TOWARDS A NEW TEXT OF XENOPHON’'S
LAKEDAIMONION POLITEIA

Graham Shipley

Summary: This paper, after paying tribute to Mogens H. Hansen, assembles fourteen
emendations to Xenophon'’s ‘Lakedaimonion politeia’ (‘Constitution of the Lakedaimon-
ians’ or Spartans) which are under consideration for a new edition of volume 5 (‘Opus-
cula’) of the Oxford Classical Texts edition of Xenophon’s works. The passages are 1.8
(wife-sharing), 2.3 (footwear), 2.6 (stealing), 3.5 (silence among boys), 4.1 (a point of syn-
tax), 5.4 (consumption of alcohol), 8.3 (the power of office-holders to cow the citizens),
10.4 (the pursuit of virtue), 11.4 (the choice between ‘citizen’ and ‘hoplite’ morai, and
the number of morai), 11.10 and 13.6 (manoeuvres in the presence of the enemy), 12.5
(maintaining fitness during a campaign), 13.9 (young men going joyfully into battle), and
15.6 (the kings’ water-supply). Discussions are based on collation of the manuscripts and
have benefited from the important recent work by D. Muratore.

Introduction

It is a privilege, albeit tinged with sadness, to have the opportunity to
contribute to this volume in memory of Mogens Herman Hansen, FBA. My
debt to him is beyond measure, even though the element of serendipity
at the beginning of our collaboration (or rather, my pupillage) was large.
Although we had met once when he visited his friend and my mentor
Oswyn Murray at Balliol College, Oxford, in the mid-1980s, our active
contact began a decade later when Mogens was casting around for some-
one to work on the Lakedaimonian perioikoi for the volume that became
The Polis as an Urban Centre and as a Political Community. At the time, in
1995, my research felt somewhat marooned between, on the one hand,
editing the work of others for the Annual of the British School at Athens and
the Leicester-Nottingham Studies series and, on the other, crafting into
publishable form, on behalf of the project directors, all the data produced
by the BSA Laconia Survey of 1983-1989, in which I had taken part from
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start to finish. I had had just one term’s research leave in eight years at
Leicester, and had barely begun The Greek World after Alexander. My re-
search seemed becalmed, after some years spent in an effort to write in
ways that might satisfy advocates of theoretical approaches which I
found hard to manipulate and increasingly unpersuasive.

Mogens in the mid- and late 1990s - to come to the point - made me
see once again that it was all right to love the data and let theory emerge
from it as well as from others’ theoretical models. During visits to Copen-
hagen for his conferences and my own study visits, and through gener-
ous helpings of his own time during many lengthy telephone calls, he
(along with the editor of this volume) made me see that only through
what chess players, I believe, call ‘accurate play’ and close attention to
the full detail of a body of evidence could one theorize with confidence.
[ was, in short, persuaded of the merits of the approach embodied in the
Lex Hafniensis de civitate as well as of Mogens’s nuanced interpretation of
categories such as ethnos and komé, though I flatter myself that I contrib-
uted at least one ha’porth of tar to the vessel he had launched (something
to do with sub-regional ethnika, if I recall rightly).

Mogens and our other colleagues in the Copenhagen Polis Project also
focused my attention on a text which, over a decade, gave many rewards
in return for ‘close reading’: the Periplous of Ps.-Skylax. It was a stirring
mental voyage, and, if Mogens was not the skipper of my leaky barque,
his was the imagination that persuaded me that there was new
knowledge to be gained from a close re-study of the sole principal man-
uscript, some 150 years after the previous full edition. Ps.-Skylax in turn
led me on to the wider virtual explorations, by sea and by land, that be-
came Geographers of the Ancient Greek World.

I recall with affection Mogens’s gentle wit, his vast human empathy,
his curiosity about others” work and ideas, his passion for democracy
(preferably direct), his boundless hospitality (including the mugs of
steaming black coffee that would appear as if by magic on one’s desk:
‘Hot! And strong!’), and the masterclasses he delivered to gatherings of
scholars far more able than I, when he always seemed to have the data at
his fingertips with which to uphold his side of a debate, especially if that
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evidence came from Aristotle or the orators. His support revived my en-
thusiasm for the Greek language and ancient Greek texts, and without it
my career might have stalled. I shall always remember him.

*

The present set of notes is drawn from work in progress on a replace-
ment for volume 5, Opuscula (‘minor works’), of Marchant’s century-old
Oxford Classical Texts (OCT) edition of Xenophon.' Several of the works
therein will be edited by myself, the rest by Dr Jan Haywood.?

Of the three treatises on whose manuscripts I have completed re-
search - the Pseudo-Xenophontic Athenaion politeia (Constitution of the
Athenians, ‘The Old Oligarch’), the Hipparchikos (De equitum magistro, Ac-
count of Cavalry Command), and the Lakedaimonion politeia (Lak. pol., Consti-
tution of the Lakedaimonians, The Spartan Constitution) - 1 have chosen to
present below some emendations under consideration to Marchant’s
text of the last, on the grounds that my contributions to Mogens’s pro-
jects centred upon Laconia and Messenia.

Since I began work in 2022, the magisterial textual studies of Mura-
tore on the Lak. pol.” have borne new fruit in a second volume,* and most
recently in the landmark publication of a ‘Budé’ of the work, the said
scholar’s text and apparatus criticus complementing an introduction and
compendious historical commentary by the late Jean Ducat.” The present
study would be impossible without Muratore’s peerless work on the
stemma of the manuscripts.

I have come late to textual criticism and to the skills of collation and
emendation, so can only apologize if my speculations have run away with
me. I offer only outline discussion of the historical implications of each
choice, leaving fuller interpretation for future work or other scholars.

1 Marchant 1920. I am grateful to Thomas Heine Nielsen for the invitation to contrib-
ute to this volume; and to Egidia Occhipinti, Paul Smee, the anonymous referee, and
especially Professor Nigel Wilson for their advice and suggestions.

Shipley & Haywood in progress.

Muratore 1997.

Muratore 2022.

Muratore & Ducat 2025.

g b LN
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I present the apparatus criticus to each extract in the conventional
Latin: the format is extremely economical and unambiguous.® One aim of
this paper is to explain (in the commentaries) some of the reasoning be-
hind my preferred text for the benefit of those without experience of
‘textual criticism’, as this detailed editing process is called. I hope to de-
mystify the practice of textual criticism in order (1) to show readers who
are unfamiliar with it that it need not be an arcane mystery; (2) to
demonstrate the extent to which modern editions of ancient texts - and
thus, especially, published translations - are the protean products of
modern, and indeed medieval, scholarship - each translation resembling
a particular conductor’s rendering of a symphony in classical music - and
(3) to emphasize the importance of such work for the study of Ancient
History.

The implications of the extracts may not always be profound for so-
called ‘Spartan history’, but they are often significant at a detailed level,
especially since Lakedaimonian history (as one might prefer to call it) is
so contested and its reconstruction often controversial. Some passages,
like others in Lak. pol., may give rise to a suspicion that Xenophon is my-
thologizing in order to create propaganda, and that no real society could
possibly run exactly as he describes. But that is a debate for another day;
one which Mogens would certainly have relished.

Sigla

Any editor of this much-studied treatise is aided, to an incalculable de-
gree, by the meticulous collations made over many years by Davide Mu-
ratore, who has identified nine manuscripts as primary or independent
testimonies (A M GIX FVLW, to arrange them in his family groupings)
and has built a detailed stemma including the thirty or so secondary or
derivative manuscripts.” His results are further refined in the new Budé.?
I have collated images of all the independent witnesses and most of the

6 For the sake of transparency, within the printed apparatus on a given extract I pre-
sent all the proposed lemmata - selected words with notes on alternative readings -
even if I do not then discuss each of them.

7 Muratore 1997; Muratore 2022, esp. 283-339.

8 Muratore & Ducat 2025.
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secondaries, relying on Muratore’s readings for the remainder. My sigla
(single-letter labels) follow his, but make those for secondary manu-
scripts lower-case in the style of Donald Jackson’s studies of the Hip-
parchikos,” with any suffixes made superscript. Sigla are in roman type in
the apparatus, bold in the main text. As the new OCT volume takes shape,
it may be necessary to change some sigla in order to harmonize them
between the different treatises.

Independent witnesses

Manuscript A represents a separate tradition from the other eight inde-
pendent witnesses (TABLE 1). The second oldest manuscript (or codex) is
M. These are the only two that are earlier than 1400.

G, X, and (indirectly) I have a common source with M.

F,V, L, and W are descended from a lost manuscript that has a com-
mon source with the ancestor of M, G, I, and X.

The symbols " and ¥ (recto and verso) indicate the right- and left-hand
sides of a two-sided folio in a bound codex.

Where a MS contains of different works in which the writing is of dif-
ferent dates, the dates given below refer only to the text of Lak. pol.

