NOTES ON XENOPHON OF EPHESUS
BOOKS III AND IV!

I shall defend the text of the codex unicus, F (Laurentianus
conv. soppr. 627), at 3.3.5; 4.1; 5.7; 5.11; 6.2; 6.4; 10.2; 4.2.4; 5.6;
emend it myself at 3.2.4; 2.12; 3.6; 3.7; 4.1; 4.4; 5.4; 5.8 (re-
punct.); 9.1; 11.4 bis; 4.1.1; 2.6; 6.1-2; cf. 3.6.5; and support
earlier conjectures at 3.9.7; 10.1; 4.2.5; 4.2; 6.5; cf. 3.9.4.

3.2.4. téhog d¢ &€duvNOnuev xawpod Aafduevol yevéoBar uet’ MA@V
uévol xai To tig NAriag dAhorg dvidmomtov fyv.

dAhowg Hemst. dAMAoig F del. Her., Da. mogdAAntov Lo.

To express the intended sense fully dvomontov has no need of
Hemsterhuys’s éMowg, whereas 10 tijg H\niag alone makes no
sense. Besides, we should be slow to suspect éAroig (F) where
the meaning clearly must be ‘our closeness to each other in age’. I
suggest 10 Tig Mwriag dAlolg (magamiiolov) ... vel sim.

3.2.12. »éy®d pgv 1® YrepdvOer ouvevnyounv DOV adT@d *ol ®Oov-
potégav v ViiEv émotovunv:

avtov Her.

Since dmégyopanr (-ewut) not only takes the accusative as its
normal case, but also seems nowhere else to have the sense ‘sup-
port’, dmdv odt® must be considered a strong possibility. Cf.
Phld. D. 3.11 pn otepepviov tivog fuiv dmdvroc.

3.3.5. mo¥ 8¢ Ga nal mépevye;
not Her.

mod 1s certainly right and Hercher’s mot should not continue
to cast doubt on it. By X.’s time it could mean ‘whither’ as well as
‘where’. With this passage see esp. Ach. Tat. 8.2.1 ‘mod (not
Jacobs, followed by Vilborg) giywuev &t tovg Braiovg;’; also Ach.
Tat. 1.17.4; 2.31.6; and LS]J s.v. nov ad fin.

1) Ed. A. D. Papanikolaou (Teubner 1973). For my notes on Books I and IT
see RhM 125 (1982) 54 £f.; 127 (1984) 266 ff.; on Book V JHS 100 (1980) 201 .
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3.3.6. (text of F) vai, mpog adtod cou yuylv “YrepdvOous, uf ue
Enav ddwrong, ...

avton: adtiig Her./oe Peerlk./ypuyng edd.

Papanikolaou reads mpog avtod oe Yuyig “Yrepdvbovs. The
original may very well have run like this: mpdg adtod cov (Tijg)
Yuyic (moBewvotégov) YmegdvOoug, ... Cf. 1.11.3 *AvBia ..., Tiig
Yuyilg po moBewvotépa, together with Hippothous’ own words in
the speech to which Abrocomes is now replying: 3.3.2 & mdviov
wot YmeodvOn oiltate. It should also be observed that Hy-
peranthes is dead and that X. elsewhere uses yvyn only with refer-
ence to the living.

3.3.7. 1} 8¢ *AvBig ai toudxovia mopenhibecav Mool %ol maQe-
oxevaleto 1@ Mepuhdw td mepl TOV YAUOV, %ol lEQETO HATHYETO EX TV
xweiwv, ToAY d¢ N TV dMwv dgbovio:

nal iepeio Abr.: igpeta ol F

There ist not the least likelihood that Abresch’s transposition
of xai is right. The asyndeton in F between iegeia and what
precedes is to be expected and preserved: iegeia ... dgBovia is an
elaboration of the foregoing clause and such elaborations are regu-
larly asyndetic. With this passage cf. esp. Ach. Tat. 1.8.3 ... g
TOU Yauouv moaoxeviis Poupog avhdv, duAidwv xtdmog, muEOOY
dgdovyia; also e.g. (with elaborative finite clauses) Ach. Tat.
1.3.3-4; X. Eph. 1.8.2; 2.13.2. Examples could be multiplied.

