CROSS-REFERENCES IN THE BIBLIOTHEKE HISTORIKE
OF DIODOROS

C. L. R. RusincaMm

A. RECENT ARTICLE BY R. J. STARR! surveyed the use of cross-references in
parts of the writings of eight Roman authors who wrote between the mid-
first century B.C. and the early second century A.D., and drew some inter-
esting conclusions concerning the vocabulary, specificity, and uses of these
writers’ cross-references. Starr found (431-433) that most cross-references
were very imprecise, making use of common phrases such as ut supra dix-
imus or ut dicemus, and that they normally traversed a very short distance,
for both the scroll form in which these writers probably worked and the
impossibility of producing standardized editions of any text in manuscript
necessarily precluded reference by any regular division of the text. He also
distinguished several different purposes served by cross-references in differ-
ent kinds of writing. In general, they remind readers that the subject under
discussion has been mentioned before or make them aware that it will come
up again (434). More specifically, as he says, “In essays cross-references
help organize and advance arguments by providing transitions and sum-
maries” (435), while historians use them to “keep the reader abreast of
the large number of people, places, and actions” referred to, and to “co-
ordinate parallel accounts” (435). They also “provide a way to resume
an earlier account after a digression or the intervention of other material”
(436). The encyclopedist Pliny found cross-references of particular assis-
tance in organizing an enormous “mass of facts without endless repeti-
tion” (436).

In this article I propose to survey the use of cross-references by a single
Greek author, Diodoros. The vocabulary of his cross-references will, of
course, be different. It will be found, however, that in different parts of
the Bibliotheke cross-references are used in ways distinguished by Starr as
characteristic of two different genres of writing. The main historical narra-
tive, which makes up the bulk of the Bibliotheke (Books 7-40), naturally
shows affinities with the practice of the Roman historians Caesar, Sallust,
Livy, and Tacitus, whereas the introductory section of the work (Books
1-6), which collects a large and heterogeneous mass of geographic, ethno-
graphic, and mythological information, much more resembles in its use of
cross-references Pliny’s Natural History.

R. J. Starr, “Cross-references in Roman Prose,” AJP 102 (1981) 431-437. This
article will be cited henceforth by author’s name alone.
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40 PHOENIX

Cross-references in the Bibliotheke refer both backwards and forwards.
For some purposes both types can be grouped together, but for others
separate consideration is necessary.

CROSS-REFERENCES FORWARDS IN THE BIBLIOTHEKE

If we look first at the vocabulary of Diodoros’ forward cross-references,
we find that the commonest verb by far is dvaypdgewv, most often in the
form dvoypdyopev. Slightly less commonly the promise to treat a particular
subject later on is expressed by Sié&ipev or neipacdpeda Siedeiv, or by the
simple épodpev. A few other verbs also occur, more rarely, while in certain
cases an unusual purpose for the cross-reference dictates a special, unique
form of words.?

The situation that most often gives rise to these cross-references to later
parts of the text is the occurrence of a chance mention, in connection with
the main subject under discussion, of some person, situation, place, event,
or whatever, of which Diodoros plans to give a full account in its own right
at some later stage in the Bibliotheke. The cross-reference, therefore, usu-
ally includes the specification ta xotd pépog Gvaypdyopev, or 10 kaTd uépog
axpifidg dvaypdyopev, or T& xatd pépog dxpiféotepov Epodpev, or, less com-
monly, ¥kactov dvaypdyopev cagpéotepov. Sometimes the specification pixpov
Yotepov is added.

Let us now look more closely at the specificity of the cross-references. I
have counted 53 forward cross-references in the Bibliotheke.® Six of these
(2.17.3,15.48.4, 16.8.7, 17.1.4, 17.6.3, 19.59.6) look forward only in general
terms to the immediately following stretch of narrative. Fourteen specify
that the matter in question will be treated (uixpdv) ¥otepov, six of these
passages making cross-reference from one part of the archaeological sec-
tion (Books 1-6) to another, and seven from one part to another of the
main historical narrative (Books 7-40), while one refers from the arch-
aeological section to part of the main historical narrative. The distance
across which these references carry varies from four sections to about seven
books.* At the other end of the range of specificity, there is one pas-
sage (11.90.4; cf. 12.9.1 ff.) which refers forward specifically to the fol-
lowing book, while nine passages promise a fuller treatment of the point

2The actual figures are: &voypdyopev, 26; &vaypéyon newpacdpeba, 2; Sit&uev, 8; nepac-
SpeBa S1eAeiv, 1; epodpev, 6; Snhdoopev, 2; pvnobnodpeda, 1; émpvnobnobpeba, 1; & npordv
Adyog Snhdoer, 1; pvodoer . . . tpordv & Adyog, 1; ol xaté pépog mpdkerg dnhdoova, 2; ob xatx
puépog npdeig pmvdoovat, 1; 1o yevépevov Pefondoer o viv elpnpévov, 1. A complete tabula-
tion of all the cross-references discussed in this article will be found in the Appendix
(below, 54 ff.).

3Excluding statements that are really topic sentences, summarizing the contents of
the immediately following section of the work, as, e.g., 1.6.2, 1.9.4, 2.1.3, 18.75.3.

4See the tabulation of all the cross-references in the Appendix (below, 54 ff.).
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mentioned in connection with some particular subject matter.> The short-
est distance traversed in this group is two chapters, and the longest 21
books,® but it is noteworthy that only two of these cross-references are
picked up within the same book. As regards the nature of these cross-
references, four refer forward within the archaeological books (1-6), three
refer from the archaeological books to parts of the main narrative (Books
7-40), while the last one refers from one part to another of the historical
narrative.

In between the vagueness of the passages that promise to revert to the
subject in question pikpov Yotepov and the relative specificity of the passages
that look forward across a few chapters or several books to an anticipated
fuller discussion under a particular rubric falls a large group of 29 cross-
references which specify only that the fuller treatment will take place “at
the proper time” or “at a more appropriate time.” A variety of phrases
involving x pévog or xaipdg are used in these passages, the commonest being
&v 101g oikeloig x povorg.

CROSS-REFERENCES BACKWARDS IN THE BIBLIOTHEKE

So much for the vocabulary, specificity, and frequency of cross-references
forwards. Of cross-references backwards I have counted 42. The commonest
form of words is a parenthetical xoBdmep mpoeipntar or xofét mpoeipnar.
Next in order of frequency comes the personal form of the same verb,
npoepfixapev, followed by two forms of avaypdgewv, and a scattering of less
common expressions.®

As regards specificity the references range from a group of nine which
specify a particular book or books in the earlier portion of the Bibliotheke,

52.15.5: 8rav xai 14g madadg [sc. 1@v Aliérav) npakerg xai pvboroyiag Siegiopev (cf. 3
passim); 3.38.2: Srav t4g Taiov Kaisapog npakew; &vayphgopev (cf. 40.7.2); 3.61.3: dv 1oig
nept Kpimg (cf. 5.64.1 ff.); 3.67.4: &rav t4g npdEe; atrod [sc. 'Opgéwc) Srebiopev (cf. 4 and
5, passim); 4.15.4: &v tfi 1@v "Apyovavtdv otpateia (cf. 4.42.1 fl. and 49.3 ff.); 4.32.1: év
oig "Apyovadtag (cf. 4.42.1 and 49.3 ff.) 5.22.1: Srav éni v Kaicapog yevopévny otpateioy
elg INperavviav napayevn@dpev (cf. 40.7.4); 5.37.4: Srav éni myv "Apxpédovg Awiav EMwpev
(cf. 26.18.1 fI.); 17.114.4: Srav v mepl tig éxgopdg [sc. Tig 10D "Aledvdpov] Adyov dmoddpev
(cf. 17.116.1 ff.)