Manuscripts are not necessarily more reliable for being early. As the
saying goes, recentior non deterior, ‘the later is not (necessarily) the
worse’.'* In the OCT, Marchant generally places great weight on codex A,
the earliest manuscript though, as recent studies have recognized, not
always the most reliable. Sometimes, however, as we shall see, he prefers
the version of Lak. pol. quoted by Ioannes Stobaeus in the Anthologia of
improving extracts from earlier authors that he made in the 5th century
AD for his son. Stobaeus will have had access to earlier copies of Xeno-
phon’s texts than those available half a millennium later, though it is im-
portant to remember that ‘corruption’ of the text does not proceed
steadily and can be reversed by an intelligent copyist; and that the man-
uscripts of Stobaeus that we possess, though in general slightly earlier

9 Jackson 1990.

10 Two extreme examples are the texts of Xenophon’s Peri hippikes (On Horsemanship)
and Kynegetikos (Account of Hunting), for which the manuscript regarded as most au-
thoritative is the latest (Vienna codex Vindobonensis philosophicus graecus 37, 1st quar-
ter of 16th century).
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than those of Lak. pol., are still late medieval. Even if they are the end
product of a transmission process one-third as long as that which pre-
serves Xenophon’s works for us today, it was a long enough tradition to
suffer from miscopying. Furthermore, Stobaeus is often assumed to have
quoted some or all of his extracts from memory.

folios | date deriv-
ative
copies
A | Vaticanus 229"- | ¢.960" | descended from lost archetype w | 3

graecus 1335 237"

M  Venice, Marci- = 290~ | ¢.1330 | descended, via lost hyparchetype | 3

anus 511 (col- | 298" u, from lost hyparchetype f (it-
locazione 590) self descended from w)

G | Florence,Lau- | 264'- 1
rentianus 271"
55.21

these 3 are descended from lost

v 12
! 2?;?:;3'5 Lca;;_ 3(7)6; late hyparchetype y, which derives 12
) 1410s | from p (in the case of I, the de-
venti Sop- L
. scent is via lost hyparchetype 1)
pressi 110
X | Vaticanus 169%- 0
graecus 1619 179"
F | Florence, Lau- @ 48'- Cl4e 9
rentianus Plu- | 55
tei 80.13
V | Vaticanus Ur- | 227'- | Cl5e these 4 are descended, via lost 0
binas graecus | 236" hyparchetype §, from f3
93
L | Leipzig, Rep. 49'- C15e 3
1.4°.46 63"

11 Muratore has backdated A from the 11th or 12th century to ¢.960.
12 These 12 include the first printed edition of 1516, and a late handwritten copy from
the 17th century.
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W | Vienna, his- 169~ @ C15
toricus grae- = 182"
cus 95

TaBLE 1. Independent manuscripts.

vV L W

Fic. 1. Simplified stemma showing the nine independent manuscripts.
Greek letters indicate hypothesized lost copies, w being the archetype.

(Adapted from Muratore 1997: 173.)

Secondary witnesses
loci folios | date
2.3 b Vaticanus 250"- | Cl4a

graecus 1950 259"
2.3; c Modena 111~ | ¢.1470
8.3; a.v.7.17 117"
11.10
12.5 d Vaticanus 33™- 1420s

graecus 1334 41

copied from a lost copy
of A

copied (by Andronikos
Kallistos) from the same
lost copy of Aas b

copied from L
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15.6 h, h* | Florence, Lau-
rentianus Plu-

tei 69.25

3.5 it San Lorenzo

13.6 del Escorial, Es-
corialensis
2IL7

12.5 z Vaticanus

graecus 1337

1-8" | (1-39) copied from d; the later
Cl5e/ pages (h*) begin at §5.9
Cl5m; (4~ | Oyiewvotépoug
8") ¢.1570

325"- | in/justbe- | remote descendant of I

329" fore 1478

1-10" | C15b copied from d

TaBLE 2. Secondary manuscripts cited below.

Manuscripts of Stobaeus
loci
1.8;3.5;11.4 Stob.* Parisinus graecus 1984
1.8;2.3;3.5; 11.4 Stob.M San Lorenzo del Escorial, Escori-
alensis x.11.14
1.8;3.5;11.4 Stob.® Vienna, phil. gr. 67
2.3;3.5;11.4 Flor. Florence, Laurentianus plut. 8

folios
85"-
86"
155'-
156"
72"
73"
82"-
83"

date
c13l

C11-
C12
C10

C13

TABLE 3. The manuscripts of Stobaeus cited below, based on Muratore

2022: 42,

Dates

I sometimes give dates in the format adopted by the Copenhagen Polis
Project, extended (as will be apparent) into the Christian era: e.g.
C4e/m/l = early/mid-/late 4th century Bc but C14f/s = 1st/2nd half of
14th century Ap, and C15a/b/c/d = quarters of 15th century Ap.
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Other abbreviations

Modern studies and editions used in my apparatus criticus:

Dind.? = L. A. Dindorf 1824

Dind.? = L. A. Dindorf 1866

Mar.! = Marchant 1920 (Oxford Classical Texts)
Mar.” = Marchant 1925 (Loeb Classical Library)
Mur.? = Muratore 2022

Mur.? = Muratore and Ducat 2025 (Budé)

Table of difference

Table 4 presents variant readings within the extract passages studied in
the present paper in a selection of critical editions since the early 20th
century, with the addition of Lipka who revises the text carefully albeit
without a full collation of manuscripts.



758 GRAHAM SHIPLEY

1330dou

10A31A00
AUXpr 513 hA3ridoszs 103

Sohzdioao
d3wioog

500y DU11AD 1012ADAZ
51023 Li aoaozgodu
YYD ‘A100D3 01001
3513393100

91302 513 39 3101 ;099>
Sn120MmA3 913 A3 3102

AOMI2TYLQ
S0M13:13

109013y3mu3 10319y a0y
104170 <103 129
A130030LQ GO
02n00UAL

300

Qo101

AR A01013YL
Soh3zdionasn

SAMAPHIZY AOAIGY
n1A00d00MU3
A13A10¢01Q 019dQ AD
Aorhiioa M1go1
Lardys

13X3d01 501000

J10A31A00
AUXpr 513 hAzrdazs oMy

Sohzdio
d3nom3

4500yp112AD

500124043 U A10009MUD
(P ‘A1003| 01001
133913

3Q 3102 ‘91302 913 3¢ 3101
“Sn1201MmA3 913 A3 3201}
AONILYLQ

liadpuz iz A31343
11a00y31U3
10A3ri9ya0g 10 aouQ 129
A13Q0X0LQ 001
01A00UAL

[xg0]

Qo101

A01013YU

Stohizdronazn

AMAIGLY
Sp1naodaoxiuz
A13AOGNZ Q01900 AY
Aorfirion 01001

§Z0Z 1eoN( PUE 2I0JBINN

13X3d 01 501000

10A31A00
AUXpr 513 hA3rhdX3x 1ox

Sohzdio
d3womz

[Saoypuaap]
500124043 [U] A1000100d1
PV ‘A1003 2001

]

51339 3201 “913d1 913 39 m,pom
“S01201MA3 913 A311 3201
A@MLTYOU

liadpuz U1 A3 Son13%3
10go13y3ru3

10A30ya0g 10 1191129
A13003DLQ Q1

ool

[xg0]

Q019u

A01013Y1

Stohi3dao[0131]
(Am2priyoAn

‘32 "1ddns upe ur) amajgry
S01a00daoxuz

A13AI0¢ Q3 01909 AD
Aoririoa 01002

200z eydr1

13X3d 01

{nonogdpy 501000
10A31A00

AUXpr 513 hA3rhidyzs 1oy

Sohzdio
d3womz

5a0ypu11AD

[Sa012a0A3] bt A10QOgMLD
(0 ‘A10®M3 02001

3913

3Q 3101 ‘51301 513 3 Mpmu
Sn1101MA3 513 A3M 3201
A@NI2TYOU

liadpuz Lz A3 Son1343
10g013y3ru3 10A319ya0g
10 aouQ {A1203) 119
A1300X0LQ Q01

oroolAl

300

00191

A01013Y1
Srtohi3dao[0131]

AOAIGLY
S1a00daoxuz
A13AIEN3 3Q019d0 AY
Aoriion 01001

€€6T [UOILIIJ

13X3d 01

{A01nogdo 501000
A0

AUXpr 513 HA3rhdX3x 1)
Soh3zdao

d3womz

Sa0ypu11An
[5a0124043] U A10003g0d1
DYYD ‘A1003 2001

3
513 39 3101 ‘913d1 913 3Q ﬁom
So110MmA3 " " 913 A3M 3201
AONITYLQ

liadpuz U1 A3 [Son13x43]
w1agoy3nz

10A30ya0g 10 a01Q 129
[m30031010 001]

01n00UAL

[xg0]

Q0191

A02013Y1

Sohizdao[013M]

AOAIGLY
Snangodaoxuz
A13AI0EN3 3Q19do AR
Aorion 01001
0Z6T JUBYIIEN

13X3dp1 {An1A0gdD) 501000

10A31000
AlXort 513 hazrdx3x 1ox

Sohzdio
d3womz

500y PU11AD 1012ADAZ
<5101% bt A10gogmLp
JYP ‘A1003 02001
23513303102

51301 513 39 3201 “Do}20MMAZ
10 {0A3 913) A3M 3101
AONIIYLQ

liadpuz U1 A3 Son13%3
w1agoy3rhuz {1oaony
10A31i9ya0¢ 10 A01Q 129
A1300X0LQ 01 913>
01A00UAL

(0]

Q0191

A01013Y1

Sohizdao

AOAIGLY
S1a00daoxu3
A13ALOgN3 1gdQ AD
Aoridon 01001

ZT6T YN

9'6T

6°€T
9'¢r
set

oT' 1T

A
PIr
ot

7ot
€8
€8
¥'s
¥'s
Ty
S'€

S'e
9C
N4
81

iven in

TABLE 4. The passages discussed below, with relevant words as g

five modern editions and the present paper.
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Lemmata

For each extract, I include the relevant portion of Greek text, the rele-
vant lemmata from my draft apparatus, and a provisional translation. El-
lipses (.. .) not within angle brackets indicate words excised for the pur-
pose of the present paper.