What then is to be done with xai? It is possible that some-
thing has fallen out before or after it, but that seems unlikely in
this series of short simple clauses, and the best thing could be just
to delete it. However it seems to me by no means unlikely that the
right reading is ... {eoeio moM& xatyeto ... Two independent
considerations conspire to favour morrd. In the novelists wohhd is
the vox propria of iegeia (X. 1.8.1; 3.7.4; Ach. Tat. 2.15.3), and,
besides, since what follows here is moA\) 8¢ 7 ... dgBovia, it
should also be noted that X. likes to accumulate forms of mo\g in
such descriptions: for our present purposes cf. esp. 3.7.4 ol uév
gmopdEag iegeta, oMMV O¢ €obita »nal xo6opov drllov Emnavoas;
also e.g. 1.10.4 ol uev 2007 xal mowkikn, moAdg d¢ Goyveog xal
%ovode, 1| te T@v outiwv dreoPdihovoa dpBovia (where Omegp. is
only a variation on mohhj); 1.10.6; 3.8.3; 5.9.1. In the foregoing
instances the pattern is moAvg pév ..., mohdg 8¢ ..., but that that
could be varied is shown by e.g. 3.5.10; 7.4; 4.3.2 fjv 8¢ ndvta
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evtoenij (I replace the editors’ comma with a high point) xdunhot
te moAhal xal dvou xal immol oxgvaywyoi: v 8¢ oAy uév mAiBog
yovaiov, mohd 8¢ doyvoov, morky 8¢ 2oBMc. Without moird 3.3.7,
where there is indubitably some corruption, lacks X.’s usual ex-
uberance in such descriptions.

3

3.4.1. &v 8t 19 xeévew (%ad’) v 1) *AvBia Angbeioa éx 10D Anotnoiov
** AABev eig Tyv Tapoov meeoPitng Egéotog tatodg v téxvny, Ed-
-d0Eog Tolvopar

%08’ add. Hemst. / &v] 60’ Hir. // lac. indicavit Pap.; post Anotnoiov Biirger add.
duiyev mood 1@ Ieouhd / post eig TV Jack. add. ITegihdov oixiav, xev eig Thv

To read (%a6’) (which has no basis in X.’s usage) without any
idea of what should follow it is an astonishing editorial step. 66’ is
the mystifying proposal not of Hirschig but of Cobet.

Despite the cleverly contrived homoeoteleuton of Jackson’s
gic v (... ei¢ v) (he would, by the way, read 6v), it seems
reasonably certain that the indubitably ‘missing words came just
after Anomoiov. As the text stands, §\0ev eic Tv Tagoov ... as the
introduction of Eudoxus corresponds well in the markedly repeti-
tive style of X. with the words used to introduce newcomers in
other parts of the romance (of book 3 in fact): 3.2.5 xai éoxetai Tg
&md Buavtiov (mhnolov 8¢ 1o BuLavtiov tfj epivbw) dvie ..., Og
... "AgLotopoyxog éxareito; esp. 11.1-2 oi 8¢ Anotal v *AvBiav eig
>ANeEdvdpeLay magédwxay EUTOQOLS . .. EQxetal O Tig eig "ANeEAV-
doeta &x Tiig Tvduxic . . ., W 10 dvopa. Besides, in the relative
clause we should expect a reference not to Anthia’s arrival in
Tarsus (v ... HABev eig v T. ...), but more clearly to the period
of time she spent there. So we need something like Biirger’s év ...
(duijyev mod T Mepihd ), though not, I think, exactly that. In
expressing sojourns X. sometimes uses mopd and the dative of
person with eiui (e.g. 2.10.1; 11.1) but not with dudyw, which has
either év and the dative of place (5.2.1; 9.1; 11.1; 15.4) or an
adverb in &v- (¢v8a 2.10.1; évradfo 5.1.8; 2.6). We might then try
to improve on Biirger with &v ... Apotnoiov (Suijyev &v tij olxigt 100
eouhdov ), HABev ..., which would also have the incidental merit
of explaining the error (homoeoteleuton). For the word-order cf.
3.2.10 sioeyu vixToo eic v oixiov Tod *Agiotoudyov. The basis is,
of course, not terribly secure, but it is what we have to work
from, if we want to form a clearer idea of the original text.
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3.4.1. fxe 8¢ vavayio mepureswv eig Alyvmrov Théwv
vavayiq Cob., Her.

