NOTES ON XENOPHON OF EPHESUS BOOK I

I shall work from the Teubner text and apparatus of A.D.
Papanikolaou (1973).

I1.1.1 ToUT @ 1) Avrouride éx yvvaixos mywelas Osuiatods yiverar
mais *Afooxduns, uéya 64 T yofjua [deadtnTt oduaros meofal-
Aovdan] xdArovg otite &v’Iwviq otite &v dAAY yi] modTegov yevouévov.

&t ywplov Her [ 06 F: del. Her. 67 Hemst. /| dpatdrnre cduaros Smegfarlodon
del. Hir. // yevouevov Zag., Rich.

(1) Hercher was surely right in bringing éniywolag into line with
Xenophon’s universal practice elsewhere.

(2) péya ... xdAlovs will not construe and must be emended.
Hirschig’s drastic excision is not an acceptable solution. Apart
from the matter of where the words suggested for deletion are
supposed to have come from into a passage that hardly needed
glossing, their deletion does not give an entirely satisfactory
text anyway: neither uéya 8¢ 7 yofjua xdAlovs...yevouévov not
uéya 08 T yofjua xdAlovs. .. yevduevov (Zagoiannes) has the generic
sense needed: it was beauty of @ particular order that had not been
seen before. I suggest uéya 04Y) wv yofjua doadtyTe cdparog
vmepfallodon, tocovTovy xdAlovs otte &v *Iawvia olte év dAAy yij
modTepoy yevouévov. In this deardryre will be dative of respect or
of cause.

The phrase yofjud Tt xdAlovs dmsrov occurs in Ach.Tat.
6.3.4, but that does not mean that as close an expression to this
as possible must be made to occur here no matter how drastic
the surgery needed to produce it. ypfjua can be used without a
defining genitive in the sense of ‘marvel’, and with reference to
beauty: Ach.Tat.1.15.1 uéya v yofjua meos dpdatudy 1jdovijy.

For the thought, with its suitable generic element, cf. Xen.
Eph. 2.2.4. ndvreg éredavudxeoay 16 xdllog, xai dvdowmor fdofa-
ot wimw TedTEQoy TogadTny iddvres evuoppiay Peods &vdulov elvar
T0Ug PAemopévous; 5.5.8 idaw xdAlog olov odmw modTegoy dredéaro.

1.1.3 7» 8¢ megiomoddaotog dracw ’Egeaiows, dAa xal tols oy

1) The d¢ can be defended. See J.D.Denniston, The Greek Particles
(Oxford 19542) 163.
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dAmy Aciay oixotol, xai peydias elyov & adrd vog éAmidas Sv
molitns éootto dagéowy.
dAAa] dua Lumb

Lumb’s dua should be deleted from the apparatus. éiic.

xal...oixoGot is a parenthesis, correcting the impression that
interest in Abrocomes was confined to the Ephesians. elyov has
as its subject only the Ephesians, the people specially interested

in the hero as a moAfrye.

1.1.6 &l 64 mov icgov 7 dyatua *Epwrog eide, xareyéla, dnépawé
e éavtov " Epwros mavtog xaliova xai xdAlel aduarog xai Svvduct.
xal xdAAet odparog xal Svvduee del. Her.

xalliova xdiler is completely inept and xaAdiova dvvdue is
nonsense. Hercher saw this and resorted to his favourite remedy,
wholesale deletion. Abrocomes was s#perior to Eros both in
physical beauty (judged against representations of the god) and
in power: he could resist him, or so he thought (1.1.5). It seems
very likely that an original xpeirrova became xaliiova by assimila-
tion to xdAAet.

In 1.4.2 %alAlwv may very well be a corruption of xgefrrawy
(conj. Hemsterhuys) influenced by the xaid{wy two lines above
1t.

1.2.7 xal 7fjoay mowxilar mapa T@v Sewuévav gpwval, Ty uy S’
ExninEews Ty Jeov elvaw Aeyovtww, T@w 8¢ dAAny Twa o Tijs Yeod
TETOUUEVTY.

memomuévny Giangr. coll. 1, 8, 2: megumomuévny F mepuremomuévny Hemst,
magamenomuéyny Abr., Rich. megiziouévmy Chariton. mepiztds Teviunuévmy
Kontos xexoounuévmy Zag.