‘codd.” (codices) denotes only the nine independent witnesses. ‘cett.’
(ceteri), likewise, denotes ‘the other independent witnesses’.

1.8. Wife-sharing

el 8¢ T1c ad yuvaiki udv cuvorkeiv ur PovAoito, Tékvwv 8¢ dE1o0Adywv
gmbupoin, kai TodTw VvOppov émoinoev, fvtiva Qv e€0TeKvov Kal
YEVVaiav 0pwn, Teloavta TOV €XoVTa €K TAUTNG TEKVOTOLEIoOal.

Toutw codd. praeter A (inter quos M, contra Mar. qui tovUtov vidisse asseruit): To0to
Mar. cum A Stob.™™*  véuipov Mar. cum Stob.***: véuov codd.

‘Again, if someone did not desire to live with a woman but longed to have
admirable children, for him, too, he (Lykourgos) made it lawful that,
whomever he might see that had good children and was of good birth, he
could, after persuading the man who possessed her, make children by
her.

I have put two words in bold type above.

(a) To deal with the second first: Marchant in his Oxford edition re-
jects vopov ‘law’, the reading of all nine primary manuscripts of Lak. pol.,
preferring to follow the manuscripts of Stobaeus and print vouipov ‘law-
ful’. This is easily justified, for vouov creates a scenario that is unlikely
to be true. Whether it is preceded by toUto or by tovtw, vépov would
make Xenophon say that Lykourgos enacted a law requiring a man in the
specified circumstances - presumably a bachelor or widower - to follow
a prescribed course of action, siring an heir or heirs by someone else’s
wife. This seems highly unlikely. It would convey that Lykourgos made
such wife-borrowing compulsory - as if the ‘state’ were intervening to
maximize the reproductive rate, or fortify the essentially private matter
of family property and inheritance - whereas the preceding words imply
that it was a matter of choice for the man who wished to produce an heir,
not to mention a matter of choice for her husband whether he would
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lend her to him. Scholars reasonably assume that what Lykourgos is said
to have done is to permit such a course of action, relaxing the normal ban
on adultery in light of special circumstances.

Thus voupov is an easy change, and we are entitled to prefer the
reading in Stobaeus. It also happens to be the difficilior lectio (‘more diffi-
cult reading’), since it is in principle likelier that véuiuov was miscopied
as the shorter and commoner vopov than the converse.

(Although Marchant prints véuiuov in his Oxford text, in his Loeb
Classical Library edition of Xenophon’s minor works" he does follow the
manuscripts of Lak. pol. in printing vopov, giving the sense ‘he made it
the law that ..." The Loeb appeared five years after the OCT, but relies
heavily on Sauppe’s Greek text'* even though other editions, notably
Dindorf’s second Teubner® and its revision by Riihl"® had appeared in the
interim; in the OCT, by contrast, Marchant does take account of Dindorf.
It seems likely that Oxford University Press did not allow Marchant to
republish his OCT text to accompany the Loeb translation, and possible
that the Teubner editors prohibited the use of their more recent edi-
tion."” We may therefore take the OCT, though earlier, as Marchant’s pre-
ferred text.)

(b) For the first of the two words in bold above, Marchant follows
manuscript A and Stobaeus, printing todto in preference to the tovtw of
the other eight primary manuscripts of Lak. pol. Most recent editors do
the same (see TaBLE 4), but I believe a case can be made for retaining the
majority manuscript reading.

13 Marchant 1925.

14 Sauppe 1866.

15 L. A. Dindorf 1863.

16 Riihl 1912,

17 On p.xlvi of the Loeb, Marchant baldly asserts, ‘The Greek text of this volume follows
that of Sauppe [...] except where stated’, without giving reasons or even citing
Sauppe or giving the date of his edition. I had wondered whether the Loeb was pre-
pared before the OCT and its publication delayed by the first world war; but Prof. J.
Henderson (pers. comm., 3 Dec. 2025), the Loeb series editor, and Dr Mirte Liebregts
(pers. comm., 5 Jan. 2026) inform me that some authors in the early days of Loebs
were not permitted by OUP to republish their OCT texts as Loebs. (On the early his-
tory of the Loeb Classical Library, see Liebregts 2023.)
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The position of kat immediately before toOtw or todto makes it in-
tensive (‘also’, ‘even’, ‘too’, ‘as well’) rather than merely copulative
(‘and’). How do we choose between kai to0tw and kai todto?

Of the two, kai toOto vopuov is perhaps easier to comprehend. It is
most naturally taken to mean that Lykourgos ‘made this, too, lawful
(alongside that other thing)’, referring back, as before, to the measure de-
scribed in 1.7 - an elderly husband who, lacking an heir, is allowed to
bring in a suitable young man to get his wife pregnant - and introducing
a second exemption from customary law. The man’s choice is accepted
by the community, and a way around his problem is devised. A possible
difficulty is that to0to is often taken to point backwards, as indeed it of-
ten does, to something already mentioned rather than forwards to some-
thing about to be introduced, as the passage clearly requires. We could
consider replacing todto with a different demonstrative pronoun, tdde
(‘this’), which normally points to something not yet mentioned: in the
present case, the dispensation made for the unmarried, heirless man. We
should have to suppose that t6de was changed to todto by the scribe of
A (orin alost manuscript from which A is descended) and also misquoted
as toUto by Stobaeus (or copied so from an already faulty manuscript, or
miscopied in the later manuscripts of the Anthologia), while in all the
other manuscripts of Lak. pol. t6de was corrupted to tovtw. These things
are possible; more egregious corruptions are legion in the manuscripts
of Xenophon’s works;'® and the alteration of t68¢ to todto or tovTw
might be explained relatively easily if we considered that in minuscule
writing the ov diphthong can be written as a single character (in this case
it would replace 0), and that (in the case of toUtw) a minuscule epsilon
(¢) rotated slightly anti-clockwise is not far from being misread as omega
(w), the iota subscript often being considered unnecessary to add. But
this emendation would complicate the necessary explanation, making
T60¢ rather a radical change to the two alternative readings in the man-
uscripts, both of which employ a form of the pronoun odrog.

18 To take a random example: at Peri hippikés 6. 10 the most reliable manuscript and one
other have napatnpeiv while the rest have tapwéovOat (in some cases napo€ovoat),
which is wholly incompatible with the passage.
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In fact, although it is sometimes assumed that the pronoun ovtoc (of
which todto and toUtw are inflected forms) is normally backward-look-
ing while the pronoun 68¢ (of which t6d¢ is an inflexion) normally refers
to something about to be mentioned, both assertions overstate the reg-
ularity of Greek.

In the first place, 68¢ does sometimes refer back to something already
mentioned, as in Xenophon’s Anabasis 5.7.15 dievevonto O, el AdPot t6de
10 Xwplov (‘He was minded, if he should take this village’, just men-
tioned).

Second, and conversely, o0tog sometimes points forwards to intro-
duce something." Xenophon himself sometimes uses o0tog in this way,
for example at Lak. pol. 13.7 0 mpeaPitatog Tdv mept daposiav GuvTdTTEr
elol 8¢ oOrot . .. (‘the oldest man among those in public service; those (in
public service) are ..."). Other examples include Hell. 4.1.36 00d¢ uévtot
100T4 oe keAeouev, mévnta uév, EAetBepov & eivar, &AM’ ... (‘I do not,
however, enjoin this upon you, that you be poor yet free, but ...") and
6.3.7 ouvtifecbe uev yap mpog TG cuupaxidag moAelg toito mp@TOV,
akoAovbeiv 8mot &v vueic Nyfobe (‘For the first thing you agree upon
with the cities who are your allies is this, that they should accompany
you wherever you lead’).” So the switch to T8¢ is unnecessary.