vavdywov (used mostly in the plural) originally meant ‘a piece
of wreckage’, but in later Greek it also occurs with the sense of
vavayia, the misfortune of ‘shipwreck’: LS] cite (s. v. vavéaywov II)
only Strabo 4.1.7 vavayie negureoeiv. Since the change from vav-
ayle to vavayiq is so easy, it should be noticed that the abstract
use of vavéaywov derives support from the fact that Agotjeuov,
which cannot so plausibly Ee changed to Ayoteia, is also found
with an abstract meaning (‘piracy’, ‘brigandage’) in later Greek.
For this use LS] (s. v. \pomeuov II robbery) cite only Lucian Cont.
11, where the word is plural; for the singular see X. Eph. 4.1.4
®oW@vovg tol Anotmelov; 5.12.5 ol tig dmodnuiag xoLvovioovTeg
xal Tov Apotneiov.

3.44. ... noi elofer moQ’ Exaoto mEOg TV CAvBiav, mdviov
dmohovwv TV Emtndelwv, del dedpevog avtig eig "Egecov maga-
TEPPOR VL

The asyndeton between the participles is very odd. The anti-
thetical relationship between them would be brought out by é&ei
(8¢) deduevog ..., the reason for the error being obvious.

3.5.4. @ @ltdn pov Taodv *ABgorduov Yuyr

The survival of pov in this much-scrutinised text is surpris-
ing. It is clearly a mistake for poi.. Cf. 3.3.2. & maviov pot
Yrepdvon giltate; 7.2 & @uhtdrn pot x6on; 5.9.13 100 mdvtwv adTd
@\tdtov; also 1.11.3 tijc Yuxiic uor moBewvotéoa; 5.13.4 & mévrov
Auiv tywota. The error is in any case common (see CQ 28
[1978] 325 n. 55) and here there was the particular provocation of
ABooxo-pov.

3.5.7. hobeiv dmodpdoacov évievBev
amodoaoav Cob., Her.

It is quite clear from the material in W. Veitch, Greek verbs,
irregular and defective (Oxford 1887; repr. 1967) s.v. ddpdonm
that 1st aorist forms of -818pdoxw are completely acceptable, and
there is no point in keeping anodpaoav in the apparatus.
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3.5.8. &vainmoag Ttovg yoveig Meyoundn te xoi Edimmnv dyyehlhe
adToig TV Uy TeEhevTy xal TAvTa Td XoTd THY Awodn iy, (nai) 6
*ABooxdung dmdhwhe Aéye.

xal add. Hemst.

It seems to me that ndvra is better taken as object of Aéye than
of &yyeMe: ... tehevthv: xod mévta . . . Méye. And with this arrange-
ment Hemsterhuys’s xai is not strictly necessary: what for Anthia
is the most important event of the dmodnuio is picked out and put,
with a note of melancholy, in apposition to mdvra.

3.5.11. lapovoa 6t 7 ’AvOio xal moAmv yvoboa xdow oavTOV
dmomépumel.

ovtov Hemst.: avt® F

abdtov hardly deserves to be in the text at any rate. From avt@
an object for dmonéumner can easily be understood. Cf. 2.13.6 1 d¢
ouving avtd (adtov Loc.) tig xéons dyig eic Eowta fyaye.

3.6.2. xal duévarog fjdeto Emi yaporg evdaipoaot.
1ideto Hemst.: fiyevo F

fiyeto is right. Cf. Ach. Tat. 5.16.5 éuoi uév duévaiov dyew
(&dewv Hemst., still in Vilborg’s 1955 text) doxel td 1OV dvéumv
avMjuato (and do adMjpata in any case sing?). For this use of dyo
in general, and the tendency to change the verb to ¢dw, see E. K.
Borthwick in CR n.s. XXI (1971) 318-20.

3.6.4. oxnpouévn 8¢ Tq dywvig Umd dlyovg xatellijpbal Exélevoey
avT]) TIvL TV oixeTdv DOwQ Eveyxrely, (g ON TLopnévn

(7] dpwvig [d dlyoug] Jack.

The deletion of tjj and the proposal of dgwvig for dywvig are
without a doubt both wrong, but Jackson ought not to be saddled
with the deletion of 4md diyoug as well: in quoting the passage
(CQ XXIX [1935] 96) he omits 950 diyoug, but he says nothing
about it and the omission is certainly either a mere scribal error or
due to a feeling on Jackson’s part that the phrase had no impor-
tance for his purpose.

