NOTES ON XENOPHON OF EPHESUS BOOK II

In these notes') I start from the Teubner text of A. D. Papa-
nikolaou (1973), with an eye also to the editions of Hirschig (Di-
dot 1856), Hercher (Teubner 1858), and Dalmeyda (Budé 1926,
repr. 1962). I shall defend here and there (2.3.8; 4.4; 4.5; 10.3;
11.1; 11.5; 11.7; 13.6) rejected readings of the codex unicus, F
(Laurentianus conv. soppr. 627), propose a few conjectures of my
own (2.6.1; 7.4; 11.11; 12.2; 12.3; 14.3; repunctuation 5.1; 7.3),
and occasionally support suggestions made by others (2.4.3; 5.2;
6.3) and not always taken into the text.

2.3.8. arovoag 6 Aevxwv daxgbwv (év)emiiobn, ...
(év)emh. Cobet

There is no need for the prepositional prefix (read also by
Hir., Her., Da.): in X. we find both oy éverArjobn (2.4.3) and
00vns wAnobeis (3.2.10), in Ach. Tat. both Saxpvwv éumenino-
uévog (5.15.1) and émAnodn daxovwv (6.7.1).

2.4.3. arovoag 6 *Afooxduns e00Vs uév doyng éverAjodn.
avapréyas ¢ drevés i TOv Agvnwva ... Epn . ...
amopréyag Her.

It is, I suppose, possible that we should think of Abrocomes
as seated, or lying, with Anthia (2.4.1) and so looking up at Leu-
con, but I would be inclined to read dmwo- with Hercher: cf. 3.3.3
amofAéyag eic Tov °A. ... &pn ...; 5.9.7 amoPréyaca 8¢ gic TOV
T ... gnoiv .... Even if Abrocomes did look up, it is likely that
amo- is still the right reading; cf. 4.2.4 6 6¢ dmoBréyag (Gva —
Her.) eig 0v fjAtov xai 1o getua idwv tov Neidov ... gnot ....

2.4.4. dmetdeitw viv, el 9érer, Mavrw Eign xai Bodyovs xai
VO %ol TAVTO S0Q SUVATAL ODUA EVEYHEIV OIXETOU"
éveyxeiv F: Baoaviewv B?) dvayxdoar Burger, Da.

1) For my notes on Book I see RhM N.F. 125 (1982) 54 ff. }
2) On B (basically a manuscript copy of the editio princeps) see Papaniko-
laou’s edition p. IX and M. D. Reeve in JHS 96 (1976) 193 n. 4.
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Papanikolaou defends éveyxeiv with 5.5.6 0vx oiow mwopvo-
Pooxov Seomdtnv, which is no parallel at all.

dvvartal expresses not an aﬁility of the body but the notion
of ‘all possible tortures’ and éveyxeiv means ‘suffer’, ‘have inflic-
ted on it’. It is worth comparing Ach. Tat. 8.5.5 m@oav aixiav
NVEYREV €IS TO ODUO ANV ULAG.

2.4.5. dAra déopal oov, Thg Yuxns [vai] tic éung déomota, un
mPod@s Eautov undé eig épynv éuPfains PagPaoixiv, ovy-
xardBov 8¢ 1) TR Seomoivng émGvuiq: xayd Vuiv dmelut
&xmodav, éuavtnv dmoxteivaoa.

xai del. Hemst.

The xai deleted by Hemsterhuys (followed also by Hir.,
Her., Da.) may be kept. Abrocomes has just proclaimed his readi-
ness to endure anything rather than break his undertaking of fidel-
ity to Anthia by comp%iance with Manto’s desire for him; Anthia
is pointing out that Abrocomes is master of her life too and that
there is therefore an alternative to his being imperilled: rather than
see him sacrifice himself (éavtov) she will give up the other life
that is at his disposal, so freeing him from his attachment by love
and oaths to her and making the way clear for him to comply with
Manto and save his own life.

2.5.1. 1 8¢ Mavta ypovitovons thjs Podnsg ovxétt xaprepovoa
YOAQEL YoauudTiov meos Tov "ABooxdunv: nv 8¢ ta éyye-
yoauuéva toidde
“ABooxdun 1@ xad@® Séomowva 1) on) xaigeLy.