The second alternative, kai toOtw véuipov, can only mean that
Lykourgos made something ‘lawful for this man as well (as for that other
man)’. At first sight, this is awkward, since it leads the reader to expect
momentarily that the privilege extended to the hypothetical man of the
preceding section (1.7) is now being extended to a second man; in which
case, we ought to be puzzled as to how that dispensation can be relevant
to a man whose situation is quite different; and then, perhaps, are re-
lieved to find instead that a new, different dispensation is described.
Taken thus, tovtw could be thought to lay a false trail and to be an un-
likely thing for Xenophon to have written. But the phrase kai to0tw can
be taken more freely - rather than straitjacketing Xenophon’s syntax
sentence construction, which often varies from strict logic - as the be-
ginning of a statement that ‘for this man, too’ some provision, a certain

19 The usage is not simply a binary opposition: Goodwin & Gulick 1930: 216, §1008. I am
especially grateful to Dr Occhipinti for her thoughts on this matter.
20 T owe these two examples to Dr Occhipinti’s expertise and kindness.
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exemption, was enacted, without logically implying that it was the same
dispensation as in 1.7, and leaving its terms to be specified in the words
that follow.

In the end, the choice between todto and tovtw may come down to
the relative weight we assign to the testimony of, on the one hand, man-
uscript A and the manuscripts of Stobaeus, and, on the other, the over-
whelming majority of the independent witnesses. Experience of working
with earlier modern editions of Lak. pol. illustrates how editorial inclina-
tions have changed in the past century. Earlier generations were, on the
whole, too prone to elevate certain manuscripts, especially older ones,
to a privileged status and downplay the worth of others - some of which
we now know, largely thanks to Muratore’s work,” to be independent
witnesses - by using a blanket label such as deteriores (Latin for ‘worse’,
‘poorer-quality’), abbreviated in the apparatus criticus to the laconic
‘dett.’, or the even more dismissive ‘d’ and 3, or the damning ¢ (stigma),
without revealing which specific manuscripts offer each alternative
reading and deflecting the reader from considering these alternatives se-
riously. Recent practice, exemplified above all in Muratore’s work, has
brought the full range of independent manuscripts into play, identifying
clearly - with the benefit of recent research on the dating, copyists, and
owners of medieval Greek manuscripts in general (their ‘object biog-
raphies’, so to speak) - the readings in different ‘families’ of surviving
testimonia and citing them explicitly in the apparatus criticus.

We have already expressed caution about using Stobaeus, whom ear-
lier editors seem to have implicitly regarded as more reliable simply be-
cause he is earlier than the manuscripts of Lak. pol. (though his manu-
scripts are not significantly earlier than they). As noted earlier, just as
recentior non deterior, one could say antiquior non melior, ‘the older is not
(necessarily) the better’.

We should not endow early manuscripts with undue importance
purely because of their age; the same goes for post-Classical sources such
as Stobaeus. The distinguishing feature between todto and to0tw is per-
haps that the latter is, besides being widely attested, the difficilior lectio:
it is easier to imagine toUtw being miscopied as to0to, or a scribe modi-

21 Muratore 1997; Muratore 2022; Muratore 2023; Muratore and Ducat 2025.
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tying the syntax in this direction because of how he understands the con-
text, than the converse. There is nothing to discourage us, therefore,
from preferring the majority reading.

(c) A related point, but one that does not depend on how one handles
the manuscripts: the phrase yvvaiki yév cuvoikeiv in the earlier words
of the extract is sometimes misunderstood. For translators such as Hum-
ble to import the notion of marriage (‘if someone should not want to
marry a woman’) is reasonable enough given cuvoikeiv ‘live with’, ‘make
a household with’. (It is to be assumed that only free, Spartiate women
are in question.) Marchant in his Loeb, however, goes further, printing
‘to cohabit with his wife’ and thus importing not merely the notion of
marriage but potentially also that of marital disharmony. His translation
might be acceptable if the definite article tfj (lit. ‘the’) stood before
yuvaiki; but no manuscript has it (a point also made by Lipka in his ex-
cellent commentary).”

The passage is about the single man - who may be either unmarried
or widowed - who, for whatever reason, does not wish to be married, or
not yet. Whether such a stance reflected sexual orientation (to use a
modern concept), the lack of an estate or ready money, or other consid-
erations is for other historians to debate. If this is really how things were,
with the city licensing adulterous liaisons when a man’s testamentary
dispositions were at issue, one may imagine that these matters were ar-
ranged contractually on a case-by-case basis, or by a king’s decision; oth-
erwise disputes about who was whose heir would surely arise.

2.3. Going barefoot

avti ye unv tod anaAvverv tovg nédag vmodrpaocty, étagev dvumodnoiy
Kpatovewy, vouilwv, €l To0T &okfoelav, TOAD pev pdov av 8pba
daPaivewv. ..

&v 8pBia Sraatverv Shipley: av 8. & éxPaivery A' ut vid.: &v 8. 51 €0 B. A’ (non liquet
A’) quem secutus est b (av 8. p. c): av 8. 8¢ Paiverv cett.: dvopBia (vel -ig) . (sine 3¢)
Stob. (éxPaiverv Stob.") Flor.: v dpB1dde f. Steph.: dv dpOi&de dvafaiverv Richards
(&vap. scripserat Castellion): &v’ 8pOia 8¢ B. Pier.”®: &v dp@14de ékp. Mar.' Mur.”: &v

0p014d’ €kP. Mur.’: av 8. diekPaiverv tentat Wilson (cf. Strab. 12.2.4, C536)

22 Lipka 2002: 110.
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‘Moreover, instead of softening their feet with sandals, he ordained that
they (the boys’ trainers) should strengthen them (the boys) by having them
go unsandalled, considering that, if they trained themselves in this, they
would not only much more easily cross over steep slopes . ..’

The general sense at of the end of this extract is clear - with toughened
feet, the boys will climb better - but how exactly we reach is it a matter
of debate.

Other than A, the main codices read av &pfia 8¢ Paiverv (‘much more
easily and go at (?) steep slopes’), where the sense is somewhat incom-
plete and 8¢ ‘and’ is ungrammatical (too delayed). A was corrected more
than once, possibly to av pa § ékPaiverv and then (after a second, il-
legible alteration) to &v 8pOiax 81 €0 Patverv (8 ‘indeed’ replacing 8¢; 0
meaning ‘well’), but it is unreasonable to have two adverbs, both pgov
‘more easily’ (which stands before &v) and €0, qualifying the infinitive
Paivelv ‘to go’ or a compound form thereof.

The manuscripts of Stobaeus combine av Spbia into avopbia, for
which I can find no parallel. Stephanus combines 6p61a d¢ into an adverb,
0pB1ade; but this, too, seems to occur nowhere else, as noted by Mura-
tore.” The entry for 8¢ (unaccented) in LS] cites no example of the suffix
attached to an adjective.

Pierleoni’s suggestion of reading av as av’ (by elision of &Gva ‘up’ be-
fore a vowel) requires removing the prefix from the following verb and
reverting to the particle 6¢ of many manuscripts, which we have already
dismissed; and the potential mood (‘they would . . ") seems necessary.

The form ékPaivelv occurs in the correction to A already noted and in
one manuscript of Stobaeus. Richards, having disposed of the intrusive
d¢ by adopting Stephanus’s 6p01ade (which I have challenged above),
proposes dvafaiverv ‘ascend’. In response to my suggestion of &pBia
daPaivery ‘traverse steep slopes’, Professor Wilson responded with the
palaeographically attractive 6p6iax diekPaiverv, preserving the ex of the
corrector of manuscript A. diek- is a simple emendation for & éx.
dekPaivw ‘go through and out of occurs before the Byzantine period at
Strabo 12.2.4, C536, where it describes the river Pyramos ‘passing
through and out of mountains - the connotation of strenuous activity

23 Muratore 2022: 228.
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suggesting the translation ‘overcome’. The anonymous reader of this pa-
per observes, however, that Siafaivw is common in Xenophon.”* Not all
of its occurrences refer to traversing a locality - at Peri hippikes 1.14, for
example, we find the sense ‘standing with feet apart’ - but since 6p6iax
daPaivery is also an easy correction, we follow the reader’s suggestion
and revert to it.

2.6. Just don’t get caught!

KAEmtewy §’ €@ikev €oTiv & T MU €mkovpodvra.
¢mikovpodvTa cjj. ‘alii’ ap. Morum: émikvpodvtag M' GI'X: émikovpobvrag cett.

‘he permitted them to steal certain things that alleviated their hunger.’

The conjectural emendation by ‘others’ reported (without names) by
Morus,” is attractive, making the present participle émkovpotvta (‘as-
sisting against’ or ‘alleviating’) neuter plural, agreeing with €otiv & (‘cer-
tain things’) instead of masculine as in the manuscripts; the latter would
give the sense ‘so that they (the stealers) were alleviating’. It is the stolen
food, rather than the stealers themselves, that is an aid against hunger.

It is worth noting that in the next subsection (2.7) the verb é@inut, of
which é@fikev ‘he permitted’ is the aorist past form, is followed by the
dative case (of a person) rather than the accusative, as it sometimes is
when it has the sense of ‘permit’ (see LSJ s.v. IL.c). By analogy, if ‘permit’
or a similar sense is intended here in 2.6, one would expect the participle,
if masculine, to be dative, émikovpodorv. It is preferable to make ‘certain
things’ the grammatical subject (within the subordinate clause) of the
participle and the participle thus neuter and accusative.