The text of F is faultless: the bride purports to be seized by
thirst because of the trepidation involved in waiting for her
groom. For the sense of dyovia see the Thesaurus Linguae
Graecae s.v. (on both dywvia and dgwvia LS] is much inferior).

6 Rhein. Mus. f. Philol. 129/1
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With the use of vn6 cf. 5.7.9 &\hote dMhwg Vmd Tig ovupogdg (i. e.
i véoou) xatéyopar; with the causal dative cf. e. g. 3.2.14 anooiq
Blov nal dBuniq g oupnpoeds énédwxra guovtov Anotmeiw; 5.8.1;
9.1; 10.5.

3.6.5. ‘G @uAtdTov’ gnoiv “ABgoxduov Yyuyy, ...

@uAtéTov is to be regarded with great suspicion. The adjective
would more naturally agree with the vocative; and cf. 3.5.4 &
@uhtdtn pou (scripsi: pov F) maodv *Apooxdpov puyi.

3.9.1. &EeBipaoav v *AvBiov xal diéyvooov éx o thol moadol-
Vot TLowy EutdoLs

hod (&valaBovieg) Her. mhoiov Peerlk.

In his text Hercher read mhot {é&veveyxotoav), but in his ‘Ad-
notatio critica’ (p. LVI) he says ‘rectius inseruissem &valofovieg
(Anthiam), v. Charit. 1, 13 iva »al &x tiic BoAdoong abtovg dva-
Mapnte.”

As the text stands it seems quite impossible to construe éx tov
mhod and quite clear that something has been lost. Given the con-
stant recurrence of situation and expression in X., both strong
support for the suggestion itself of a l[:.cuna and a fair idea of how
it should be filled can be derived from 5.5.8: ... dmodidotar avthv
(i.e. Anthia) mogvoBoox®. 6 8¢ iddv xdAhog otov odmw mEdTEQOV
£te0éato, uéyo x€pdog EEeLy TV maida Evomle, xal Muégalg uév TLov
ootV dveldupavev €x ToU TAOU xexpmxviav xal € TV VIO TG
‘Prvaiag Baodvov: The pirates’ purpose (3.9.1) is exactly the same
as that of the brothelkeeper (5.5.8), to derive as much financial

rofit as possible from Anthia’s good-looks, and the better she
ooks the greater the profit (cf. also 3.11.1). In each case she has
just had a trying voyage preceded by harrowing experiences. The
brothelkeeper lets her recover so that she will look her best again
and be worth more to him, and that, given the coincidences of
circumstance and expression, is without a doubt what the pirates
in 3.9.1 did too. Despite Charit. 1.13, Hercher’s avohaBovtes is
not likely to be right on its own in X.; we also need at least
nenpmwoiov (5.5.8; cf. also 5.1.11 &x tiig Ghelag xexunndg). &% 10U
mhot (nexpunxviav dvoraBévieg) seems at least a firm step in the
right direction.
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3.9.4. ... Exelto oVdEV mEOGLENEVOG. TTEOOELOL OE TOD TOTOU 6 KVELOG
toic mepl OV InmdBoov: magovoo O T mEeoPiTig doyETaL Ow-
yhuatog, 1 dvopa Xouoiov.

npboelol Pap.: mooatotot F.: mooiodor Hemst., Da.: mooidvtog Peerlk., Her. /

t6mov] étov Coc., Her., Da. / 6 x0ptog del. Coc., Da.: ebraigwg Ja., Her. / post
‘Inz. add. Pap. semicolon / 8¢ Pap.: xail F del. Ja., Her., Da.

I cannot tell how Papanikolaou imagined that the statement
‘the man in charge of the place approaches...” (vel sim.) could
possibly fit in here!

