The Classical Review
http://journals.cambridge.org/CAR

Additional services for The Classical Review: CLASSICAL
REVIEW

Email alerts: Click here
Subscriptions: Click here
Commercial reprints: Click here
Terms of use : Click here

On the Memorabiliaof Xenophon

Herbert Richards

The Classical Review / Volume 16 / Issue 05 / June 1902, pp 270 - 275
DOI: 10.1017/S0009840X00206173, Published online: 27 October 2009

Link to this article: http://journals.cambridge.org/abstract S0009840X00206173

How to cite this article:
Herbert Richards (1902). On the Memorabiliaof Xenophon. The Classical Review, 16, pp
270-275 doi:10.1017/S0009840X00206173

Request Permissions : Click here

[T JOURMNALS

Downloaded from http://journals.cambridge.org/CAR, IP address: 147.188.128.74 on 12 Nov 2015



270

In 10 Diels mentions a v.l. 7, which
may, I think, be right. But the construction
of the words gy oy wiore 18 very obscure.
Nor can I see how it can find a parallel in
the Homeric opow &xe ¢pesi. Possibly the
cases have become inverted pijre to” e
é&wv miorw whéov. If this is so, the accus.
axony in 11 is constructed xard gdvesw © not
trusting your sight more than if you had
heard, or accepting the ears’ sounding mes-
sage beyond the clear indications of the
tongue.’

Emnped. fr. 17. 20, 21, 25

kai PAbmys & Tolaw, loy pijkds Te wAdros Te
\ A7 , y ¥ - ,
W oV vo Sépkev, und’ Sppacw oo rebprds
s
iy o Tis Tuer’ Sooowoy éoaopérmy Seddnke

Ovyros dvip.

dooowow ‘with the eyes’ appears indubitably
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right : is not per’ simply an expansion of +’
trajected from its proper place after v ?

Emp. fr. 64

~n o > ¥ P
¢ & &m xal Ildfos elov 8 Syros dppara

ployewv.

So Diels partly after Karsten and
Wyttenbach : but, unless I am much mis-
taken, the last words as given by the MSS,
of Plutarch dw wépews dupioywv point rather
to 8. dynos aly’ dvauioywr.

Timon fr. 62

&ev ral 6 Tipwv alridrac rov Idrova éri 76
ovrw KaMwm{ew 7ov Swxpdryy mollots pabi)-
pacw. § ydp, ¢yot, 7ov odx é0éhovra Tueivar
'qeoko‘yov

puaivels OT piyvas.

Rosinson ELLIs.

ON THE MEMORABILIA OF XENOPHON.

1. 3. 14 odrw 83 xai ddpodigidfey Todvs piy
dodalds Exovras mwpos dppodioia Gero xpivar
mpos Towadra, ola py) wdvv pev deopévov TOD
adparoes ovk dv mpoadéfarro 7 Yy, Seopévov 8¢
otk &v mpdypara wapéxor. Editors and eritics
point out the unusual construction de¢podi-
auilew wpés 7 and also the very strange
use of the neuter rowadra ola, which is not
to be justified by thoughts of wadikd. None
of them that I know of has suggested that
both difficulties disappear together, if we
take the second wpds as an accidental repe-
tion of the first, like éx{ in 2. 1. 23 below,
and write dgpodigidiew...xpvar Towatra ola
KT\

1. 6.13°Q° AV'quSuw, 1rap ’D][I.LV vo;u{e‘ra.l. 1'1]v
wpa.v Kkai ‘mv gopiav § o,u.om; pev kahov, o;l,ouus
3¢ aw-xpov 3mﬂ9€a'9al. elvar. 'r'qv T yap bpav
ea.v pev K'r)\ éw 8¢ kT A kal T ¢ro¢>w.v
woavTas Tovs piv...mwlodvras kTN dotis B¢
K7\

The point is not that it it is equally
creditable and discreditable to dispose of the
two things, but that in both cases there is a
creditable aswell as a discreditable way of
doing it, two possibilities with regard to
each of them, set forth with correspondence
of pév and 84 It follows that in the early
part of the sentence we want adverbs, not
adjectives : dpolws pév xalds, buolws 8¢
aloxpds Sariferbar elvar, elvar meaning it is

possible. For the double adverb cf. Thuec.
2. 60. 6 odx &v dpolws Tu oikelws ppdfot.

