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KEITH RUTTER

The Myth of the <Damareteion>*

This article examines the evidence of Diodorus Siculus and others for a coin said to
have been named a <Damareteion> after Damarete, consort of Gelon who was tyrant
of Syracuse between 485 and 478 B.C. In it I hope to advance the discussion not
only of a complex and controversial problem of Sicilian numismatics and art-histo-
ry, but also of the historical methods and attitudes of Diodorus himself, who gives
us the most detailed and, as it seems, the most circumstantial account of the <Dama-
reteiomn.
The ancient texts on the Damareteion are as follows:

1. Diodorus Siculus, 11,26,3: ot 8¢ Kapyndoviol ¢ cwtnplog ntopaddémg tetevyd-
TeC TODTA Te SWOELV TPOGESEEQVTO, KOL GTEQAVOV XpLGOUV Tf) yuvouki tod Té-
A@VOG ACUOPET TPOSMUOAONOOY. 0T Yop VI odtdv GELWBEIsH GLUVAPYNOE
nAgloTov elg TV olUveesty Thg elpnvng, Kol oTepovmbeion VT oDTdV £KOTOV
TOAGVTOLG Y pLoiov vouLouo EEkoye 10 KANOEV &’ éxelvng Aopopetelov: 10010
8’ elyev Attikog Spoyguiig Eka, EkANON 8¢ mopdl To1g TikeALdroug &md Tod 6Tabuod
nevinkovtaAtpov. Because they had unexpectedly gained their deliverance the
Carthaginians agreed to give this and offered in addition a gold crown to Gelon’s
wife Damarete. The reason was that at their request she contributed a great deal
to the making of the peace; she was crowned by them with 100 talents of gold,
and struck the coin that was called after her a Damareteion. This coin was worth
10 Attic drachmae, and because of its weight was called among the Sicilian
Greeks a fifty-litra piece.

2. Pollux, Onomasticon 9,84-5: 160 8¢ TGV HVOUATOV KOTHAOY® TPOGNKOLGLY 0L
Kpoicelol otatfpeg kol OUMAREOL Ko Aopeikot, kol 10 Bepevikelov vopiouo
kol AheEdvpelov koi TITOAEUOIKOV Kod Anpopételov, @V Tovg EmMVOULOUG
woplloviov drdvtov, | Anpopém TEAmvog 0Dco. Yovi) Kot TOV TPOg Tovg

* I began work on this paper during a sojourn at the Kommission fiir Alte Geschichte und
Epigraphik in Munich, and thank the Kommission for the opportunity and Dr. H. MULLER
for epigraphic references. A version of the paper was given to seminars in Dunedin and Auck-
land, and I am grateful for the stimulus of the discussions on both occassions, in particular to
ELizaBeTH DUKE, CHRIS EHRHARDT, DoucGLas LiTTLE, VIVIENNE GRAY and ToM STEVEN-
soN. I thank, too, KaTHERINE ADSHEAD (Canterbury), CHRISTOF BOEHRINGER (Gottingen),
MagrTIN Price (London) and Crris Howceco (Oxford) for comment and discussion.
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AiBvog torepov GmopoTvTog odToD TOV KOGUOV CLTNGOUEVT) PO TOV YOVOLKGY
cuyywvevoooo vopoua éxoyato. Perhaps the Croeseid staters belong to the list
of names, and the Philippeioi and the Darics, and the coin of Berenice, and that
of Alexander, and of Ptolemy, and of Damarete. Everyone knows the eponyms of
these, but Damarete, who was Gelon’s wife, when he was in financial difficulties
in the war against the Libyans, had a coin struck from the jewelry she had re-
quested from the women (of Syracuse) and melted down.

3. Hesychius, s. v. Anpopétiov: Anpopétiov, vouiopa év Zikeliq Ono [EAmvog komey
gmdovong oT® ANUOPETNG TG YOVaLKOg elg otod Tov KOopov. Demareteion, a
coin struck in Sicily by Gelon, for which his wife Demarete had given him her
jewelry.

4. Schol. Pindar, Ol.2,29d = FGH 566. Timaios F 93: 6 8¢ Aidupog 10 dkpipéotepov
g lotopiag éxtifeton, puoptupo Tipowov tov Euvtogavta T Tept TG Zikehiog
TPoPepOUEVOS, N 8¢ 1oTtoplor oVtmg Exel ONpwv O TV AKpOyoVTIVOV BAGIAENG
Télovi @ Tépwvog Gdede®d Emxndevoos Yo CUVOTTEL TV £XVTOD BVYOTEPOL
Anuopénv: é’ fig kol 10 Anpopétetov vououo v Tikerq. Didymus sets forth
the more accurate part of the story, citing as witness Timaeus the historian of
Sicily, and the story goes like this: Theron king of Akragas was related by mar-
riage to Gelon the brother of Hieron by giving him his daughter’s hand in mar-
riage, Demarete; after whom also the Demareteion, a Sicilian coin, (is named).

5. Eustathius, ad Od., p. 1567, 63: (Anuopétm), &g’ 1 10 Anpopétetov voproua. (De-
marete), from whom the coin Demareteion (is named).

Before I embark on a detailed analysis of these texts, I want to comment first of
all on what they appear to be telling us, and then, briefly, on the numismatic aspects
of the problem.

In Diodorus, who wrote his Bibliotheke in the mid- to later-first century B.C,,
we are in the year 480/479, when Calliades was archon in Athens. In Sicily Gelon,
tyrant of Syracuse, has beaten the Carthaginians at the battle of Himera, and the
Carthaginians have sued for peace. They have agreed to provide 2,000 talents of sil-
ver and two temples as reparations. These are obviously the most important finan-
cial terms of the agreement, but then in a separate gesture, where our passage begins,
the Carthaginians, surprised by their lenient treatment, offered in addition a gold
crown to Damarete in gratitude for her good offices in the securing of peace. When
she had received the crown of 100 talents of gold from them she struck a coin which
was named after her a Damareteion. The inference is that the coin was of gold, like
the crown, but the careful description of it that follows, in particular the reference
to its weight being 10 Attic drachmae or 50 Sicilian litrae, is clearly of a silver coin.

There are four other references to a coin called a Damareteion, all later than Dio-
dorus. Nos.4 and 5 (Schol. Pindar and Eustathius respectively) summarise the basic
information. In the case of no. 4, where the Didymus referred to was compiling his
material at approximately the same time as Diodorus was writing his, it is tacked on
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to a notice about Damarete’s family background and marriage (not, notice, about
her involvement in coining); the family information goes back to Timaeus, but the
additional information about the Damareteion zeed not do so.! Nos. 2 and 3 (Pollux
and Hesychius) do refer to coining, and the general context of it is Gelon’s war
against the Carthaginians (Libyans), but the circumstances are different from those
described by Diodorus. Gelon is in financial difficulties (dropodvtog adtod), and so
we must assume a chronological context before, or maybe during, the Himera cam-
paign, rather than after it. In both Pollux and Hesychius the metal for coining de-
rives from jewelry (x0ouog) provided either by the women of Syracuse at Damare-
te’s request (P), or by Damarete alone (H).? The metal of the coin is not expressly
stated, a point to which I shall return later.

