LEOSTHENES AND THE TRANSPORTATION OF GREEK MERCENARIES FROM ASIA MINOR
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Abstract

Leosthenes is remembered for his heroic death at Lamia, but an earlier part of his career also deserves
closer scrutiny. This paper analyzes Leosthenes’ alleged role in transporting a number of mercenaries from
Asia to Greece in the prelude to the Lamian war. A re-assessment of Leosthenes’” actions suggests that his
role in this event is grossly exaggerated and should be ascribed to the panegyrical elements that entered
the historical tradition after his death. In addition, the thesis of O. Schmitt that Leosthenes transported the
mercenaries from Asia on the orders of Alexander the Great has little to recommend it.

Introduction

Leosthenes” role in the preparations for the Lamian War! remains consistently mis-
understood. Because the major sources describing Leosthenes’ participation in the
Lamian War are not contemporary, but derivative, it is difficult to produce a histori-
cally accurate assessment of the much-admired general.? Diodorus Siculus first men-
tions Leosthenes in his pre-emptive discussion of the causes of the outbreak of hostili-
ties between Athens and Macedon.? It is symptomatic of Diodorus” approach to writ-
ing history that exaggeration of Leosthenes’ overall contribution to the preparation and
management of the entire war should be freely intermingled with historical evidence.
Diodorus was comfortable using his history as a vehicle for discussing broader issues
of morality, by assigning blame and praise where he saw fit, and aggrandising or

! For fundamental bibliography, see Seibert 1983: 92-97. See in general Schaeffer 1886; Stdhelin 1924;
Lepore 1955; Schmitt 1992; Habicht 1999; Blackwell 1999; Bosworth 2003. On the settlement at Babylon and
affairs in Asia see most recently Meeus 2008. For the origin of the expression ‘Lamian war,” see now Walsh
2011.

2 Diodorus is the most extensive surviving source for the period. See also Arrian, Succ. 1.9; Plut. Dem. 27;
Phoc. 23-8; Hyp. Epi.; Justin 13.5; Paus. 1.25.3-5, 29.13; Strabo 9.5.10. See Hornblower 1981: 18-39. Modern
scholarship has a low opinion of Diodorus” work. Niebuhr, Wesseling and Mommsen were especially
scathing in their criticisms of him, and it is common for modern scholars to include apologies for the de-
ficiencies of Diodorus in works which rely upon him as a source. See Bosworth 2003; Worthington 1984.
For a more balanced discussion of Diodorus, see Hammond 1983: 12-79.

3 Diod. 17 111.1. This is a consistently misinterpreted passage. See Landucci 1984: 99: ‘Ma gia nel libro 17
Diodoro si era occupato della guerra lamiaca, presentandone le cause in modo diverso dal libro successivo
... Diodorus was not confused and did not assign two separate causes to the same event: the presence of
Greek mercenaries and the repatriation of Greek exiles. See Diod. 18.8.1. Cf. Just. 12.5.1-17. Diodorus is
attempting to distinguish, like Thuc. 1.23.4-6 with tac aitiag, Tag diadoods and v dAnBeotatyv TEO-
¢daowv, various degrees of causation. The Greek €k Tol0tng Ttvog aitiag explains the cause of v doxnv
of the Lamian War. Cf. Diodorus 17.111.1 (where 1] dox1 or 1) aitia is used to mean immediate cause) with
18.8.1 (where 1 aitia alone indicates an underlying cause). For discussion of the mercenaries’ role in the
outbreak of the war, see Lepore 1955: 161.
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abbreviating as required.* Where Diodorus took liberties in the interpretation of his
own sources, blending the factual and allegorical, it is imperative for modern scholar-
ship to rebalance the historical perspective we have of Leosthenes. While so doing, a
broader contextual framework for understanding the Lamian War can be established.
This paper analyzes Leosthenes” alleged role in transporting a number of mercenaries
from Asia Minor to Greece in the prelude to the Lamian war. A re-assessment of
Leosthenes’ actions suggests that his role in this event is grossly exaggerated and
should be ascribed to the panegyrical elements that entered the historical tradition
after his death. In addition, the thesis of O. Schmitt, that Leosthenes transported the
mercenaries from Asia on the orders of Alexander the Great, has little to recommend it.