2.1.23 6 opw o6, b Hpalc)tezg, a1ropovw‘a wolav
58ov émi Tov Blov 'rpa1ry éw odv ep.t ¢L)qu
mwoujadpevos, [éwi] T HSioryv Te Kkal paoTyy
660 dfw oe.

The MSS. (including Stobaeus who has
wouadpevos) are divided between womaduevos,
woujoy, woujoys, and mwouvjoe, of which the
last three are much more likely to be
¢ corrections ’ of the first than the first to be
a corruption of them. Is then momoduevos
right? The understanding over again of
éri rov Plov rpdmy is so awkward that I
think not., It is more probable that some
word like Badifys has dropped out. If so,
it is very tempting to insert & word almost
identical with the first syllables of wowod-
pevos and hence easily lost, reading “éow odv
éud pidgv <mpoiys> momoduevos.

b, 26 ol piv épol ¢pilor kahobol pe Eddar-
poviav, oi 8¢ pigodvrés pe Swoxopildpevor dvo-
pdfovor Kaxiav.

It is certain that dmoropildpevor cannot be
used of calling by a bad name, as it means
just the opposite. There is therefore a good
deal of plausibility in the proposal to put
the word into the first clause instead of the
second ; only then, as Gilbert says, Vice
videtur tanquam suam causam prodere. Was
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it not a gloss written in the margin and
intended to apply to the first clause (iAo
x..\.), then inserted by mistake in the text
and inserted in the wrong place ?

2. 2. 9 Srav &v 7ais Tpayediats AAGAovs Ta
éoxara Méywow.
oxeta wdoxew, &rxate kakd, obc. are
recognised phrases ; but éoryara Aéyew seems
questionable. Does it occur elsewhere’l I
should be inclined to read aloxiora. The
words are sometimes confused, and Soph. 4j.
1320,1324: Phil. 607 with Iiad 3. 38 6. 325
are enough to establish the propriety of
aloxiora here.

2. 6.5 doris . . éyxpariys pév éomi TV S
T0Y gdparoes )Bovdy, edowos 8¢ kai edaiuBolos
dv Tvyxdve kal ¢ildviros wpos 76 py ENNelmeafar
€ moudv Tovs ebepyeTotvras adTov.

Of the two best MSS. one has eoikos, the
other elvovs. The rest are divided between
edvovs, edoikos,and edopros. Edoikos is unmean-
ing here, and neither elvouvs nor ejopkos ac-
countsfor the variousreadings. Edvoixds,which
I suspect Xenophon wrote, will account fairly
for all three, elopxos being an easy ¢cor-
rection’ of edowxos after the v was lost. He
has the adverb edvoikds about a dozen times,
though the adjective, which is less commeon
generally, seems not to occur in his writings.
Edvoixds is a more proper word than evovs
here; a man is edvoikds by nature, elvovs by
accident of acquaintance, etc.

ib. 38 €l oou melraipe kow]) THY wEMY Yevds-
pevos, bs &v orparyyikd Te Kal SikagTikg xal
woliTik@, Eavriy émiTpéfar.

The distinction in this sort of use belween
&s and &s dv (cf. Kiihner’s note) is not very
hard to grasp. ’Emrpéme oov éuavrov s
copp means that I regard you as wise
and put myself in your hands aec-
cordingly’; émirpémw oo éuavrov ds dv godd
means that I do not, at least necessarily,
regard you as wise, but that for some
reason or other I put myself in your hands
as though you were: ‘I entrust myself to
you, a8 I should to a wise man, or as I should
if I thought you wise.” 8o rotro wotel, ds
oodos dv, ‘a8 s wise man, he acts in this
way’; robro wowei &s &v codds, ‘ he acts in
this way, as a wise man would do,’ by no
means assuming that he is wise, though
possibly his wisdom might be inferred from
his action. In other words és dv cannot be
used to introduce & fact or what is regarded
as a fact by the person or persons immedi-
ately concerned. In late Greek this dis-
tinction is lost and ds dv used freely for &s,
but in good Attic it is always maintained.
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It would seem therefore doubtful whether
the expression ascribed to Solon about the
Atheniang driven abroad,

