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NUGAE XENOPHONTEAE

In the following Lesefriichte, the text printed is, in each in-
stance, that of Marchant’s OCT edition.

Cyr. 3. 3. 48:
& 1obtw 08 Txe Xouvodvrac 6 Ilépong xal dAor Twéc Tdw
Suotinwy adrouslovs dyovtes. xal 6 Kipoc domep eixoc Hodra
Tov¢ avToudlovs o &x Ty modepiwy. ot & Eleyov Sti EEloiéy
7€ 701 oDy Toic dmAowg xal magatdTTol avTovs adTos 6 factlevs
#w v xal magaxedevoto udv &) Toic alel EEw ovol moddd ve
xal loyved, w¢ Epacay Adyew Tods dxovovrag.
The correct translation of ... &eyov dri ... adroc 6 fagidevs
Ew v ... magaxeleboiro ... vois alel #w ovou is “They said that
the king himself, being outside, was exhorting those who at any
given moment were outside”. That is an odd statement. Owen,
in his commentary to the Cyropaedia, here renders vois alel &w
0?0t “those who for the time being ... were marching out = as
fast as they came out”. A correct interpretation, but a false trans-
lation. The Greek for “to those who at any given moment were
going out” is 7oig aiel é&wovor and that is what Xenophon wrote
here. Compare An. 4. 7. 23 éneidn 6¢ Pon mAeiwy te Eyiyvero xal
Eyyirepoy xal oi del émidvres Edeov dgduw émi Tods del fodvrag #TA.
The cotruption was due to the influence of #w @ in the preced-
ing context.

Ages. 11. 15
tic 0& ovupdyos Vdpooc mapéoyey Soov *Aynoidaos, xaimep
7j0n 7mpog T® oTduat T flov dv;
7o¢ 76 Téopa Plut., unde mpog T Téouare Hutchinson

Fortsetzung von FuBnote 19

Phainippos

Kallias (uootdpavvog)

Pbainfippos (a) Hipponikos Ammon 94 = Lysimachos §4 = ¢4 94

Aristeides  Phainippos (d)
......................................... (cf. n. 15)
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LS] s.v. otdua II1. 2 cite this passage and translate “at the
very verge of life”, a rendering whose only merit is that, in con-
text, it equals in meamncrlessncss the Greek original. ovduar: is
clearly corrupt and Hutchinson’s téopaze should be received into
the text. Marchant’s apparatus incotrectly repotts moog 76 Téoua
as the reading in Plutarch: the Plutarch manusctipts have modg
@ TéQUATL. In’ fact, in the passage in question (Mor. 784 E-F), Plu-
tarch exphcrdy states that he is quoting Xenophon verbatim
(adtols dvépaow). Since ancient authors often quoted from mem-
ory due to the inconvenience involved in checking references in
a volumen, Plutarch is thus an especially valuable witness here.
Téopa in the sense of ‘end of life’ occurs in a variety of combina-
tions, as may be seen from a glance at LS/ s.v. tégua II. 2 (to the
examples adduced there add Aelian V. H. 2. 35 l'ogyiag 6 Aeov-
Tivog émi tépuate v toT fiov...). For those who desire further
proof, I would compate in Xenophon bz’m&e/f Lac. 10. 1: Kala”)g
¢ pot doxel 0 Av%ovgyog vouoderijoar xal 1 uéyot yiows doxoir’ &y
Goetn. éni yap Td Téouatt TOD ﬂLO'D xtA. In such expressions éml
seems to be commoner than mpdg, but this should not cause us
pause. Euripides, for example, has yijows éoydroiws mods téopacwy
(Andr. 1081) and the parallel in Plutarch confirms the mods in
our passage. In fact, the corruption +oropartt is itself proof that
Xenophon wrote 7tpo¢ here: the scribe was deceived into writing
oTduaTL p1eclsely because he had still in his ear the sigma and the
tau of pd¢ T@ — quite literally a case of stuttering. Finally, I would
caution in advance against any attempt at defending P0G TD
otduatt o fiov by a comparison with the old Homeric phrase
&l ynjoaos 00O patrocinium doctins quam verius.