In 324-323 BC, Leosthenes was supposedly involved in a major operation in the as-
sembling of the mercenaries at Taenarum.® Leosthenes has long been credited with the
successful preparation and acquisition of a large mercenary force in southern Greece,
but on careful analysis this view appears mistaken. The idea is largely based on a pas-
sage in Pausanias.” According to Pausanias, Leosthenes had brought 50,000 mercenar-
ies by ship to Greece from Asia after the Mercenaries decree, contrary to Alexander’s
wishes (Paus. 1.25.5; 8.52.5). Although Pausanias’ numbers are certainly exaggerated,
his evidence is often pressed into service to demonstrate that Leosthenes played an
active role in shipping the mercenaries from the East, probably as an agent of Athens,
which was now, in the last years of the reign, hostile to Alexander.

Recently O. Schmitt has presented the radical thesis that Leosthenes was involved
in the transport of the mercenaries from Asia, but acting on the orders of Alexander him-
self, and as part of the king’s plans to intimidate Athens:

4 Diod. 1.1.4: “for it is an excellent thing to be able to use the ignorant mistakes of others as warning
examples for the correction of error, and, when we confront the varied vicissitudes of life, instead of
having to investigate what is being done now, to be able to imitate the successes which have been achieved
in the past.” Though Diodorus was highly regarded by early Christian writers for his style of history (see
Hornblower 1981: 18), his didactic aspirations corrupted the integrity and purely historical value of the
work. See Wiseman 1993.

5 For discussion of Athenian suspicions regarding the legitimacy of early ‘success’ against Antipater and
the wisdom of initiating the war, see Martin 2005. See also Plut. Phoc. 23.2 for Phocion’s criticism of
Leosthenes, and Plut. Tim. 6.5 for the suggestion that Leosthenes” achievements in the field were largely
illusory: katopOovv éketvog [sc. Leosthenes] éddket. On Phocion, see, most recently, Hughes 2008. It is the
aim of this thesis to shift the scholarly emphasis back to this contemporary opinion. The reaction of De-
mosthenes to Harpalus” presence at Athens demonstrates he was concerned that the Athenians were not
prepared to go to war. This suggests that Leosthenes’ preparations are exaggerated in the sources. See
Ashton 1983: 50.

¢ Badian 1961: 27 dated the return of the mercenaries from Asia to early 324 BC. For background on the
Lamian War, see Seibert 1983: 92-98; Lepore 1955; Gehrke 1976: 77-87; Will 1983; Habicht 1999: 36-41. On
Leosthenes, see Geyer 1925; Berve 1926: 236-237; Kirchner 1966: 9142, 9144; Davies 1971: 342-344; Heckel
2006: 85; Sordi 2002: 463-76.

7 omoéoot yop pHwobob mad Aagein kai catpdmaig éotpatevovto ‘EAANveg, avoucioat odag & v
[Tepoda OeArjoavtog AAeEavdoov Aewabévng épOn kouioag vavotv &g v Evpdrnv (Paus. 1.25.5; see
also 8.52.5). His exaggerated account distorts the situation and creates the false impression that Leosthenes
repatriated the mercenaries against the will of Alexander, even somehow outwitting him. See, for instance,
CAH?2 6. 838: ‘A considerable number followed the Athenian Leosthenes, who led them from Asia to the
great mercenary depot at Taenarum in Laconia.” Cf. Diod. 17.106.2. For discussion of Leosthenes” apparent
success as a mercenary commander, see Trundle 2004: 138.