Giangrande’s memomuévnp, based on 7y 8¢ adrois ¢ ddlauog
memotuévos of 1.8.2 which is supposed to mean ‘and the bridal
chamber was ready (or adorned) for them’, is less than probable.
It is not good critical practice to emend one passage on the
model of another that is, to say the least, intensely suspect.

Nothing else in the list of conjectures is very appealing
either. My own contribution is memeuuéyyy. One may compare,
for what it is worth, 3.2.6 d¢ ¥nd Twog dmeoraluévos xav’ duot
Peot (where the idea of a mission of hostility makes arooréAdew
more suitable than 7éunw).

1.4.5 6 6¢ "Epwg &t dpyileto xal ueydlny tijs vmepoyias évevoeiro
Tyuwpiay eiompdéacdar Tov *Afooxduny. déxerto O¢. ...
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évevder Her., Da. [ siomgdfac®ar Mitsch.: ©0 mpdéacdar F mpdéacdar Cast.
coll. 2, 11, 2.

Castiglioni’s simple deletion of the 76 before mopdfacdar
should be accepted. 76 is by no means likely to be an error for
eio-; its intrusion may be related to the suspect -vo of évevoeiro?).

1.5.6 & duoi 0¢ pdPw xai 6 Meyauidng xai 1j Edinmn [xai] meol
Tijs *Avdiag xadewotijneioar, 6pdvres adTijc To udv xdAlog pagawd-
uevov, Ty 62 aiviay o0 pawoudvny Tijs cvuods.

»ai ante zegpl del. B3), Ja.

We have just been told in 1.5.5 that Lycomedes and The-
misto, Abrocomes’ parents, were worried about their son’s con-
dition. Now we are told that Anthia’s parents 700 were similarly
worried about her also. The first xai marks the addition of
Megamedes and Euippe to those who are wotried; the third one
emphasizes that the heroine’s condition #00 was causing parental
concern. We may feel that the third xai is a bit redundant, but
there is no justification for deleting it. It may also be felt to be
slightly illogical: Anthia’s parents were afraid only for their
daughter. But such a use of xai is not at all uncommon. There
is another example of it in this chapter: 1.5.8 modda 8¢ xai dnép
>A Booxduov oi mepl Tov Avxowidny Edvo.. ..

1.8.1-3 xalicayaydvres xatéxlwoy ...... éni Tijc xAivne Bafvlwvia
énemoiniAto oxnwmi mailovres “Epwreg, of uty....... VR avTi} Tf]
oxnpij xavéxdway Tiy *Avdiav, dyaydvres mods Tov A Peoxduny

gloayaydvres Ja.: siodyovres F | xaréxway Ja., Her. ..... /| o7’ Peetlk.: én’ F

The author may have wished, rather oddly, to emphasize
that the bride was escorted right to the oxnwj itself, but after
sioayayovres xavéxlwov and the description of the decorated
oxnvij I would expect to find...vadry v7j oxnpjj. .. in the resump-
tion of the narrative (with asyndeton!). & zadty vij oxnrij for
én’ avti] vfj oxnyyj (F)? The nature of the oxnpj, which was not
just a canopy but had full decorated sides, would justify é». The
preposition would be used as in e. g. & @ @vrow (4.4.1; 4.5.1);
cf. especially 3.7.4 vy *Avdiav... fjyev eis Tods mAnaiov Tijs néAews
Tdpovs. xavTatda xarédero & Tive olxrjuart.

2) The middle occurs only here with the inf., and an original évevdes
may well have been assimilated to dgyilero and diéxeiro. For the active with
inf. see 2. 9. 2; 3. 1. 2; §. 4. 2.

3) B is a manuscript and ‘del. B’ involves an assumption.
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1.9.4 “val” gnoiv ‘““APooxdun, doxd oot xalij, xai pera Ty onw
eduoppiav dpéoxw ooty dvavdpe nai detdé, mooov éfoddvvas oy
x00vov, éoov Huéinoag;...”

Read ““..., dox® oot xakij; xai (‘even’) ueva...yodvov;

mdoov...”. For val associated with a question cf. Ach. Tat. 2.5.2.

LIL.5...uéya avwidivée xai “ri Todro” Epmaev “’APooxdun,
memiotevrag 6te... 5.7

Totro Her.: ratra F.