Symp. 1. 6-7:

1 nal 6 Kaldiag, Kal n@oaﬁev 1év ye, E(pn, ans%gvn‘co,m]v vyag
Eyav moAda xal oo<pa chsw vy 0¢, av mag’ eym nre, mi-
Oeibw dpiv duavrov mwdvvy moAlijc anovéng &&ov Ovta. oi oy
aupl 1oy Xwxpdtny modtov uév, domep eixds 1y, énawodvres

5 1w xAijow 0dy Dmioyvotvro ovdemmioew - ¢ 0& mdvy dydd-
Hevos @avepog T, el pr) &powto, cvrnxolovInoar. Enata 8¢
alt@® ol pév yvuvasduevor xal yoiaduerot, oi 8¢ xal Aovaduevou
mapijAdoy.

8 magijAdov tuetur Naber coll. Alexis (sic) ap. Athen. iv. 170 B: mpoo-

fiAGov Richards

Callias is inviting Socrates and some of his friends to come
to a symposion at his house. The words éav map’ duol 7jre (“if you
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are/will be at my house™) are, in context, clearly clumsy. What
is wanted is a verb of motion; compare line 6 below ... & )
&powro, ovinxolovdnoay. Xenophon wrote ... &y map’ éué e
... Similarly, in the Symposium of Plato (174 A), Socrates, when
asked where he was going so elegantly attired, replies * Eni dei-
mwvoy eig "Ayddawvog ... tatta 07) drallwmoduny, o xaldg magd
nalov iw. The corruption probably arose through an uncial false
division: ... EMEIHTE ... Note that napd ¢. ace. can mean ““fo
the house of”, just as mapd ¢. dat. can mean “af the house of”.
mwagfiAdov in line 8, therefore, is sound; it is used here absolutely
(“they came to the house”). Naber quite correctly compared
Alexis, fr. 174. 2—3 (Kock): detnvov aivijoes pe o 40n magelddy.
Richards, who conjectured mpooijAdor, was presumably bothered
by adr@. This pronoun, however, need not be governed by
magijAdov; it is a dativus commodi (i.e. “‘to please him”, as the con-
text shows).

Symp. 1. 14-15:

g 0 000¢ TdTe Syélacay n’ adT®, &v Td peTald mavoduevog

ToD delmvov ovyxalvyduevos xatéxero. xal ¢ Kalliug, Ti

1007, Epn, & Dilinme; AAX 1) 860y oe eldnpe;

I do not understand the use of A2’ 7 here; nor can I trans-
late, in context, 4AA* 7, which the Budé editor Allier prints (on
what authority he does not indicate). Correct to aA1° 7. See Den-
niston, 7he Greek Particles® pp. 27-8 ; this master of such niceties,
I was pleased to find, had no doubts: “In X. Symp. 1. 15 ... read
certainly gid> 77,

Symp. 4. 36-7:

1 ...T0pawvor 8 eiol Twves of Blovg ey olxovs dvapoiiow, Gdodovs
0 dmoxrelvovor, moAddsug 0& xal Glag modews yomudraww Evexa
&aydpanodilovrar. Tovrovs uév oy Eywye xai mdvv olxtipw
Tijs Gyav yolemijs véoov. Suowa ydp pot doxodor doyew domep

5 &l g moAda &yor xal modda dodiwy undémore uminmiauiro.

5 &you Nitsche: éywv codd.: nilvwy Schneider

Nitsche’s makeshift molda &or is damned by its imbalance
and superfluity; editors would have done better to obelize.
Schneidet’s zivwy is more reasonable, but is open to the objec-
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tion that a Greek would have used the word-order moAld éodwr
xal molda wirwy; compare 4. 37 below: ...uot xal dodiovte ... xal
muivovte xtA. (Homer’s ¢ wive xal 7jod¢ does not, of course, gain-
say this.) Moreover the corruption of mivwy to &ywv is paleo-
graphically inexplicable. The passage is to be amended by ex-
cision: ...donep el Tic [moAda Eywr], xai moAlda dodiwy, undémore
Sumiundarro. This fits the context perfectly and a similar com-
parison occurs in chapter 8. 15 below: xal uny &v uév vij v
uoeijc xorjoer Eveoti Tic xal xopos, doTe dmep xal mEdg TA ouTia
dua wAnoporijy, Tadta ardyxn xal mpos ta madixd mdoyew. It re-
mains to explain the interpolation. Here is the sentence which
immediately follows the passage given above (that is, 4. 36-7):

