Spartan terms
is not necessarily to be regarded as a foolish act, for
it is difficult to perceive what problems it would have
solved. Cleon's demands would have disrupted the
Peloponnesian alliance. Yet Thucydides, in spite of
De Wet's protests, clearly employs the words nL8avhratog
and OnNpaYwYdG to smear Cleon. Further,Cleon's reply
which might have been crucial is simply omitted, or perhaps
deliberately suppressed. Finally, the Spartans are said
to have had common sense, while the Athenians want more.99
Clearly, a vague statement set in an unclear context is
apparent.

The description of Cleon'slgéection as strategos

is accompanied by nasty innuendos. Thus YVOUG isg

employed thrice. The GbQPOVEG and Nicias are clearly
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favoured, and the fact that they are pleased at the
prospect of Cleon's defeat is clear. Cleon succeeds, yet
to Thucydides it is an enterprise of a maniai?l Thucydides
overcomes the difficulty of how such an apparently mad
“enterprise gained the support of the people by assuming

that the molb is foolish. Consequently, the whole enterprise
is to be regarded as folly.

Thus the evidence of the Mytilene affair, the
Sphacteria incident, Cleon's election and the Amphipolis
campaicn suggests undue prejudice and bias on the part of
Thucydides.lo2

Four other considerations affect the validity of

ure of the 2Athenian

l.J

Thucydides' assessment of the fai
democracy following the death of Pericles: the intrigues
with 2Argos in the vears following the Peace of Nicias;
Athen's treatment of Melos in 416 B. C.; the context of
the Sicilian expedition of 416 B. C.; and the problem
whether in 432/1 B. C., Athens was spoiling for war with
the Feloponnesians, and whether the contrast between
Pericles and his successors is as sharply defined as
Thucydides implies.

Athens' aims in regard to Argos are according to
De-Pomilly delikerately obscured in order that Thucydides
might stress that this policy represented a decisive bhreak
from Periclean precedents.103 2gainst the viewpoint of

Thucydides, two points are to be stressed. First, Thucydides
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himself admits that Sparta with Argos as an ally, posed a
serious threat to Athens.104 Second, the enterprise proved
successful. Sparta was so seriously affected that she
appears to have been unable to rally to the defence of
Melos. Indeed Argos proved to be an important ally of
Athens.105 Moreover, Alcibiades' policy was no innovation.
Themistocles' intrigues appear to have led to the
establishment of democracy at Argos, and after the fall of
Cimon, Athens moved towards Argos.106 In spite of
Thucydides' realization of these facts, he appears to have
continued to have regarded it as an adventurous policy,
since it represented the aims of the war party and implied
the creation of an Athenian land empire.

Even if in the case of Argos, it could be maintained
that the events following the Peace of Nicias signified the
rejection of Periclean policy concerning the avoidance of
projects involving the acguisition of a land empire, no
such defence could be summoned in the case of Melos. To
Thucydides, the subjection of Melos on the eve of the
expedition to Sicily marked a culminating point in the
dangerous post-Periclean imperialism pursued by the
demagogues. 2t the time the whole incident appears to
have commanded little attention.107 It is certainly difficult
to appreciate Thucydides' disgust at the venture. It was

consistent with the Periclean policy espoused by Nicias

to concentrate upon the existing naval empire. Indeed,
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Nicias had led the first expedition against Melos himself.
As such it was necessary to guard against Sparta.108 It
is, moreover, possible that Melos was a tributary member
of the Afhenian Empire, for, as Treu suggests, she seems
to appear in the assessment of 425 B. C., providing only
partial payment. The consequences are serious. In the
first place, it would seem that the expedition against
her was justified. Secondly, it would follow that
Thucydides deliberately omitted these facts. It must be
stressed that this theory is not fool-proof. Eberhardt
questioned whether the inscription dealt with Melos, and
whether the assessment of 425 B. C. could not be arbitrary.
Further, he was unconvinced of the importance of the
financial support given by Melos to Sparta.109 The main
point, however, is that the capture of Melos did not
involve an infringement of Periclean policy since it
inplied the maintenance of the sea empire.

According to Thucydides, Athenian power lust
reached its zenith with the Sicilian expedition. 2Again
the evidence suggests that Thucydides has seriously
distorted the realities of the situation in order to
castigate the Athens of the demagogues. At this point the
notorious problem of Thucydides' concept of the causes of
the Peloponnesian War enters the scene. The fact is that

"Thucydides tried to understand the mind of the people who

decided to fight rather than the traditions and interests
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110
which were involved in the fight." Hence there is

undoubtedly a great deal to be said for the attractive,
though often ignored, or rejected, thesis propounded by
F. M. Cornford in the beginning of this century,'that
Thucydides failed to perceive that the Western policy of
Athens is the clue to the comprehension of Athenian aims
throughout the fifth century, and is a major cause of the
outbreak of war in 431 B. C. Consequently, the 2Athenian
expedition of 416 B. C. is not to be regarded as an
isolated incident and as an example of Athenian
irresponsibility.lll