~ 2 /> A
yA@ooav ovkér’ "Arruay
iévras, s &v moldayy Thavopdvovs,

can be quite rightly preserved, for they did’
wander in many places, whereas &s dv means
as though they wandered. In spite of
Gilbert I do not think it can be said that
®s dv is inappropriate here in Xenophon, as
it is distinctly meant that Critobulus lacks
the gualifications in question. Athens might
be induced to trust herself to him as she
would to a competent man, At the same
time the hypothesis is that she thinks him
competent, and for that &s is more proper,
like ds dvre oikovopikd 7€ xai émypelet in the
next and precisely parallel sentence. "Aw
here has been changed to dvrc (Weiske), but-
that is- very improbable. Remembering
however the very frequent interchange of
dv and 84, I think it is an open question
whether here and in 3. 6. 4: 3. 8. 1 &}
should not be read. Certainly here and in
3. 6. 4 it would be quite in pla.ce in 3. 8.1
less so. ’

2.9. 4 odyip v o:.os dmd ﬂ'awos Kep&uveur
NG ihoxpnaTds Te kai &by pa.o*rov elvas dmd
TOV quKopavTdV Aap.ﬁavew

Archedemus is an able and honourable
man who sees no objection to making the
ovkopdvras yield up some of their ill-gotten
gains. In the present case he gave one of
them no peace &ws 7év Te Kpirwva ddijke xal
adrd xprjpoara Boke. But it is inept to say
of him that he was honourable and thought
it very easy to get money out of the guxo-
¢dvrar. The two things do not l\ang to-
gether. It occurred to me first that jgoror
might be a mistake for xpyorod, ¢that it
was quite the part of an honourable man,’
a8 Euripides says (Fragm. 678 Nauck) éore
7oL kaAov kaxovs koldlew. But perhaps the
more familiar interchange of pdoros and
dpioros affords a better explanation. He
used to say dpwrov elvar, that it was the
best thing or a very good thing to do.

There is much awkwardness about re xal
coupling an adjective and a verb. Perhaps
Xenophon wrote something like ¢i\dxpnords
7€ kai < pthéxalos kai> Edy).

v 3. 3. 7 Giyew 8¢ 1as Yuxis 7oV lrméwv kal
&opyilew wpos Tovs woAepiovs, dwep dAkysw-
Tépovs motel, davevdnaal ;

As some, though not the best, MSS, have
eirep and all MSS. are said to bave wowety
(moiwet Stobaeus), it may be worth considering
whether Xenophon wrote eiwep dAxiypwrépovs
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worely <Povde>. Cf. 3. 6. 3 elmep Tipidobou
Bovke, ddperyréa gou ) wokis éori.

3.5.1 Kat 6 Hspuc)ms, Bov)toqmv av, edm,
) mepa‘reg, a Xsyets' dmrws 35 Tadra yévorr' dv,
ob Svvapar -vaval. BovAe: obv, édn & Swxpdrys,
&a)toy:.Zoy.evot wepl adTdV émakowdpey Srwov 70y
76 Swardv éomi ;

I think the editors ought to have seen
before now that dwwardv is a mistake, made
in many other places too, for ddivaror.
Consider the context. Young Pericles

would like to improve the military strength -

and reputation of Athens, but he is afraid it
can’t be done. Well, says Socrates, shall
we try and find out where the difficulty, the
impossibility, lies? The Athenians are as
numerous as the Boeotians ; they are physic-
ally as robust, morally as patriotic and
public-spirited ; they have at least as
glorious a history to inspire them. A,
but for some time past (says Pericles)
Boeotia has been gaining courage and
Athens losing it. That (Socrates rejoins)
will make the Athenians all the more
ready to follow anyone who shows them
how to retrieve their credit and position.
Socrates thus shows, point by point, that
there is nothing fo prevent Pericles from
effecting what he wishes. The .argument
would have to take another turn altogether,
if they set out to consider how the thing
was possible. ¢How are you to do it?
They are numerous, robust,’ etc.: that is
nonsense. ¢ Why should you not do it?
Where is the impossibility? They are
numerous, robust,’ etc.: this is sense.