Hippothous and his brigands have set about their supper and
the result of their indulgence we see later that night when Ab-
rocomes creeps out of their camp unnoticed: &xewvto 8¢ V70 uébng
oi meol tov InméBoov (3.10.4). Clearly they have not just been
eating! Equally clearly témov in 3.9.4 is a mistake for notov (cf.
Ach. Tat. 5.23.2 nétov B: tomov o, wrongly); and since motog and
mooiévan are regularly associated with each other (Ach. Tat. 2.3.3
100 éTOV TEOIdVTOC; 8.4.2 MEOIdVTOG St TOD mMTOV), it is also clear
that the impossible mgoototior (F) is a corruption of mgoi-, pro-
voked no doubt by the preceding mpoot-éuevog. As for the form of
mooiévar to be read and its grammatical relation to métov, if X. can
write mooyjecav Tig 680U (4.3.5; 5.2.6 uéyoig &v mpoéhbworv ... g
6801), why should we object to mpoiovor (dat. pl. of mooidv,
agreeing with toig mepl Tov ‘I.) 100 méTov? Papanikolaou’s punctua-
tion is false and there is nothing wrong with magotoa xai Tig
noeoPiTic. 6 woplog is, of course, impossible. So we get mpoiovol
8¢ 10D méTov 16 wvploc’ Toig mepl TOV ImmdBoov magodoa xai TG
npeoPiTic doxetar dmynuatog, ...: ‘As Hippothous and his men
Erogressed with their drinking an old woman who was there too

egan to tell them a story.” The only part of speech that will fit
well where 6 x0otoc stands is an adverb (something like dxogéotwg
perhaps). 6 x0glog may have resulted from the misreading of an
abbreviation by a scribe acquainted with Christian texts, but there
seems to be no other indication that abbreviations were used in the
transmission of X.

With the syntactic sequence compare 4.5.1 g 8¢ Av6iag
odong &v 1@ Evtow £0d TV (QEOVEOVVTOV adTHV ANoTtdV &g, "Ay-
xiahog totvoua, where tiig °A. is governed by 2o¢. xai (‘also’) is
often associated with maoeyw (adsum): X. 1.10.6; 5.13.1; also e. g.
Ach. Tat. 3.20.6; 8.7.6; cf. 2.7.1 gmmogiv 8¢ adtf xoi 1| Khevd.

3.9.7. ...mageito 8¢ Vo dBvuiag dpE O nal (UML) dvabodv &x
g to¥ ‘TnmoBoov pwvilg
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8¢ (&veveynov) Hemst. / pohg add. Peerlk. ** Her.

Peerlkamp supported his (uohic) with 2.4.5: 7 8¢ *Av6ia 070
oVUPOQAS ExELTO AXOVAG, ... OYE OE xal udhg avtnv éyelpaoa ...
But péhg is not at all a suitable adverb in sense to use with ava-
Boedv (and neither indeed is dyé particularly apt), and I feel that
Hemsterhuys’s oy¢ 8¢ (é&veveyxov) xai dvabooov ..., which I
would in any case myself have suggested, is extremely likely to be
right. Here are the other places where X. uses oyé: 1.9.1-2 éxewto
ot V@’ Mdoviic magewévor, ... Yt Ot O *APooxdung dveveyrwv
neptéhape . ..; 2.3.8 Oy 8¢ dveveyrmv.

In Hercher’s text, by the way, the lacuna is marked not after
xoi (as Papanikolaou’s apparatus suggests) but before it.

<

3.10.1. dnovoag 6 *APooxrdunc meptépenEe TOV LT@VO ®al UEYAAWG
avwdieTo . . .

negrepenEato B, Cob., Her.

The middle form should be read: cf. 2.5.6; 3.7.2 (also of
mourning). Elsewhere X. uses the active only where the clothing
torn is not that of the subject of the verb (2.6.2; 5.5.2). The error
was caused by a simple psycho-phonetic stumble.

3.10.2. tig &pa Anotng oVtwg gowtinds, va xol vexpdg émBuunon
oov, tva xal 1O oduo dpélntal; dmeoteenBny cod 6 duotuyns, [xal]
g uévne 2uol magopuvbiag. &mobovelv ptv ovv Eyvwotal TEVIwg
GAML T TEMTO %OQTEQHOW, WEXQL 7OV TO odpa €Vow TO OOV %ail
neQLBaA®V Epautov ExElve ouyratabdypw.

oov del. Wif. viv Cast. / noi del. Hemst. / dmeoteonfnv 6 dvotuyig xal (tod
ohpatdg oov), Thg pévne Biirger, Da.