Mavtw éo@ oov, unxéte péoelv duvauévn: Groemes uev lowg
mapbévew, avayxaiov O¢ @ihovon: déouar, un ue malons
unode vPoions v Ta oa Nonuévny. éav yo weLobs, ....... ’

What is the relationship between o and dvvauévn? What is
to be understood as the object of pépev? What can dvayxaiov
plausibly be taken to refer to? Maviw éo@ x7A. has been badly
mispunctuated. Read Mavra éog oov. unxét péoev duvouévn,
dmoemés uév iowg mapbéve, avayxaiov 8¢ giiovon déouar. un
ue wapidns ... nonuévmv. éav yap mewobis, ...: ‘Manto loves
you. No longer able to endure (sc. my unspoken love), I make a
request unseemly perhaps for a maiden, but necessary for one in
love. Do not etc. ....” It might be thought that 6éouar should be
followed by a comma or a high-point, but the request is not, of
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course, expressed in urj ue maeidns . .. ionuévnv; indeed it is not
forthrightly expressed at all, though what it is is nonetheless clear.
With the punctuation I have proposed compare 1.4.6 diéxetto 6¢
xal 1 "AvBia movipws: xal oVxéTL @épely duvauévn émeyeipel
.. cf. 2,121 tavmyv ... 6 xakos Moigis éod unxétt O¢ pégely
Svvauévn (referring, of course, not to Moeris) uetemeuypauny .. .;
4.5.4 1) ... OyYug Eénaev avTov €ic TOV EowTa” OUXETL OE QEQELY
duvduevog émeyeipet ...; cf. also e.g. 1.4.4 6 Oe0g opodpdTEQOS
aUTQ EVEXELTO . ... OUXETL ON) HAQTEQDY, OIYPAS EQUTOV . .. ELTEV
... 2.3.3 xal pAALOV GVeXQieTO %Al OLEXELTO TOVIOWS *Ol OUX-
€t xaptegovoa Eyvw .... The pattern is evidently characteristic,
the participle in each case going with the following verb. In 2.5.1
OUXETL #aETEQOUO in the narrative expresses the psychological
state in which Manto took the step of making her written request
(yodget); so in the letter the corresponding unxét pégperv duva-
uévn bears the same relation to déouat. It may be that the text
originally had xai unxétu ... or unxér ¢ ..., but in this letter the
asyndeton is natural enough after the blurted third-person profes-
sion Mavta éo¢ oov. For 8éouat with a substantival adjective as
internal accusative cf. Th. 1.32 EJugopa; Pl. Prt. 335e dvvard; D.
38.2 dixara xal uétpia. In all these places the adjective is plural,
but the singular can be seen as analogous to its use in e.g. Pl. Phdyr.
230c Peouvév te nai Aryvpov vanyei (sc. 6 T6mog) ...; cf. Plu.
Mor. 64e 0aBo0v ... Umnyei nal ayevvés (sc. ) xodaxeia).
2.5.2. éav 8¢ dvreinyg, évviel pév ola meion g UPoLouévng
autnv éxdixoviong, ola 8¢ oi ueTa oov xoLvwvoL Thg oG
vmeonpavias aiufovior yevouevor,
xowawvol ut gloss. secl. Cob., Da. / (xai) ovuPovior Peerlk., Her.

Since oi ueta oov is good Greek for ‘your companions’ (LS]
s.v. uerd II) and the expression oi uera cov xowvwvol (as against
xowvwvog with dat. of pers.: 5.15.4 xowvwvol wdviwv Toig ovv-
1006@oLs foav) seems to be unparalled, I would read Peerlkamp’s
(#at), linking xotvwvoi and ovuBoviot (both nouns) as comple-
ments of yevduevor. Deletion of xowvwvol is an unnecessarily
drastic measure; and why xowwvoi, which occurs four more
times in X. (always with gen. rei: 2.14.2; 4.1.4; 5.10.4; 5.15.4)
rather than odufovAot (only here in X.)?

2.6.1. perameuypdusvos 8¢ tov "APooxdunv ‘@ tolumod xai
wapad’ ginwv ‘wepain, éréiunocac ...;
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I strongly suspect that ToAungd is a mistake for movnod, a
mistake provoked by the following étéAunoag®), with which it
gives a very awkward effect. T0Auneds occurs only here in X.;
movNEdg is common (12 times; — wg 8 more), and cf. especially
2.4.3 ‘@ movneé’ épn ‘xai Powvirwv TV éviatfa fagfagiTege,
étoAunoag ...;7 When X. uses movnoeds of a person, he usually
couples it with another adjective (1.4.2; 3.2.7; 3.5.2; 5.5.3; excep-
tions at 4.2.5; 4.2.8).