SLeaving out of account the two promises to discuss Julius Caesar’s exploits in
Britain and Gaul, which were almost certainly not fulfilled. (On the general question of
unfulfilled cross-references in the Bibliotheke see below, n. 27.)

"For the details see the full tabulation in the Appendix (below, 54 fI.). In six cases a
double specification is found: (pwxpdv) $otepov is combined with a more specific direction
either to the “appropriate time” (at 2.32.3, 16.65.9, 18.53.7) or to a certain context (at
2.15.5, 4.32.1, and 17.114.4).

8The actual figures are: xafém mpoelprra, 10; xafdnep npoeipntan, 6; xaBdnep/dg mpo-
ewpfixapev, 3; xafdmep/dg npoeinov, 3; g elpntan, 1; xabdmep dveypdyapev, 1; mpoerphixapev,
7; mpoerpnxéreg, 1; dvayeypboapev, 4; &veyphyapev, 1; efpnton, 2; Stidbopev, 2; 9 mpd Tadmg
nepiéxer BOBAog, 1. This makes a total of 24 parenthetical expressions, and 18 non-
parenthetical.
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through five which specify a context, and four which give vaguer specifi-
cations,® to the large group of 25 which include no specification whatever.
Some regular patterns can be discerned in Diodoros’ usage here.

First of all, and most obviously, the forms npoeipntar and npocinov appear
always in a parenthetical phrase introduced by xa@danep or xaBét1, and are
never accompanied by any further specification of the earlier passage to
which they direct attention, except at 31.26.4, where Diodoros adds the
vague #dn. These cross-references normally go back a very short distance
in the text.!°

With the exception of 11.67.2, which refers back 47 chapters, and 31.26.4,
which refers back to the previous book (in this case 1idn is added), the
extent of text traversed by these references varies only between one section
(11.84.8 to 11.84.7) and about ten chapters (2.32.6 to 2.23.1 ff.). Obviously,
when Diodoros was referring back such a short distance, he had no need to
include any specification of what passage he meant his reader to think back
to, but he also lacked any means of making his reference more specific, save
for such vague additions as {81, pixp®d npdrepov (16.78.4, referring back most
particularly to 16.61.1 ff., although other relevant material is found also at
16.56.8, 58.5-6, and 64.2), or év &AAoig (3.31.4, referring back to 3.1 ff. and
also to Book 1 passim). As Starr observed in his survey of Roman writers’
practice, “many references go back a very short distance, thereby making
precision unnecessary” (433).

When making more precise references to earlier parts of the text, Dio-
doros uses the forms npoeipfixapev (four times), mpoetpnxéreg (once), dveorye-
ypboapev (twice), aveypbyapev (once), SiAlopev (twice), elpnron (twice), and
1 npd tadmg POPAog (once). As one would expect, references specifying in
which book the reader will find the related matter treated can go back much
further than the unspecific cross-references discussed above, but seven of
the nine cases involve a reference to the immediately preceding book or
books,!! the first three of these referring between two parts of the arch-
aeological section of the Bibliotheke, and the other four between two parts
of the historical narrative. Only two passages refer back across a substan-
tial number of books: 16.46.4 (v tfi mpdtp POPAw) goes back to 1.30.4-9,
while 20.57.6 (v tfi tpit BifAp) is apparently mistaken in its reference to

SParticular book(s) specified: 4.1.6, 5.35.2, 6.1.5, 12.2.2, 16.46.5, 18.9.1, 19.3.3,
19.10.3, 20.57.6; context specified: 1.82.6, 3.41.1, 3.62.2, 5.35.2, 5.78.4; vaguer speci-
fications: & &\Aoig, 3.31.4; &v olkeotéporg, 5.75.4; #dn, 31.26.4; wkpd npbrepov, 16.78.4.
5.35.2, elpntar . . . kai év taig mpd Tadmg PiPAorg &v taig nepl ‘HpaxAéoug mpdeot, is unusual
in mentioning both a specific book and a context. Hence this passage is counted in both
these categories in the Appendix (below, 61).

10gee the Appendix (below, 58 ff.) for details.

1141.6: &v taig mpoerpnuévong Pifrorg, referring back to &v ... taig mpd tadng Pifhorg
tpwiv at 4.1.5; 5.35.2: xai &v taig npd tadmg BiBAoyg v taig mepl ‘Hpaxiéovg npakeat; 6.1.5:
tv taig npd tadg PiPAong; 18.9.1: &v i mpd Tadmg POPA®; 19.3.3: ) mpd tardng mepréxer fOPAoG;
19.10.3: &v ji npotépg POPAgp; 12.2.2: &v Svai PiPhorg, tadm e xai tff mpd Tadmg.
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Book 3.1? These last two are the only passages that traverse the gap be-
tween the historical narrative and the archaeological section of the text, for
all five of the cross-references which contain some specification by context
involve pairs of passages within the archaeological section.

PURPOSES SERVED BY DIODOROS’ CROSS-REFERENCES

What of the purposes served by Diodoros’ cross-references? Since the
passages analyzed by Starr mostly refer backward, it will be convenient to
take Diodoros’ backward references first. These can be analyzed into three
types, as follows: first, resumptive statements, returning to the main thread
of narrative or exposition after a short digression; second, “encyclopedic”
signposts, directing the reader to another of several places in the complex
construction of the Bibliotheke at which a particular subject is treated; and
third, “annalistic” cross-references, which attempt to overcome the break-
ing up of related subject matter by the division of the historical narrative
into annals. The first type, resumptive statements, is sometimes introduced
by the particles ptv odv.’* They generally carry over very short distances,
only a few sections or chapters, and they are found in both Books 1-6
and Books 7-40. I would assign 15 of the 42 backward references to this
category.!® My second type I have called “encyclopedic” since they knit to-
gether parallel accounts of the same subject matter which inevitably occur,
often widely separated, in the course of such a wide-ranging and complex
work as the Bibliotheke. The distance over which these references carry

121f the editors are correct in thinking that the matter in question, the foundation
of Meschela in Libya by Greeks on their way home from the Trojan War, was actu-
ally reported in Book 7 (the passage at 20.57.6 is listed in Vogel’s Teubner edition as
a fragment of that almost entirely lost book, 7.7), then Diodoros’ mistake is readily
understandable: he might well have found it hard to remember whether an event that
took place in Libya in the generation following the Trojan War had been narrated in the
summary account of Libya in Book 3 or in the first book of the main historical narra-
tive. In any case, this mistake exemplifies the hazards of referring back to books written
a number of years earlier, of which the author would no longer have a clear memory.
(The problems of such unfulfilled cross-references in the Bibliotheke merit independent
treatment: see below, n. 27.)