“Was nun seine Rolle bei der Verschiffung der Séldner nach dem Tainaron anging, liegt es nahe,
daf$ er von Alexander selbst damit beauftragt wurde. Fiir diese Aufgabe wird ihn die ererbte Gast-
freundschaft und hochstwahrscheinlich eine in der Vergangenheit bewiesene Qualifikation em-
pfohlen haben .... Gut moglich ist, dafi der Transport mit Hilfe athenischer Schiffe durchgefiihrt
wurde, die dem direkten Befehl des Leosthenes unterstanden. Sicher scheint, dafs Leosthenes die
Soldner in den Hafen Kilikiens oder Westkleinasien an Bord nahm und dann auf dem Tainaron
ausschiffte, ausgemusterte Soldner wurden vielleicht auch auf Euboia, in Athen selbst oder in einer
anderen griechischen Hafenstadt an Land gesetzt.’

‘With regard to what Leosthenes” role was in the shipping of the mercenaries to Taenarum, one
idea suggests itself: Leosthenes was engaged by Alexander himself. Alexander’s inherited guest-
friendship [with Leosthenes] and in all probability the latter’s proven capability in the past will
have recommended him for the task ... It is quite possible that the transportation was accomplished
with the help of Athenian ships, which were under the direct command of Leosthenes. It seems
certain that Leosthenes took the mercenaries on board in the harbours of Cilicia or on the west of
Asia Minor and then disembarked at Taenarum, and perhaps discarded some mercenaries who
were left on Euboea, in Athens itself or in another Greek port.”

This thesis deserves critical scrutiny, as, in turn, does Leosthenes” own role in the ship-
ping of the mercenaries.

Leosthenes” background is, of course, central to this debate. Leosthenes is usually
identified as the son of that Leosthenes who had suffered exile in 362/1 BC (Diod.
15.95; Polyaen. 6.2.1-2), and who had fled to the court of Philip I It is possible that
Leosthenes, the later general, also spent time at the Macedonian court, but the details
of his career before 324 BC remain largely unknown.

Tarn suggested that Leosthenes was a mercenary commander under Alexander in
Asia, and this has been followed by a number of scholars.” However, Leosthenes’ in-
tense hostility to Alexander seems to militate against this view (Diod. 17.111.3), even
though Diodorus, in the latter passage, does imply that Leosthenes had previously
been a mercenary leader himself. An alternative view is that he was actually a merce-
nary commander in the service of Darius.’® Whatever the truth, it would appear that
Leosthenes was in Athens and serving as trierarch in the years before Alexander’s
death.! In turn, Worthington has concluded that Leosthenes held the position of trier-
arch in 325/4 or possibly before that year.'? There is further epigraphic evidence sup-
porting the conclusion that Leosthenes was otoatnyoc émi 1) xwoaq in 324/3.** This
view, however, has been rejected by S. Jaschinski and A. B. Bosworth, on the grounds
that a otoatnyog émi ) xwea would not have been outside Attica at Taenarum in

8 Schmitt 1992: 21-22. See also Marinovi¢ 1989: 104: ‘Cette nouvelle s’inscrit biens dans le tableau géné-

ral, et le role conducteur de Léosthénés dans I'opération de transfert des anciens mercenaires grecs en

Grece est tres probable.’

®  Tarn 1969: 455; C. R. Cooper in Worthington, Cooper & Harris 2001: 128; Tritle 2009: 130.

10 See Badian 1961: 27; Milns 1968: 241, and Lane Fox 1973: 453. Will 1984: 30 agreed that Leosthenes had

been a condottiere, but was undecided on the question whether he served Darius or Alexander. Cf.

Hammond 1983: 107, who takes the view that Leosthenes was merely an ‘Athenian mercenary commander
.. [who] raised a fleet and shipped ... [sc. the Greek mercenaries] over to the Greek mainland. Entering

into secret negotiations with Athens, Leosthenes kept a large number of mercenaries in readiness for action

at Taenarum in the Peloponnese.’

1 JGI12 1631. See Heckel 2006: 85.

12 Worthington 1987: 491.

13 Reinmuth 1971: 58-82, no. 15; Develin 1989: 408. Cf. Worthington 1987: 490. It is certain that Leosthenes

was hoplite general in 323/2. See Habicht 1999: 35.



