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Agamemnon's surrender, viewed this way, gains "human intelligibility." It also 
demonstrates to Clytemnestra Agamemnon's involvement with Cassandra. This 
foreshadows her later avowal that one of the reasons she killed her husband was 
the offense she took at the women he enjoyed as warlord (1438-41, and cf. 1263). 
Moreover, it brings to the foreground the eternal triangle and its important 
function in the Agamemnon, which presents the appalling problem of the 
Oresteia. For the trio here-Agamemnon, Clytemnestra, and Cassandra-is only 
one of several such groups of three that will ultimately compel Orestes to kill his 
mother. 

The first triangle, the "destruction (iTri) that began it all" (1192), is the adultery 
of Thyestes with the wife of his brother Atreus (1193), for which the latter took a 
most horrible revenge. All the males of the next generation are similarly involved, 
as one triangle brings about the next. There are the two sons of Atreus: Menelaus, 
whose wife left him for Paris and caused the Trojan war (61-67, and passim); and 
Agamemnon, who leads that war, alienates Clytemnestra by sacrificing Iphigenia 
for it (224-29, and passim), and returns with a concubine to face his wife in our 
scene. There is also the one surviving son of Thyestes, Aegisthus, who takes advan- 
tage both of Agamemnon's absence and of Clytemnestra's resentment to fill the 
empty place in their marital bed; from there he plots his revenge for Atreus' retalia- 
tion against his father (1223-25; 1577-1611, esp. 1604). Before long Agamemnon 
will have paid with his life for having sacrificed Iphigenia and for having returned 
with Cassandra, as well as for being the son of the slaughterer of Thyestes' chil- 
dren. And the spilt blood will wait for the avenger, Orestes, and the Choephoroe.24 

Of all these groups of three, only the one treated here appears on stage in the 
Agamemnon in a three-actor scene. Because of the recent introduction of the third 
actor, the audience is likely to have been aware of the potential of such a 
presentation. The significance of the actors' number, however, is translated into 
drama only when the king appeals to his wife on behalf of his concubine. And 
that, as I have suggested, is part and parcel of Agamemnon's yielding.2 

RACANANA MERIDOR 
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem 

24. See 1646-48. Clytemnestra will kill Cassandra, too, for having been brought by Agamemnon. Her 
death will also be avenged by Orestes: see 1279-83, 1317-19. 

25. I wish to thank my colleagues and friends, Mrs. D. Gera and Dr. N. Zagagi, for their constructive 
discussion and suggestions; and the referees of CP and the Editor for their useful criticism. 

SOME PASSAGES IN MAXIMUS OF TYRE 

Small words have a nasty habit of disappearing from manuscripts without 
permission; I begin with a few passages which seem to betray stylistic blemishes 
due to this cause. 

2. 4 (p. 22. 4-6 Hobein): 

TO 6 BpappaptKov, 6Poixo0 ptiv &iravTEq 4uveToi TOO 0eou, KaTerTciLaVtO 6E acUTOi; 
orlsiTa atXot Etka. npoaat piLv Trrp, ayatka ?tpI(prpov, &K6peorov Kai 
a6rl(payov KTX. 
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It looks as if a connective has dropped out in line 6: I-Ipatct PLv <y&p> RiKp KTX. 

2. 8 (pp. 25. 16-26. 1 H.): 

KeXToi oe13ouoctv plv Aia, atyaXctla 6 AIt6 KCXTIKOV i)TJXi 65PS. raiovES 
otpouotv piv "HXtov, tyaXca 6 ' Hkiou HclaovlKov [ioKoS PBpacX6q 6irEp pcaKpoU 
i6kov. 'Apd63ioit oOUcyt ICv, 6v1tVa 6i, OK oi6a' TbO & ayacta e60ov, ki0o ilv 
TETpd6ywvoS. 

25. 19 Cpv, 6vrtva : ?ipv <0?6v>, 6vtvct Meiser 

The absolute ?o3ouot in line 19 seems very abrupt; the two preceding occurrences 
of oypoucTtv (lines 16 and 17) lead us to expect an object here. One understands 
why Meiser-proposed a conjecture, but <0e6v> cannot do, since it is generic 
(= "God," "the deity," vel sim.) in a passage where the specific gods of various 
races are being mentioned. If one requires a supplement, the simplest would be 
ot3ouCot piv <0s6v TIVca>, O6vtva 8e, oUK oi6a. This provides the requisite sense 
and would have been easily liable to omission by haplography, especially when 
written in uncials with the standard abbreviation of the nomen sacrum 0e65, thus: 
ONTINA ONTINA. 