131.86.2: & 1ol Beohoyovpévorg O’ adtdv [sc. tdv Alyontiev] (cf. 1.21.1); 3.41.1: én
Nrodepaiov vy Ehegdvrov Bipav drnyyeilopev (cf. 3.18.4); 3.62.1: év toig Alyvrriaxois (cf.
1.11.3 and passim); 5.78.4: 8re 16 nepi Aaidodov dveypdgopev (cf. 4.79.1-2; 5.35.2), which
is counted both in the category of “context” and in that of “specific books,” because
it contains both kinds of specification, is an uncompleted reference, but the context
mentioned, t& nepi ‘HpaxAéovg, is found in Book 4.

4See J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles® (Oxford 1954), 470-473, who labels this
usage “retrospective and transitional odv with prospective pév” (470), and observes (472)
that it is “very frequent in prose,” where “often the pév clause sums up and rounds off
the old topic, while the 8¢ clause introduces the new one.”

15The details of this analysis can be seen in the section of the chart headed “Purpose”
in the Appendix (below, 58 ff.).



44 PHOENIX

is usually much longer than for the resumptive references, and they are
found connecting passages within Books 1-6 and between Books 1-6 and
Books 7-40. This category comprises 19 passages. Thirdly, “annalistic”
references, so called because they result from the limitations of annalisti-
cally organized historical narrative, traverse usually some intermediate dis-
tance between resumptive and encyclopedic cross-references, and are found
only within Books 7-40. The remaining eight passages belong in this cate-
gory. It will be seen that my three categories of cross-reference correspond
roughly to the specialized purposes that Starr discerned in the historical
works that he analyzed and in Pliny’s Natural History. Thus for historians
he concluded that cross-references “provide a way to resume an earlier ac-
count after a digression or the intervention of other material” (436)—my
“resumptive” type—as well as to “keep the reader abreast of the large num-
ber of people, places, and actions” referred to, and to “coordinate parallel
accounts” (435)—my “annalistic” type. As for my “encyclopedic” type,
although Starr did not define specifically the nature of the cross-references
used by Pliny, he did attempt to explain the unusually high rate of cross-
reference in the Natural History by the peculiar organizational difficulties
posed by the compilation of an encyclopedic work (436).

Forward cross-references can be classified into three very similar types.
Correlative to backward “resumptive” statements are forward “anticipa-
tory” statements, which note that certain details have been mentioned
slightly in advance of their logical place in the narrative or exposition.
These, like their backward counterparts, usually traverse very short dis-
tances, and are found within both sections of the Bibliotheke, 1-6 and 7-40.
Six of the 53 forward cross-references are of this type. Second, “encyclo-
pedic” forward references are the obvious counterparts to “encyclopedic”
backward references, and behave similarly: they also traverse relatively
long distances, and make reference either within Books 1-6 or between 1-6
and 7-40. There are 27 references of this type. The third type, “annalistic”
forward references, often comprise a summary of the career of some famous
person, or the extrapolation of a general pattern from the narrative, both
of these being comments of a kind that cannot be easily made within the
bounds of annalistic structure. The distance traversed by these references
varies from one chapter to about one and a half books, and they occur only
in Books 7-40. There are 20 references of this type.'®

To summarize, the Bibliotheke appears to contain examples of two kinds
of cross-references (the resumptive/ anticipatory!” and the annalistic) which
Starr found to be characteristic of historical works, and a third type (the

18For details of the forward cross-references see Appendix (below, 54-59.)

17Gince most of Starr’s Roman authors used only backward cross-references (see
below, 51), he saw no need to distinguish these two reciprocal forms of what is es-
sentially the same kind of reference.
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encyclopedic) which I have argued to be characteristic of encyclopedias
or compendious collections of miscellaneous material. The incidence of
the three types is not, however, uniform throughout. The first type, the
resumptive/anticipatory, is found in both sections of the work, the encyclo-
pedic books, 1-6, and the historical books, 7-40. This type, I would argue,
is not specific to one genre, but can be used, in different forms, in several '3
The encyclopedic type of reference, however, occurs only within Books 1-6,
i.e., making reference from one part to another of these books, or connect-
ing the two sections of the work, i.e., referring from the encyclopedic to
the historical section or vice versa. Annalistic references, in their turn, can
occur by definition only within the historical part of the Bibliotheke, 7-40.
I think this pattern of distribution reflects the difference of genre between
Books 1-6 and Books 7-40, the former section resembling Pliny’s encyclo-
pedic work, the latter historical works such as those of Livy and Tacitus.*®

Some correlation appears, as one might expect, between the purpose of
a cross-reference and its phraseology. Among the backward references all
15 of the resumptive type take the simplest form, of a parenthetical two-
word phrase consisting of xaBdnep, xafém, or &g with a verb (2[npo]e{pmou,
npoetpfikapev, or mpoeinov) but without any helping expression.?’ Only five
of the encyclopedic references and two of the annalistic type take this form.
Three more of the encyclopedic references consist of just a simple verb, not
in a parenthetic construction, but with no helping expression. The remain-
ing eleven encyclopedic references and six annalistic ones include some kind
of helping expression. This is all as one would expect. Resumptive cross-
references, which normally carry over only a few sections or chapters, can
be brief and parenthetic, whereas annalistic and encyclopedic references
have a tendency to be more specific, in order to supply some of the more
detailed information that the reader needs to look backwards across a num-
ber of chapters or books.

Since all the forward references contain helping expressions, any analysis
that attempts to relate phraseology to purpose must be at a finer level. The
most general kind of helper, a simple pixpov Yotepov, occurs in a few cases of
each type. However, eight out of the nine references that include context
are of the encyclopedic type, while passages that promise to revert to a
particular subject matter “at the proper time or place” divide 17 to 12
between the categories “encyclopedic” and “annalistic.” Once again the
more specific information is found in those types of cross-reference that
require it because they traverse longer distances.

!8Note Starr’s description (435) of a similar resumptive use of cross-references in the
philosophical works he surveyed.

19Gee further below, 49, for further discussion of this point.

20This is Starr's term for any additional word or phrase that limits in some way the
vagueness of the cross-reference.



46 PHOENIX

COMPARISON OF DIODOROS’ CROSS-REFERENCES WITH THOSE
OF NINE ROMAN AUTHORS

So much for the details of Diodoros’ practice in making cross-reference.
Some more systematic comparisons can now be attempted of Diodoros’
usage with Starr’s findings for his Roman authors. Tables 1 and 2 set out
the data concerning cross-references in the nine Latin works analyzed by
Starr and in Diodoros’ Bibliotheke as far as possible in comparable form.
Look first of all at the general incidence of cross-references.?!