324/3, and that Diodorus 18.9.2 suggests that the boule dealt with Leosthenes as a pri-
vate individual when he was assembling the mercenaries, not as a public general.!*
Diodorus 18.9.2 does seem to support the interpretation that Leosthenes was not an
Athenian general around June 323 when he was ordered by the boule to enrol the mer-
cenaries.!

However, there is a possible solution to this problem of dating Leosthenes” general-
ship. S. V. Tracy has now re-dated Reinmuth’s inscription to 329/8 BC.'® On this view,
Leosthenes was otoatnyog émi ) xwoa in 329/8 and was not confined to Athens in
324/3, but was free to assemble the mercenaries at Taenarum. It is clear that if Leo-
sthenes had been involved in the transport of the mercenaries from Asia, then this
would have occurred between April/May to October, 324.17 If Leosthenes was elected
to the office of general for 324/3, this activity may well have been confined to the pe-
riod before midsummer when he would have assumed his office.'® If, however, Tracy’s
re-dating of Reinmuth’s inscription to 329/8 BC is correct, then Leosthenes would have
been free to continue the shipping through 324.

Alexander had issued his Mercenaries decree in Carmania in late 325, so the move-
ment of mercenaries was well underway by early 324.1 On Schmitt’s view, Alexander’s
plan was to transport mercenaries to Greece to counter any potential insurrection there
or to intimidate Athens. Athens was now hostile to Alexander because the king wanted
to return the Samian exiles to their homeland. Alexander’s intention to restore the
Samian exiles had been announced at Susa in 324 BC along with the Exiles” Decree.?

But Schmitt’s theory faces two serious problems. First, if Leosthenes was a known
public figure in his polis in 324, Alexander’s appointment of an Athenian to oversee the
build-up of mercenaries in Taenarum for potential use against Athens itself was an in-
explicably imprudent policy.?’ Furthermore, given the feeling against Alexander in the

14 Jaschinski 1981: 51-54, and Bosworth 1988: 293-94. See also Rhodes 2006: 343, who believes that the
Leosthenes of the Ephebic Inscription is not the general of the Lamian War.

15 Alexander the Great died on 11 June, 323 BC and the archonship of Cephisodorus began on July 12, 323
BC (Meritt 1961: 133). Heisserer 1980: 188-89 dates the negotiations described in Diodorus 17.111.1+4 to the
archonship of Anticles in 325/4 BC.

16 Tracy 1995: 25-26. Gomme 1933: 6769 had already questioned the conventional dating. See also
Gehrke 1976: 78, n. 12 and Bosworth 1988: 294. Thus Leosthenes must have returned to Athens before 329
BC, if he had previously been a mercenary commander in the east. On the office of otoatnyog émt 0
xwoa, see Ath. Pol. 61.1 and Ober 1985: 89-90.

17" The sailing season was normally restricted to late spring to early autumn. See Morton 2001: 255-65.
Moreover, ancient ships could cover around 100 to 150 nautical miles a day with favourable winds, and
about half this with the wind against them (Casson 1971: 292-96). On navigation during antiquity see also
Bili¢ 2009.

18 The election of Athenian generals was held after the sixth prytany (Ath. Pol. 44.4), that is, in February or
March; they took up office later at the beginning of the year in midsummer (June or July). Meritt 1961: 133
has calculated that the archonship of Anticles (Diod. 17.110.1; 325/4) ended on July 22, 324 BC. Thus
Leosthenes would have taken up his generalship after this date, if he did in fact hold one in 324/3.

19 Diod. 17.106.2. Bosworth 1988: 148—49. It is clear that Leosthenes’ negotiations with the mercenaries
and his selection as their leader occurred after their return from Asia, probably around the winter of 324/3
or sometime after this (Diod. 17.111.3; Miller 1982: 102, n. 17).