25. 7 (pp. 305. 13-306. 2 H.): 

i6Itozov fv 0apcta 6 'AXtikkU5 (CtG 6? O0K IOEk?Ev;), o6 6ta yiV tav0l|v KO61qv 
Kai yap 6 EH5p6ppog eOc6UK0pS V, TXO 6 'AXtkXi TO KaCbXOt6 V fl6toV v DyT6 TS 
&apeTrf ?a7t 6TOcpvov. 

Read <&aX'> ou i6ta TTV cav0iv KO6piv. The argument requires the adversative 
particle and it seems guaranteed by the parallels on p. 306. 2 ff.: i6itozov [tuv 
<iv> TozcTapoi; 6 Neiko' &Xkk' oui 6t' &cpOoviav ubaToS. . . fi6tyoov 0ctasa 
6 Neikog, a)k' ou To?16) KlT. Omission of AAA after eMeAAEN is easy enough. 

26. 2 (p. 310. 10-14 H.): 

... k6 yov tv ?rdvvcta etGT Kai tt0DuptopdTcwv, Coo(pIto)v oo(ptoITaiS UCTV7Ur- 
T6vTov, Epyou 1 eprliia 6Ei1Vi. Kai T6 OPUiAoitcvov ITOTO TO &aya6v, irotp o0 
I8tCTTrlKcv Kai iE oeTaoiaCtCai TO 'ErlviKOv, ou6?iS 6pa. 

The iteration of the article in rT 0puok6Pevov TOVTo zTO yae6v proves that TO 
ayat6v was felt to be a quotation or fossilized phrase. Otherwise normal grammar 
would have led us to expect but one article, T6 0pu;okiPvov TOVTO &ya06v 
(T6. . .&ya06v being the substantive). Contrast P1. Phlb. 46C -rT 6i1 Fey6[tevov 
ntiKpi) y?7kU)KV6 PEC iyvov. In our sentence TO &ya06v is manifestly emphatic. 
Refrain therefore either from deleting the second T6 as a "dittography" (i.e., zT Op. 
TOzTO [T6] &ya06v) or from placing a comma before 6T &ya06v, which would 
artificially separate the phrase from the demonstrative TOTro, whose position 
shows that it must go closely with T6 &ya06v. 

That TO &Cya06v, "the Good," had become proverbial is clear from a number of 
passages. Note especially the comic poet Amphis, frag. 6 Kock: 6T 6' &ya06v 6 Ti 
ntOT' OTriv OD Oc Tuy7Xdvtv / 1IZkEtS 6ta TaLTTfv, rTTov otia TOT' 7yc, / ( 

68tooz', i U6 HTO ndTvoq ayacO6v. 
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In introducing quotations, proverbial expressions, and the like the particle 6bi is 
regularly found (as in P1. Phlb., loc. cit. above). Headlam provides an excellent 
sampling at Herodas 2. 45; see also Denniston, GP2, p. 325. It will suffice to cite a 
few typical instances: P1. Gorg. 514E TO Xey67O vov 68 ToiUTO (a frequent expres- 
sion); id. Soph. 241D Kai TO6 OEY6E vov 68 TOiTO; [P1.] Ax. 365B TO KOIVOV 6i1 
TOTO ... 0puk oup?vov; Plut. Lyc. 10 TOiTo 68i T6 OpuVou'pcvov. In Maximus 

compare 37. 2 (p. 428. 3) 6T KaXoupsvov 61 TOUrTo. 
In this passage, therefore, the Greek would be more idiomatic if we were to read 

Kai TbO puXoOPsvov <6%i> TOiTro "'O ya 6 .v"... o68i opa,.1 

28. 4 (p. 337. 6-12 H.): 

6 petv yap (protv obV TO 6OXp iacTact Kai TO PHpoq, Kati &o6vacov elvalt coclpiav 
mtpayivagoa0t TcO Lopit, npiv Kati T narvti ?X0r' op0Oi X7ycov, Kayi 7 ti9oOalt, 
oae ye ei oiCacTos;' v 6o zqv vUXq; Kai i CopdaTOqs ouVuyt7i avtop6(poS prqi 

EXEtv- ) yap av TO HppOK KaX(;O EKXg, &vayKi TO 7rav To6To iXEtv Kaitk; KTX. 

Normal Greek style all but demands &va6yKrl <Kai> T-6 iaiv TOUTcO iXEtv cKac(;. 
Compare above, lines 6-7 (oaVv TCO o) ... Kai T6O Pi poq) and 8 (T?O Popip, npiv 
Kai TCO rmavTi). I cite one example from Aristotle, as more would be superfluous, 
MA 699b32-34: &pa 56 6i Tt it aivrlTov ivalt Kai fipEtov Eico 'TO KIVOUEt:VOU, 
P,tq?v Ov icEKeivou popiov, i1 ou; Kai TOUTO R6OTpov Kai riti TOU 7raVTOz oUTzcw 
u16dpXE v avayKalov; in Maximus' text the Kat fell out by haplography with the 
final syllable of avdyKr|. 