The Latin authors range from Livy (1-5) and Suetonius (De vita Cae-
sarum) at the low end of the scale, then in order through Tacitus (Ann.
1-6), Seneca (De ira), Sallust (Cat.), Caesar (BC), and his continuators
(BH, BAl, and BAf), to Cicero (Off.) and Pliny (HN 8-11) at the up-
per end. If genre of writing were the only factor that determined how
frequently an author used cross-references, then the separation of the two
philosophical works on the scale (Cicero’s De officiis has the second highest
rate, while Seneca’s De ira ranks sixth) would be surprising. The histor-
ical writers do seem to fall into two groups: the minor Caesarian works,
Caesar’s Bellum civile, and Sallust’s Catilina rank third, fourth, and fifth,
respectively, while Tacitus’ Annales, Suetonius’ De vita Caesarum, and
Livy fall at the lowest end of the scale. One might hypothesize, there-
fore, that writers of shorter and more concentrated historical works use
more cross-references than writers of full-scale histories. Pliny’s Natural
History is a unique example of an encyclopedia. Starr commented on its
relatively high frequency of cross-references, and suggested that this might
be related to the encyclopedist’s special need for signposts to help orga-
nize a huge and varied mass of material without too much repetition (436),
and also that those who consult such an encyclopedia need more direction
from one section to another discussing similar subject matter because they
will probably not read through the whole text, as they would a narrative
history or a philosophical essay, and thus come upon similar passages for
themselves (433). As for the philosophical writers, Starr noted (435) that
cross-references provide a useful means of summarizing the purport of an
argument as a foundation for the next stage. That Cicero used this de-
vice much more frequently than Seneca should warn us against attributing
the variations between one work and another in respect of cross-references
exclusively to the influence of genre: clearly, individual writers’ style played
an important role.

How does Diodoros compare with the Roman writers surveyed by Starr?
In overall frequency of cross-references he falls near the low end of the

21Here the figures for the number of words in each text are only approximate esti-
mates, but the variation from one author to another is great enough that it should not
be affected by this imprecision.



47

CROSS-REFERENCES IN DIODOROS

"SSB[D 1991B[ 9} Ul 919y P2JUNOD SI 9] "SPIEM¥ORq PUR SPIBRMIO] [)Oq 9OUSISJAI © JO osed anbiun e st 7'Z'7l G

"A10399e> 1997R[ 9} UI pojuUNOd ST ‘sury

oyerzdozdde o7} 0} suo pue (Aod320q aQdl) woryeOyIdads [RWITUI & YJOq SUTRIUOD YOIYM ‘G'G9 9T ‘A10897ed
I9ULIOJ 9Y) UL PIIUNOD ST ‘}X9UO0I © O} PUe S$Y00q 2Yloads 01 [j0q 20Ua19J31 ® SIAIS yorgm ‘g ge g *S'o :£108
-93ed oy1oods 9I0W 9Y} Ul 319Y P2junod aIe uolsseldxe Juid[oy 9UO UeRY) dI0W FUUIRIUOD SIOUSIYII-SSOI) T

S9J0N
%vy %968 66 (4 £ seL
%0¢ %0¢ %01 %21 %6 01 g g pajo[duod Ajqeqordury
%9 %¥6 %91 %% %9¢ q1 I 4 paje[dwod A[qeqoidg
%1S %Y %¥L %98 %9 0L 9¢ 43 pajR[dwiod Apytuyeq
%¢ %L6 %2¢ %% %8S 0¢ I 62 Quy seudoidde 1y,
%8¢ %29 %¥1 %31 %ST 4 i 8 PRUOTIURUI X2JUOD)
%06 %01 %11 %1% %% 01 6 I pauonjuaw jooq dyoadg
%LS %y %98 %1L %er €S 0¢ (4 j0oq Sures 3y} UIYIM
%63 %BIL %y %67 %LS T 4! 0§ seuepunoq jooq Juisso1))
%18 %61 %¢E¢ %09 %11 I¢ 4 9  uorssozdxs Furday ynoyyum
%L %¥L %L9 %0% %68 9 L1 Ly uotssazdxo Furday gy
spag  spmd  [BIOL [e30L, [®30L

[210], [RIUOZIIOHY, [[BI2A0Y, SPIemdeg Y, SPIeMIO]Y, S[RI0], Splemydeq SpIemIo]

S90UBIRfOY-SS0I)) ,SOIOPOK(T 10f saInglf Areuruung

I °198L



‘podures oY sjiom oY} Jo Aue
wl punoy oY 3soySy oYy e} Aq st AUy W 9ousprUI 9y jey) sordunt A[resp pep-gep se8ed uo uoissnosip siq
‘19A9MOY "NH AUl URY} 19Y30 SHIOM UI SSLIRPUNOQ-JOO( SSOIdE SIIUAISJSI 10§ sa1ndy aspaid ou s3AIS 11e)§

90N
%S6 %S %Ly %ES %
987 6 4 8 (44 11 01T S2I s[ejor,
%EE %L
9 0 0 0 I 9 0 4 4 2880 G-1 AArg
%0L %0¢ STesse)) 11X
01 0 0 0 0 01 0 L g 9671 ‘sntuojeng
%01 %¢ %06 %01 %69  %I¢ 9-T aay
62 g 0 I 9% g 0% 6 609°¢ ‘snjoe],
> %ET %L %E¢ BIT o(]
Z g1 0 0 4 61 0 0 ¢ 8LE'9 ‘eosuag
o %vT %98 7))
= L 0 0 V/N Vv/N L 0 I 9 8ET"L “sn[res
%Ly %¢ES od
45 0 0 0 43 0 91 81 L6%'6 ‘ Tesae))
%6%  %IL Jvd ‘1vg ‘H9
|£5 0 0 v/N V/N 18 0 6 TT 1296 ‘[resee))]
%G %G1 %0€  %0L Joaq
154 1 0 g 54 0 e1 0g yL 11 ‘0191
%8 %8 %vy %L8 %ET %eS  %8% TT-8 NH
19 S Y 0 LT g 8 (43 62 69S°G% ‘Kut g
Arepunog spiom
ouny, joog  -yoog adpy 1odiPH  000°01