20 Badian 1961: 30, n. 96; Worthington 1986: 63, 65; Habicht 1999: 31. On Samos and the exiles see
Schweigert 1940; Habicht 1957; Habicht 1975; Errington 1975; Rosen 1978; Shipley 1987; Hammond 1993;
Habicht 1996; Schmitt 1996; Zahrnt 2003; Zahrnt 2004. On the chronology of the Exiles’ Decree and the
issue of the Samian exiles in particular, see Dmitriev 2005: 92, n. 160.

21 Blackwell 1999.



city and the fact that one of the reasons the mercenaries were being ferried to Greece
was to force the issue of the Samian exiles it is unlikely that the anti-Macedonian
faction at Athens would have allowed the government to provide ships for such a
transport. Alexander had previously requested ships from Athens, but had been vehe-
mently opposed by the anti-Macedonian orators (Plut. Phoc. 21.1; Plut. Mor. 848e).
Demosthenes, for instance, had opposed sending ships to Alexander precisely because
the ships could have been used against Athens itself (Plut. Mor. 847c). By the autumn
of 324, relations between Athens and Alexander had deteriorated to such an extent that
at court Gorgos of lasus was urging Alexander to attack Athens.??

Secondly, Pausanias’” account seems to contradict Diodorus 17.111.1-4. Here, there
is no explicit reference to the transport of the mercenaries by Leosthenes. Rather, the
opposite is true. From Diodorus’ narrative, it is clear that Leosthenes did not directly
organise the transportation and assembly of the mercenaries dismissed by the Asian
satraps as part of any great plan.?? The passages describing mercenaries, found split
between Books 17 and 18 of Diodorus, when arranged to form a continuous narrative,
establish that Leosthenes played no part in bringing these men to Taenarum:

TOU BACNEWS TQOOTAEAVTOS TOIS TATQATIALS ATATLY ATopioBovg mooat tovg pobodégoug
Kal TOUTWV TO TMEAOTAYHA OLVTEAETAVTWY TOAAOL TG otoateing dmoAeAvpévol E€vol dié-
toexov kaB’ OANV v Aciav MAAVOUEVOL KAL TAS AVAYKAIAS TQODPAS €K TV TQOVOU®V ToQLLd-
pevol. peta d¢ tavta mavtoaxoev dinpav émi Tatvagov g Aakwvikng (17.111.1).

adoouAac d¢ EoXoV g TOV MOAEHOV ... TOUG kata TV Aciav apioBoug yevopévoug OO TV oat-
oamwv pobodogovs, dvrag pév oktakioxitiovs, dixtoifovtac dé mepl Tatvagov tg TleAo-

novvrioov (18.9.1).

opoiwg d¢ kait twv ITepokav ocatganwv kat Twv AAAwWV 1)yepovwv ot teplewdpOévteg xorjpata
Te Kal otoatiwtag dbpoilovtes émAeov emti Tatvagov kal kowvr)v dvvapty fj0gotlov (17.111.2).

0 ¢ TeAevtaiov AewoBévnv Tov ABnvaiov ... elAovto oTEaT YOV adTOKQATOQM. 0DTOG dE Ty
[BouvAn duaAexOeic év amopontolg (17.111.3).

d10 Kol tovTovg mpocétalav €v amoeenTos Aewodével @ ABnvaie 10 pév mowtov avadafetv
avToOLC (G dLOTEAYOUVTA XWELS TNGS TOL d1juov yvwung (18.9.2).

mevTiovTa PEV EAafe TaAavta eog v poBodooiov, SAwVY 8¢ TMAN00G tkavov €lg TaG Kate-
nteryovoag xoeiag (17.111.3).

OO kat AewoBévng petax MOAANG 1ovxiag HOOWOAHEVOS TOUG TROEENUEVOUS TtaQaddEwWS
Etolpnv éoxe TEOG T mEAtels a&dvAoyov duvapy (18.9.3).

O ONUOG ... eEémepe T Aewobével kal mavomAlag oUk OAlyag (18.9.4).

0 0¢ dadovg tolg poboddoolc Tag ouvvtaiels kai kaBomAioag Tovg dvomAovg maEnAOev elg
AitwAiav (18.9.5).