Y 3 ’

1 8yd 6¢ ot uéy modda Eyw ¢ pdhic adra xal [dyd dv] adrog
evplonw.
1 &yw: &wv ABGHH2H® 2 éypw del. Cobet &v om. B

In this sentence for moAda éyw there was a variant reading
mola Egwr. I suggest that at some stage in the manuscript tradi-
tion this variant modda &ywv was erroneously “restored” from
the margin to the text before xai moAla éodiwr, possibly due to
a misunderstanding of the intensive usage of xai here. (Some
may prefer to regard xai as a stopgap added after the interpola-
tion of moAda &ywy and delete it too. The choice is difficult; com-
pate, however, Cyr. 4. 1. 17 ...ai oes ... pebyovor, xdy moldal
ot (ratl wordat ovoar D) ...) If Cobet’s deletion of &ya is cot-
rect, this interpolation may have had a similar origin (i.e. éyw
would be a corruption of a marginal variant #w). There is a
good illustration of this type of error in Aristotle, ZIN 1094P.
14-18 (Bywater):

1 ta 0é xalda xal ta dixawa, mwepl dv 1) molitwn) oxomeiTat, mod-
Ay Eyer duapogay xal mAdiny, dote doxely véuw povov elvas,
pioer 68 wj. oty 08 Twa wAdrny Eyel xal téyada dud To
swoddoic ovupaivew fAdfac an’ adrio.

1 moddy Asp. (v. etiam infra ad lin. 3): vooavtiy KPLPI' 3 Twa
wAdv Exev: Twva oAl Eyel drapopay xal wAdvny dote doxeiv Exew pr. Kb

The late Werner Jaeger, in a private communication, wrote
to me the following: “The words in KP moldny &yet drapopay xal
addrngy dove are cleatly a varia lectio for 1 Tosadtny Eyel drapogay
xal wAdrmy dore which was written in the margin of an older copy
as alternative reading, but got into the text in 3 after votadTny
twa. Var. lectiones in the E.IN. ought to be investigated.”
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HG 1. 3. 19:

...xal *Avakilaog (8¢ émayduevos Yavdrov Votepoy v Aaxe-

daipove dua Ty mpodooiay dnépuyey...)

énayduevog IT: vrayduevos codd.

Marchant is certainly wrong in preferring the reading of the
papyrus fragment érmayduevog, which is a mere slip. The manu-
scripts have preserved the correct idiom dmayduevos davdrov.
Compare below 2. 3. 12: &neira mpdrov uév ods mdvres fidecay dv
T} dnuoxpatia éro cvxopavtias dvtas ... ovAlaufdvovres Vmijyor
Pavdrov and 5. 4. 24: 0i § &pogor dvexdleody te Tov Zpodpiay xal
Smifyov (Pietson: dnfjyoy codd.) Savdrov. See LS] s.v. dmdyw A. 11
for more examples. /I dates from the third century A.D., the
oldest manuscripts of the FHellenica are of the fourteenth century:
one more example of a later witness preserving the truth against
an older one.

HG 2. 3. 30-31:

1 oftog yap & dpyijc pmev Tiudueyog Ymo Tot Onuov xatd Toy
aatépa “Ayvova, mpometéotatos Syivero Ty Onuoxpatiav
peraatijoar eic Tovg TeToaxooiovs, xal dmpdTevey €y xelvolg.
émel 8 Tjodero dvrimaldv Tu T SAuyapyia ovvioTducyoy, mpdTog

5 av fyepaw T Ouw & éxelvovs Eyfvero. §dev dnjmov xal
nodopvos émixalelrar. [xal yap 6 xd6dopvos doudtrew wév Tolc
soaly dupotépol doxel, dmofrénel 0é dr’ aupotépwy. ]

6—7 xal yap — aupotépwy del. Morus

The speaker is Critias, the time about January, 403 B.C.,
and the object of this vituperation Theramenes. The words xai
yap — dupotépwy are regarded by many as a gloss; this is a diffi-
cult passage and deserves re-examination. Two questions must
be posed: 1) Are the words really spurious? and 2) What is the
meaning of dwofAémer 6¢ an’ Guporépwy?