Notice also the concluding words of the
dialogue (28): ér. p&v yip dv Tobrov Kata-
wpdlys . . kaddv &orar..., & 8 T airTdy
ddvvargs, kT

8. T daa piy, é’¢1] 6 ]Iepmk?,s, el ye viv,
;A.a)\w"ra mwelfowvro, Gpa dv eln Aéyew, nds dv
adrovs wporpefaipeha .7\

Continuing the discussion, Pericles says,
< If what you say is true, that under present
circumstances they would be more ready to
follow a leader, then we might go on to ask
how best to animate them with a right
ambition.” It is abundantly clear that this
requires not €l ye viv ud\iora welfowrro, ©if
they were now to listen ’ but € ye viv udhior’
&v welfowro, ¢ if it is true thav they would
now be likely to listen.! So in 4. 3. 8
pdiol juds que)»ouy is now always corrected
to pdhior’ dv 7pds, and the error is an
extremely common one.

©b. 9 They must remind the Athenians
how their ancestors won such eminence: €l
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Tovs ye molardrovs &v dkovouev mpoydvove
adTdv dvapyuvjoroyper adrods dxnrodras dplo-
Tovs yeyovévad.

No one appears to have made sense of
dxyrodras, and it is often omitted. Even
Cobet sanctions this. The course of the
argument however seems to show that
dxyxodras is a blunder for doxotvras. They
gob their place by hard training. Cf. 14 e
’LGV GSWPOWES 1’(1. 'T'J)V TPO'YOV(J)V ernﬁySevy.aTa.
pundey xe:.pov ékelvov  émmmdedotev, and 15
copackijoovow. In Dion. Hal. 450 vois
doxodar Ty mohirikyy Pihooogdlay is now read
after Reiske’s conjecture for rots dxovovat
r.w.¢. Thue 2. 39. 2 émndve dovjoe eifis
véor Gvres 1O dvdpeiov merépyovrar illustrates
the meaning, though he and Xenophon
seem to differ about the fact.

3. 11. 14 Més odv dv, épn (Theodote the
courtesan), éyd )\t,m‘w e’p.‘lro:.e'iv v 7mp’ e’,u.ol
Swatp.nv, Ei m A, edm, rpw‘rov ;st Tois
xexopeo'p.evocg mrre wpooPépos ;4.171'6 moppv-
axois, fws dv s rhna‘pl.ow,s waveduerol 1ra)u.v
Sewv-rac, 31remx. Tovs Seo,u.evovg vro,tm.vno'xocs'
ds koopardry Te SpuuAip kai 1@ <py Cobet,
Schenkl Gilbert, Marchant > ¢aweo-0¢u Bou)m-
pévy xopilealor kal Swnpedyovoa &ws &v &s
pdlwre denboore.

It is odd that Cobet should have inserted
p in the wrong place : still odder that all
the editors have followed him so obediently.
His extraordinary insight might well by
some accident go for once astray, but how is
it none of the editors have seen that the
necessary pij must precede not ¢aiveocflac but
either Bovlouéry or xapifecfar? If it pre-
cedes ¢aivesfar, then dwrperyovoa is negatived
too, ‘ not to appear anxious to avoid,” which
makes nonsense. In strict logic and by
ordinary idiom it should be BovAopém uy
xapifeofa. But it is also good Greek to
write uy Sovdopéry xapifeafar, in which case
ot Bovopar (cf. of Pnut, od wpoomorobpar, ete.)
is like our ‘I don't wish to gratify’'=‘I
wish not to gratify.’ I should prefer how-
ever to write Bovhopdvy uy xapileofar because
the last syllable of Bovhouérn will explain
the loss of w. Cf. on 4. 1. 3 below.