The critics have not understood this passage. Abrocomes has’
just heard both that Anthia is dead and that her corpse has been
carried off by brigands. He resolves to die; but not until he has
found the corpse, so that he can be buried with it. He will kill
himself after he has recovered the corpse, and so it is perfectly
clear that his reason for wanting to die is not the absence of the
corpse but the death of Anthia. This being so, it is quite clear from
the odv of dmoBaveiv utv odv Eyvootar méviwg that the preceding
sentence must contain a reference to the girl’s death and not just to
the loss of the corpse. All suggestions aimed at producing a sen-
tence that refers only to the loss of the corpse are therefore wrong;
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and the words d&meoteonOnv cod, which express the necessary
thought, are to be kept.

The next question is whether mogapvfiag as well as cov refers
to the living Anthia herself, not to the corpse, and so whether
Hemsterhuys (followed by Hercher) was right in deleting xoi and
creating apposition. The answer is most emphatically ‘No!". The
idea that wﬁen one’s beloved is dead, possession of the corpse is a
consolation is a recurrent motif in the romance: in 5.1.12 Ab-
rocomes repeats his wish to find Anthia xé&v vexodv and gives as
his reason Aiyiahel uév yap 100 Blov peydin magopvbia to odpa T
OelEwomg (cf. 5.1.11 adm (i. e. her mummified body) ue magauv-
Oeiton Bhemouévn); cf. the use of magnyopia in Ach. Tat. 7.5.3 év
utv ydo toic Yevdéol Bavdrolg gneivols magnyopiav eixov dAlynv, to
ugv odtov dAov couv TO odua, TO Ot deVTEQOV, AV TNV AEPAANV
dondv wi) Exew eig ™V tagiy (cf. magnyopéw Ach. Tat. 1.13.3); cf.
also the desire to find the grave of the beloved (X. 3.8.7). It is
certain then that in 3.10.2, where the main theme of the context is
the disappearance of the corpse, mapapvBiog in dmeotegndny ...
Tiig uévNg éuol mapauvBiog refers to the corpse. The text of F has no
fault in it here: the lamenting hero stresses both oot and xai say-
ing, ‘I have been deprived of yox and of my only source of conso-
lation’ (clearly the corpse, given the context and what may prop-
erly be called the conventions of the genre).

Hercher’s deletion of ptv (see his edition) was worse than
unwarranted. For pév ... d@Mé ... see e.g. X. 5.9.8; Ach. Tat.
1.11.3; 3.22.1; 4.9.7; 5.20.3; 6.20.3; 7.4.5; 8.13.2 (usually in direct
quoted speech). Here the pév and @\\d clauses are very closely
related and are in sense interlaced with the preceding sentence: odv
belongs to both of them, the pév clause following from dme-
oteenOnv oo, the dAL4 clause from &meotenOny .. . Thg pdvng &uol
nagawvbiog: ‘I have lost you (and so on the one hand [ptv] I am
resolved to die) and your corpse (and so despite my resolve [aAha] I
must postpone my death until I find the corpse).’

3.11.34. odrog 6 Wapmg 60d v AvOiav mogd tolg éundoolg xai
dmv dhioxetor xal doyborov didwot tolg Eumdools oAy xal Aay-
Baver Bepdmarvay adtv. dvnoduevog 8¢ avBowmog BdoPapog 1otev-
BV¢ &muyelpet PrdleoBon xal yonobar TEOg cuvovaiov:

%01evBVg Radermacher: xal €08V F (vai del. Her., Da.)

Radermacher’s importation of the form »atevfig into X. is
utterly makeshift. The likelihood is that we have here another of
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F’s lacunae: &vBpwmog BaoBagog kot * * el ..., the requisite
supplement being something like {abtiig Eahwnag) (cf. e. g. 2.13.6)
or (ownedg &’ adtf Srometuevog) (1.15.4;2.4.2) or (#odv Tiig xéQNG
opododv Eowta) (e.g. 1.15.4), xai meaning ‘and at that’, ,and
moreover’ (cf. e.g. Ach. Tat. 1.7.4; 3.17.2; 8.3.1). The feeling
that some such supplement as I have suggested is necessary is
strengthened by 2.2.4 &vBowmol Béofagol uimw medTEQOV TosHHTNV
id6vteg edpogpiay . . .