A. One readily understands why §9¢ev drjmov xai xddogvos
émxadeirar could have been the cause of an explanatory gloss
intruding itself into the text, and a bare statement such as ¢ »d-
Bogvog eis dupotépovs Tods mddas doudler would indeed be sus-
pect (I am quoting from an actual scholium to Aristophanes,
Ranae v. 47). The bracketed words, however, seem to reveal
morte careful writing: xai yap, the balanced uév — 8¢ clauses, and
the unnecessary doxei (“‘used occasionally, as here, of things
which are quite certain’ Manatt). Most important of all, nobody
has explained adequately the meaning of dmwofAéne: 6é dn’ dugpo-
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Tépwr. It is perilous business to expunge asan “explanatory gloss™
words which may well be untranslatable. Furthermore, the uéy
clause @lone adequately explains the meaning of xddogrog hete
(compare the scholium cited above). Glosses 1) are written to
clarify and 2) tend to be as brief as possible. This supposed gloss
violates both principles. There is, moreover, some positive evi-
dence in support of genuineness:

1) The deleted words are thought to have crept in from
Theramenes’ speech below (2. 3. 47): dmoxalel 6& xdopvdy e,
¢ Gupotépows mewpdpevoy doudrrsrw. On the contrary, this sen-
tence seems to suppott the words in question. This (common)
usage of g ¢. part. implies the reason not of the speaker, but of
another (see Kiithner-Gerth II. 2. 91—92); the natural interpreta-
tion of the sentence, therefore, is that Theramenes is here echoing
what Critias has already said (note the use of dmoxalei = “he
calls me in derision”). Furthermore, doudrrew is a common enough
word, but in this meaning it is normally applied to #hings, not
persons. Its appearance here is most readily understood if Thera-
menes is paraphrasing Critias’ earlier remarks. Finally, those who
consider xai ydp ... dupotépwy as an interpolation regard it as
coming, as Manatt observes, “in part from™ this passage. The
origin of the real crux, dmoflémer 8¢ dn’ duporéowr, they can-
not explain in this way.

2) The scholiast to Ar. Ran. 47 knew the wotds: ¢ ¢ Zevo-
pav év “EAapwixois qupotépots Tols mooly doudlew adtdy gmow.
This is not decisive, of course, since the scholiast (or rather the
older source whence he derives) may have used an already intet-
polated text. Nevertheless, the evidence of the scholiast must be
taken into account, and the burden of proof...

3) In the disputed passage the correct Attic (and Xenophon-
tian) form doudrrew is preserved. A later interpolator would have
been much more likely to have written the koing form dgudlew
(compare the scholium to Aristophanes). We need not look bey-
ond the manuscripts of Xenophon himself for examples of
dopdrrw trivialized to doudlw; see Cyr. 1.3.17; 1. 4. 18; 2. 1. 16;
Eq. 12. 1.

B. Various interpretations of the wortds dmofdéne 8¢ an’
dugpotéowv have been advanced:

1) LS] s.v. dnofAénw II. state “é. dn° duporépwy face both
ways, dub. in X. /G 2. 3. 31.”” This is how the Loeb translator
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Brownson understands the passage (“for as the buskin seems to
fit both feet, so he faces both ways”). dnofiénw can mean “face”
in this sense, but when so used it normally has mpds, &/, ot eig
expressed with it (drofAénw is literally “I look away from (other
things to direct my attention to), I gaze at””). For examples, see
Bur. Andr. 246, Josephus A. /. 11. 5. 5, Dio Cassius 76. 11. The
correct translation would therefore be “‘he looks away from both
(towards a third party)”, which is nonsense in context. Further-
more, if Theramenes is the subject of drofiémes 6¢, one would
have expected the sentence to begin xal ydap 6 uév xddogvog. ..