2.6.2-5. ... énéreve mepupontal v éobnta avTov
TOIG OlxETAULS %Al PEQELY TV %Al UAOTLYOS KAl TALELY TO
UELOGHLOV. 1V O€ TO Béaua éreetvov:ai Te yap fdoavor To 10
odua nav fpdvifov Baodvwv dnbes 6v oixeTindv, T0 T€
atpa xatéepel [mav] xal 10 xdAAog éuapaiveto. TEOONYEV
avuT® xal Seoua ofepa xai wUE xai udiiota ExENTo Taig
Baodvois xat’ avtov, T vuupie T Buyatpog évoeLxvi-
Uevogs 6t apeova tapbévov dSetad. 15

10 post yap in F spatium quattuor litterarum est;
altera manus inser. fdoavor idemque adscriptum in
margine; mAnyai Cob. odAai Cast.; lac. sign. Her.

Bdoavor (read also by Da.) is clearly a conjecture, and, it
seems to me, not a very good one. Two instruments of torture are
mentioned, 700 xai udotryas (9) and orders are given to use the
lashes (maiewv, 9); the effects of a form of torture are described
(10-12), effects of just the kind that would be produced by lashes;
and then (12-13) we are told that Apsyrtus used on Abrocomes
xal deoua pofeoc (which we can leave out of account) xai wUg,
where the first xai means ‘also’, i.e. as well as what was men-
tioned where fdoavot now stands. Fire, itself an instrument of
torture and one of the only two mentioned, as well as what? To
me it seems clear that we must fill the lacuna in F not with a

eneral word for tortures (Bdoavor), but a word for whips or
%lows therefrom. The decision between udotiyes and wAnyal is
difficult. I prefer Cobet’s mAnyar.

3) Assimilation is common in our text of X., some of the most striking
instances being: 1.7.2 BovAgvouévois ... PovAevouévou (BouvAouévou Cob.);
1.15.1 866xer ... 66xnel (86edoixer Hemst.); 1.15.5-6 wéve ... movovs (Adyovs
Hemst.); 2.3.1 éBooxduov ... éBooxduov CAvBiag Her.); 2.7.4 dyouar ... dyo-
uat (see my note on this passage below).
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2.7.3. w¢ 6¢ 10n mapeoxevatovro gic Zvolav amiéval, mwoO-
émeupev 6 “Ayuptog v Buyatéoa petd dwowv TOAAWY,
éoBnjtds te [tag] BaPviwviovs xal yovoov dgpbovov xoi
doyvoov édidov:

7e is clearly prospective and the elaborative finite clause
éo0ntdg Te ... 86idov should be separated from the preceding
sentence by a high-point, not an inadequate comma (also in Hir.,

Her., Da.).

2.7.4. ¢ig Svolav dyouar dwpov dobeioa tf Mavroi xai eig
xeioas ths EnAotumovons éoyouat
Eoxouar Wif.: dyouar F 8{douar vel éxdidouar Hemst.

Oidouar (3.2.8; LSJ s.v. yeip 116d) could be right and so, I
suppose, could Wifstrand’s oyouar (LS] s.v. xeio 116d; but note
that the person whose ‘hands’ are involved seems always to be
expressed in the dat., not the gen., and the meaning usually is
‘come to blows with’ vel sim.), but the strongest possibility is
mapadidouar: mapadidwut, the ordinary Greek word for ‘give
over’, ‘hand over’, is common in X. (1.14.5; 2.2.5; 2.9.3; 2.13.6;
3.9.1; 3.11.1; 5.5.4; 5.10.12; always, except at 5.10.12, with a
personal object). For wapadiddévar tiva eig yeiodg tivog see e.g.
N.T. Act.Ap. 21.11; 28.17; Ev.Luc. 9.44; 24.7. The error came
about through false repetition of the first dyouat, not through
mere misreaging, and in trying to reverse a corruption of this kind
there is no reason to look for a word that resembles the usurper
specially closely.

2.10.3. éxeivnv 1j Ldoav 7j tebBvedoav eligolut.