22 Ephippus of Olynthus, FGrH 126, F5.

2 Diod. 17.111.1-4. There is no explicit mention here that Leosthenes was responsible for repatriating the
mercenaries to Greece. The opposite is true. They began gathering at Taenarum from all directions them-
selves, mavtox60ev duoav émi Tatvagov. Leosthenes’ role in the entire matter exists solely in the minds
of panegyrists like Pausanias. Taenarum was an established and thriving mercenary marketplace in the
fourth century and the logical place for these unemployed mercenaries to gather of their own accord and
to seek employment (see Diod. 18.21.1-2). For a chronological analysis of Leosthenes” negotiations with the
mercenaries at Taenarum and the similar “problem” of the Aetolian alliance as described in Diodorus, see
Mitchel 1964.



We can analyze Leosthenes” purported military miracle at Taenarum by an examina-
tion of the evidence of these passages. The mercenaries were wandering throughout
Asia (dtétoexov, mAavwpevot), and supporting themselves by foraging (rtootlopevou).
The text does not support the conclusion that they received any support from Leosthe-
nes at that time. In their condition, scattered about throughout Asia (ka0 6Anv v
Aociav), they would certainly have been beyond the reach or influence of Leosthenes.
There existed, at this time, no unified body of mercenaries to repatriate to Greece.
What would later become Leosthenes” mercenary army consisted of, for the moment,
small self-supporting bands of mercenaries widely spread about Asia. Diodorus was
very precise when, with the unambiguous active construction (dwxigetv + émi govern-
ing the accusative),® he explained that the mercenaries crossed to Taenarum them-
selves and gathered there from all directions (mavtax60ev dujoav émt Tatvagov).s
Leosthenes’ role in their transport may well have been grossly exaggerated by Pausa-
nias or the panegyrical sources he used. Taenarum was an established and thriving
mercenary marketplace in the fourth century and the logical place for these unem-
ployed mercenaries to gather of their own accord to seek employment.2°

Upon their arrival in Greece, the mercenaries’ condition does not suggest that they
had been evacuated purposefully from Asia. They were for the moment directionless
(duxtotBovtac). Leosthenes had not assembled them at Taenarum for the specific pur-
pose of fighting a war. Surely, had a grand evacuation from Asia occurred, Leosthenes
would have made some arrangements for the mercenaries when they arrived in
Greece. At this point, the narrative provides no evidence linking the mercenaries to
Leosthenes any more than to the Athenian moneymen who would eventually fund
their service. Control and financial support of individual groups of mercenaries re-
mained amongst the surviving satraps and generals who accompanied them to Taena-
rum (Opoiwg ... aOpollovteg émAeov). It was these men, and not Leosthenes, who
united the mercenaries (kowvnv dvvauwv 110potlov) for the first time since their dis-
persal throughout Asia. The mercenaries gathered at Taenarum in groups, some main-
tained by their satraps and Persian commanders, others obviously sustaining them-
selves.?” To conclude that Leosthenes played a significant role at Taenarum requires
that we ignore the best available literary evidence in Diodorus, in favour of Pausanias’
presumptive reasoning.?

What, then, was Leosthenes’ role in the shipping of the mercenaries? It is widely
accepted that Pausanias’ figure of 50,000 is greatly exaggerated.”” Harpalus, for in-
stance, who made off with the staggering sum of 5,000 talents of silver, could only
organise the transport of a force of 6,000 mercenaries (Diod. 17.108.6) with a fleet of

2 Diod. 17.111.1; 19.70.6, 71.5, 79.4; 20.37.2. This seems to be a later feature of Diodorus’ writing and pos-
sibly more representative of his source than of himself. It is a construction confined to describing sea voy-
ages. When he describes the transportation of military forces by a commander, Diodorus employed the
term dxPiBalerv. See, for example, Diod. 18.63.6.

% Diod. 17.111.1-2.

% See Trundle 2004: 112. For a chronological analysis of Leosthenes” negotiations with the mercenaries at
Taenarum and the similar ‘problem’ of the Aetolian alliance as described in Diodorus, see Mitchel 1964.