s[e10], oawﬁmoam.d‘ 1x93u0)) 2ynadg

48

$SOI10Y SpIemyoeq SpIemIof IMOYIA YA Iod orey

SIOYINY URWIOY UI SeoUSISJaY-SSOI)) I0J SaInSif Arewrung g 9[qel,



CROSS-REFERENCES IN DIODOROS 49

scale, between Tacitus’ Annales and Suetonius’ De vita Caesarum. How-
ever, Diodoros’ cross-references are not distributed evenly throughout the
Bibliotheke: a disproportionately high percentage of the total (56 of 93,22
or 60%) come from the first five books, an average rate of just over 11
per book as compared to only 3.7 per book in 11-20. The overall average
rate of cross-reference in the Bibliotheke is 2.186 per 10000 words of text;
while the rate for Books 1-5 rises to 4.313, almost twice the overall average
rate, and that for Books 11-20 sinks to 1.252, just over half the overall
average rate. Even though these two sections of the Bibliotheke do not fall
at significantly different points on the scale of Roman authors, I think it
likely that the difference in the frequency of cross-references between them
has to do with their difference of genre. Books 11-20 contain historical
narrative annalistically arranged, not so different from that in Tacitus’ An-
nals or Livy’s History. Starr pointed out how Tacitus uses cross-references
to compensate for the disjointing effect of annalistic structure (435). This
tends to be the predominant reason for Diodoros’ cross-references in his
main historical narrative: when he wants either to remind the reader of
details mentioned in a previous year’s narrative, or to point out some large
development of events which has to be extrapolated from the details of
several years’ narrative, he uses cross-references, sometimes mentioning
specifically his concern not to violate annalistic structure (e.g., at 13.37.6,
15.39.3). The introductory books of the Bibliotheke, on the other hand,
contain not annalistic history, but &pyororoyia/pvBodoyic, which means in
fact a collection of very varied geographic, ethnographic, and mythologi-
cal material. This kind of subject matter required much more deliberate
organization by its compiler, who must have found himself in a situation
resembling that of Pliny the encyclopedist. Thus it seems to me possible
that the difference in the frequency of cross-reference between the encyclo-
pedic archaeological section (Books 1-5) and the annalistic narrative sec-
tion (Books 11-20) of the Bibliotheke is due in part at least to some of the
same factors that led the encyclopedist Pliny to use cross-references much
more frequently than the historians Tacitus and Livy.

More interesting than these observations and hypotheses based on the
comparison of overall rates of cross-reference in Diodoros and in the Roman
authors are some of the differences in the finer details of usage. Starr
suggested several levels of analysis of the specificity of cross-references.
Most generally, he noted that “helping words or phrases (e.g., supra) occur
frequently in cross-references” (432). Table 2 displays the incidence of
such helping words in his nine Roman authors. Sallust has the highest

22The total number of cross-references is here given as 93, whereas throughout most
of the text and in the tables the overall total for Diodoros is given as 95. This is due
to the deliberate exclusion for the purpose of the present argument of the two passages
that occur in the fragmentary books (viz., 6.1.5 and 31.26.4).
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proportion of cross-references including helping words (86%). The order
thereafter runs: minor Caesarian works (71%), Cicero (70%), Livy (67%),
Caesar (53%), Pliny (48%), Seneca (33%), Tacitus (31%), and Suetonius
(30%). Diodoros, with 67% of his cross-references including a helping word,
ranks with Livy, well in the top half of the sample of Roman authors. The
mere addition, however, of such a general helping word as supra hardly gives
the reader much help in finding the passage to which the author is referring.
A finer analysis of the kinds of helping words used in cross-references is
needed. The most specific direction an ancient writer could give was to
a particular book of his work. Since texts were not regularly divided into
subsections of a standard size smaller than books, finer reference within
a book could only be either by context or by allusion to some obvious
general principle on which the work was organized. Reference by specific
books turns out to be surprisingly rare: among all the 236 cross-references
collected by Starr, only eight include such specifications (five in Cicero,
two in Seneca, and one in Tacitus), a rate of only 3.4% of the total.?* The
highest rate in any individual author is 13% in Seneca, followed by 12%
in Cicero. In the Bibliotheke there are ten of these references to specific
books, which thus make up 10.5% of the total of 95 cross-references. Among
the Roman authors reference by context is found five times, all of them in
Pliny. This category thus constitutes 8% of the 61 cross-references in Pliny.
For the Bibliotheke the comparable figure is 12 of 95, or 13%. The third
way of making a cross-reference more specific, the allusion to some obvious
principle of organization, is typified by statements in the Roman authors
that the matter in question has been or will be discussed elsewhere suo
loco, “in its proper place,” while the comparable phrase in Diodoros is év
70ig otkeiog xpévoic.?* Here the difference between the Roman authors and
Diodoros becomes more striking. Only nine of Starr’s 236 cross-references
were of this type (= 4%), one in Cicero (2% of that author’s total), five in
Pliny (8%), and three in Tacitus (10%), whereas this category made up 30
of Diodoros’ 95 cross-references (= 32%). If one counts together these three
most specific kinds of cross-reference, the total for the Roman authors is 22
out of 236 (= 9.3%), whereas 52 of Diodoros’ 95 cross-references (= 55%)
contain these more specific helping expressions. Thus while Diodoros ranks
only moderately high among the Roman authors by the simplest criterion
of specificity in his cross-references, he outdoes them all significantly when
the degree of specificity is taken into account.

231t should be noted that reference from one book to another within the same work is
not possible in Sallust’s Catilina and the minor Caesarian works, each of which consists
of only one book.

24QOther, equivalent, phrases are: év toig idiow ypévorg, év olxewréporg xanpols, v Tolg
oixelowg xanpolg, xatd Todg olxelovg xpdvovg; also émi or mpdg Todg oixelovg x povovg used with a
verb implying motion.
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This very high incidence of certain kinds of specification in Diodoros
appears to correlate with another unusual aspect of his cross-references.
Only two of the Roman authors in the sample (Pliny and Tacitus) make
cross-references forwards as well as backwards, and in neither case do the
forward cross-references make up a large proportion of the total: they
are 13% for Pliny and 10% for Tacitus. In Diodoros, by contrast, 53 of
the 95 cross-references, or 56% of the overall total, refer forwards. Of his
forward references 89%, as opposed to only 40% of his backward references,
include some kind of helping expression. Furthermore, 72% of the helping
expressions attached to the forward references, as compared to only 35%
of the helping expressions used with the backward references, are of the
three most specific types discussed above (viz., references to specific books,
to contexts, or to another discussion of the subject “at the proper time
or place”). It seems clear, therefore, that the high incidence of forward
references in Diodoros is related to the high incidence of more specific
helping expressions used with cross-references.

Another factor also seems to enter into the picture here, namely, the
distance across which references carry. Starr noted of his Roman authors
that “many references go back a very short distance, thereby rendering
precision unnecessary” (433); in other words, a correlation seems likely
between lack of precision and reference across a short distance. Only in
Pliny, who, as he pointed out, “was faced with prodigious problems of
organizing his material” (434), did he find a significant proportion of the
cross-references carrying over long stretches of text: “In Pliny, HN 8-11
... almost one-half of the 61 cross-references pass over one or more book
boundaries, while only 13 allude to material less than 10 sections away”
(434). In Diodoros 35 of the 85 definitely or probably completed cross-
references,?® or 41%, pass over a book boundary, a similar proportion to
that in Pliny. In Diodoros, however, there is a much clearer correlation
between distance traversed and specificity of reference: 55% of the gross
total of 95 cross-references include one of the three most specific types of
helping expression; and all but three of the most general cross-references
are to passages within the same book.