3.5. Silent as statues

éxelvwv yoOv fTtov uév &v ewviv dkotoaig A v Mbivwv <elkdvavD,
nrrov § &v Suuata HETAOTPEYALG T} TOV XAAKQDV . . .

24 Perseus under Philologic 4 (last accessed 25 June 2026) records no fewer than 139
examples in the works of Xen.
25 Morus 1775: 303 note d.



TOWARDS A NEW TEXT OF XENOPHON’S LAKEDAIMONION POLITEIA 767

post ABivwv lac. susp. Lipka supplens e.g. dyoAudtwv: malim <elkévwv)
petaotpéaig codd.: otpédaic Id et Ps.-Longinus: otpeddvtwv Stob.* Flor."

‘From those (boys), at any rate, you might less likely hear a voice than
you might from stone <{images>, and you might less likely cause their
eyes to turn aside than those of bronze ones . ..’

(a) I find no parallel in LS] for AiBiva used on its own as a neuter plural
noun to mean ‘stone statues’; we should therefore accept the lacuna pro-
posed by Lipka after the adjective Aibivwv (‘of stone’).*

Lipka tentatively proposes to fill the lacuna with dyaAudtwv ‘statues’
or some similar word. Palaeographically, a neater supplement would be
eikOvwyv (‘images’), which from its similar appearance to AMibivwv could
easily fall victim to saut du méme au méme,” the scribe’s eye skipping from
one sequence of letters to an identical sequence and omitting what lies
between. Here it would entail omitting the second of two words with the
the same ending. The mistake is especially easy to imagine in the earlier,
unspaced uncial script, as in this GR Uncial font by Ralph Hancock:
E€IKONWNAIOINMN.

(b) Like Muratore in his Budé edition, I retain the peta prefix of the
verb petaotpéPaig ‘you might cause to turn aside’ in the independent
manuscripts; its optative mood matches dkovoaig ‘you might hear’ a few
words earlier, so there seems no reason to emend it as some editors do
purely on the basis of one derivative manuscript. (The participial form
in Stobaeus, in the genitive absolute, is hard to make sense of.)

4.1. The future belongs to them

... vouilwv tovtoug, €l yévorvto oioug del, tAeiotov &v) pémnety €mi o
ayaBov tf] mOAeL.
<av) ¢j. Richards

‘... considering that these, if they became such as they ought, would
tend most strongly towards the good of the city.’

26 Lipka 2002: 139.
27 West 1973: 24,
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I adopt Richards’s supplement av because a strong optative protasis (‘if
clause) stands before this clause, expressing the potential for the youths
to become good men some day in the future. Otherwise one would need
to translate as ‘considering that these (youths) . . . tended’, implying that
they were already valued; but the preceding main verb €omotvdaoce (‘he
was keen’) suggests a statement of purpose.

5.4. I drink, thereforeIam... Spartan?

Kal unv tod motod dromavoag Tag 00K dvaykaiog TOoeLS, al opaAAovot
UEV oWpata, c@aAovat ¢ yvauag . . .

nétou scr. Mar.' cum I: toto0 scr. Mur.’ cum cett. (inter quos F, contra Mur.”) o0k
del. Miiller-Striibing

‘Moreover, having put a stop to unnecessary imbibings of drink, which
cause bodies to stumble, and cause minds to stumble.. ..’

(a) The 4th word, notov, like all Greek script in Xenophon'’s time, will
have lacked any diacritics that would help distinguish homonyms (ac-
cents were inventions of the Hellenistic period). It could be (i) tétov, the
genitive of the noun métog (2nd declension masculine) ‘drinking-bout’,
‘carousal’, connoting excess or at least exuberance; or (ii) totod, the mas-
culine or neuter genitive of the adjective notdg ‘drunk’, that is, ‘ingested
by drinking’ (not ‘inebriated’!), ‘potable’; hence its neuter form used as a
noun, notdv, means ‘that which one drinks’, ‘the drink’. Most manu-
scripts of Lak. pol. place the accent on the second vowel, entailing (ii);
only manuscript I has (i).

The 9th word, ndoeic, the plural of the noun ndoig (3rd declension
feminine), is either purely descriptive (‘drinking’, ‘drink’, ‘beverage’) or
exuberant (‘carousal’). This being undisputed as between manuscripts,
the preceding 4th word only makes sense if it is in form (ii), the stuff
consumed by drinking.

(b) If we followed Miiller-Striibing in deleting o0k ‘not’, we would be
introducing the notion of ‘necessary’ or compulsory booze-ups in which
Spartans were forced to drink excessively - a habit not unknown to sol-
diers of the modern era, not to mention sailors and airmen, but some-
thing the supposed lawgiver might wish to rein in. But the deletion of
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‘not’ is, one may say, unnecessary: either ‘unnecessary’ or ‘not compul-
sory’ makes sense, each implying that well-ordered drinking, doubtless
in moderation, was expected or even compulsory on occasions, but that
drinking under other circumstances was frowned upon. This arrange-
ment seems in keeping with (purported) Spartan values.

8.3. He, or you?

Gow yap peilw dovaury €xel 1 dpxr}, TooovTw udAAov av fyfoavto adthv

kol katamAféerv Tovg noAitag Gob’ dmakoverv.

gxer]xoDind.’  &vom.I, del. Schneider  fjyfoavto cum c Mar.! Mur.”; fiyfioato
codd.: AyAoato Pier.”: tig flyfoaito Morus  katamAfioewv Sauppe o6’ Shipley,
praemonente Casevitz scribente ¢ote: o0 codd., del. Schneider, scr. Mur.”: T Lipka:
{eig) 10 Voigtldnder: fort. {éni) 10 collato Thuc. 2.65.9

‘For they would have considered that the more power the office has, the
more it would also stupefy the citizens so that they would comply.’

(a) First, a comment on the eleventh word, even though I follow
Marchant’s OCT at this point. It deserves careful exposition. The manu-
scripts’ fiynoato ‘he took the view’ is odd, implying that the grammatical
subject has changed abruptly to Lykourgos. Pierleoni’s nyroaio ‘you
might take the view’ is ingenious, the same 2nd person optative form ap-
pearing earlier at 3.5 and later at 13.5. But Kallistos’s emendation
nynoavto in manuscript c is palaeographically no less easy and is in line
with the plural number of the preceding phrase ‘these same men’, point-
ing back to the ‘strongest’ men of 8.1-2 and their cult of obedience to the
authorities.?®

(b) The import of the end of the sentence is not in doubt, but the gram-
matical construction has given rise to debate. Sauppe proposes to replace
one future infinitive with another: katanAnerv ‘stupefy’ with katanAn-

28 Muratore 2022: 256, cites Schneider’s objection that Morus’s tig fyfoatto ‘one might
think’ and Pierleoni’s fjyfjoaro would undermine Xen.’s point in this passage. On a
separate matter, the anonymous reader of this paper observes that &v is to be taken
with fyrjoavto, not with katanAf€erv (contra Muratore l.c.), since v is not used with
the future infinitive.
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oewv (from katanipmAapat) ‘fill up’.” We do not have sufficient evidence
to change the manuscripts’ reading.

(c) The manuscripts’ to0 vakoverv ‘of complying’ is puzzling, even if
it is accepted in the Budé edition. It has been both excised by editors and
undergone emendations some of which may be over-interventionist.
Lipka’s to Umakovelv ‘the complying’ might work if the noun became the
subject of the future infinitive katanAnetv ‘to be about to stupefy’ (the
meaning being ‘that compliance would stupefy the citizens’ vel sim.); al-
ternatively, following the suggestion in his commentary (p. 171), ‘to stu-
pefy the citizens in terms of obedience’. That said, in his translation (p.
81) he simply prints ‘it can frighten the citizens into obedience’, which
seems difficult to get out of the Greek as he presents it.

Riihl revives an attractive suggestion of Voigtlander that we insert €ig
‘to’ and change to0 to 10.”° In some scribal hands, the ligature for €1 can
resemble o, so that the preposition might be lost through haplography -
the scribe’s eye jumping from one sequence of letters to the same com-
bination occurring later. Since, however, LSJ cites no Classical example
of katanAnoow followed by eig, we might prefer éni ‘upon’, ‘onto’, or ‘to-
wards’, again with t0, having in mind Thucydides’s statement (2.65) that
Perikles used his speeches to stupefy the people ‘towards (éni) fearful-
ness’ (Aéywv katénAnooev émi to @oPeioOar). That said, Casevitz’s sug-
gestion of Mote ‘with the result that’ is equally satisfactory Greek, and its
corruption into to0 somewhat easier to envisage than that of either émni
70 or €ig T0 into toD, the scribe’s eye having jumped from the final signa
of moAitag to the sigma in ¢ote; the invention of tod would be yet easier
if Gote were elided and aspirated, becoming wo0’ before the vowel that
follows. We may imagine the uncial text reading noaxITacwceyna-
KOYE€IN, easily misread as NOAITACOYNAKOYEIN and ‘corrected’ to
TOA{TaG TOU UTTAKOVELV.