These are the literary references to a coin called a Damareteion.> Now a word or
two about the numismatic side of things. Is there a surviving Syracusan coin that
we can identify as a Damareteion? From early in the nineteenth century until the
late 1960s it was universally thought that there was. We saw above that one pre-
cisely described element in Diodorus’ account was a reference to a silver deca-
drachm, and among the various fifth and fourth century issues of such coins
known at Syracuse, there is only one possible candidate in the period we are deal-
ing with (first quarter of the fifth century).* It was therefore duly dated in 480/479

! FGH Timaios F 93 includes it in the Timaean material, but the relative clause might con-
tain (and I think does contain - see further below), material brought in from another source
(as the explanatory phrase év Zikehiq also suggests). There is a parallel later in F 93, where a
reference, in a relative clause, to the river Gelas, is attributed to Callimachus: nopd Téha 1@
ZIKEMOTLKY TOTopd, 00 KoAripoyog pépvnion. On Didymus, see L.Conn, RE 5,1, 1903,
4451f., s.v. Didymos (8).

2 The variant stories might be brought closer together if émdovong in Hesychius could
signify «give in addition> (to other women), but émdidcwut often signifies simply a voluntary
contribution, as opposed to elc@épety, an enforced one: cf. LS], émdidowm, 2b; Pollux” Ono-
masticon dates from the later second century A.D., Hesychius’ Lexicon probably from the
fifth century A.D.

3 An inscription in elegiac couplets, preserved in Schol. Pindar, Pyth. 1, 152, and attributed
to Simonides (frag. 106 DierL, 170 EDMONDS), marking the dedication of a gold tripod at Del-
phi by Gelon and his brothers, is not relevant to the discussion. A supposed reference in line 4
to AoLopeTiov ypucod is an emendation by BENTLEY: cf. G. MANGANARO, La caduta dei Dino-
menidi e il <politikon nomisma- in Sicilia nella prima meta del V sec. a. C., AIIN 21-22, 1974-5
(1977), 940, at 28, n.4.

* Obv. Quadriga right, one horse crowned by Nike flying above; in exergue, lion. Rev.
Head of Arethusa right, in linear circle; around, four dolphins and ethnic. For illustrations, see
C.M.Kraay — M. HirRMER, Greek Coins, London 1966, Pls.26-7; C.M.Kraay, Archaic and
Classical Greek Coins, London 1976, P1.47.801; G. K. JEnkins, Ancient Greek Coins, 2nd ed.,
London 1990, 85, P1.232. The first scholars to associate Diodorus’ account with an issue of
silver decadrachms were K. Q. MULLER, Die Etrusker, 1828, 327, and H.Duc pE LuyNEs, An-
nali dell’ Inst. di corr. arch. 2, 1830, 81-7. The latter took the further step of proposing that the
earlier decadrachm — our Damareteion — was the relevant issue.
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and was used as a fixed point for the dating of vase-painting and sculpture, and
also for the chronology of fifth century Syracusan coinage that was published in
the standard work on the subject in 1929.> Some of the consequences of such a
dating were criticised quite soon after BOEHRINGER’s book was published,® but it
was not until the later 1960s that a concerted attack was mounted from the numis-
matic standpoint.” The fact is that there are problems both with numismatic and
with historical aspects of a reconstruction in which the decadrachm is fixed in
480/479. It comes at the end of a period of intense and massive coining. The rela-
tive arrangement of the coins seems secure, and so the traditional reconstruction
puts the massive issues in the years before 480, with the decadrachm in 480 fol-
lowed by a gap in coining for five or six years before coining started again in 474.°
This requires us to imagine that Gelon’s preparations for a campaign against the
Carthaginians gave rise to the minting of large amounts of coined money, but
where did he acquire the bullion before 480? Would it not make more sense his-
torically for the massive issues to come after 480, when we know that thousands
of talents of silver were available from the Carthaginian indemnity? That in turn
would rule out the idea that there was a gap in coinage between 480 and 474.
There are in addition numismatic arguments based for example on hoard evidence
and on comparisons with the coins of other mints for a down-dating of the mas-
sive issues and of the Damareteion with them.’ I do not want to go into those here,
except to say that in addition to 480 the variety of dates proposed for the Damare-
teion now goes down into the 470s, and even well into the 460s.'°

What repercussions would such a down-dating on numismatic and historical
grounds have on the interpretation of the literary evidence introduced above? For
some, the idea that Diodorus provides a fixed point for Syracusan numismatic chro-

> Vase-painting etc.: E. LANGLOTZ, Zur Zeitbestimmung der streng rotfigurigen Vasenma-
lerei und der gleichzeitigen Plastik, 1920, 100ff., Taf. 2,10; coinage: E. BOEHRINGER, Die Miin-
zen von Syrakus, Berlin/Leipzig 1929.

¢ Cf. K.REGLING, Gnomon 6, 1930, 632; E.S.G.RosiNsoN, NC 1931, 242-3.

7 CH.BOEHRINGER, Hieron’s Aitna und das Hieroneion, JNG 18, 1968, 67-98, and
C.M.Kraay, Greek Coins and History, London 1969, Ch.2, 19-42. In C.M.KraAy —
M. HirMER, Greek Coins, New York 1966, 288, Kraay had drawn attention to difficulties
caused by the traditional dating, and had suggested that a date near 466 B. C. would remove
them, but the illustrations on Pls.I, 26 and 27 were dated 480-479.

8 That is with Group 1V, issues bearing in the obv. exergue a ketos, thought to symbolise
the naval victory off Cumae in that year.

? For a recent appraisal of the evidence, especially that of hoards, see C. ARNOLD-Brucchi,
The Randazzo Hoard 1980 and Sicilian Chronology in the Early Fifth Century, ANS Numis-
matic Studies 18, New York 1989.

1% Reference to some of these views will be made in the next paragraph and in notes 11-14.
Here it should be pointed out that it is not true to say, with CAH IV?, 775, n.55, that The ex-
tant decadrachms are now connected by most numismatists with the liberation of Syracuse
from tyranny in 461 B.C.>
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nology, and in particular for the silver decadrachm, naturally dies hard." Another
view takes his account of a gold crown literally: a gold crown was given and a gold
coin would have been made from it; we cannot point to a specimen because none
has survived.!? Another interpretation, while ready to abandon Diodorus” precise
chronological indication, is reluctant to abandon also the association of the special
coining with Damarete herself. That might not take us too far down from 480, since
after Gelon’s death in 478 Damarete was married to his brother Polyzalos and
moved away from Syracuse to Gela."” Stretching the association of coin with dy-
nasty still further, it could be argued that the evidence of Diodorus provides an as-
sociation at least with the Deinomenid tyrants, but not with the democracy that fol-
lowed their expulsion in 466."* The view I want to propose here is that further
progress towards solving the problem of the <Damareteion> and its historical con-
text will have to depend on greater accuracy in the numismatic dating. Recon-
structions that either follow Diodorus’ evidence literally, or attempt to overcome
the supposed discrepancy between what he (apparently) says about Damarete and
the evidence that is accumulating from the coins themselves in ways such as those
outlined above, are beside the point, since Diodorus’ account has led us astray in
ways which have not hitherto been fully analysed. Furthermore the other ancient
evidence connecting Damarete with coining is highly suspect. I now therefore begin
the enquiry into these sources by examining Diodorus’ treatment of Damarete in
more detail, starting from its context in his presentation of the Gelonian tyranny as
a whole.