But the sentence contains another and
less obvious mistake, not difficult to set
right. The second Imopiuryjoxors is quite
inappropriate. If Theodote bears herself
modestly and seems coy and reluctant, how
can this be said to ‘remind’ men? The
point should be and evidently is that it
stimulates them, as going without food pro-
vokes hunger (13). The word for this,
which droutumjoxors has displaced the more
eagily because the two words are partly
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alike, is dmoxvilors. Socrates has already
used it in this chapter (3) in the same sort
of connection, dryev Smoxn{dpevor kai dmwel-
févres wobfjoopev. The first dmopprrjoxos
here in 14, which seems appropriate enough,
and which I do not wish to alter, remained
in the copyist’s mind and led him, no doubt
unconsciously, to adapt dmwoxvifes to it.

[Dr. Postgate points out to me the parallel
afforded by Prop. 4. 5. 29, if we adopt the
conjecture exstimulare or et stimulare.
The right reading is however very doubt-
ful.]

4. 1. 3 Socrates draws an illustration
from dogs, pointing out Tév xkwdv Tav
ebpverrdrwy...Tas pév xkads dxbelcas dpioras
yiyveafar wpos Tas Gipas kal xpnoipwrdras,
dvaywyods deyryvopévas pataiovs e kol paviddes
xal dvorabfeordras. Read <rds> dvaywyovs
8¢, which seems especially needed after the
partitive genitive 7dv-eddvesrdrov, and note
that 7ds bas been absorbed by the last
syllable of yppowwwrdras. For the position
of 8¢ cf. 4. 5. 11 7a pév xpdrigra...7a fdiora
& kA

4. 2. 3 Tapaorevdoacfa: should be rapeo-
xevdofar, as in 4. 1. b. The aorist tense is
unsuitable, and the mistake one of a very
common type. .

4. 2. 10 yvopovikod ydp dvdpds kail Tobro
det.

Strange constructions have been found
for Toiiro, and xdv Tovre has been suggested.
If Cobet is right in saying (V.L. pp. 155,
272) that xal and =pds get interchanged,
, we might very well read mpos robro. Note
however a similar xa{ just before in «ai
larpoov. '

1b. 28 ¢émbvpodor TovTovs Imep adrov Bov-
Aeveafar, xai wpoloracbal Te adrév Tovrovs,
Kol 1as é\widas v dyefdv & Todrots Eyovor.
7e is usualiy altered to ye after Stephanus.
The construction is so awkward, especially
with 7ovrovs repeated, that some scholars
have seemed to look with favour on his pro-
posal to insert é@éhovoe (Bodhovrarl). But
what has happened is that the infinitive
BovAeveafar has caused a finite verb to get
into the infinitive too, quite a common sort

of error. Xenophon wrote xai wpoloravral
Te...xal...&ovor.  'With that ovrovs is right
enough.

4. 4. 17 7in & dv mis palov moTedoee
wapaxarabféobar 3} xpripara 3 viovs;...vive & &y
Aoy woléuror mwoTeloeaar 4 dvoxds % omov-

by A 4 b s 7 -~ t ~
Sas ) owbixas wepl eipivys ;...7¢ & &v pdAdov
NO. CXLII. VOL. XVT.

ol odppayol moreboeaay 7 fyepoviay 3 povpap-
xlav 9 wokets ;. .

In the first sentence wapaxarafésfar is
explanatory or consecutive, ‘ whom would a
man sooner trust, so as to deposit?’: in the
the third moredoear fyepoviav x.7.\. is quite
natural, ‘ commit these things to his hands.
But in the second can you speak of enemies
‘trusting’ treaties, ete. to & man in the
sense of making them with him in full trust
and confidence as to his honour? The phrase
can hardly be justified and perhaps an in-
finitive similar in construction to wapakara-
Oésfar has fallen out, e.g. moTevogeav <woieio-
Oar> 3 évoxds.