2) Various conjectures for drmofiénw have been proposed:
amolémer Postgate, amoleimer Laves, drnoféfinrac Ellis. None de-
serves consideration.

3) The subject of dmofAéne: is probably ¢ xddopvos (because
of the uév — 8¢). dmofAéner may have a quasi-technical meaning
here, which has not been understood yet. This is not likely.

My conclusions are that the words xai ydp — duporépwy may
well be genuine and that drofAémes 8¢ én’ dupotépwy is probably
corrupt and should be obelized. The passage still awaits its Oedi-
pus and I print here the inconclusive results of my investigation
with the hope that they may help another to a definitive solution
of the problem.

HG 3. 5.23-24:

...0w 0¥y mdvra Tadta Eofev avrois Todg vexpovs Ymoomdv-
dovs avarpeioBat. oi uévror Onfaior elmay 61 0dx dv vmodotey
TOVG VEXPOVG. ..

vmodotey B: amodoiev cet.

Elsewhete tmodidwue is found only with an intransitive
meaning (“give way”); compare the intransitive usage of émidi-
dowue (“advance”, “increase”). It never recurs in Xenophon.
That drodoiey is the correct variant here is clear from the parallel
passage below, 6. 4. 15: énel 0¢ nmaow 8ddxer vmoomdvdéovs Tovg
vexpovg avapeiodat, oUtw 01 Emeupay xnfjovxa mepl omorddw. ol
évror Onfaio ... Tovg vexpovs vmoomdviovs Grédogay.

HG 5. 4. 54:
6 uévror *Aynoilaog, énel doa 1y, dreddow dorparonededoaro
&rdamep T0d¢ modeulovs elde mopareTayuévovs. i) & votepain
amipyaye iy éni Oeomidg. Fpacdws 8¢ mapaxoloviotvtwy
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Ty medtaoT@y, ol foav wedopdpor Tois OnPalows, xal Toy
Xafoiay drvaxalotvtwy, 8ti 0vx fjxodovder, vmosToapévres oi
1@y > OAvdlwy inneic, 7jon yap xava Tods Spxovs cvveotpa-
TevorTo, Ediwédy Te avTods meds Bpthov, xaddmep Hrolovdovy,
xal dnénreway adTdy pdia mollovg.

I have previously discussed this passage in F/SCP 67 (1963)
pp. 271-2, to which I refer the reader. Briefly, Jaeger correctly
called attention to the fact that xaddmep frolovdovy has no mean-
ing in this context and that furthermore Xenophon normally
(though not exclusively, be it noted) uses domep; he therefore
conjectured xa® dnep (= “where”) 7jxolovdovy. In my eatlier
discussion I pointed out that the simple relative pronoun is used
with xard in this local usage (xa®’ §, xa®* &) and therefore con-
jectured xad’ d mapnrodobdovy. In further support of my con-
jecture I wrote: ““...the compound magaxotovdeiv (= “to follow
at one’s heels”) is more appropriate in this context; it is the verb
used a few lines above of these same peltasts.” It is a not infre-
quent practice in Greek (and Latin) to have a compound verb
tollowed by the simplex with the same meaning; (a most useful
recent discussion of this phenomenon is Professor Watkins® “An
Indo-European Construction in Greek and Latin”, HSCP 71 (1966)
pp. 115-119). This might seem an argument against my mwapno-
Aovdovy. The fact is we do have this construction here: magasxo-
Aovovvtwy is answered by ...67¢ 0dx Hxolovder..., so that no
exception may be taken to magnxolovdovy on these grounds.
Finally, in support of his conjecture, Jaeger noted the /ocal rela-
tive clause &damep tods molepiovs elde maparerayuivovs, which
occurs in the first sentence of our passage. The parallel is apt,
but it should be noted that &danep here does not confirm Jae-
get’s xad dmep. The Greeks simply did not use xad’ dmep and
xal®’ dmeg in a local sense.