Certainly, it is conceivable that a new commercial
and sea-faring element began to exert significant influence
upon Athenian policy. Fven if economic motives are not
adduced, there is no doubt that the West figured prominently
in Athenian policy. Two facts are particularly significant.
First, there is the guestion of the relationship of the
first and second Peloponnesian Wars. On both occasions,
Athenian motives are identical: to secure the Western route.
Above all, hostilities centred around Boeotia, the Megarid
and Corinth. Megara who possessed-the ports of Pegae and
Nisaea was the key. 1In 461, Athens formed an alliance with
Megara and built the long walls from Megara to Nisaea. 2s
a result, she incurred the hatred of Corinth.112 Similarly

in 431, the immediate cause of the war was Athens' alliance

with Corcyra, a Corinthian colony commanding the route to



274

the West. Another factor was the Megaréean decree and
the annual invasions of the Megarid. Significantly, Cleon
insisted upon the possession by Athens of Nisaea and Pegae
after the capture of Pylos. It is to be noted that it was
only after the capture of Boeotia that Sparta intervened
in the first Peloponnesian War. Corinthian pressure largely
brought her in, in 431 B. C. Finally Cornford observes that
both wars are marked by large scale overseas expeditions.
The expedition to Egypt may possibly be associated with the
question of Egyptian trade.

Secondly, it ié to be observed that the Archidamian
War is certainly related to these events. With the
exception of the revolt of Lesbos, Pylos and Brasidas'
northern campaign, the West appears to be the key. Into
this scheme can be fitted Phormio's victories in the
Corinthian gulf, the attempt to effect the‘detachment of
Acarnania; the establishment of a democracy at Corcyra;
the capture of Minoa; the first voyage to Sicily; Demosthenes'
campaigns in Leucas and Zetolia; the second Athenian expedition
to Sicily and the attempted settlement of Corcyra; Cleon's
demands for Nisaea, Pegae, Troezen and Achaea; the Boeotian
intrigue over the port of Siphae; the Acarnanian operations
and the capture of Oeniadae.

Moreover, Thucydides' view of the greét Sicilian
expedition overlooks the fact that direct Athenian relations

with the Western Greeks long antecede the Peloponnesian War.
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Certainly, Themistocles' career indicates a distinct
interest in the West. Hence the naming of his daughters,
Sybaris and Italia, his seeking of refuge in Corcyra, the
threat to evacuate to Siris in 480 B. C. and his attack
upon Hiero.113 Pericles was certainly interested in this
area. Hency the Segestan alliance of 458/7 or 454/3,
the alliance with Leontini and Rhegium, in 433/2 B. C.,
the foundation of Thurii in 445 and the Corcyraean alliance
of 432 B. C. Diodorus notes Athens ancient interest in
Sicily and Plutarch dates these relations to 432 B. C.114

It is, moreover, clear that Thucydides' view of
Athenian policy in Sicily 427-24 B. C. is self contradictoi;?
On the one hand, Thucydides regards the expedition as
illustrative of Athenian irresponsibility under the inferior
successors of Pericles.116 In general, he shows little
interest in these events, and emphasizes.tﬁat he intends to
record only those events which he considers to be importani%7
His aim is to stress the unjust condemnation of the generals,
which is characteristic of the post-Pylos spirit.118 Three
reasons are given for the expedition, one of which might
appear to support the thesis that the main features of the
venture was its insanity. Thucydides implies that the
conquest of Sicily was already intended in 427 B. C.119
Westlake accepted Thucydides' thesis as typicél of the
demagogic spirit. However, the evidence of T?ggydides

himself certainly does not support this view.

Two other reasons for the first expedition are
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provided by Thucydides, and these clearly are more in
accordance with the realities of the political situation.
First there is the economic motive, whereby Athens' aim
was to stop the transfer of corn supplies to the enemy.
Indeed, the danger of Syracuse's crushing Athens Western
allies was very real. Further Corcyra, weakened by stasis
could certainly not be relied upon.121 More important is
the third claim that political and military aid to the
Peloponnesians could thereby be impeded. Thucydides
openly refers to this factor upon an earlier occasion and
places this argument in the mouths of the Corcyraeans,
Segestans, Alcibiades and Fuphemus of Camarina. It is
also implied by statements of Hermocrates and Athenagoras%22
Therefore, the possibility of hostilities emerging from the
West is a factor certainly not to be discounted. Indeed
this was clearly a major factor and its objectives were
gained at the Peace of Gela of 424 B. C. ©Not acquiescence
but approval is the expression used by Thucydides to refer
to the attitude of the Siceliot states.123

As regards the expedition sent to Sicily in 416 B. C.,
Athenian conquest of t