A well-trodden approach to the interpretation of Diodorus is to try to identify his
source for a particular narrative or piece of information. This is a difficult area, where
arguments can be circular and one despairs of firm results,' but as far as Diodorus’
account of the battle of Himera and its aftermath is concerned, Timaeus seems the

1 Cf. R.T.Wrrriams, NC 1972, 1-11; M. R. ALr& L1, Dekadrachmon. Ein forschungsge-
schichtliches Phinomen, Wiesbaden 1976, 103117, esp. at 112; H. A. Cann, Antikenmuseum
Basel und Sammlung Ludwig: Griechische Miinzen aus Grofigriechenland und Sizilien, Basel
1988, 125, no.433.

12 So KraAY, op. cit. (n.7) 40-41.

> WriLLiaMS, op. cit. (n. 11) 11, mentions the possibility of «releasing the Damareteion issue
from its close connection with Himera and of allowing it to float a little further into the 470s>.
On Damarete and Polyzalos, see Schol. Pindar, Ol.2, 29d = Timaios, FGH 566, F 93.

!* CH.BOEHRINGER, op. cit. (n.7) argued for dating the Damareteion> in the last years of
Hieron’s reign, ¢.470-468, thus making it a Hieroneion>; compare now D. KNOEPFLER, Rev.
Suisse de Num. 71, 1992, 1{f., dating it a year or two earlier, in 472. The problems of dating the
coin were mentioned but not resolved by G.K.JENKINs, Ancient Greek Coins, London 1972,
146; in the second edition (London 1990, 85) a date around 465 is suggested, and this date or
something like it (466/5) is supported by H.B. MATTINGLY in a recent study (Chiron 22, 1992,
1-12). KraAY, op. cit. (n.7) Ch.2, and MANGANARO, op. cit. (n.3), argued for a post-tyranny
date (461).

15 L.PearsoN, The Greek Historians and the West, Atlanta 1987, x.
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likely source.’® Iam not concerned to discuss this view in detail here, except to warn,
if warning is needed, that even the firm identification of a specific source will not
necessarily tell us much about the content of that source. This point will be amply
demonstrated later in this article; for the moment some brief biographical indications
are necessary. Timaeus was perhaps a small boy in 345, when Timoleon was
welcomed to Tauromenium by his father Andromachus. Forced to leave Sicily by
Agathocles, he spent fifty years in Athens and wrote most of his History there; it
went down to 264, though Timaeus himself may have lived until ¢. 250."”

Itis one thing to imagine that one has identified Diodorus’ source, quite another to
assess the extent to which that source was responsible for what Diodorus actually
wrote. For example, it has been remarked that Diodorus’ presentation of Damarete
owes much to Hellenistic ideas of monarchy, rather than to early fifth century Sicilian
tyranny.'® More specifically, Gelon and his dynasty seem to be described by Diodo-
rus in terms appropriate to the Ptolemies of Egypt: the phrasing at 11,26,6, where Di-
odorus writes that Gelon was acclaimed by the Syracusans as Euergetes, Soter and
King is a sign of Ptolemaic colouring, and the presentation of Damarete at 11,26,6
draws on the picture of a Ptolemaic consort involved in politics, the recipient of
homage, a queen on whose authority coins could be struck. Does Diodorus’ language
and in particular his Hellenistic colouring reflect the treatment of the Geloan tyranny
by Timaeus? Referring to the terms of the acclamation of Gelon at 11,26,6, PEaArRsON
wrote:!” {This must be Timaeus giving him Ptolemaic titles.> But, assuming for the
moment the literal accuracy of the term <Ptolemaic titles>, on grounds of chronology
they could not be Timaean in origin. Ptolemy I was the first Soters, and Timaeus
would have known that, but the first Euergetes was Ptolemy III, who did not even
accede to the throne until 246, some years after Timaeus” death. However there are
firmer grounds, based on Diodorus’ general linguistic usage, for doubting the Timae-
an origin of these titles. Although it is true that the terms edepyétng and cwtp recur
together at 16,20,6 in the context of the honours paid by the Syracusans to Dion (tov
eVEPYETNV oWTApa), that is not necessarily because 11,26,6 and 16,20,6 derive from a
common source.”® Diodorus uses both words separately, and once together, to praise
individuals in contexts that could not possibly derive from Timaeus.” The usage can
be described as formulaic; it is typical of Diodorus’ method of writing and seems to

16 K. ME1sTER, Die sizilische Geschichte bei Diodor von den Anfingen bis zum Tod des
Agathokles, diss. Minchen 1967, 42-3; L.PEARSON, op. cit. (n.15) 134.

17 PEARSON, op. cit. 37-9.

8 MancaNaro, op. cit. (n.3) 291f.

19 Op. cit. (n.15) 139.

2 MEISTER, op. cit. (n,16) 116, thinks that Timaeus is behind 16,20,6; Parson, op. cit.
(n.15) 21 n.13, states that in Book 16 Diodorus is no longer following Timaeus.

21 Edepyétng alone: 1,29,1; 11,46,2; 37,11,1; with xowog: 4,15,2; 27,18,2; 38/39,8,2; with
cotp: 11,26,6; 16,20,6; 33,1,5. I acknowledge here and elsewhere in this paper the help of the
IBYCUS program to carry out word-searches.
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be his own contribution to the presentation of his material.”? The point need not be
laboured here, but is amply illustrated below.

Ireferrred above to PEARSON’s assumption that Ebepyétng, Zotrp and Baoidedg at
11,26,6 are <Ptolemaic titles>, with capital letters, as it were. But it is not in fact
necessary to believe that the words are used so exclusively by Diodorus. On the
contrary I would argue that they can refer more generally to the Hellenistic world as
a whole, and that far from undermining the tentative conclusion just reached about
Diodorus’ responsibility for the presentation of Gelon’s tyranny in Hellenistic guise,
further evidence of his linguistic usage confirms it and strengthens it. Casting the net
more widely over Gelon’s appearances in Book 11, it is apparent that Diodorus con-
sistently portrays him in terms of the stereotype of the «good kingy, as it was develop-
ed in the Hellenistic period. The elements of the stereotype have been discussed by
several recent authors and are conveniently summarised by F.J. Carrns.? I list them
as they apply to Gelon in Cairns’ order and with references to Diodorus’ eleventh
book: Gelon is pre-eminent in virtue (K.1; 67.2) and specifically in military ability
(K.4.1v; 21,3.22,5. 67,2); he demonstrates his piety (K.5.1) by building temples and by
reverence for Apollo (26.7); he acts with fairness (¢meixeio, K.5.i1; 26,1. 26,4. 38,1.
67,2), mildness (mpaotng, K.5.ii; 67,3), generosity (prhavdowmio, K.5.iii; 67,2) and
kindness (ebvoia, edepyeoia, K.5.1il; 26,4. 26,6. 67,4); he works hard for his people
(omevdmv, K.5.iv; 26,4), and observes the law in the matter of the arrangements for his
own burial (K.5.vii; 38,3); he is the saviour of his people (K.6.iii; 26,6) and is beloved
by them (K.6.v; 38,4. 67,3), since he provides ebvouiov and névtov 1@v Emitndeiwv
evnopiowv; finally he ensures his people’s zeal in all matters (K.11; 38,2).