HG 5. 4.51:

ol 0 ad Onfaior delovavres mepl tijs néAews, bre dprjun v,

dmodundvres Svda maparerayuévor fjoay Spdue Eeov eis T

oA . ..

Read here ...50a(nep) magareraypévor... and compare
5. 4. 54 ...&r0amep Tovg moAepiovs elde mogarerayuivovs... (cited
in full above). mep dropped out before map. LS/, s.v. &da I1. 1,
recognize the local meaning “where”, #bi, in a /iteral sense only
in poetry and “in later prose” (my italics). The eatliest prose
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author whom they cite is Philo Judaeus. This is perhaps a too
rigid restriction, but it does seem true that &da = #bi is un-
common in the earlier prose writers. In Xenophon, it occurs at
Cyr. 5. 4. 21 and An. 4. 3. 7 (elsewhere?); it should be noted
that A#n. 4. 1.2 and 6. 2. 1, whete &da does occut, are both inter-
polated passages (?). I find it in one other passage in Xenophon,
Cyr. 2. 3. 22: énaiday 0¢, &pn, xaraotduey éni vov dpopov Evda
mepumatoduey. .. Is it coincidence that here the word following
#da begins with nep? Read #da(mep). Finally, let me repeat
that my observations about the usage of &da in Xenophon seem
to apply only when 1) &#¥a means #bi, 2) in the literal sense of
the word, and 3) does not seem to hold good when &®da stands
for either #nde or guo. Needless to say, I have not read through
the corpus xenophontenm specifically to determine his usage of
#da and &damep; my observations are quite empiric and may be
refuted when a complete and scientific index verborum to Xeno-
phon is produced. Such an index is a sine qua non for a definitive
study of the origin of koing Greek. Xenophon was nurtured on
as pure Attic Greek as Plato, but lived among non-Attic Greeks
for a significant part of his life. It is no accident that so many
items of vocabulary and syntax are found in him alone of the
“Attic” authors. To the Romans Xenophonmay have beenamodel
of the simple Attic style, but there is truth in Helladius’ remark:
..Eevopdy ... 000&y YavuaoTor, Gyne v otpateiug oyordlwy xal
Edvar ovrovoiug el Twa mapaxdnTel TR matpiov pwrijs. 0o vouo-
Gérmy avroy 0dx dv s’ Artiacuot nagaldfor (preserved by Pho-
tius, Bibliotheca, codex 179 = Migne, PG 104, column 317A).

HG 5. 4. 58:

"
dmopaivovrog 0é wddw tod Tjpoc 6 uéy Aynoilaos wAwomerng
7. 6re yap Gnijye 10 otpdrevua &x Ty Onpav, év toic Meyd-
powg Gvafaivovros attot éx Tod *Appodioiov elc To dpyeiov
orpyvvra dmola 61) pAéy, xal ppln 16 éx ToT odpatog alua i
T0 Vyiég oxnélog. yevoudrng 08 Tijc wrfuns Vmepdyxov xal 60v-
@y dpoprtwy, Xvpaxdods Tic latpds oydler Thy mapd T®
opu®d @léfa adrov.