4. 5. 1 adros dpavepds v Tois cuvodow oKy
kbs abrov pdliora wdvrov lpodrwv. dokd
has two constructions: doxd Twa I practise
(train) @ man: and doxd 7o I practise a
thing, i.e. practise myself in a thing. doxd
Twa logically justifies doxd éuavrdv, but then
this means exactly the same as doxd 7,
which is certainly the common expression.
The only passage I find cited for the reflexive
pronoun is Cyrop. 8. 6. 10 &fdyev & éxl mip
ijpav Tov carpdrny Tovs dwd Gupdv xal doxev
adTdv Te Kal Tovs oVv Eavr® Ta moleuikd ; but
there it is by no means necessary. adrdv as
subject of doxeiv makes perfectly good sense.
Unless therefore other examples are forth-
coming, I suspect that adrév in the Memora-
bilia should be admjy, t.e. éyxpdraa in the
preceding sentence; and this is otherwise
better than airdv, as joxyxds adrév fails to
specify what he trained himself in.

4. 6. 12 Smov pev & TOV T4 voppa émirel-
ovwrov al apxai kabicravrar, Tavryy pev T
mwolereiav dpirroxpariov évéuilev elvas.

Is not some word like dpiora or pdliore
needed with émredovvrov? CI Cyrop. 8.1. 8
Srav pev 6 émordrys Bektiov yémrar, kofapd-
Tepov TG vépipa wpdrrerar OTav 8¢ elpuv,

pavAirepor.

4. 7. 2 &vs ikavds Tis yévorro, € more Sefjoree,
yiv pérpe 8pbds %) mapalaBety 3 mapadotvar ¥
dwavetpar 7 Epyov dmodelfacbar.

Here again something seems missing. The
vague &yov dwodelfacfar can hardly stand
beside the other specific expressions. Read
something like 4 dA\o 7t &yov (or # &yov
driotv), dmodelfacbar.

th. 4 écéheve 8¢ xal doTpoloyias éumelpovs
Yiyveabar, kai radrys pévror péypt Tod wvukrds

[ \ \ \ s - 0 ’
, TE WPAY KOl AMVOS KOl EVIRVTOV 81)70.0’ 00.!.‘,’!.‘)/1’&)0’-

xew &vexa wopeins Te kal whob kal ¢ulaxis, xal,
Soa dA\Aa 3 vuktos 7 uyvos ) dnavrod wpdrrerar,
wpos Tabr Exew Texumpiors xpiobai, Tis dpas.
Tov elpypévov Suyryvdokovras.

T
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There is sense in talking about a thing
being done vukrds by might, literally at some
time within a night, but there is none in
talking of a thing being done uyvés or
éviavrod, except when those genitives mean
what they clearly do not mean here, within
a month or year, that is at some time not
"~ more than a month or year distant, or in
some given month (4. 8. 2) or year. It is
plain that the sense here intended is things
that have to be done at given times of the
night, the month, or the year, or something
like that. But no effort will get this
sense out of the simple genitives pxyvés and
énavrod. The insertion of rals dpas has
been thought of, but it is not, I think, quite
what is wanted, besides being open to the
objection that we already have dpav and ras
dpas in other parts of the sentence. I
should say that some expression like by
observation of night, month, year’ is what
Xenophon wrote, e.g. &navrod <mypijoes>, or,
to repeat a word used in § 2 about geometry,
&navrod <perpioe.

4. 7. 10 e Tis pdddov 9 kara T dvfpumivyy
gopiav dpereiafar BovAoiro, auvefSovleve pav-
Tikijs émpeleiolar.