2

%...%...Hir:nal ... xal ... F

1j woav 7j TeBvewoav (read also by Her., Da.) would mean
‘either alive or dead’ (as if there were another possibility) and not
‘whether alive or dead’ (ei7e ... eite ...), the meaning presum-
ably sought. I see nothing wrong with xai ... xal ... (F): the
participles are conditional and the sense is ‘both if she is alive and
if she 1s dead’, i.e. ‘in either case’. The view that the author so
expressed himself derives some support from 2.7.5 éyw ueva on
xal Lwoa xdv amobaveiv denoy).
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2.11.1-2. 1§ 6¢ AvBia fv uév tiva xpdévov mapd 1@ aimdiw,
ovvexés 8¢ 6 Moipis 6 avip tis Mavtois i 10 yweiov
8oxouevos éoa thc *AvBias opodpov Eowta. xal TO UEV
TodTO émeLpdTo Aavlavely, tedevtaiov ¢ Aéyel 1@ aind-
Aw 10V owta xal TOALG VmiayveiTo oUYRUIPavTL. 6 68 T
uev Moipidt ovvtiBetat, dedownws 6¢ v Maviw Eoxetar
TPOS AUtV xal Aéyel Tov Epwta TOv Moipidog.

ovyxvyavt Ja.: ovyxovypave F

Hercher (1858), Dalmeyda (1926), and Papanikolaou (1973)
have expelled ovyxpvyavt in favour of ovyxvywavr for which
Jacobs argued thus:

Moeris Anthiam amat, quam Lamponis caprarii coniugem
esse existimat, initio clam illum rem habens; tum vero, quum se
nihil videret proficere, Lamponi amorem fatetur, magnam merce-
dem pollicitus ovyxpUpavri. Inepta lectio. Moeris enim caprarii
opem ad Anthiae amorem consequendum redimere studebat. Et
ille 7@ Molpi6t ouvtiBetar. Hinc apparet legendum esse ovyxv-
Yoavuu, si secum in illam rem incumberet®).

Manto had consigned Anthia to cohabiting with the goat-
herd Lampon (there is no mention of actual marriage). Moeris,
the husband of Manto, fell in love with Anthia and finding that he
could not succeed with the girl unknown to the goatherd, had to
tell him of his love, hoping by bribery to make him in some sense
an ally.

Jacobs® belief that Moeris must have sought from Lampon
some extensive cooperation in winning Anthia’s favours is quite
without foundation. Far from being ‘inept’ ovyxptypavtt is emin-
ently suitable in its context, whereas ovyxtUypavt has no special
appropriateness: at first Moeris tries to get to Anthia unknown to
tﬁe goatherd (Aavfdverv), but when he finds that any effective
attempt to win the girl without the goatherd’s knowledge is im-
possible, rather than be caught in the act by one whose silence had
not been bought, he tells (Aéyer) Lampon of his love and promises
him a large reward provided he joins with himself in keeping the
affair concealed (ovyxoUyavti, sc. Tov fpwta) from everyone
else, especially, of course, from Manto. Lampon pretends to agree
to this (ovvtiBeTar = mooomoteitar ovvtiBeobar and refers me-

4) Achillis Tatii Alexandrini de Leucippes et Clitophontis amoribus libri octo.
Textum ... recensuit ... F. Jacobs (Leipzig 1821) 451.
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rely to a verbal undertaking), but then goes and reveals (Aéyer)
Moeris’ love to Manto in contravention of the agreement (note 7@
uev Moipidt ovvtiBetar [sc. ovyxpUaTeLY TOV EQWTC] ..., SgdO0L-
x¢ 8¢ ... Aéyel 1oV owta ...). Moeris would have preferred to
conceal his love from everyone (except, of course, Anthia); cir-
cumstances forced him to reveal it to one person; along with that
revelation went the necessity of trying to ensure that that one
person cooperated in concealing it from everyone else (ovyxpim-
tev). There is no basis in the text for thinking that Moeris wanted
anything more from the goatherd than his silent connivance. ovy-
xUpavr has all the allure of a difficilior lectio, but we must put
back the word that is not only tolerated by the sense-pattern of the
passage but perfectly suited to it.

2.11.5. dAha Séouai oov, Adumwv aindre, 6 uéxot viov
evoéfnoag, Gv amoxteivng, x&v SAiyov Bdyov ue Tj
Tapaxeluévy vi xai . ..

6¢ Hemst. (read also by Her.): &g F

What is wrong with @g? It can be taken either as causal (‘since’; cf.
3.5.2) dependent on déouar or as comparative (‘just as’) depen-
dent on 6dyov.