3.11.4. oxfmteton ... 8tL adtiv 6 mat)o yevvouévnv dvabein T
Towdr péxors doag yapwv, xai Eleyev ETL 1OV ybvov éviowtod Tedei-
oo

gviautod tebetobon Lumb: éviovtd ti0e0ban F

Lumb’s éviavtot tefeiofou (read also by Dalmeyda) strikes
me as absolute nonsense; and the reading of F (taking into account
that ti6eoBar might, after évoBein, be taken as equivalent to
dvatiBeoBar) makes no sense either. It seems best to regard tife-
oBau as an error influences by dva@ein and to read &t tov xobvov
gviovt® AeimeoBon (cf. LS] s.v. Aelmew B II 3, esp. Archim. Con.
Sph. 21; also Ach. Tat. 8.6.4, being wary of the corruption there),
‘that the period involved was still short by a year’, i.e. ‘that the
period ofP consecration still had a year to run’ (and so Psammis
could not touch her for a year), perfect sense in the context.
Hercher (Adnot. crit. to his edition, p. LVII) says, ‘Fort. ¢t xo6vov
gviavtod AeimeoBou’ (i. e. ‘that a period of a year was still left’), but
that involves three changes andP the awkwardly pleonastic xoévov
gviawTod.

4.1.1. évémonoav 8¢ xal rouag xal Gvdpag dréopatav moAhovg xol
oltmg dnehBovtes elg Aaodinerov tig Zvptag gyovtal xdvtovba .. .

gnehdOvteg Da.

Hippothous and his brigands move from Tarsus to Syria
burning and killing as they go, and the sense of xai oitwg . .. must
be ‘and having progressed (vel sim.) in this way they came to
Laodicea ...’ The prefix of an-eA06vteg (‘depart’) has no place here
and was probably caused by assimilation to dnéopagav. Dalmey-
da’s enelB6vres (‘attacking’ vel sim.?) is not very attractive. moQeh-
86viec (‘passing on their way’, ‘going along’: see LS] s.v. ndoewu
(tbo) 1 1 and III; s.v. magéoyopuar I 1 and III) is the strongest
possibility. X. uses magéoyouat in decriptions of journeys in 4.1.3
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*AleEdvdoeLav uv magirbov, NhBov 8¢ énl Méuguv; 3.3 "AleEdavdoelav
naperBoioa Eyéveto &v Méuget; 5.10.3 Koy moerddv, év Kinow
yevopevog; esp. 4.1.4 where Hippothous and his crew are again
engaged in their pillaging, ®ai &hhag moQer8OvTes xdpog 0v%
d\iyag, OV Tag TOMAGS dgovels (¢moinoav), eig Komtov Egxovran Tig
Aifoniag mhnotov. évtavba ... The verb is used absolutely in the
sense ‘pass by’ at 1.2.8; cf. (caute) 1.12.1.

4.2.4. € pév 11 "APooxdung adunel, xal drwolotunv oixteds Ral . . .
&8w@ Abr., Her.

Cf. 2.5.1 Movte 20d oov, ... déopar ..., where 0@ Cob.,
Her.

4.2.5. pite 10 Nefhov oedpo wavbein mote &dixwg dmolopévou
OOUOTOG

anorouévov odpatt Cast., Da. droropéve odpot Peerlk.

Castiglioni’s conjecture is clearly right, the error being due to
assimilation of oduart to the (substantival) participle. Presumably
those who keep odpoatog think only of the grammar and regard
&mo). odpatog as a genitive absolute loosely related to waveein.
But both the transmitted reading and Peerlkamp’s conjecture are
ruled out by the fact that the corpse (which is clearly what odua
means here) must not be subject of the participle since it is the
dwBowmog and not his corpse that perishes unjustly (i.e. without
having committed any crime); note later in the same sentence
dvBowmov ovdEV AdrHoaVTO GTTOAMUUEVOY.

4.2.6. ¢pégeto odte T BdaTOG AVTOV GdKOVVTOG OVTE TMV dECUDV
gumodLLOVTmV otite TV Onolwv magapramtdviwy, Ghhd Taganéumov-
T0G TOU QgVUATOG

Why rapa-prantoviav? The prefix seems to me to be inap-
propriate (‘damage incidentally’ LS]) and to be a false anticipation
of mapa-néumovtog (note also maga-guikdocovieg two lines later),
the original word having been simply prantéviwv.

4.4.2. EmBig ondpovg dviyeto Ty émi Trakiag, (Gg) &nel mevodpevog
T [poBeiv] mepl *AvBiog. 6 8t doxwv Tig Alydntov pabov TA ®ATO TOV
Agakov, ...