27 Diod. 18.9.4-5. For the Athenian supply of armour to the mercenaries, see Diod. 18.9.4 and Bertosa 2003.
28 The obvious difficulty of reconciling Pausanias’ remarks with the other evidence has caused scholarly
confusion: see Badian 1961: 16-43.

2 Badian 1961: 27, n. 78.



thirty ships (Curtius 10.2.1). Using this figure as a guide, we can estimate that Leosthe-
nes would have required two hundred and fifty ship-loads of men: Leosthenes, there-
fore, would have required access to a number of ships and rowers that exceeded the
service capacity of the Athenian navy itself.*> We would also have to dismiss other ex-
amples of such events in ancient history and ignore Xenophon’s Anabasis to believe
that large-scale military evacuations and transports were undertaken with such appar-
ent ease.’!

Moreover, in the summer of 324 BC, the Athenians are known to have had only 40
ships at sea.? Thus, even if we assume that all of these ships at sea in 324 were in-
volved in the transport of mercenaries to Greece under Leosthenes (and they certainly
were not), they could have transported at most around 8,000 mercenaries. If we assume
that half the number were available, then a figure of 4,000 is possible.

But it is far more likely that the mercenaries had gathered at Taenarum in ragged
groups and had found transport without the aid of a large number of Athenian ships.
Some might have been maintained by their satraps and Persian commanders, while
others obviously sustained themselves. We know that Athens supplied arms and ar-
mour for some of the mercenaries later. Most probably, some of the men required new
arms because they sold their equipment to fund their passage, or did not have the
resources to pay for new equipment; others may not have had the space to ship their
arms when they sailed from Asia. The mixed condition and fortunes of the men sug-
gests that they did not share a common experience of evacuation from Asia on ships
organised by Leosthenes. Rather, the mercenaries’ condition is consistent with the
view that they were a collection of smaller individual refugee groups. The difficulties
in funding, and the logistical problems associated with moving, large numbers of men
by sea from Asia to Greece at short notice make it virtually impossible that Leosthenes
was responsible for the mercenary build-up at Taenarum in the way that Pausanias de-
scribes or in the manner normally imagined by modern scholars.?

It is clear that the mercenaries eventually chose Leosthenes as their commander
(etAovto otoatnyov avtokpdtooa), but there is no evidence to suggest that there was
anything remarkable about this. In fact, it is reference to this specific event that forces
the conclusion that Leosthenes was not in a position of leadership before this time. He
was chosen to command a force that had been unified by the officers with which it ar-
rived, but before his involvement. Although Diodorus and Pausanias were convinced

% For the condition of the Athenian navy at this time, see Morrison 1987; Sekunda 1992; Ashton 1977;
Bosworth 2003: 14-22.

31 Diod. 18.63.6; cf. 18.73.2; with Anson 2004: 157-58. Eumenes’ transportation of troops to Asia against
Antigonus in 318 BC demonstrates the planning required for such an operation and its complexity. Harpa-
lus, who made off with the staggering sum of 5000 talents of silver, could only organise the transport of
6000 mercenaries. See Diod. 17.108.6. Harpalus had a fleet of thirty ships for 6000 mercenaries. See also
Curtius 10.2.1.

%2 JG 112 1629.783-812. See Bosworth 2003: 15.

3 Cf. Worthington (1987: 491): “What ... [sc. Pausanias] meant ... when he said that 50,000 mercenaries
were ‘brought over ‘from Persia to Greece by Leosthenes ... is not that the latter provided the ferries him-
self or led them across, but that he was responsible for arranging their passage. Possibly some, if not all, of
the funding was provided by those satraps and leading officers also en route to Taenarum; they would
certainly have had the means to do so.” At most, if Leosthenes had been a trierarch in 325/4, then it is likely
that he had some limited role in persuading the Persian satraps and their leaders to take their mercenaries
to Taenarum, where they could expect employment in the future from Athens in the event of war.