There is no reason to ascribe this material to Timaeus, or indeed to any specific
source. Various elements of the <good king> stereotype recur elsewhere in Diodorus,
for example in Book 1 relating to Osiris, Sabaco and other ancient kings of Egypt,*
and in Books 17-20 relating to Ptolemy 1. Such treatment of Egyptian gods and
rulers is natural enough, given the particular interest of Diodorus in Egypt, the only
foreign country he had personally visited.? It is not however necessary to suppose
a specific source, for example Hecataeus of Abdera, for the kingly qualities high-

22 Cf. J.PaLm, Uber Sprache und Stil des Diodoros von Sizilien, Lund 1955, who shows at
length Diodorus’ independence, linguistically, from the sources which he uses, and J. Horn-
BLOWER, Hieronymus of Cardia, Oxford 1981, Appendix II, 263-81. As will be seen, my ap-
proach to these problems of Diodoran language and content is similar to that of K.S.Sacks,
Diodorus Siculus and the First Century, Princeton 1990. I agree with many of his conclusions,
but I am perhaps less optimistic than he is about the quality of some of Diodorus’ own con-
tributions.

B T.J.Carns, Virgil’s Augustan Epic, Cambridge 1989, 17-21.

2 (Cf. 1,20,5 (Osiris); 1,65 (Sabaco).

25 17.103,7; 18,28,5-6. 33,3—4; 19,55,6. 56,1. 86,3—4.

% 1,44,1. 83,8-9 (personal witness of the lynching of a Roman for killing a cat); cf. 1,22,2.
61,4.
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lighted in Book 1.7 In all these different contexts Diodorus is employing, with re-
markable fulness in the case of Gelon, the same stereotype, the same terminology. A
Sicilian himself, Diodorus thus emphasizes the greatness of a Sicilian Iulius Caesar
(compare 11,38,6 with 32,27,3).

There is a further element of Hellenistic colouring in Diodorus’ account of Gelon
in 11,26,5-6. The terms in which the soldiers of Syracuse acclaimed Gelon have al-
ready been discussed, but in fact the whole scene in which Gelon appears unarmed
before an assembly of his soldiers and is acclaimed king after rendering an account
to them of his career and of his actions on behalf of Syracuse, draws on the practice
of the acclamation of a king by Hellenistic armies. The Hellenistic parallels have
been collected and discussed in modern work,? and I select the most obvious. Such
acclamations would naturally follow a victory where the successful leader’s quali-
ties had been demonstrated,”” and would be made by the army assembled for the
purpose. A key term used to describe the assembled soldiers is dyAot (cf. 11,26,6:
émtonuoavopévov t@v dxAmv).” In certain circumstances a speaker might catalogue
his achievements as Gelon does.*! To describe the act of acclamation Diodorus does
not use the usual term évoryopedo, but prefers a variant of his own, dnoxoré.

So much for the Diodoran conception of Gelon. In a similar way, Diodorus’
conception of Damarete as a Hellenistic queen honoured by a crown has been
thought to derive from Timaeus.** But whatever may lie behind Diodorus here (a
difficult problem to which I can offer no solution), his own treatment of his mate-
rial contains a high degree of invention. Certainly as far as the crown is concerned,

7 In this I agree with the remarks of J. HORNBLOWER, op. cit. (n.22) 55, and of Sacks, op.
cit. (n.22) 43—4 n. 86 (criticism of O. MUuRrray, JEA 56, 1970, 161 n.7). On the sources of Dio-
dorus Book 1, see A.BurTON, Diodorus Siculus Book 1, A Commentary, Leiden 1972, 1-34.

% Cf. F.GraniEr, Die makedonische Heeresversammlung. Ein Beitrag zum antiken
Staatsrecht, Munich 1931; H.-W. RITTER, Diadem und Ko6nigsherrschaft, Munich 1965. For a
selection of acclamations, see Plutarch, Demetrius 18,1; 37,2; Pyrrhus 7,1; 11,6; Appian,
Syr.54.

2 For a classic case of kingly potential demonstrated by victory in battle, see Diodorus
20,22,6.

% On Aot referring to oldiers,, not townsfollo, see F.W. WaLBANK, Commentary on
Polybius I, Oxford 1957, 502 (on Polybius 4,48,10).

31 Cf. Diodorus 18,36,6, where Ptolemy, in an assembly of soldiers, mept 1@V K08’ orbtov
dmehoymooto, and Appian, Syr.61, where Seleucus v otpamiy cuUVEYCYOV . . . KOTEAOYLETO
pév odTotg o Epyo 6 Eavtod kod TV épxnv. For a picture of Agathocles achieving a restora-
tion of kingly powers, see Diodorus 20,34,3-5, a passage comparable in details with 11,26,5-6:
the references to the type of clothing worn, the reminder to the audience (8yAot) of past deeds,
the unanimity of feeling (novtoy08ev éyivovio guvol / ui@ @wvi). Such writing cannot be
taken at face value for the purposes of historical reconstruction, for example, regarding the
constitutional arrangements at Syracuse under either Gelon or Agathocles (or, for that matter,
under the democracy in 451: cf. 6 8¢ dfipog Gomep Tvi W@ GOV . . . EBoOar at 11,92,4).

32 MANGANARO, op. cit. (n.3) 29.
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linguistic arguments again point to his responsibility not only for the words used
but also for the conception. His account of the Carthaginian dealings with Dama-
rete begins with a generality, mopadoEwg g cwmplog TeTeLy0TEG, common
enough in his writing, (cwmptog with a part of toyydvem: 1,57,84; 4,33,9 [rapa-
S0Eov camplocl; 4,48,7; 11,4,4; 11,9,1; 11,26,3; 11,77,5; 20,5,4; 20,7,3). Moving
on to the offer of the golden crown (offer rather than gift: the verb npocoporoyée
is used only twice elsewhere by Diodorus, in the sense of <agree> [1,27,2] or <admit
(17,79,6]), there are formulaic elements in the writing that repay investigation.
This is the first of many references to honorific crowns in the extant portions of
Diodorus. The motivation for its bestowal — the relief of the donors after unex-
pectedly gracious treatment — is paralleled at 14,105,4: Dionysius I, another peace-
maker, elprvnv cuvBEuevog, let the prisoners go and gave cities their autonomy,
for which énoivov Tux®V HRO 1@V £1 TOBOVTOY YPVOOTG OTEPGVOLG ETyunOn; and at
24,10,2: Hanno (243 B. C.), who preferred edepyesio to tiumpio, €tuyxe oteqpavav
KO TGV peydhov mopd tédv ed to8dviov. The dormulaics nature of these ac-
counts is obvious, but it is on a more extended scale than individual words. We
have here examples of <patterns> of writing; this is <history being written to a pro-
gramme>, Diodorus” programme.**

To explore the issues raised here we need to start with a brief account of the origin
and development of the real-life practice of bestowing honorary crowns, then see
how Diodorus handles the theme in his work. The results of the investigation will
throw light not only on 11,26,3, but on Diodorus’ methods of writing in general.
Once again, literary criticism and linguistic analysis have a vital role to play in the
assessment of the nature and worth of Diodorus’ material.