10.4. More than a few good men
T08¢€ ye UnVv 100 AUKOUPYOL TIWG 0V PeydAwg &&lov ayacdijvat, 0G - éneldn

katépadev 8t OALyor fouAduevor EmpeleioBat Tii¢ dpetig ovY ikavol

29 Sauppe 1838: 49.
30 Riihl 1912 ad loc. Evidently J.G.A. Voigtlédnder (1800-1828); I have not yet located the
work of his in which he made this suggestion.
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glol Ta¢ matpidag abev - ékelvog [év tfj Zrdptn] Avdykaoe Snuooiy
TAVTAG TACHG AOKETV TAG APETAG;
OAfyor Schneider: fort. <oi) dAiyor: 8nwg oi L: 8nov o cett., retinuit Mur.”:; ol ur| Lé-
wenklau: <#66”) émov oi Morus: sim. €ot1v) 8mov oi Cobet, scr. Pier.”: ol Haase: 18{q
ol Erbse, def. Lipka: alii alia  post fovAduevor add. pédvor Madvig  émpeAeiobot

codd. (-ueAfjo@ar L?): -uelodvran post Haase™™ Mar.! Mur.’  éxeivog codd., def.
Haase, del. Morus: kel Mur.”; fort. adto¢ Wilson  €v tfj Zndptr delevi

‘Now how is the following action by Lykourgos not greatly worthy of ad-
miration, who - since he learned that a few men desirous of paying at-
tention to virtue are not sufficient in number to build up their father-
lands - he compelled everyone to train publicly in all the virtues?’

(a) After the rhetorical question, the manuscripts (with one exception)
can be translated as ‘who, since he learned that where those willing to
pay attention to virtue are not sufficient . . ., he in Sparta compelled . . .,
which is syntactically awkward. Proposed emendations of the first part
yield various senses, including ‘that, where those <alone) who are will-
ing pay attention to virtue ...” (Rithl); ‘that, where those who are willing
pay attention to virtue ...’ (Marchant in the OCT), which keeps closer to
the manuscripts, as does the Budé, que la ott ce sont ceux qui veulent bien le
faire qui cultivent la vertu (‘that where it is [sc. only] those who desire to
do so who cultivate virtue . .."); ‘that there are places where those who
are willing to pay attention to virtue ..." (Pierleoni, following Cobet).
Lipka’s English translation is ‘that when [sc. only] volunteers practice
virtue in private ... The gist is that individual commitment is not
enough. As at 5.8, the management of social relations by the state is re-
quired in order that collective effort be maximized.

Lipka avoids emending (with Marchant and others) the primary codi-
ces’ reading, émueleioOat ‘to pay attention’, to émuelodvtat ‘they pay
attention’. Instead, he adopts Erbse’s idia ‘privately’, which gives the re-
quired sense but is less easy to explain palaeographically than other pro-
posed emendations. An attractive emendation, also easier to explain pal-
aeographically, is Schneider’s early suggestion of replacing 6mov ot
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‘where the’ with dAiyor ‘a few’,”! which is a fairly simple change in unci-
als, OTIOAIrO1 becoming 0TIONOYOI. One might go further and add the
definite article oi after 6t ‘that’, making the uncial text oTi010AITOY;
the sense would now be ‘that the few men desirous ...". Either change
makes it easier to retain émueleicbat in the first clause. As Lipka notes,
OAtyor makes a good contrast with the subsequent ndvrag ‘all’.

(b) After the long observation about other states, the manuscripts
have ékeivog ‘that man’ or ‘he’. Muratore sees this as redundant given
the earlier relative pronoun 6¢ ‘who’, and truncates ékeivog to €kei
‘there’. Elsewhere in Lak. pol., however, with one exception, ékei occurs
only when Xenophon offers a personal observation about Sparta in his
own day: see 2.2; 2.11; 5.6; 7.3; 7.6; 9.6; 13.2. The exception is 10.7, where
the manuscripts have ékei qualifying an action by Lykourgos; but in that
place ékei is awkward and ékeivog a justified change. The latter is indis-
putably used of Lykourgos twice elsewhere (1.2; 9.3), which gives a good
basis for retaining the word here in 10.4. The prima facie illogical se-
quence of ‘who’ followed by the logically redundant ‘that man’ or ‘he’
seems to be a case of Xenophon - perhaps writing as if the text is to be
read aloud or declaimed - seeing that some introductory word is re-
quired to reorient the reader or listener after the long, nested clauses.

(c) Finally, since we have either ékel or éxeivog to orientate us and to
point a contrast with other cities, év tf] Znaptn ‘in Sparta’ seems unnec-
essary and is likely to be an intrusive gloss, a marginal explanation taken
into the text at some stage in transmission. As Lykourgos is already the
subject of this and the preceding sentence, we need no reminding of
where he lived.

11.4. Hoplite morai, or citizen morai?
uopag pev dietdev €€ kai INMEWV Kol OMAITOV- £KA0TN O TOV OMAITIKGDV
uop®Vv Exer ToAépapyov £va, Aoxayoug TETTAPAG, TEVINKOVTAPpAG OKTW,
EVWUOTAPXAG EKKaIdeKa. €k O€ TOUTWV TAOV UOPAOV X TAPEYYUNOEWG
kabiotavtal Tote pev eig Evwpotiag <800, tote 8¢ €i¢ Tpeig, Tote 8¢ €ig

3

31 Schneider 1817: 43 n.
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omMTik@v Stob.*® Flor." def, Mur.’; mroAepik@v L: toMTik@v cett. et Harp,  pop®v
gxe1 Harp.: £xe1 Y. codd. praeter €xe1 poip@v M cum Stob.*™ Flor.": fort. del. pop&v
pop&V* ] potpdv M: pep@dv Stob.  tote ugv - €€ obelis incl. Mur.’; toté pev del. Mo-
rel  ei¢ {8V0) évwpotiag Brodeau: numerum potius post évwuotiag posui collato
noAépapyov éva etc.: évwpotiag tent. Mar.! (cf. Mar.*™")

*.. . he created by division six morai of both cavalry and hoplites: but each
of the hoplite ones has one polemarchos, four lochagoi, eight pentekontéres,
and sixteen enomotarchoi. From these morai they form up, by passing
along a command, sometimes into {two) enomotiai, sometimes into
three, and sometimes into six.’

It would unbalance this paper to add to the long debate about the num-
bers and composition of the Spartan - or rather Lakedaimonian - morai
or ‘regiments’, such as whether there were six morai each combining cav-
alry and foot-soldiers, or six of cavalry and six of foot, and how these
arrangements may have changed over time. I seek only to weigh up the
dissension within the manuscript evidence.

(a) In the second clause, eight of the nine primary manuscripts refer
to morai that are moAttikai ‘citizen morai’, though the two-word phrase is
interrupted by the verb &xe1 ‘has’. (The ninth manuscript, L, has
noAeik®v ‘for war’, which is superfluous.) The same adjective stands in
the quotation from this passage in Harpocration’s 2nd-century Ap ency-
clopaedia, but with €ye1 after the two-word phrase. Two modern editions
of Harpocration record no variation from moAitik@v in the medieval
manuscripts of his work.*

On the other hand, the medieval MSS of Stobaeus offer 6mrhMitik®v,
giving us ‘hoplite morai’. Among the editors tabulated above, Riihl,
Marchant in the OCT, and the editors of the new Budé®® follow the Sto-
baean evidence, while Pierleoni and Lipka retain the moAitik@v of the
manuscripts of Lak. pol.**

One might favour moAitik®v, either because of the near-unanimity of
the independent manuscripts or on the principle of lectio difficilior - that

32 K.W. Dindorf 1853: 207-8; Keaney 1991: 177, at u 41.
33 Riihl 1912; Marchant 1920; Muratore & Ducat 2025.
34 Pierleoni 1933; Lipka 2002.
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scribes are more likely to have replaced the unfamiliar phrase ‘civic mo-
rai’ with the more familiar or convenient ‘hoplite morai’, hoplites having
just been mentioned, than the converse. It might also be explained as
related somehow to the distinction that Xenophon draws, in several
works, between the oAitikov otpdrtevpa ‘civic’ (or citizen) ‘force’ of the
Lakedaimonians and those of their allies. Muratore, however, observes
that the distinction Xenophon intends here is surely between the hop-
lites and the cavalry, who were organized differently.”® To put it other-
wise, the distinction between ‘citizen’ and other morai is not one that
Xenophon needs to make here. Indeed, in the following subsections he
discusses the communication of orders to the infantry, not the cavalry,
for whom the endomotia structure (‘bands of sworn brothers’, to adopt
LSJ’s translation; probably corresponding to the syssitia or ‘platoon
messes’, the basic units of the Spartan part of the Lakedaimonian army)
is not likely to be relevant.

In addition to the passages cited by Muratore, at Hellenika 4.5.1 Xeno-
phon makes an explicit distinction between tf] t®v 6mAt@®V Kal Tfj TOV
innéwv uoépa ‘the mora of the hoplites and that of the cavalry’, which
seems to settle the matter.