Is paddov dereicfar a good Greek ex-
pression? ddgeleiv is one of the class of
verbs noted by Cobet N.L. 270, with which
are coupled not adverbs buat neuter ad-
jectives, The phrases are wAéov, wheiora,
peydda, péyiora, pydév, TogovTov, depelety, as
any one may see, for instance, by examining
Gdperd in Ast's Lexicon Platonicum. That
lexicon does indeed give one passage with
pdhora, but there updliora goes in sense
with éuod, not with the verb (Z%eages 127 D
elmep olee ¥ &uov pdhiorT dv oot TovTOV
dpernbivar). Without therefore pronounc-
ing p@M\ov impossible (especially in Xeno-
phon) we are justified in doubting it, and
all the more if there is an obvious and
eagy remedy at hand. Probably Xenophon
wrote pagaov, a word which is now read for
&\doowy in Cyrop. 2. 4. 27 on the authority
of Suidas and, again for éidoowv, by con-
jecture in Resp. Lac. 12. 5. The superlative
pijkioros also occurs in him two or three
#imes. Semi-poetical as it is, it is just such
.a-term as Xenophon rather likes using and
just such as to get corrupted to a more
familiar word, like paAlov or &arrov, as in
the above instances. In the present context
it seems especially suitable to the notion
belonging to pavrua) of something which
sees and reaches jfurther than ordinary
human wisdom. A similar. word which
occurs several times in the Memorabilia is
pelwy, used instead of the familiar frrwv.
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4. 8.7 of $i1a 70 phev éué . . . dANL Sidmep
kal adroi &v olovrar éuoi ouvdvres BéAtioTor
yiyveabau.

The editors seem not to notice this very
curious use of diémep, in the sense of because.
It may of course be a mistake for 8iéri, but
it would be unsafe to alter it. Is there any
other example of the use? Dem. 3. 19 has
been taken so, but quite needlessly.
Liddell and Scott mention that 8w is
similarly used in late Greek, quoting
[Aristotle] De Plant. 2. 4. 8256 19,
That would be easier to alter.

There are two or three topics connected
with the Memorabilia on which I will add
a word.

(1) It is surprising that the Oeconomicus
and Symposium have ever been thought to be
detached portions of the Memorabilia, a
view as old as Galen. Their length is in itself
sufficient to disprove the idea, for Symp.
is a quarter and Oecon. about half the total
length of Mem., the latter work containing
ouly short or comparatively short conversa-
tions. Their contents also unfit them to be
parts of it. Mem. is serious all through,
either defending Socrates from charges
brought against him or otherwise showing
how good and improving his conversation
was. Symp. is the account of a drinking-
party, introducing Socrates in his lighter
moments, characteristic enough, bnt no part
of the earnest Mem. Moreover in Symp.
Socrates is only one talker of many, the
most prominent no doubt, but not holding
the exclusive position which he does in Mem.
Just as in Plato’s like-named dialogue
Agathon, Aristophanes and the rest all have
their turn, so in Xenophon. Oecon. of
course is serious enough, but in it again
Socrates is by no means predominant
throughout, For two-thirds of it Ischo-
machus is really the protagonist. Socrates
does not become a mute person as in Sophistes
and Politicus, but Ischomachus does most of
the talking and sometimes talks continuous-
ly for a page or pages together. There is
nothing like this 1n Mem., and it would be
inconsistent with the plan of the work.
The somewhat clumsy structure of Oecon.
is indeed noticeable. Xenophon narrates a
long conversation between Socrates and
Critobulus. A large part of this conversa-
sion oonsists of a narration by Socrates of
another conversation he held with Ischo-
machus ; and of this doubly narrated con-
versation with Ischomachus Ischomachus’
narration of a third conversation forms
no small part. Plato goes a long way in
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the matter of narrated dialogue, but not so
far as this. Also, awkwardly enough, Oecon.
ends at the close of Socrates’ conversation
with Ischomachus, and without coming back
to the talk with Critobulus in the course
of which that conversation was narrated.