The use of cross-references is an aspect of ancient historiography which
appears not to have been very systematically studied, although for certain
works arguments concerning the process of composition have been based
on them.?® The attempt made here to quantify Diodoros’ use of cross-
references and to compare the Bibliotheke in this respect with a num-
ber of Latin works shows that Diodoros was by the ancient standard thus

25Ten of the overall total of 95 Diodoran cross-references were either certainly or
probably not completed. See the tabulation in the Appendix (below, 54 ff., and n. 27).
2635ee, for example, J. E. Powell, The History of Herodotus (Cambridge 1939).
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established unusually specific in his cross-references, especially those refer-
ring forwards, of which he makes much more lavish use than any of the
Roman authors surveyed.?” This suggests that he was conscious of, and
spent some time wrestling with, the problems of organization presented by
his unusually encyclopedic work.?® The process of collecting and organiz-
ing the material for the first six books alone must have been very long and
demanding. A true estimate of the labour involved in organizing, as well
as in collecting, the materials for his uniquely compendious work makes it
easier to understand why he might not have begun the actual process of
literary composition until perhaps half of his 30-year period had elapsed—a
view recently reiterated by several scholars on other grounds.?

The Bibliotheke is a work which we read generally for want of the better
and fuller narrative histories which it has supplanted, and it is fair to say
that its general unevenness and its many imperfections of detail justify

27In this study I have deliberately avoided raising the question whether Diodoros took
over some of his cross-references from the earlier works which he used as his sources.
This has, of course, been suggested, especially in the case of some of the unfulfilled cross-
references (on which see above, n. 25, and the Appendix [below, 54 fl.]). It seemed to me
that a survey of all the cross-references in the Bibliotheke was a necessary preliminary
to the discussion of these particular problem cases. I hope to devote another paper to
this problem in the near future. Given that the category I have called “certainly un-
fulfilled cross-references” comprises only ten out of the total of 95 passages, the general
conclusions drawn in this paper about Diodoros’ use of cross-references should not be
subverted, even if it were decided that in all these problem cases the cross-reference was
taken over from Diodoros’ source of the moment.

One of the journal’s referees suggested, however, that the conclusions of this paper
would be considerably strengthened if I included a rough count of the number of cross-
references that cross over boundaries between sources. This is, of course, not an entirely
simple matter, as some questions regarding the sources used by Diodoros remain contro-
versial. However, if one treats as standard the account of the sources of Diodoros given
by Schwartz in his article in RE 5 (1905) 663 fI., the following figures can be compiled:

Definitely = Probably = Improbably Total
fulfilled fulfilled fulfilled
Forwards 9 11 3 23 out of 53
Backwards 6 1 2 9 out of 42

I note that none of the forward cross-references in this group are found in the an-
nalistic books. The particular passages concerned are indicated by * in the tables of
cross-references in the Appendix.

28 As Starr says, defining the last of several functions which he saw as fulfilled by
the cross-references he studied in his survey of nine Roman authors: “Cross-references
assert the author’s presence in his work and his control over his material,” a function
which “by itself explains very few passages, but ... may underlie other more obvious
purposes” (437).

29Gee C. Rubincam, “The Organization and Composition of Diodoros’ Bibliotheke
Historike,” EMC/CV Ns 6 (1987) 313-328, esp. 323 and 324-328.
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to a large extent the negative judgments so often passed upon it. Those
negative judgments, and the desire to use Diodoros’ work as a means of
recovering something of the lost works that lie behind it, as well as the sheer
bulk of the Bibliotheke, have caused it to be most often studied piecemeal.
Now that computer technology has provided us with the tools to study the
text as a whole, it has become possible to investigate systematically some
important aspects of Diodoros’ historiographical practice in general. I hope
that the light thrown here on one aspect of the Bibliotheke’s composition
will be found to contribute helpfully to the intelligent use of this work as
a source for many periods of ancient history.3!

ERINDALE COLLEGE
UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO
Mississauga, ONT. L5L 1C6

30J. I. McDougall's Lexicon in Diodorum Siculum, 2 vols (Hildesheim 1983) was
compiled, as the author informs me, from his own machine-readable text. The The-
saurus Linguae Graecae Project in Irvine, California, has now made generally available
a machine-readable text of the Bibliotheke.

31A version of this paper was delivered at the meeting of the Classical Association of
Canada in Winnipeg in May 1986. I am grateful for the comments of various members
of the audience on that occasion. I thank Kenneth Sacks also for general discussion and
some useful bibliography. I owe an especially large debt of gratitude to Raymond Starr,
for supplying me with an offprint of his article, for generously making available to me
the notes on which it was based, which enabled me to make my comparison of Diodoros’
practice in regard to cross-references and the usage of the Roman authors he surveyed
much more detailed and extensive, and for reading and criticizing an earlier version of
this article. He bears, of course, no responsibility for the use to which I have put his
unpublished material. Irvin Rubincam helped me with word-processing in general, and
particularly with the tables and the Appendix. The passages making cross-reference
were located by means of a microfiche concordance to the text of the Bibliotheke made
for me by the University of Toronto Computing Services from a machine-readable text
tape purchased from the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae Project in Irvine, California. The
Humanities and Social Sciences Research Board of the University of Toronto provided
several grants towards this project.
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APPENDIX: TABULATION OF CROSS-REFERENCES

Forward Cross-References

Ref.

Form of words

1.15.3
1.31.9
1.50.7*
1.69.1*
1.92.3*

mepl 0b T& x0Tl pépog v T0ig olkelowg ypdvoig dvaypbyopev

mePL . . . TovTOV T KOt pépog pixpdv Votepov dvaypdyopev

mept . . . TovG TO KOoTh pépog €v Tolg 1diotg xpdvorg dvaypdyopev
i Aowrdg [sc. mpdeig] év tolg oixeloig xpdvoig dvoypdyopev
bnep od 1 xatd pépog pkpdv Yotepov dvaypdyopev

2.15.5%

2.17.3

2.31.2%
2.31.2%
2.32.3*

2.34.6*

0 xvprdrorte kol pviung &&w pixpdv Yotepov dvayphyopev, Stav xol g
nodadg adtdv mpdgeg xal puboroyiag Seiopev

nepl bv dxpiPéotepov b mpordv Adyog Snrdoer

bnep dv fpelg & xatd pépog v olxelotéporg dvoypdyopev konpoic

brép bv hpelg T kot pépog &v oikelotéporg dvaypdyopev kaipoig

nept dv vV Hpels 1 xepdlona TpoerpnrdTeg T kTt pépog Botepov dxpiic
avaypdyopev, enadav &ri ToVg oixelovg ypdvovg EmPaAwpev

nepl dv fuelg T& xatd pépog &v Toig 18lowg xpdvorg dxpiPide dvayplyopev

3.16.2
3.38.2%
3.44.8*

3.54.1
3.61.3*
3.67.4*

nept fig pucpdv Yotepov Epoduev

Sié€pev, Stav tag Taiov Kaioapog npdeg avaypdowpev

mepl oD g kath pépog edypnotiag v Tolg oixelog xpdvorg merpocdbuedo
SieAletv

nept v 1 xatd pépog pikpdv Yotepov Sié€ipev

nept v Huelg év toig mept Kpfyrng & xatd: pépog dvarypdyopev

& xatd pépog dvaypdyopev, Stav tag npakelg avtod SreElopev

4.15.4
4.23.4*
4.29.6*

4.32.1
4.55.3*
4.58.5*

mept . . . ToUTwV v Tfj T@V 'Apyovantdv otpateia & katd pépog SreEinev
nept . . . ToVTOV T& xotd pépog év Toig olxeioig xpdvolg dvaypdyopev
nepl . . . ToVTWV év T0i¢ oixelolg xpbvolg dvaypdyopev

nepl &v &v Tolg "Apyovardtang & xatd pépog pixpdv Botepov SiéEipev
nept v &v olxerotéporg pvnobnedpedo xarpoig
bv 1 mpdEerg dvaypdyopev, Stav elg Exetvoug Todg gpdvoug mapoyevnOdpev