Originally, crowns composed of the shoots of some sacred plant were given as a
reward for prowess, for example, in athletic contests,* the value of the crown lying
in the honour it conferred. By the fifth century such a reward might be supplement-
ed by a gift of money, and in a further development the wreath itself was given an
intrinsic value, being made of gold to a stated amount. The eastern origin of such a
practice has been conjectured on the basis of Herodotus 8,118, where Xerxes
presents the pilot whose conduct saved him with a gold crown.® At Athens the

3 Cf. also the remark of Sacks, op. cit. (n.22) 19: The theme of mapd&doov . .. pervades
the Bibliotheke and may be Diodorus’ own sentiment.»

3% For the phrase, see V.]. Gray, The value of Diodorus Siculus for the years 411-386 B.C.,
Hermes 115, 1987, 72-89, at 79, part of an article showing how Diodorus embroiders simple
accounts of battles to give greater vividness to his narrative. On the role of individual bene-
factions in Diodorus, cf. Sacks, op. cit. (n.22) 106: <The notion of an individual performing
benefactions for the common good is central to Diodoran philosophy.»

3 Cf. Diodorus 16,79,4 for crowns of celery awarded at the Isthmian games.

% M.BLEcH, Studien zum Kranz bei den Griechen, Berlin/New York 1982, 153. Xerxes’
reward, the gift of a superior to an inferior, is not comparable with the Hellenistic practice of
awarding crowns to be discussed shortly.
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honorific decrees express the value of the crown in drachmae, usually by én6 with
the genitive, or occasionally, possibly, by the genitive alone.”” The honorands’ vir-
tues are simply expressed by such abstractions as &petn, edvoto, dvdpoyabio and
@otwio; from the mid-third century on these might be qualified by a short
relative clause, e.g., dpetiig évexa kot evvolog fiv Egwv droterel mepi.’® In Athens
there is not much evidence for the public bestowal of gold crowns until almost the
middle of the fourth century; virtually the only example in the fifth century is dated
to 410/409.>° Wider Hellenistic usage developed the Athenian formulae a little.*
The basic formula remained ctepavdcon xpvo@® ctepdvew. The value of the crown
can be expressed not only in silver drachmae but also in gold coins such as darics,
with éx supplementing the Athenian émo or plain genitive. The citation of the hono-
rands’ virtues is comparable with the style adopted at Athens, but with a tendency
to cite not simply virtues, but acts, e.g. xépwv T@V TETpoyUévev; Tl TOlG TEMPOLY-
LOTEVUEVOLS .

The custom so amply recorded in inscriptions is reflected in historical writers
recording or reflecting the contemporary scene. Of twenty-nine mentions of
«crowns> and «crowning> in Xenophon, the vast majority refer to the various occa-
sions in Greek life when crowns or garlands could be worn or won: after victory
in the games or in war, or in religious contexts such as sacrifice. There are two ref-
erences to the personal gift of a gold crown (Anab.1,7,7; Cyrop.8,5,18-19), and
two more to the public bestowal of crowns in which we are particularly interested:
Hellen. 2,3,8, where Lysander took home booty that included «rowns>, and Hiero
7,9,6, a general reference to honorific crowning xowfg Gpetiig koi edepyEGiog
gévexo. The practice referred to fairly tentatively by Xenophon writing in the early
fourth century is much more prominent in Polybius writing in the second century,
especially in the later books, from 13 onwards. From Book 21 inclusive there are
in addition eight references to honorific crowns of the kind recorded in decrees, in
each case specifying the value of the crown with &mo or (once) the genitive alone,
either in talents (150: 21,30,10; 15: 21,34,4; 50: 21,36,4 [genitive]), or gold pieces
(15,000: 23,1,7; 10,000: 30,5,4; 31,32,2; 32,1,1; 32,2,1). Earlier, in one instance only
(13,9,5), the verb is followed by the accusative case of the honorand and the dative
of the value of the crown - <«they crowned king Antiochus (III, in 205 B.C.) with
500 talents of silver>. That idiom can be compared with Diodorus 11,26,3, <having

37 The evidence is collected by A.S. Henry, Honours and Privileges in Athenian Decrees,
Hildesheim 1983, 221f.; the formula specifying the cost of the crown was abandoned in 304
B.C. in favour of the general statement that the crown was to be awarded xotdt tov vopov:
HEenRry, op. cit.25-8.

% Henwry, op. cit. 424.

3 HEenRy, op. cit.22.

“ C.BraDFORD WELLES, Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period, Yale 1934;
W.LaRrELD, Griechische Epigraphik, Munich 1914, 382-90, paragraphs 228-30.
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been crowned with 100 talents of gold>, and to his usage we now turn in more de-
tail.#

In fact Diodorus’ work combines in exactly the same way as Polybius’ refer-
ences both to the variety of occasions in Greek and Roman life when crowns or
garlands were part of the ceremonial, and to the bestowal of honorific crowns. In
the case of the latter, though, Diodorus introduces more variety of expression into
the basic formula. He can refer to honorific crowns without qualification, as for
example when Alexander was met by ambassadors from Cyrene, otépovov
Kopiovteg kol peyodompenty ddpo (17,49,2; cf. 17,113,1; 18,18,8; 19,48,8). On other
occasions the crowns are specified as of gold (14,105,4; 16,92,1; 17,24,3. 48,6;
22,8,3). The value of a crown might be given with émo (20,46,2: émo Tokdvrav
Swaxociav; 31,28,1. 29,1: &nd xpuo@v puplev), or by a plain dative (11,26,3;
31,32,1, a passage referring to Orophernes, who in 158 B. C. mevtfikovta pév tok—
avtolg éote@dvmoe Tyuo0eov, EBdourkovia 8¢ Taldvtolg ANURTpLOY TOV Poctifa).
(In all cases the crowns are clearly valued in terms of silver weight.) In some
expressions the verb otepavow has lost its literal meaning, for example at 20,84,3:
T00¢g & viovg ... év 1@ BedTpy otepavdoot . . . tovoriig. Finally, Diodorus can
elaborate the basic formula on his own account: 11,76,2, the Syracusans
E0TEQAVOOOY TOVG EMAEKTOVG GPLoTelor dOvTeg dipyupiov pvav éxdotw; 20,94,4:
OV & ABMvoyopov E0TEPAVOCOY XPLOEH OTEPAVE Kol Swpedv E8wkav &pyvplov
AoV To TEvVTE.

Diodorus therefore repeatedly uses the motif of the public bestowal of a valuable
crown as a mark of honour or of gratitude. There are literary reasons for this — it is
part of his desire to praise good characters and thus supports the moral purpose of
his work — but historically he is reflecting Hellenistic, not fifth-century, practice. At
11,26,3 he applies the motif anachronistically to Damarete.

I finish this survey of Diodorus 11,26,3 with a point about the final part of the
material presented there, the naming of a coin after the person regarded as respon-
sible for striking it. For this there is one parallel in Diodorus’ work, and the word-
ing recalls what is said about the Damareteion: at 16,8,7, under the year 358/7, after
referring to the increase in output and revenue from the gold mines of Crenides,
Diodorus remarks that Philip struck a gold coin that was called after him a Philip-
peion, to pay mercenaries and bribe supporters.** I mentioned earlier that in Pollux

1 Tn the Roman Antiquities of Dionysius of Halicarnassus bestowals of crowns, like the
political ideas, arise from Roman circumstances (for example bravery in battle, the triumphal
procession), and so do not reflect the diplomatic crown-giving of the Hellenistic period in
which we are interested.