that his interaction with the mercenaries concealed the brilliant handiwork of Leosthe-
nes, the weight of evidence does not support their expansive, rhetorical conclusions.
Unable to identify a legitimate accomplishment, Diodorus did not hesitate to use his
license to exaggerate. Leosthenes, he concluded rather arbitrarily, was elected leader of
the mercenaries on the basis of his peculiarly brilliant mind.3* Diodorus was a moralist
and it befitted the noble nature of the Athenian uprising that its leader be equally
noble. The phrase avdoa Puxne Aapmeotntt dikdoov is a gratuitous editorial inser-
tion by Diodorus, a stock characterisation that he employed with some regularity. Dio-
dorus’ other uses of this description link the idea of a brilliant mind with some other
virtuous or heroic attribute.®® This particular use, abrupt and unnatural as it is, both in
the literary and critical sense, reflects the underlying inappropriateness of the compar-
ison. There is a forced and inorganic feel to the statement that suggests Diodorus
struggled to find anything praiseworthy about the affair.? It is probable that Diodorus
drew on his stock of moral comparisons to retroactively lend Leosthenes’ election a
degree of brilliance it did not deserve.?

The image of a wandering band of mercenary ideologues following a brilliant leader
on a noble quest for freedom makes for effective literature, but is historically un-
realistic. What is a much more reasonable scenario is that the prospect of a well-
financed Athenian paymaster would attract the mercenaries’ temporary interest and
loyalty, irrespective of the quality of their employer’s mind. Pausanias and Diodorus
have obviously embellished this earlier event in Leosthenes” career, and the panegyri-
cal apotheosis of Leosthenes had already been set by Hypereides” funeral oration, de-
livered after the general’s death.3® But the historical reality is that unemployed merce-
naries come into the employment of a well-financed employer at an established merce-
nary recruiting centre.*® Accepting the leadership of a mercenary army assembled by
its own officers and paid for by Athens, Leosthenes’ role in the affair was exaggerated,
whether his own later military and strategic skill was mediocre or outstanding.

% Diod. 17.111.3.

% avodpeia te kat Puxne Aapmootntt (Diod. 2.22.3); avdeia ... Puxng A. (2.24.1); 0T OWHATOS ... Kal
Puxnc A. (4.10.2); 0cOun oOUATOS ... (4.40.1); dcun oUATOS Kol AGyov detvoTnTL, TEOG O ToUTOLS YUXNG
AQpTEOTNTL Kal poagyvola kat émeucela (15.88.3); ayxivolax otoatnywn) kat avdoelq ... (16.1.6);
mAoUTE Kat ... (16.7.1); kat dvdoeia (16.9.3); taic e TV CwHATWV DTTEQOXAIC KAl TAlS AaumEOTNTL TWV
Puxwv (17.59.3). See also 16.9.3 for use as a subject and 16.6.1, 6.4 for dix plus the accusative construction.
The process by which a myth was constructed can be seen when Pausanias later borrows the same term
when further exaggerating Leosthenes’ involvement in the matter. See Paus. 1.25.5.

% This is an awkward and unusual pairing of characteristics, mental brilliance and political opposition to
Alexander p&Aot’ avtikeipevov toig AAeEAvdQoL MEAYUAOLY.

3 Leosthenes does not deserve to be included in this list of luminaries (viz., Memnon, Medus, Herakles,
Jason, Epameinondas, Philip, Andromachus, Dion, and the Persian royal guards). He is notably absent
from the modern Greek cultural lexicon of nationalist heroes.

% Herrman 2009.

% Cf. Diod. 17.108.7. When Harpalus fled Asia upon Alexander’s return from India (326/5 BC), there was
no gratuitous reference to his brilliant mind when he hired a mercenary army. He was regarded as a villain
and it did not suit Diodorus’ purpose to project commendable qualities upon him. That he left his army at
Taenarum, presumably at their request, when he was turned away from Attica further emphasises that this
was the most likely destination for unemployed mercenaries at the time.
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