It would be rash to attempt a diagnosis of Agesilaus’ actual
ailment from the above description; possibly he suffered from
phlebitis, which causes the leg to become swollen and take on a
purplish, ’bloody* complexion. In any event, it is clear what
Xenophon conceived to have happened: some blood vessel or
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other burst (émola 67 pAéy at this time may refer to an artery as
well as to a vein) and Agesilaus hemorrhaged. The blood from
this internal bleeding accumulated in Agesilaus’ sound leg (he
was lame in one leg), which became swollen and quite painful.
8opVm 0 &x ToT cdpatog alua eig TO Vyiés oxélog is certainly an
exceptional expression: “the blood from the body flowed into
the sound leg” - as if the leg were an entity distinct from the
body. (The Budé editor Hatzfield circumvents the difficulty by
paraphrasing simply “Z/ y eut une hémorragie interne dans sa bonne
Jambe.””) T at first suspected ocduaroc of being corrupt, but now
believe it to be used loosely here for “trunk”, just as “body”
is sometimes used in English (compare, for example, the boxing
expression “a blow to the body” and the like). The transmitted
text stands, I believe, in need of a minor correction which will
help define the meaning of aw,uarog here. Read .. mwvmt Grola
01 pAéy, xal (xar}eggvn 70 éx 100 odparog ama &g T0 VyLés oxé-
Aog. xavegpvn, “flowed down’, localizes the source and makes the
sense clearer. This refinement will seem a piece of Aemzoloyia to
some, but a Greek, 7 fallor, would have felt the distinction.
Compare lliad 4. 149 d¢ eidev uédav alua xatagoéov & drellijc;
13. 539 xatd & alua veovtrdrov dppee yewpds; Hdt. 4. 187 oi yap )
7@y Afdwy vouddes ... Tdv mwadiowy Tdv opetépwr, émedy TeTpad-
Tea yérnrat, olovmy mpofdTwy xalover Tag v THoL xopvpijot Aé-
ﬂag, /lsrsféregoz 0¢ adT v rdg &v Tolot VQO‘L'd(POLO‘L, T0Dde elvexa g
i opeas & Tov mdvta yedvoy xavagpéov @Aéyua éx Tijs xepalilc
dnAfjrar. Accidental omission of xata (xat) after xaf is of course
commonplace.

HG 7.5.6:

8EqAde pev 01 6 > Enauewwvdas dua tayéwy. énel §¢ éyévero v
Neuéq, évratda diétoifey. ..

Read &vravda (0n) diérgfer. Compare below 7. 5. 12: &nel
yap 1jyeivo " Apyidauog ... &vtatida 61) oi whp mvéovres ... 8yxAivovot.
The error is due to haplography (recall that én and d: came to be
identical in sound). &rtatda 07 is 2 common collocation in Xeno-
phon; see, for example, 7. 5. 16 and Symp. 2. 6. An additional
example is .Axn. 4. 3. 7: dvtatda 01 moddn ddvuia 7y toic “ EAdnow,
an expression which leads us toa similar corruptionin /G 6. 2. 8:

2 / \ \ 74 \ 4 3 \ \ < -~ 2
&molidprer uév 0n oUtw Ty wodw. énel d¢ oi Keprvpaior 8x
wév tijc yijc 00y EAdufavoy duad T xpareiodar xata yipy, xaTd
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Ddlarray 6 098y elofyero adrols dua 10 vavxgareliodar, &v
7oAAf] dmople njoay.

Read ... & moAdfj (6n) dmoplq fjoav. Compare An. 3. 1. 2:
el 8¢ ol arparnyol cvveldnuuévor foay xal Ty doyaydy xal Ty
0TEATLWTEY 0f Guvenduevolr dnwldlecay, dv moAdfj 67 dmopia foay
oi “EMnpes... See also below HG 6. 2. 24: ...0i & &w év mdoy
81 &dvulg 7joav. The error arose from an uncial haplography
(AHAH). In the Anabasis the opening sentences of Books II-V
and VII have been deleted by Dindozf and others as later sum-
mations. 2. 1. 1 begins d¢ uév odv, the other books in question
all begin oa uév 87). It is not my intention to go into the question
of the spuriousness of these opening sentences here, but I would
like to call attention to the striking structural similarity of HG
6. 2. 8 and An. 3. 1. 1-2. The agreement is exact: ...uév & ...
énel 8¢ ... &v molAfj On) dmogia Tjoar*).

Boston College Robert Renehan

Postscriptum 1970

1) Since submitting this paper to RA. Mus., I find that I have been
anticipated in my treatment of Symp. 4. 36-7 by R.Lange, who proposed
the deletion [moAld &ywv xal]. See my Greek Textual Criticism (Cambridge,
Mass. 1969), 38-9.

2) On re-reading my discussion of HG 2. 3. 30-1 several years after
writing it, I remain convinced that Morus was wrong to delete the words
xal ydo 6 xdbogvos — duporépawv. However, I am now more inclined to regard
amoflénel 6é am’ dupotéowy [sc. § xdBogvog] as sound, whatever the precise
meaning of dnofAénes here.

*) I would like to thank my wife for her patient and instructive com-
ments.
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