2 For 20,94,4 as an example of Diodorus’ improving on his source, see J. - HORNBLOWER,
op. cit. (n.22) 276.

B Nouopo yop xpuootv koyag 10 Tpocoyopevdey &’ éxetvov dikinmetov . . . There is a
further reference to the coining of money at 16,56,5-6, where the depredations of Phajllus at
Delphi are described. Golden bricks, statues etc. are said to have been coined into money. Not
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the account of the Damareteion rounds off a list of seven coins named after indi-
viduals. Diodorus gives us two of these. Is he deriving this information about coin
names from the same source, a source, that is different from his <main> source for
Sicily and for Philip respectively? For an indication of a parallel procedure I refer to
chapter 103 of Book 17, where Diodorus tells how Ptolemy son of Lagus was
wounded by a poisoned arrow, and how divine providence saved him, through the
mediation of Alexander. The main source for this incident as presented by Diodorus
appears to be Cleitarchus, but Goukowsky has picked out two elements in Diodo-
rus’ account — his description of the symptoms of poisoning, and of how the poison
was obtained from dead snakes — and argued that they may have derived not from
Cleitarchus but from technical treatises, perhaps a nept Onpilov or a nept dokétav.*
The question of Diodorus” willingness or ability to depend on more than one
source is sometimes disputed, but seems to me to be a distinct possibility here, in
connection with the specialism of coinage.”

Let us now summarise our conclusions about Diodorus’ treatment of Damarete
in 11,26,3. Down to tokévtols xpuciov we found generalised phrasing, writing to a
«patterr, mechanical cliché, anachronistic content. Some years ago Ross Horro-
way speculated that <these tales (the collection of jewelry as related by Pollux and
Hesychius) and Diodorus’ story of the gold crown all smack of the uninformed
conjectures of the man in the street-.*® For the story of the crown at least, Horro-
WAY’S <man in the street> turns out to be Diodorus himself. What we have down to
this point in 11,26,3 are Diodorus’ own contributions to <history>, samples of «dio-
dorisches im Diodoros», and it is useless to press such writing for nuance and signif-
icance. We can take it as certain that the offer of a gold crown to Damarete by the
Carthaginians in 480 B.C. is wholly unhistorical. And since we are dealing here
with a literary form of presentation, by Diodorus and not by his source, speculation
about the nature of the talents referred to is beside the point. They are no more Sici-
lian> than are any of those cited above.*”

The above analysis of Diodorus’ presentation of Damarete and of her husband
Gelon has produced useful insights into his methods of composing <history>, and
has carried forward the discussion of his evidence for the <Damareteion>. But of
course Diodorus is only a part of the literary side of the Damareteion problem. It
may be agreed that he <wrote up> and rehashed his source(s) in accordance with fan-
tasies and formulae of his own, but we have not yet disposed of the two fundamen-

one gold piece has survived, though there is an abundance of silver belonging to this period.
Has Diodorus tinkered with the facts?

# P. Goukowsky, Clitarque seul?, REA 71, 1969, 320-37, esp.332-7.

5 For Diodorus’ ability to use «econd-lines sources to improve the didactic value of his
writing, see R.DREws, Diodorus and his Sources, AJP 83,1962, 383-92.

% ANSMN 2, 1964, 2.

# For discussion of the talents of 11,26,3, see (CH. BOEHRINGER, op. cit. (n.7) 89ff.
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tal elements of his account, Damarete herself, and a decadrachm of silver accurately
designated in Sicilian terms. Damarete the wife of Gelon is a historical, though not
in the record a prominent, figure, and silver decadrachms survive from approxi-
mately the period of her lifetime. Furthermore there is the evidence set out in texts 2
and 3 above that a coin called a Damareteion was so named either because Damarete
gave her jewelry to Gelon for him to strike into coin (Hesychius), or because she
herself arranged for the striking, from jewelry contributed by the women of Sy-
racuse (Pollux); this took place at a time when Gelon lacked funds, and so presuma-
bly either preceding or during the war with Carthage. These two variants of the Da-
mareteion story thus differ strikingly from Diodorus with regard to the historical
circumstances of the coining and the source of the bullion used; they also differ
from each other in that Hesychius makes Gelon responsible for the actual coining,
while Pollux gives the responsibility to Damarete herself. Let us look at these ac-
counts more closely, beginning with Pollux.

The reference to the Damareteion in Pollux 9,84—85 comes at the end of a list of
seven coins named after individual rulers. This list was analysed by M. CarraBrano
and P. Corack, who distinguished the first three items, Kroiseioi, Philippeioi and
Dareikoi, which are staters and of gold, from the other four, each designated as a vo-
wope.*® They went on to point out that although Pollux elsewhere (9,59) includes
the Alexandreioi among gold coins, in the context of 9,84-5 he includes coinage
named after Alexander not with the staters of gold, but as a nomisma which could
be struck from metal other than gold. This marks a change in the fashion of the
naming of eponymous coins, from gold coins to coins in other metals, and the re-
maining three coins in the list, the Ptolemaikon, the Berenikeion and the Damare-
teion, are in fact of silver. In that case the missing «gold Damareteia> are no longer a
problem.*” The Damareteion in Pollux is a silver coin and without more ado
Cartasiano and Corack identify it with silver decadrachms struck after the battle
of Himera and in the period of preparations before the battle of Cumae (474). This
identification of the Damareteion as a silver coin certainly fits the interpretation of
Diodorus I presented above (no gold crown; silver decadrachm), but on the origin
of the Damareteion story as presented by Pollux, CarraBiano and Corace do not
convince. They themselves draw attention to the anomalies of its inclusion in Pol-
lux’ list: it was evidently less well known than the other six, and is the only one to
be provided with a note of historical explanation; it comes at the end of a group of
Hellenistic coins, all of course originating in the eastern Mediterranean; and its sub-

* M. Carrasiano — P.Coracg, L'eponimia monetale: dall’ esperienza orientale a quella di
eta ellenistica, NAC 16, 1987, 29—46.

* On «gold Damareteia, see Kraay, op. cit. (n.7) 40-41. The argument of ALFOLDI, op. cit.
(n.11) 110, that Pollux’ use of vopuopa reflects the usage of the word in his own time to refer
to a gold coin is invalid: cf. Pollux 3,86, 10 & dpyOplov kokelton Kod ypriporto. Kod vououe,
Momep kol 10 ypuciov, and 7,105, vopiopo o1dnpodv.
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ject is a «queen», which ought to be another sign of a Hellenistic ambience. They
raise, but reject, the suggestion that Pollux on the Damareteion derives from an a
posteriori Hellenistic reconstruction: both the idea of an eponymous coin and also
of one relating to a queen, they say, would have reached Deinomenid Syracuse from
the east. But no detailed evidence is presented to support this view. Again, CALTA-
BIANO and COLACE draw attention (p.42) to the intensification in the Hellenistic
period of the habit of naming coins, including coins of base metal, after an individu-
al, but regard this as inimical to the creation a posteriori of a coin named after Da-
marete. I think, though, that the Hellenistic period in general, and Hellenistic Sy-
racuse in particulat, provide an eminently suitable ambience for the creation of a
(pseudo-)Damareteion. I will develop arguments in support of that view shortly,
but before I do so, I want to discuss one or two points in the language and content
of the accounts of Pollux and Hesychius.