(b) A case can be made for deleting the first occurrence of yop®v as a
gloss. The word order of the primary manuscripts, as noted above, is
awkward. Yet scribes transmitted it; perhaps they took it to mean ‘each
of the hoplite/civic ones has one polemarch of the morai, four lochagot’,
and so on. But a polemarch commanded one mora, not several. Scribes
were presumably reluctant to alter the wording if they could make sense
of it somehow; but this makes the statement erroneous. In fact, pop&v is
redundant; it may well be a gloss on omAitik@v (or moAitik@v). To re-
move it entails that it had intruded before the time the medieval MSS of
Harpocration were written, whether it stood before or after £xet in the
versions from which their scribes, and their predecessors, were copying;
if it stood after, then a copyist may have moved it to stand before €xel,
while in the Xenophon tradition it remained after €xe1. Removal of the
word does not damage the sense but renders it more coherent.

(c) A less difficult crux is presented by the sequence of numerical di-
visions at the end of the extract. Each of the modern editors tabulated

35 Muratore 2022: 261-62, following Cozzoli 1979: 102-3.
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above prints the text differently; but it seems most reasonable to read
the account as expressing how many enomotiai form each division of a
mora under each particular rearrangement. The alternative is to suppose
that only under the first rearrangement are enomotiai used as the build-
ing-block; but why, then, is the numeral tpeig ‘three’ in the masculine or
feminine gender rather than the neuter? What or whom is it counting?
(The following numeral €€ ‘six” is indeclinable and could refer to items of
any gender.)

If this is so, a numeral must be missing before ‘sometimes into three,
and sometimes into six’. The ascending order of the preceding passage
(on the number of officers at each grade: 1, 4, 8, and 16), with each nu-
meral standing after its noun, suggests that a similar, rising sequence
stood here (2, 3, 6) and thus that ‘two’ is the correct supplement.

11.10. The enemy’s approach

AV YE UV KATA TA E0OVUUAX TOAEULOL TPOGiwaty, 00de ToUTO €Wotv, AN

npodéovaty fj <Toig) évavtiolg dvrimdAovg todg Adxoug otpéovot . . .
ante noAéuior add. oi Pier.’  to0to é®dowv ] To0T dkvolotv tent, Mur.?  €dotv -
GvtindAoug obelis incl. Mur.”  &GAAG mpoBéovatv cum ¢ Mar.": GAN drobodotv (sc. -
Béovotv?) A: AN’ drwBoTorv M GI FVLW: GAAG toBodotv X: AN Erwbev odaty Jebb:
&AA& mpoaiovot Lipka: GAAX toig émiodot tent. Mur.” 269 1 Shipley: fi codd.: del.
Jebb  <toig) et (auctore Morel) évavtioig Kchly-Riistow: évavtioug codd., del.
Mar.!  dvtimdAoug codd.: toi¢ dvtimdAoig c: dvtindAoig Steph.!

‘But if enemies approach on the left side, they do not allow this either,
but run forwards in such a manner as to turn the companies to coun-
terbalance the opponents.’

(a) As at 11.4, of the editors tabulated above, no two print the same text.
The first verb in seven of the nine independent manuscripts, anwovoiv
‘they push away’ (with a long second vowel), expresses an inadequate
response to the approach, as such, of enemies. The arobovoiv ‘they run
away’ of A (with a short second vowel) is absurd. Kallistos’s tpo6¢ovoiv
‘they run forwards’ (in manuscript c) is as satisfactory as any suggestion
by modern editors.

(b) After this verb, the next word, fj ‘or’, is unexpected since no ‘either’
stands before the verb. Many editors, nevertheless, retain it. I suggest
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changing it to fj, which would have been indistinguishable in the original
text before diacritics were adopted, though it could have been written as
nt. This adverbial form of the relative pronoun has a range of meanings
related to place such as ‘which way’, ‘where’, ‘whither’, and others re-
lated to manner such as ‘how’, ‘as’, ‘insofar as’, and ‘wherefore’. Either ‘in
such a manner as’ or ‘to the place where’ would suit the context.

(c) Next the primary manuscripts have 7| évavtiovg avtindlovg ‘or
opponents rivals’, which is either ungrammatical or pleonastic. Both
évavtiovg and avtimdAovg are masculine accusative plural adjectives
serving as nouns. One could delete one of the two as a gloss upon the
other, as does Marchant, followed by some later editors. But Kallistos
spotted that one or other should simply be in the dative case rather than
the accusative, a difference of one letter. He alters &vtimdAoug to
avtinaloig and, for good measure, adds the definite article toig ‘the’ as
necessary for the sense. His version, retaining 1 ‘or’, gives the sense ‘or
they turn the companies to oppose the rivals’. With f; now in place, how-
ever, we can put the other adjectival noun, évavtiovg, in the dative case,
evavtiolg, and add toig before it, giving ‘they turn the companies in such
a way (or to such a position) that they are rivals to the opponents’, or
more fluently ‘counterbalance the opponents’.

12.5. Fitness on campaign

Kal yopvaleoBat 8¢ mpoayopevetal UTd To0 VOUOL dmact Aakedatpoviolg
Go0unEp AV 0TPATEDWVTAL. . .

Sootnep cum d z h Steph.': Sownep codd. primarii: év Sownep Heindorf: Soovmep
Hertlein: éwonep Dind.?

‘By law it is proclaimed to all Lakedaimonians, just as many of them as
are on campaign, that they are to do athletic exercise.’

The primary manuscripts read Gowmep, presumably equivalent to
Gowtep ‘by just as much as’, which does not make sense. (They all omit
the iota adscript after the omega, or iota subscript under it, that we
would print today.) A secondary manuscript, d, and two copies of it, z
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and h, read Gooinep ‘just as many as’, a reading adopted by Henri Es-
tienne in his edition.*

Ludwig Dindorf suggests €womnep ‘for just as long as’, to which one can
hardly object since, one supposes, the authorities wanted troops to re-
main fit throughout a campaign. Dindorf has been followed by all the edi-
tors tabulated above; but the reading of manuscript d, whose scribe pre-
sumably made the change to dooinep consciously, differs less than Din-
dorf’s from that of the primary manuscripts, and expresses adequately a
very suitable point for Xenophon to make: that all members of an expe-
dition, without exception, must exercise. Probably at some early stage,
perhaps in the era of uncial script, ocoinep was misread as ocwinep.

13.6. Right wheel!

nv 8¢ mote pdxnv oiwvrat €oecbat, AaBwv to dynua T TpwTng uopag o
Pacilevg dyer ovotpédag £mi Sopu . ..

poipacM  cuotpédag codd.: otpéPac i* Morus

‘... but if ever they think there will be a battle, the king takes the unit of
the first mora and turns it together on the spear-side . ..’

A single derivative manuscript (i4) offers the participle otpépag ‘turn-
ing’, without the ov prefix of cuotpéPag ‘turning together’, which stands
in all the independent manuscripts; yet i is followed by all the editors
tabulated above. Both verb forms express a turning motion, but the pre-
fix can be readily understood as expressing the aim of keeping the for-
mation of the mora tight (Professor Wilson points out to me that the pre-
fix conveys a ‘forceful’” action), or possibly the simultaneity of the moves
that the soldiers in different positions must make. The verb cvotpépw is
well attested, with a range of meanings from ‘twist together’, ‘roll up’, to
‘form into a compact body’. Citing this passage, LS] takes it to mean a
‘wheel” manoeuvre. There seems no reason to contradict the primary
manuscripts.

36 Stephanus 1561: 400, line 21.
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13.9. Shiny or cropped?

Eeomt 8¢ 1)) VEw Kol kekapuévey eic udxnv cvviévar kai @aidpdv eivan
Kol €086KpOV.
Kal - ouviévar obelis incl. Mur.”  kekapuéve Wilson: kekpiuévy codd. (kekpiuy-
VL): ‘kekpipévy kounv vel keipopévy seu kepdpevov?’ ruminat Zeune: <kdunvy
Sakekpiuévw Weiske: kexpiuévey Mar.'! (katakexpipévy tentaverat Naber)
ouviéval | ouveivar tent. Zeune  eddokipelv Lipka

‘It is permitted for the young man to go into battle even with his hair
cropped, and to be beaming with joy and greatly admired.’

(a) The manuscripts” kekpiuévey ‘distinguished’ is unspecific: ‘It is per-
mitted to the young man even to go into battle distinguished . . .". Distin-
guished by what? The gist of the extract is a continuation of the portrait
in 13.8 of the Lakedaimonian soldiers (all of them, if we take the Greek
literally, not just the Spartans) celebrating in full view of the enemy their
eager anticipation of the forthcoming battle; laughing in the face of
death, so to speak. The effect upon the morale of most of Sparta’s ene-
mies must have been powerful. Xenophon implicitly draws a contrast be-
tween the véog or ‘new citizen’ and older soldiers.”’