5.3.6*
5.6.4*

5.21.2*

nept v dxpipdg dvaypdyopev &v Toig oixeloig ypdvorg
nepl dv T xatd pépog &v toig olxeloig xpbvorg dvaypdyopev

mept . . . To0T@V ThG xotd pépog npdlerg &v Toig oixelog xpdvorg avayplyopev

1. In the column headed “Specificity” the symbol “g’" indicates that the general cross-
reference in question includes absolutely no helping expression, while “g” signifies
the presence of a minimal helping expression, such as pwpdv $otepov or 7idn.
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COMPLEMENTARY DISTANCE |FULFILMENT|SPECIFICITY [PURPOSE
REF(S) TRAVERSED
b(ook) e(ncyc.)
d(efinite) |a(ppr. time) |r(esump./
Book  |p(robable) |c(ontext) anticip.)
same other|i(mprob.) |g(eneral) a(nnal.)
1454 30 chs d a e
1.63.9 22 chs d g e
17.52.1 ff.; 18.28.1 ff. 16/17 bks|d a e
11.2.1 ff. & passim 10 bksid a e
3,4,5 passim esp. 4.25.3 21/, bks|d g le
3 passim 45 chs |d c e
2.19.1 ff. 2 chs d g r
17.112.1 ff,; 19.55.8-9 15/17 bks|d a e
19.55.8-9; [21.1.3] 17/19 bks p a e
(9.20.4] 7 bks? p a e
[9.20.4] 7 bks? p a e
3.16.6-7 4 ss d g T
[40.7.2]7 ? i c e
[32.13.1] 29 bks p a e
3.56.1 ff. 2 chs d g r
5.64.1 ff. 2 bks|d c e
4,5 passim esp. 4.25.2-4(10 chs d c e
4.40.1 ff. 25 chs d c e
[10.18.6] 6 bks p a e
11.20.4; 14.63.4, 77.6; 7 bks|d a e
15.24.2-3; [25.7.1]
4421 ff. & 49.3 ff. 10 chs d c e
[7.7.1] 3 bks p a e
[7.7.1] 3 bks p a e
34/35.9 30 bks|d a e
frag. incert. Teubner ? p a e
pp. 219-220
[40.7.3]7 ? i a e
2. The symbol * indicates cross-references which appear to cross over the boundaries

between sources used by Diodoros. See note 27.
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Forward Cross-References (continued)

Ref.

Form of words

5.22.1*

5.37.4*

5.80.3*
5.84.4*

mepl ... @V xat' abtdv vopipwv kol t@v dAAev 1Srwpdtev w0 kotd pépog
avaypdyopev, dtav éni v Kaloopog yevopévnv otpateiav eig Ipetavviov
napayevnOdpev

nept dv & xotd pépog Stav émi Hv "Apxpidoug Hdiov EMBwpev dxpiBic
Siélipev

mepl Gv 1o xatd pépog év Toig 18loig xpdvorg dvoypéyopev

mepl bv 1é xatd pépog v Toig olxelog ypbvoig dvaypdyopev

11.64.3
11.90.2
11.90.4

GAMG . .. mepl TovTV TG Kot pépog év Tolg oixeloig xpdvorg dvayplyopev
nepl dv & xatd pépog dvayplyopev v toig oikelowg xpdvoie
nepl Gv 1o xatd pépog xatd Ty Exopévnv BifAov dvoypbyar terpacdpeda

13.37.6

13.96.4

GAMG mepl . . . tobtwv &v Toig oixelowg xpdvoig dxpiBéatepov £podpev, Tva piy
mopd phow mporapBdvepev Tf Ypaefi Todg xarpode

4G . . . koo pépog avTod npdEeis xal v abEnow Thg dpxfig &v Toig oikelowg
xpovorg Sré€ipev

14.2.3
14.63.2

14.117.6

mepi . .. 00TV év Toig oikelowg ypbvorg Exactov dvaypdyopev capéotepov
nepi fig pikpdv Botepov Epodpev, tva pi TporapPdvapev T Ypogfi Todg xai-
podg

mepl oD xotdt Todg oixelovg xpdvorg EmpvnoOnodpedo

15.39.3

15.48.4
15.79.2

mept . . . 00TV pikpdv Votepov &v tolg xatd pépog ExteBeior sagpéotepov On-
Adoopev, viv 8'énl 10 cuvexts i iotopiag Tpeyduedoa

nepl Gv xail fpels dxpipdg dvaypdyon terpacdpedo i xatd pépog iotopia
nept . . . To0T@V TG KaTd pépog pikpdv Yotepov dxprfdg Sié€ipev

16.8.7

16.60.5

16.65.9

nepl . .. to0tev al katd pépog npakeg Exacta dnAdoovot, fuelg 8'éni g
ouvexels npdleig peraPifdoopev v Adyov

nepl pév 100tV év Toig olkelowg ypdvorg T& xatd pépog dvoypdyopev, vdv
8'¢éni 10 ouvexds Thg lotopiag tpeydpeda

nepi . .. To0TOV TG xoTh pépog pikpdv Botepov év tolg oixeloig xpdvorg dva-
Ypdyopev

17.1.4

17.6.3.

17.114.4

advtol yap ol xatd pépog mpdlelg ikavie unvocovor to péyebog tiig 86Eng
avtod

aAdd mepl pév todtev at katd pépog npakers Exacta SnAdcovov: Npelg &'énl
10 cuvexts Tig lotopiog tpeydpeda

nept v pixpdv Yotepov Epodpev Grav tdv mepl tiig kpopdc Adyov Groddpev
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COMPLEMENTARY | DISTANCE |FULFILMENT|SPECIFICITY |PURPOSE
REF(S) TRAVERSED
b(ook) e(ncyc.)
d(efinite) |a(ppr. time) |r(esump./
Book  |p(robable) [c(ontext) anticip.)
same other[i(mprob.) |g(eneral) a(nnal.)
[40.7.4]7 ? 1 ¢ e
26.18.1 ff. 21 bks P c e
[7.10.1] 1 bk? p a e
[7.10.1] 1 bk? p a e
12.38.1 f1. 1/, bk|d a a
[21)? ? il a a
12.9.1 ff. 10 chs|d b a
13.41.4 ff. passim 4 chs d a a
13.108-16.74 passim {12 chs d a a
14.3.1-16.74 passim 1ch d a a
14.70.4 ft. 7 chs d g r
? ? i a
15.40.1 ff. 1ch d g
15.49.1-6; 16.61.17 1ch d g r
15.82.1 ff. 3 chs d g
16.53.2-3, 54.2-4 45 chs d g
16.69-89 passim 9 chs d a a
16.66.1-90 passim ls d a a
17 passim 1ch d g a
17 passim 1ch d g a
17.116.1 fT. 11/5 chs d c r
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Forward Cross-References (continued)

Ref.