In Hercher’s text 7{ means ‘why’, o7 is object of memiorev-
xag and anticipates the é7¢ clause. But we must not make Anthia
express her indignant surprise in the halting syntax of the ‘Old
Oligarch’. Read... “t/ vavra”, épnoev, “’APooxdun; memiorevrag
éve...;5...”. For ©{ ratra; see LS] s. v. tis (i. e. 7ic B) I,; cf.
especially Ach. Tat. 3.18.5 “moi yfjs giue xai v{ move (v{ move aF:
7{ B) tadta 6pd;”.

1.12.1 gvvijesay O¢ mdvres ol “Pddior, 16 xdAdos 1@y maidwy xara-
mendnydres, xal 00x EoTw Sotis TY I0SvTwY mapiiAde arwmdy: GAN
oi pév Eleyov mdnuioy aioiwy Jedv, oi 8¢ mpoaexivovy xal mooonl-
ZOVTO.

owwndy Salv.: Avndw F ovydw vel dAiywpdy Schmidt [ GAA’ oi Ja.: dAdot F |
aioiwy Schmidt: éx rav F del. Her. [/ mgoondyovro Hemst.; cf. 1, 1, 3. 2, 7:
mpoaemototvro F.

In émidnpiav éx T@v dedv (F) éx has no place in the syntax and
Tdv is unsuitably generic. Schmidt’s aio/wy is only a stop-gap:
the word is not found elsewhere in Xenophon and it has no
great appropriateness here. Aéyw does occur in the author with
the sense ‘speak of’, ‘mention’, but it is a relatively rare use of
the word (only 1.2.8; 3.3.4) and, though in textual criticism
statistics by themselves are no sure guide, one must be reluctant
to emend a text so as to produce a comparative rarity where
there is nothing special to be said for it. Palaeography notwith-
standing, one has to consider the claims of efva: here. Compare,
for thought and expression, 2.2.4: the lovers arrive in Tyre xai
mavres dredavudrecay 10 xdAdog, xal dvdowmor Bdofagor wimw
7pdTEQOY TooAVTNY i00vTES eduoppiav Veovs vdulov elvar Tovg
PBAemouévoug.

1.13.6 “7a udv yorjuara’ épacay “d déonmota, xai fuds oixérag Eye,
peioat 08 Tijc poyijc...”

As 1 read this, it struck me that the word-order is awkward
and should be va uév yprfjuara...&ye xai fjuds oixérag, a thought
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strikingly corroborated by 4.3.5 ta yorfuara Aoufdver xai iy
Avdiav alyudiwTov.

1.14.1 *Axodoag 6 Kdgvufoc e0ddc uév éxéAevoe peloacior povedor-
TAG, + vt

getoacdat] navoacda Hir.

‘...to spare in (while ze/ sim.) slaying’ is all geioacda
povedorTag can mean. <rovg> povevorvrag would still leave geloao-
Jau uncomfortably without an object. Five lines above Anthia
and Abrocomes had pleaded with Corymbus, “peicar 6¢ ijs
ypoyijc xal unxéte @oveve...” (1.13.6), and, with sparing in his
mind, a scribe here wrote geicasda for mavoacdar (conj. Hir.).
For this kind of error cf. e. g. 1.7.2 fovdevouévois. . . BovAevouévov
(F); 1.15.1 806xet. . .800%e; 1.15.5—6 mdvw . . . wdvovg; 2.3.1 Gfooxd-
Uov... afpoxduov; 2.7.4 dyopat...dyouat.

1.14.4 ¢lyas éavrov eig iy ddlacoay &vijyeto w¢ xatainyduevos
T Toulen, “moi ue xatalelyeis, Téxvov” Adywv “rov yépovra, Tov
watday wydv; wol 0¢ dmepyduevos, *Afooxdun;...”

7ol ue xavalelyes] vive (vel T®) ue xaraleineg Her. coll. Chat. 3, 5, 4.

The old man was being left behind as he spoke and the
future xataldeiyes has no place here. xaralewn- became xaraleiy-
under the influence of xarainy- of the previous line. And I can-
not see how the first o7 can be made to give sense. It is a false
anticipation of the following no? and has supplanted some other
word. “t{ ue xavaleimes,...;” is exactly what is required.

Chariton’s 7éw (t{ Cobet) ue xaraleineis,...; (3.5.4) is itself
an anomaly unacceptable as a basis for emendation here. The
original there had perhaps ©{ vov ue xavadeines,...; .... niuewoy
08 ndy dAlyag Hjuépag,.... Cf. Ach. Tat. 4.1.7 “Nov”, elmev, “odx
&eoti oot...m iy 8¢ GAlyov dvauelvng yodvoy,...”
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