Understandably, attempts have been made to link the passage to Plu-
tarch, Lykourgos, 22.2, where we are told that the Lakedaimonians (or
Lakdnes, as he has most recently called them, at 21.3) grew their hair long
once they ceased to be youths (épnpot), and that in wartime the young
adults (véor), too, ‘took care that their hair (kéunv) appeared shining
(AMmapav) and dwakekpiuévny, either ‘distinguished’ or (with a possible
echo of Plutarch, Romulus 15.5, see below) ‘parted’.”® This in turn is linked
by scholars to the observation earlier in Lak. pol. (11.3), in the context of
preparations for war, that Spartans beyond 1 npnrikn nAwia ‘the pre-
adult age’ were encouraged to grow their hair long so as to appear more
impressive. According to Herodotos (1.82.8), the Lakedaimonians had
done this ever since the victorious Battle of Champions some 150 years

37 Lipka 2002: 223 notes that véog in this sense is not used elsewhere in Lak. pol., and
suggests that it is equivalent to the fp@vteg ‘young adults’ of 2.2, 4.1, etc.

38 Naber 1897: 445-47 astutely suggests that Plutarch was working from an imperfect
text of Xenophon.
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earlier. If we retain kexpiuéve, however, these attempts to elucidate 13.9
fail unless we supply kounv itself (or an equivalent) before or after the
crucial word, as some editors do.

An alert reader of 13.9 would recall that at 9.4-5 we have been told
that a coward is forbidden to take part in collective physical training or
go around ‘shining’, Ainapdv, clearly meaning ‘anointed’ (the adjective
later used by Plutarch, above), referring of course to the use of oil on the
body during exercise rather than on the hair as such. This may lie behind
Loschhorn’s suggestion (based on an earlier one by Naber), and
Marchant’s identical but apparently independent proposal,® that the
participle kekpipévw should be changed by one letter to kexpiuévw
‘oiled’ or ‘anointed’, no reference to hair being intended. Tellingly, Mu-
ratore asserts that even so the sense appears problematic.*

(In passing, be it noted that we could remove the xai by replacing kai
kekpiuévy with the single word diakekpipéve if we wished to make a
close parallel with Plut. Lyc. 22.2; but the preceding definite article would
then be odd. Alternatively, if we insisted on not making kat intensive, we
could understand the words to mean ‘the young and distinguished man’,
thinking perhaps of the top graduate of the year being singled out for a
unique honour; or even ‘the young and hair-parted man’. The latter
sense rests on the parallel of Siakpivovorv ‘they part’ (the hair), at Plut.
Romulus 15. 7, but this is rather far-fetched since it refers not to a warrior
but to a Roman bride having her hair parted with a spear-point.*' But as
the anonymous reviewer of this paper commented with reference to an-
other suggestion (see below), this asks the reader to ‘supply a narrative
to make sense of it’.)

It is important to give full weight to the word £€eot ‘it is permitted’,
especially in combination with kai, which before the participle (which-
ever form it takes) must have an intensive sense, ‘even’. If we adopt

39 As Muratore 2022: 274 notes, Marchant 1920 seems to have come up with kexpipéve
independently from Lschhorn 1917. Marchant, invariably conscientious in credit-
ing previous scholars, may not have had access to Loschhorn’s paper because of war-
time conditions. Both may have been influenced by Naber 1897: 445-47, who in over-
interventionist fashion recasts the whole sentence as ¢€fjv 8¢ kai véw katakexpt-
Héve el udxnv 1évat wg eaidpdv eivat kai e08SK1UOV.

40 Muratore 2022: 274.

41 Also mentioned at Roman Questions 87 = Moralia 285b 11-12.
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KEXPIUEVY ‘anointed’ - again, note: without specific reference to the hair
- what is the point of kat as an intensifier? It only works if what follows
is something one would not normally assume was the case. Or, what is
the point of £€€eot1, which implies a choice on the young man’s part? Be-
ing well groomed, however, is clearly not a privilege reserved for young
adults alone (or one young adult); and it is hard to imagine any new sol-
dier not taking the option of making himself look handsome to impress
the enemy and his fellows.

One way of getting round the problem is Professor Wilson’s sugges-
tion of kekapuévey ‘shorn’ or ‘cropped’, from keilpw ‘cut short’, ‘shear’.
This could be taken two ways. (1) First, as Professor Wilson himself has
observed to me, cropped hair or a shaven head was a sign of mourning
in Greek culture.*”” One assumes that Xenophon’s statement refers chiefly
to a younger soldier who might, on the day of battle, be grieving - per-
haps for the first time - for a lost comrade. (2) Alternatively, if that sug-
gestion is open to the objection made by the anonymous reviewer that it
requires the reader to do too much work, kexapuévw could still make
sense if it refers to men who have only just turned adult and whose hair
is still very short or even ‘shaven’. Even the newest recruit, whose hair is
not yet long, is allowed to show off his appearance in the sight of the
enemy, which includes being pa1dpov ‘beaming with joy’ and evdokipov
‘greatly admired’.

(b) Lipka’s replacement of the adjective €0déxipuov with the verb
gvdokipelv ‘to be admired’, against the unanimity of the manuscripts,
unnecessarily creates a series of three distinct points. The manuscript
text, making a pair of contrasting points - (i) being short-haired (either
because in mourning, or because newly recruited) versus (ii) being joyful
and exciting admiration - is satisfactory and in no way ungrammatical.

15.6. Provides, or extends?
Kol pog tfj oikig 8¢ Afuvn [Gdatog] mapriker . ..

Udatog (obiecti) mapéxer def. Mur.?  post G8atog suppl. dpdoviav Castellion (ex
‘aquae copiam’ in versione Philelphi) Steph.' (unde h), scr. Pier.’ Mar.}, fort. recte,

42 See e.g. Vlachogianni 2018: 304.
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aliter delendum Udatog ut glossa  mapriker Shipley (d@Boviav non addito):
TAPEOYEV C: TAPEXEL Cett.

‘And beside their house extends a lake’.

(a) To clear up a first point: the mention of ‘their house’ (literally ‘the
house’) is at first sight odd, as Lipka notices. He surmises that it refers,
not to the kings’ respective dwellings, but to their common dining-place,
and observes that the mention of a Aiuvn ‘lake’ suggests a locality in or
near the district of Limnai near the river Eurotas.”

(b) Most MSS have Alpvn Gdatog mapéxet. The phrase Aipvn + Gdatog,
‘lake” in the nominative case + ‘water’ in the genitive case, does not work
in Greek in the way that ‘a pool of water’ does in English. I cannot find
parallels for that construction in LSJ s.v. Aluvn or the other lexica in
Logeion (on line). As Muratore observes, 08atog is pleonastic. Kallistos,
the scholarly copyist of manuscript c, evidently recognized the text as
unsatisfactory, altering the verb tense from present to aorist (‘offered’).
For what happens in Sparta in his own day, however, Xenophon mostly
uses the present tense; and the change does not remedy the unconvinc-
ing syntax.

Lipka prints the majority reading, but in his excellent commentary he
commends the supplement agBoviav ‘copious supply’ proposed by Se-
bastian Castellion (1515-1563) on the basis of the phrase aquae copiam ‘a
supply of water” which occurs at this point in the Latin translation by
Francesco Filelfo (1398-1491).* Henri Estienne prints this addition with-
out indicating that it is a supplement.” The second and later part of Lak.
pol. in codex h (c.1570) follows Estienne on this point.

Nevertheless, Lipka goes on to prefer Udatog mapéxer, without
agBoviav, on the basis that this can be a partitive genitive. He cites the
grammatical treatise by Kithner and Gerth, which assembles examples of
this construction from a wide range of Archaic and Classical sources (e.g.
Thuc. 1.30 tépvew tfig y|g ‘to ravage (some) of the land’).* But the pre-

43 Lipka 2002: 432-34.

44 Gianotti 1990.

45 Stephanus 1561: 402 11. 8-9.
46 Kithner & Gerth 1898: 345.
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sent phrase is not plausibly a partitive genitive, as if it meant ‘a lake pro-
vides (some) of its’ (or ‘the’) ‘water’. In all the prose examples, including
several from Xenophon, the definite article is used; and the verb nor-
mally precedes the genitive. Moreover, this sense does not appear to be
required by the context. Xenophon has just been discussing the kings’
roles in animal sacrifice, and immediately after the present extract says,
‘That this, too, is useful for many purposes those who do not have it know
better than others’. Why not simply say that the water needed for ritual
activities comes from the lake? Why would it not all come from the lake;
or, if it didn’t, why does he not tell us where the rest came from?

Two alternatives seem justified. We can accept Castellion’s addition
and print Gdatog <agBoviav) mapéxel. Or we can begin by deeming
Udatog a gloss and removing it, which would leave Apvn mapéxet ‘a lake
provides’. The sense would be incomplete; but a simple remedy, not pre-
viously considered as far as I am aware, would be to replace napéxet with
naprikel ‘extends beside’, leaving mpog tf) oikiq d¢ Aipvn maprket ‘and a
lake extends besides their house’. The verb naprket (3rd person singular
present tense) is not common in Classical (C5-C4) writing, but is used five
times by Herodotos (3.114; 4.39, 40, 42, 169), and three times by Ps.-Skylax
a little later than Xenophon (35; 64.1; 108.2),"” always, with one excep-
tion, with reference to a body of water or land (the exception is 112.2,
where it is used in the infinitive for the location of a people in relation to
the area they occupy). If napriket became napéxet in transmission, V8atog
agpBoviav may have been added to make sense of the sentence.
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