Form of words

18.53.7

AL Todto pév pxpdv Botepov dxpiPéotepov SiéEpev év Toig oikelowg xar-
poig

19.55.9
19.59.6

nepi fig 1 xotd pépog Epodpev, Stav énl 1odg oilxelovg xpdvovg EmPBaidpeda
pvioer 8'dxpiéotepov 1o Tig yovaixdg fflog Tpordv & Adyog

20.10.4
20.47.6

20.1014

nepl ob pikpdv Yotepov Epodpev

nepl . . . 00Twv dxpiPds Exaota dnddoopev &xt Todg oikelovg xpovoug mopa-
yevnBéveg

bngp ... Tiig xataotpogic 'AyaBoxiéovg, Stav mpdg Tobg oikelovg xpdvoug
EMwpev abTod, 10 yevdpevov BeBardoer T Vv elpnpévov

Backward Cross-References

1.23.7
1.57.8
1.66.12
1.81.7
1.86.2

xaBanep mpoeipnrar

xafdanep mpoeipnran

xaBdr mpoeipnron

xofdmep mpoerpixapev

8 mpoerpfixapev év toig Beoloyovpévorg L' adTiv

2.10.6
2.17.2
2.32.6
2.52.9
2.54.2

@G TPOETROV

xofém mpoeipnTon
xafdét mpoetipnTan
xaBdarnep mpoeinov
xafdnep mpoetpnran

3.16.6
3.31.4
3.41.1
3.62.1*
3.63.2
3.71.3

o elpnTon

dvayeypbpapev &v Al

npoerpfixopev Ste MTtokepoiov wv tdv Edepdvtwv Bipav danyyeidapev
npoerpfikapev &v Toig Alyurtiokoig

xafdrep mpoeinov

TPOELPTKOUPEV

4.1.6*

4.5.2
4.77.4

eipnton . .. &v tais mpoerpnpévorg Pirog

kBt mpoeipnton
TPOELPTKAUEV
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COMPLEMENTARY | DISTANCE |FULFILMENT|SPECIFICITY |PURPOSE
REF(S) TRAVERSED
b(ook) e(ncyc.)
d(efinite) |a(ppr. time) |r(esump./
Book  [p(robable) |c(ontext) anticip.)
same other|i(mprob.) |g(eneral) a(nnal.)
18.58-19.44 passim 5 chs d a a
[21.1.3] 11/5 bks p a a
[21.19.2] 1 bk p g a
20.43.1-44.6 33 chs d g a
[21.1.6] 1/, bk p a a
21.16.5 1/> bk|d a a
Totals 23 30|34d 14p 5i |1b29a 9c 14g |27e 6r 20a
1.23.2 6 ss d g r
1.55.11 2 chs d g r
1.66.1 2 ss d g r
1.70,74 10 chs d g e
1.21.1 61 chs d c e
2.10.1 ff. 5 ss d g r
2.16.9 1/ ch d g r
2.23.1 fI. 10 chs d g le
2.52.1 ff. 8 ss d g r
2.48.1-2 61/2 chs d g e
3.16.5 1s d g r
3.1 1f,; 1 passim 31 chs d g e
3.18.47 23 chs? 1 e
1.11.3 ff. passim 21/, bks|d e
3.62.2 1ch d g |
3.5.2 ff; 2.44.1 ff. 63chs  |d g
1.11.3 ff.,; 2.38.34; 1 bk|d b e
3.52.3 ff.
442 1ch d g e
4.60 ff. 17 chs d g le
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PHOENIX

Backward Cross-References (continued)

Ref.

Form of words

5.5.1
5.23.4
5.35.2*%
5.73.2
5.75.4*
5.78.4
5.80.1

Q¢ TPOELPTIKOHEY

kBt mpoeipnTon

eipntan &v taig mpd Todng BiPhorg év taig mepl ‘Hpaxdéovg npheot
kBt mpoetpnTon

&v oikeotépoig xarpolg dvayeypdpopuev

nepi fig & xotd pépog dvayeypbgopev Ste 1o ept AaiSadov dveypdpopev
npoeLpliKapey

6.1.5%

v toig mpd tadTng BiProrg dvayeypdoopev

11.2.2

11.56.1
11.67.2
11.84.8

xaBdt1 mpoeipnton
xaBérep npoerpfixapev
xaBét mpoeipnron
xaBét TpoeipnTon

12.2.2

mepl . .. o0twv axpiPéotepov Ta xatd pépog dveypdyapev év duai Piprog,
todTy T xai Tf) 7pd TordTg

16.46.5*
16.78.4

npoepnxoTeg v Tf mpdry POPAw
xo@dnep pixpd npdrepov dveypdyapev

18.9.1*
18.11.1

nepl v & xatd pépog &v T mpd Todg POPAY SiiAbopev
xaBdnep npoeipnton

19.3.3
19.10.3
19.41.3

nepi v T xatd pépog 1 mpd Todng mepréyer BOPAog
nepi fig &v Tfi mpotépa POPAw T xartd pépog Stiddopev
kBt mpoeipnTon

20.57.6*
20.83.1

¢v i tpit PiPre mpoerpfixopev
xaBdnep mpoeipnton

31.26.4*

xaBdmep 1100 npoeipnran




CROSS-REFERENCES IN DIODORUS 61
COMPLEMENTARY DISTANCE |FULFILMENT|{SPECIFICITY |PURPOSE
REF(S) TRAVERSED
b(ook) e(ncyc.)
d(efinite) |a(ppr. time) |r(esump./
Book  [p(robable) |c(ontext) anticip.)
same other[i(mprob.) |g(eneral) a(nnal.)
5.4.2 1ch d g r
5.23.1 4 ss d g
4.19.17 1 bk i b c e
5.71.6-72.1 11/2 chs d g e
3.62.1; 4.1.6-7; 1.11.3 ff. 1 bk|d a e
4.79.1-2 1 bk|d c e
5.64.1 ff. 17 chs d g e
5.41 f1. 1, bk|d b e
11.1.3 fT. 1ch d g r
11.55 ls d g r
11.21.1 ff. 47 chs d g a
11.84.7 ff. ls d g a
11 passim; 12 passim |1 ch 1 bk|d b
1.30.4-9 16 bks|d b e
16.56.8, 58.5-6, 16 chs d g a
61.1-62.4,64.2
17.108.7 ff. 7 chs|d b a
18.9.5 11/3 chs d g r
? ? i |b a
? ? 1 (b a
19.41.1 2 ss d g r
[71? 13 bks? 1 |b e
20.82.5 ls d g r
30.22.1 1 bk? p g a
Totals 30 13{36d 1p 5i |9b la 5c 28g [19e 15r 8a
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