(2) T have not studied Mem. minutely
enough to speak with absolute confidence,
but the impression left on me by two or
three fairly careful readings is that the
bulk of it is genuine Xenophon, and that no
good case is made out for the theory of
incessant and extensive interpolations.
We must allow for the fact that Xenophon
is only a writer of moderate merit, and that
his strength never lies in clear and forcible
thinking ; and we may assume, what is
partly the same thing, that the work was
never intended to be other than loose in its
structure, and that very probably bits of it
were composed at different times, and added
on or inserted without sufficient regard to
therest. These things being given, though
the reasoning is sometimes obscure or feeble,
and the composition rather a patchwork, I
see no sufficient grounds for holding that
Xenophon did not write most of it as it
stands. Not a few of the objections have
arisen from imperfections of language, which
criticism gradually diminishes in number.
Some few I hope are removed in the sugges-
tions above made. Many other objections,
as far as I have examined them, appear to
me hyper-critical or quite unfounded. There
are plenty of real blots and blemishes in the
book, which the critics have pointed out
along with a number of more or less imagin-
ary ones. When the text has been thoroughly

purged of corruptions—and that has not

been done yet—I should say that Xenophon

_ought to bear most of the blame for the
faults which remain.

(3). How far does the -characteristic
Xenophontean vocabulary appear in Mem.?%
What light, if any, does the language throw
on the date of composition? I will not give
details. Indeed I have not collected them
with quite sufficient care. But, particles
apart, the vocabulary pure and simple is not
_wery markedly Xn., though much of the
almost unanalysable style is. Particles apart
I do not know that the vocabulary is much
more marked than that of the first part of
the Hellenics. There are a few cases of such
familiar Xn. words as giy, &ore, émel tomporal,
s final (I have only noticed one, 1. 4. 6),
wpdalev, évba, 7, ,u.eunv, 'rexva., e)ns&v, adfew,
and some others, e.g. duua, chwerds, poxbeiv,
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Tepmvds, ebpens, eldpooivy, Avoiredely, doad-
Tws, dwpeicbar, dMéfeofar, which belong to
him ; but the proportion is small. Particles,
however, which are so conspicusly wanting
in the first part of the Hellenics, are abun-
dant here (as Roquette has shown) and
quite Xn. in character. If therefore we are
to give Mem. a decidedly later date, it must,
I think, as far us the vocabulary goes, be
on the strength of the particles. Again,
there is not, as far as I see, any marked
difference in vocabulary between different
parts of the book, unless it be in the passage
I am about to mention.

The well-known story in Book II. of the
Choice of Heracles is of especial interest, and
as there is a question whether and how far
the language is that of Xenophon, or
Prodicus, or (as I understand Gilbert, the
Teubner editor, to say) some third person, I
have thought it worth while to set down
here the words in it that have a more or less
Xn. character, referring the reader to
previous articles for more information about
them. The story occupies four pages in the
Teubner text, and just as many in the new
Ozford edition. i

Mem. 2. 1. 21. érel of time.
good—loolcing, (’fp,y.a twice, fapd.  23. wpdober,
'rep1rva 24. répmopas, eddppaivopat, dwdvws
(X. is always keen on ¢uhowovin).  27. fwep.
28. éérw = PBovlopar (Adnab. 4. 4. 6), adée,
aiv. 29. ebppoaivy. 30. rhijpov.
31. érdvwsagain. 32. elpemis. 33. duoxbos,
yepairepor, dydAlopat, mempopévos (Hell.
6. 3. 6.), Toxevs. Lo these we may add as in
some degree of like nature (30) xabuvmvotv
(31), abéaros  (32), ovAAiwrpia  (32), xwpis
éuot (32), paxapords, Houvxia (21), a
solitary place, solitude, is also noticeable.

The passage is highly elaborated, and
.that is why there are so many of these words
occurring in it, quite out of proportion to the
average number. We know of course
nothing about the style of Prodicus, except
that he was nice in his choice of words and
careful, perhaps over careful, in discrimina-
ting synonyms. No doubt on such a theme
he too may have used some of these words.
Socrates is made to say of him (34), in words
curiously like those of the Theaetetus 168 c
about Prot.agora.s, that he used &rv peyaletoré-
pois pripaow 3 éyd viv. But the coincidence
of all these Xn. expressions, taken along
with many other Xn. touches in the passage,
leaves no doubt in my mind that the writer
was Xenophon, not Prodicus, nor another.
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22. edwpemis
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