2.11.7. oidag 8t 1) déomorva Mavtw éxélevoé uor AaPeiv xai
povetoai oe éyw O& nal Oeovs dediws xal 1O xdArog
oixteipag PBoviouai oe pdirov mwAiooar mépow ToU THG
Yis Tavtng, un uabovoa 1 Mavid Ot ov TéOvnrag, éué
[udAdov] xaxwgs Srabroer.

pairov? del. Peerl. ut dittographiam

The proximity of the two occurrences of uailov might
arouse suspicion, but it should in my judgement be allayed before
affecting tlge text (contra Her., Da.). The two uaiiov’s (each used
with one pole of the comparison in ellipsis) refer to different
things and I see no cogent objection to keeping both of them: ‘to
sell you ... rather [than to kill you], ... make me suffer rather
[than you]’. That there is a comparison/contrast in the last clause
1s in any case suggested by the emphatic éué.

2.11.11. 7jv 8¢ &v 1@ 16mw éxelive GAn Saoceia. v olv vixta
éxeivnv mAavauevor év avty T UAp Umo TtV meQl TOV
‘InmbéBoov TOV Anotnv ovvelnpnoav.

75 UAp F: del. Cob., Her., Da. ut dittographiam
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Surely &v ravty 7jj ¥Ap!? What point would the emphasis in
avt)) have? And there seems to me to be no likelihood that 7jj idn
1s intrusive.

2.12.2. AaBav odv v “Ayuptov xai mdvrag Tovs xatd Tov 15
olnov eig émbritnow tijs "Aviag Eoyetat. éA0av odv év T
ayo@ &vla ueta tov aimdlov 1 *AvBia Siétolfev, dyel On
QA TOV alylaAdv tov Adumwva tov aimdiov, @ medg
yauov €dedaner v ‘AvlBiav ) Mavrd, éSeito 8¢ ToU
Adumwvog eineiv avT el T 0lde megl xSons éx Tvpov. 20

17 * *&yer 61) Her. Omwdyer 7 Da. dyerow Cast.// 17.18

magexdAel 61) TOvV aimérov tov A. (eineiv avt@) Hemst.//

18 1oV aiyiarov tov Adumwva del. Da., tov afy. del. Cast.

(1) Abrocomes goes off in search of his lost beloved, Anthia:
eis émEritnowy g "AvBiag éoxetau, as F has it. The preposition
that is the vox propria for expressing purpose before a noun of
action with a verb of going vel sim. is not &ig’) but éni (X. 1.5.1;
2.3.1; 3.9.5; Ach. Tat. 1.8.11; 5.4.1; cf. 2.10.3; LS] s.v. éx( CIII1)
and the word for ‘searching for’, ‘seeking’, a common activity in
the romances, usually with the heroine as the object of the search,
1s Eijtnoug (X. 2.14.4 v uév *AvBiag Efitnow [the same search as
in 2.12.2] o0 Aéyeu; 3.9.5; 3.9.8 ueydAn Eitnog [sc. tig "AvOiag];
Ach. Tat. 6.8.4; 6.10.2; 7.1.5) not émérntnoug, and the prefix has
no function here. Read [eig] éni Cftnow and cf. esp. 3.9.5
E5eABiv O¢ émi Apotdv Cjtnowv. After the words had been
wrongly divided, or as they were being wrongly divided, some-
one supplied &ig to govern ém&rjrnowv without adverting to the
correct alternative. This is no more unlikely than that the scholars
who produced LS] should believe that the sense ‘craving’ is appro-
priate here (s.v. émlriitnowg ad. init.). X. does in fact use expres-
sions of the form eic émBuuiav ... Eoxerar (5.9.11; 4.5.6 &ic
@SPov ... éoyetar) and in itself, without considering the context,
eig éminmow tic "AvBiag Eoyeror might mean, indeed would
mean, ‘he comes to crave for Anthia’, ancf this is perhaps the sense
that whoever inserted eic wanted to produce.

(2) éABdv oVv év T Ay ..., dyel 81 mapd ... There are
four causes of suspicion here:

5) On &ig governing that object of action (but 7ot motion) see LS] s.v. V2; it
is so used in X. 4.3.6 Gvrpov 10 dmodedeiyuévov airoic eic Gmdbeotv TV
xonudtwv.