These two accounts share with Diodorus the person of Damarete and, now, a silver
coin, but they are at variance with him on the background to the striking (pre- or
post-Himera?) and on the bullion from which the coin was struck (jewelry or gold
crown?). But even these differences are more apparent than real, if indeed, as I have
shown, Diodorus is in debt to his own inventions. Given that circumstance it is not
methodologically helpful to try to construct a hypothesis as to how two different
versions of the story came to be transmitted.>® The crucial question is, how did Da-
marete come into the picture, and linked with a silver decadrachm? It is impossible,
given the lacunose state of the surviving record, to demonstrate step-by-step how this
came about. Furthermore ancient authorities on coinage are rarely rational, and there
are awful warnings about the confusions they can introduce into accounts of the na-
ture and development of their own monetary history. Consider ps.-Aristotle ona So-
lonian coinage, or Pliny on the early coinage of Rome. Nevertheless there are points
to be made both on the details of the tradition preserved by Pollux and Hesychius,
and on how this tradition might have originated and been shaped.

The contribution, either forced or voluntary, of women’s jewelry for a war effort,
or simply to satisfy a tyrant’s caprice, is a commonplace in ancient literature. Dio-
genes Laertius for example quotes Ephorus on Periander, who vowed to dedicate a
gold statue if he won the four-horse chariot-race at Olympia, and lacking the means
to do so (&mop®v ypvoiov) took away the women’s jewelry (kocuov).”! Diodorus
reports a story about the women of Rome which introduces the same motif: <because
they contributed their gold jewelry (tov ypvootv koopov) for the common safety
they received. . . the right to ride in chariots through the city>.>* The motif is common

50 Cf. MANGANARO, op. cit. (n.3) 28-31, on a common core of material going back to Phi-
listus, differently elaborated by Ephorus, whose version is reflected in Pollux/Hesychius, and
by Timaeus, who was carefully summarised by Diodorus.

*! Diog. Laert. 1,96 = FGH 70 Ephoros F 178.

*2 14,1169,
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in accounts of Sicilian tyrants. We have seen it already in connection with Gelon:
note the xoopov in Pollux and Hesychius. Agathocles according to Diodorus
included among his depredations the removal of women’s jewelry (again, xk0c-
nov).> A more elaborate anecdote survives about Dionysius I, which it is worth
quoting in full: Atoviolog ZupokoveLog BoLAOEVOG XPNHOTH CVVOYOrYELY, EKKAT-
olav o oG EQNoeV EMPOKEVOR TNV ANUNTPOV, KO KELEVELY TOV T@V YOVOLK@Y KOG-
pov €lg 10 lepov dmoropilev: adTOG UEV 0DV TAV Top” OOTE YOVOLK®Y TOV KOGHOV
10910 memomkévor, NELov 8¢ Kol TOVg BAROLG, UN TL UVILO TToP QL TG 00D YevnTon:
OV 8¢ un tovto mowmoavto Evoxov Epnoev iepocviiog foecBon. AVeveyKavTov &
TovToV & glyov dLé e TV Bedv kol 8L Ekelvov, Bboag Tfi 8@ TOV KOOV ErnVEYKOTO
¢ Topa Thg Be0D dedaverolévog. TTpoeABovTog 8¢ xpOVoL Kol THV YOVOLKMY TOAY
QOPOVGHV, EKELEVGE TNV BOLAOUEVTIV X PLGOPOPETLY Thya TL dvorttdéva &v T tepd.>

In general, then, the practice of turning jewelry into money is frequently attested
in the ancient world, and we have unfortunately experienced the same phenomenon
in more recent times. We must suppose that the frequency of the occurrence was
real, and not always just a matter of literary convention. The Sicilian tyrants were
not exceptional. However, it can also be said that the financial needs and arrange-
ments of one of these tyrants, Dionysius I, were of a particular sophistication. We
can assess this from the multiplicity of coins that were issued in his reign (in gold,
silver and bronze, the silver including a large number of decadrachms),* and the lit-
erary record reflects it. Little detailed information survives about the financial ar-
rangements of any of the Sicilian tyrants, but what there is centres on Dionysius I.
We have notes on his introduction of tin money, an anecdote about the expulsion
from Syracuse of a man whose financial manipulations interfered with his own, and
a report that his tax-impositions drained the resources of Syracusans over a period
of five years.* And there is the account quoted above of his method of acquiring

5320,4,5.

3 Ps.-Aristotle, Oeconomica 1349a: Dionysius of Syracuse wanted to collect money, so
he summoned an assembly and declared that he had seen Demeter telling him to bring the
women’s jewelry into her temple; he himself had done this with the jewelry of the women of
his household, and he asked everyone else to do the same, to avoid the goddess> anger; anyone
who did not, he said, would be guilty of sacrilege. When everyone had brought what they had,
to satisfy both the goddess and Dionysius, he sacrificed to her and carried off the jewelry,
making out that he had borrowed it from her. After some time had passed and the women
were again wearing jewelry, he told any who wanted to wear gold ornaments to make a fixed
offering in the temple.

5 A.Cutroni Tusa, La monetazione di Siracusa sotto Dionisio I, in: ®Mog Xéptv:
Miscellanea in onore di Eugenio Manni, Rome 1979, 631-47; CH. BOEHRINGER, Zu Finanzpo-
littk und Miinzprigung des Dionysios von Syrakus, in: Greek Numismatics and Archaeology,
Essays in Honor of Margaret Thompson, Wetteren 1979, 9-32.

> Tin money: ps.-Aristotle, Oeconomica 1349a, 32—6; Pollux, Onomasticon 9,79; financial
manipulations: Aristotle, Pol. 1259a; taxes: id., 1313b.
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bullion, the same method as that ascribed to Gelon/Damarete by Hesychius/Pol-
lux. We might begin to look here for the origin of the Damarete story.

The reference to jewelry, kOopoc, with reference both to Gelon and Dionysius, is a
relatively superficial matter. What is perhaps more significant is the division into two
groups of the women who are to provide the jewelry. In ps.-Aristotle’s account a dis-
tinction is clearly made between the women of the tyrant’s household (tév mop’ a6
yovouk®v), who had already done their duty, and others, who are urged to follow their
example. Pollux and Hesychius are of course each presenting very abbreviated sum-
maries of what they supposed happened in Gelon’s time, but they do between them
reflect a similar distinction: in Hesychius the tyrants’s consort gives her own kocuog
to be struck by him; in Pollux she collects it from others (and subsequently has it
struck). Another element in ps.-Aristotle’s account worth a comment is the promi-
nencein it of Demeter. Dionysius justified his actions by reference to her, and it was in
her temple that the collected xo6p0¢ was stored. There is however no reference to an
actual coining of the k0op0g, and though we might imagine that as the natural ending
of this story, I do not think we should be tempted even further into supposing the
events described by ps.-Aristotle as a suitable occasion for the striking of a Da-
matreion> along the lines suggested by R.T. WirrL1ams for a different historical con-
text.”” Thereis no parallel in the Greek world for such anaming of a coin after a divin-
ity, and the Roman moneta, derived from Juno Moneta whose temple for some time
served as the mint of Rome, is a much more generalised nomenclature. Furthermore I
think that we can in fact point to a period and a set of circumstances in Syracuse when
the idea of naming a coin <Damareteion> would have been both possible and appro-
priate. For such a development the reign of Hieron II provides the perfect setting.