&¢ add. Hir.; of. 5.11.1 / medoopevés) merpacduevog Jack. / padeiv del. Hir.
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Hercher cited 5.11.1 (8uéyvo thv *Avbiav dyoyeiv anod Trokiag
elg "Egeoov, dg dmodmowv Te Toig Yovelol xail el "APooxdouov &xel
T mevobpevog) in support of Hirschig’s dc; a better parallel is
5.10.2 (&EmiBag Emher TV Emi Suxehiag mdhy, g éxetBev énl Koy te
nai Komoov xai “Pédov aguEduevog . . .) since the important consid-
eration in deciding whether to read (&g) is not the precise nature of
the participle but that of the governing verb. However 5.11.1 (cf.
5.10.2 ad fin.) does have significance here: it means that mev-
obpevdg is proof against Jackson’s melpaobpevdg. pabeiv is prob-
ably an intrusive false variant for the following pofdv.

4.5.6. There can be no valid objection to the utv deleted by
Hercher (followed by Da. and Pap.). What set out to be a pév /8¢
structure was disrupted by the unusual extension of the pév clause,
and by the time we come to where the 8¢ might have been, the pév
/ 8¢ structure has been half-forgotten and, because the reasons for
not adopting the pév courses of action have already been given in
parentheses, the place of 8¢ is usurped by odv (in #yve odv. .. at the
end of the paragraph).

4.6.1-2. 6pdoL OV *Ayyiolov dvponuévov xai v AvBiov Tagd T®
oopatt xal eixdfovol 1O yevépevov xal GvaxQivovieg adTv pov-
6dvovot mdvrta. £80Eev oDv adtoig &v BQYT) TO YEVOUEVOV EXELV ROl TOV
tebvnrdTa Exdunioar pihov:

gxewv xat] &xovot Da.

Papanikolaou prints a patently corrupt text (&v 6ovfj 0 v. &xewv
makes no sense) and fails to record the only reasonable attempt
ever made to correct it, Castiglioni’s &v dyfj [t10] yevouévorg (Tod
mQoxBévTog neyddnv Tinweiov ) Exew xoi xté. (his alternative to(d)
yevouévou {Tnwoiov) Eyew is, as will become clear, inferior).

There is to my mind no doubt that &v dgyfj yevouévors is right:
cf. 2.5.5 &v dovij dnataoyéte yiveton; 11.2 &v dgyf) yevouévn. to
yevépevov is either a false repetition of the 10 yevépevov a line
before or the result of a feeble attempt (inspired by the earlier 10
yevopevov) to patch up the text after it had become lacunose.

The text as supplemented by Castiglioni is not likely to be
right. The brigands must be subject of #xew, as of &xduijoon (and
so e.g. (dm)éxewv [X. 4.2.4; Ach. Tat. 8.8.13] is not possible) and
Eyew Tpwetav seems to occur only with the crime as subject
(Men. Pk. 253); for the verbs used with tipwota see LS] s.v.; add
(elo)medrtw, -opon from X. 1.4.5; 2.1.2; 5.7, a constancy of usage
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which, of course, also tells against the supplemented text. A better
text would be ... (v dtunv) Exew ... (‘to have their satisfaction’):
see LS] s.v. dixn IV 3; note also a few sentences later (4.6.3) iva
<+« neydny dixnv dYméoxy 1OV TETOMMUEVOY, and in 2.11.2 the sequ-
ence 1 8¢ &v doyfj yevouévn ... modEopa dixag. On the admissibility
of dixnv ... &xduijoon (which may even be thought attractive in
itself) see John Jackson, CQ XXIX (1935) 96.

4.6.5. Emevoel 8¢ Smwg &ml mhelov adTh LHoetan, Smwg e . ..
évevoel Her.

gmwvoém occurs only here in X., whereas évvotw is a favourite
word of his and has just the sense required here: with énwg in
2.5.5;5 3.3.7; 5.9.4. &nevoer (read also by Dalmeyda) is a mistake
for &vevéer arising from the following cluster of x’s (prob. esp.
from &xn-i). In the Teubner text of X. himself a similar error of
modern origin is found in 2.11.11: wne &reive.

The text of Xenophon presented by the codex unicus seems
to bze strikingly characterised by errors of omission and assimila-
tion”.

Hamburg James N. O’Sullivan
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