18 Rhein. Mus. f. Philol. 127/3-4
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(a) the absence of all detail of Abrocomes’ journey, unusual
even in X. (cf. 3.10.4, the doublet of this passage);

(b) év 1@ dyod® where one would expect gig TOv dyodv after
€A0av (though év is not impossigle: LS] s.v. év Al7; X.
elsewhere uses a prep. with acc. in such expressions with
goxopa);

(c) the apparently intransitive use of dyer, unique in the
Epbesiaca;

(d) the apparently apodotic 87, also unique in X.

The exact original is very probably irrecoverable, but since the
aypos was just outside Antioch (2.9) and X. frequently uses yivo-
uar with év to express arrival in a place (2.9.4 yevouévn 6¢ év t@
xwoiw &vBa 6 Adurwv éveue tog alyas, ...; 4.3.3 éyévero év
Méugper; 5.4.5;5 5.10.3; 5.10.5; 5.11.4) and uses dyw with a reflex-
ive pronoun with 7apd and acc. of person to mean ‘take oneself to
...> (5.10.5; 5.13.5 avrov¢ Locella, rightly: avrovs F), we may
not be too far from the right track with something like this: é.6av
ovv (eic v "AvubyaiaV®) (**) éyévero) év 1 dyod &vba .. ..
dyer 8n (éavtov) maga ...

(3) mapa tov aiytadov tov Adurwva Tov ainérov ... The
shore has no business whatsoever here. It is certain that AITTA-
AON is a mistake for AITTOAON (perhaps connected with ai-
yiaAoU half a Teubner page above) and that Tov aimdiov started
life as a correction of 7OV aiytaAdv; there is no reason to suspect
tov Adunwva. We should therefore read wapa tov aindélov tov
Adunwva [tov aimbérov].

2.12.3. 6 6¢ aimbAog xai 10 Svoua eimev St [xai] *AvBia xai
TOV yduov xai v €V0éfelav TRV TEQL QUTNV xaAl TOV
Moipidos éowta xai T0 mpdorayua 10 xat’ avtig xal v
ei¢ Kiixiov 666v-

avtnv Hemst.: avtod F avrov Wif.
mweol avtol (F) makes no sense here. Hemsterhuys” meoi
avm)v superfluously expresses what can readily be understood
and fails to express a necessary restriction of v evoéfeiav; Wif-

strand’s egl avTov would mean ‘towards (in regard to) himself’
(LSJ s.v. weoi C5, e.g. PL. Smp. 193a edoefeiv mepl Beovg), not at

6) Cf. 3.1.3 gic Mdataxov &oyovrau; 3.2.10; 3.4.1 §ABev eis v Tapodv;
3.11.2; 4.1.1; 4.1.4; 5.2.65 5.3.3; 5.4.3; 5.11.4.
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all the required sense. The goatherd told of the respect shown to
_ Anthia by himself (2.9.4; esp. 2.11.5 where he is the subject of
evoéfnoag) alone, Tv evoéPferav v map’ aitov (or map’ éav-
700). See LS] s.v. mapd AII2; I have found no exact parallel in X.
with an abstract/verbal noun, but cf. e.g. 1.9.5 70ic map’
aAAAwv ddxouo.

2.13.6. 1) 6¢ ovviiBng avTov THis %SNS SYig eic EowTa iyaye, . ..
avtov Locella: adrg F

There can be no firm justification for changing adté (F) to
autov (read also by Hir., Her., Da.). ad7@ belongs, as the word-
order suggests, with ouvijfng (as dat. of relation) and from it
autov is easily understood as object of fyaye. Cf. 3.5.11 moAAnv
yvouoa ydowv avtg (avtov Hemst.) droméumer.

2.14.3. i{wuev ovv Kilixiav uév aopévrec émi Kammadoxiav xai
10V éxei II6vrov: Aéyovral yap oixeiv dvopes evdaiuovec.

1ov I16vrov-éxei Hir., Da. / oixeiv (adtov) Zag.

Hirschig’s éxei Aéyovtaw yap ... (read also by ‘Da.) leaves
ydo in an utterly impossible position! But oixeiv cannot be left
without a local adverb. éxei yap Aéyovrau ... is a possibility (cf.
Hercher p. LV), but I should prefer ... ebdaiuoves (évraiba): cf.
3.2.1 eiui 10 yévog mérews Iepiviou (...) Tav ta mowta éxel
ovvauévav’ axovels 6¢ xai v ITéowvBov w¢ évdokoc xai Tovg
avépas w¢ evdaiuoves évravba.

Gottingen James N. O’Sullivan