Hieron himself was of a not particularly distinguished family on his father’s side,
and he was illegitimate, his mother being a slave.’® To bolster his position he claimed
descent from Gelon I,*” and underlined his claim by naming his only son Gelon,*
and one of his two daughters Damarete (the other was named Heraclea).®! There are

5 Op. cit. (n.11) 10-11. WiLLiams to his credit found it hard to believe both Diodorus’
story of Damarete and the crown and Pollux’ picture of her «going round with a hav. He pro-
posed to explain the name <Damareteion> as a corruption of <Damatreion>. In support of his
case he pointed out the special relationship of Gelon with Damater, and conjectured that what
he supposed to be Gelon’s <Damatreion> was struck in the precinct of the goddess; after the
name was corrupted, later writers had to think of reasons why the coin was apparently called
after Damarete.

% Hieron’s family: Polybius 7,8,1; Zonaras 8,6; his mother: Justin 23,4,1.

59 Justin, ibid., reports as a fact what must have been a later claim by Hieron.

% On Gelon, who died before his father, see Livy 23,30,11ff.; 24,5,3 (note in this reference
the harking back to an earlier tyrant — Hieronymus was said to be acting <more Dionysi); Po-
lybius 5,88,5; 7,7-8; Pausanias 6,12,3 (where it is said that Hieron met his end at the hands of
one Deinomenes, but Hieron is confused with his grandson Hieronymus [Livy 24,4-7; Poly-
bius 6,7,2-6]); Justin 28,3,4.

1 On Damarete, see Livy 24,22,8-11. 24,2. 25,6-11; again, note how, in order to strengthen
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in fact only two women named Damarete known to history, and we have rather
more information about the second than about the first — she was clearly a woman
of spirit. Furthermore Hieron fostered links with the Hellenistic world of the east-
ern Mediterranean, those with Rhodes and Egypt being of particular significance
for this investigation.

With regard to the former, Polybius provides interesting details of Hieron’s ben-
eficence to the Rhodians after the disastrous earthquake of 224: <He and Gelon gave
seventy-five talents . .. to supply oil in the gymnasium, dedicated silver cauldrons
with their bases and a certain number of water-pitchers, and in addition granted ten
talents for sacrifices and ten more to qualify new men for citizenship, so as to bring
the whole gift up to one hundred talents . . . Finally, after bestowing so many gifts,
they erected, just as if they were still under an obligation, . .. a group representing
the people of Rhodes being crowned by the people of Syracuse.»*> Here, a crowning
in its proper historical and artistic context. With regard to Hieron’s relations with
Egypt the record is fuller and more varied. Athenaeus tells us of the large and luxu-
rious vessel, the Syrakosia, constructed by Hieron for Ptolemy IIL% but it is the
coinage that provides the most fascinating links.** The denominational system of
Hieron’s coinage was strongly influenced by that of Ptolemaic Egypt. The portrait
of Hieron’s queen Philistis which appears on many Syracusan issues is the first such
portrait in Sicilian coinage, and is strongly influenced by that of Arsinoe II, the wife
of Ptolemy II Philadelphus. It is Philistis in fact, along with her son Gelon, who is
the most prominent member of the royal family on the coinage of Hieron’s reign —
her name is known only from the coins — and she was thus very much the repre-
sentative of the splendour of that family to the outside world. This feature of the
coinage is again exemplified in Ptolemaic Egypt, and it is no surprise at all that a
coin called a Philistideion should parallel a Berenikeion.®® Among the list of known
eponymous coins the Philistideion and the Damareteion are the only two western
examples, and both emanate from Syracuse.®® An invented <Damareteion> would
support Hieronian propaganda and in particular provide an exemplar for Philistis’
prominent role. Finally, the link with Demeter again: there is a substantial group of
Philistis coins portraying her with a wreath of barley, in other words as Demeter.

the resolve of her husband Adranodorus, she evokes the example of Dionysius: Damareta. . .
filia Hieronis . . . admonet saepe usurpatae Dionysi tyranni vocis (24,22,8).

62 5,88,5-8. '

0 5206d-209e.

¢ In what follows on coinage in this paragraph I am indebted to P.R. FrankE, Historisch-
numismatische Probleme der Zeit Hierons II. von Syrakus, JNG 9, 1958, 57-85. On Hieron’s
<Deinomenid> propaganda, and the prominence in it of Demeter, see D. WrITE, Demeter’s
Sicilian Cult as a Political Instrument, GRBS 5, 1964, 261-79, at 268-9.

 Hesychius, s.v.

% For a list of eponyms (adjectival), see P.Rapict Coract — M. Caccamo CALTABIANO
(eds.), Atti del I Seminario di Studi sui Lessici Tecnici Greci e Latini, Messina 1991, 161.
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The cult of the goddess was of course an important part of Hieron’s claim of legiti-
macy: to be not only descended from the Deinomenids, but also to have inherited
that family’s well-known tenure of the priesthood of Demeter.

I remarked above how ancient authors often succeed in hopelessly confusing
matters to do with monetary history. Among the reasons for this can be literary or
more broadly cultural ones, such as the desire to find a np@tog edpemg for an im-
portant human institution such as coinage. In the case before us I have discussed
three sources of confusion in the record. First, the efforts of an individual, and pa-
triotic, author to embellish his account: Diodorus’ presentation of Gelon I and his
consort Damarete as Hellenistic monarchs owes little if anything to early fifth-cen-
tury Sicilian realities, or indeed to his source, but very much to his own invention.
I do not think Timaeus would recognize much in Diodorus’ account, and in addi-
tion it is likely that there is non-Timaean material here as well (in particular, the
description of a decadrachm). A second source of confusion, about the historical
activities of the Deinomenids and of the Syracusan tyrants in general, is the marked
tendency for contamination of the record to take place. In my discussion of this
phenomenon I concentrated on the motif of converting women’s jewelry into coin,
but other examples could easily be found.”” Finally, an extension of the second
point, I showed how in one case a deliberate attempt was made by a Syracusan ty-
rant (or, «coyal>) family to emphasize and to publicize its claimed dynastic links with
the Deinomenids, in various ways including the naming of a second Damarete. The
propaganda can be traced particularly well on coins of the regime, as can the in-
fluences that shaped its form, and these influences emanated from the eastern Medi-
terranean, from Egypt in particular. All this is fertile ground for the creation of a
myth — for that is what I believe the Damareteion> was for the third century Helle-
nistic world, and has been for us in the form in which we received it from the Duc
DE LUYNEs.
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% For some comparisons between Gelon I and Dionysius L, cf. Diod. Sic. 14,66,1; Plutarch,
Dion 5,4-5; Plato, Ep. 7,333a. Or compare ps.-Aristotle, Oeconomica 1349b,14-17 and Diod.
Sic. 20,4,5, regarding Dionysius I and Agathocles respectively: each commandeered for his
own use all the money belonging to orphans until they came of age. VAN GRONINGEN suggests
that both these traditions are true; Agathocles was inspired by the example of his predecessor:
Aristote, Le second livre de I’économique, Leyden 1933, 134-5,