41. 5 (p. 483. 9-17 H.): 

rl HPV ?6aipIO)V Kai paKapta tUX/ .. . tapX6 TOO eippiaTo0, Kai KcokaEt T ; TIOV 
ItrItOV 6pp6q' oi 86? EiCv dTeZXVCO; rTavToba7Uoi, aiXXoq &kaoX5u OeiV t0oppHqHivot, 
6 ipv aUst)v 6Kc6XaTO Kai tr(6pdyog; Kai 6[3ptoT;q, 6 ? OVU6i)$q Kai iTtlTtKOc; 
Kai gle7tkrKTOq, 6 8& vc00qg Kcti EKCXekXupvo;, 6 6? dvF??608po KCai CtutKp6(pp(ov 
Kai Tatr7Ttv6;. 

The inspiration for this allegory is of course the familiar myth in the Phaedrus, 
which Greeks of the later periods never wearied of imitating.2 This sentence is 
carefully articulated, and the balanced structure is very strict; in the manuscript 
tradition three of the four TuTrot have three epithets, one has only two, which is 
odd. Some adjective or participle has fallen out in line 16 where <Kai ---> 
belongs either before or after Kait EKcKXeUieVOq. We cannot hope to recover the 
exact epithet and must be content with the recognition of a lacuna. 

16. 2 (p. 198. 15-16 H.): 

taOtd TOt Evvohv, qf7yo061qv 8eiv ppovrtreTov EIvati 0ot KtX. 

15 6EIV del. Davis : 61 Heinsius: dei Hahn 

1. Headlam, loc. cit., remarks, "T6 TOO X6you 6i TODTO, 'as the saying goes': such expressions are used 
adverbially or as objects of a verb, but never appear as the subject of it." This observation has a general 
validity and would apply here, but an exception can be found at Ar. Av. 651-52 tv AitonIovu 
X6yoti / toTiv Xey76Ovov 86 TI KTX. 

2. For the topos as modified by Maximus, see G. L. Koniaris, "On Maximus of Tyre: Zetemeta (1)," 
CA 1(1982): 103, n. 37. 
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The reason why scholars have condemned 6Eiv is obvious; it seems redundant in 
combination with (ppovxtoTov, which itself contains the requisite notion of 
obligation or necessity. Hence the expulsion of 6Eiv as corruption or gloss. In 
reality, the joining of superfluous 6Eiv with verbal adjectives and other expres- 
sions of necessity or propriety (e.g., &vacyKcov ... 6. iv) is thoroughly idiomatic 
and well attested in the writings of Plato (where its appearance has frequently 
misled scholars into "correcting" the text). This use of 6Eiv is a natural, if mildly 
illogical, means of emphatic expression and may be compared with the common 
use of the double negative (in various languages) for similar purposes of emphasis. 

As parallels for the occurrence of 6fiv specifically with a verbal adjective, see P1. 
Rep. 535A iKEiVOct Ta (pU06tc ; OYOU 65eiv KXCKTCKc; ElVat and id. Epist. 7. 328B-C 
EppEtE 6Eiv... Kati vVv iEtpatizov Elvat.3 Observe that in these passages, just as 
in Maximus, E6iv precedes the verbal adjective. Furthermore, there is clearly 
discernible the additional tendency of the living language to conjoin 5Eiv with a 
verb of thinking (oi'ou 6Eiv --~ yotU v 8Eiv), even where the infinitive would 
appear to be superfluous. See LSJ, s.vv. fiytolgat III. 4 and o'iouca VI. 2 (where 
this "superfluous" use of 6eiv is explicitly recognized). In the present passage of 
Maximus 6civ never should have been questioned. 

23. 1 (p. 278. 9-11 H.): 

&pa T ?i Kn Ki ctandvi Keti ct aKl tnpOct z T] 7y tanovoOpstvovu, 6Wsvo6; apoOv, 
aya0ou0 (p)uesUetv, ?v &aPT(i 6Zp 8oto, gv O6pXdTOrp Xton6voug; 

It has gone undetected that in this sentence Maximus' phrase 6EivoUi acpouv, 
ayact0o6 (puTcU?tv is directly modeled on a verse of Tyrtaeus', frag. 5. 3 West 
(= frag. 4. 3 Diehl): MEocrvoflv &yao0v p?v &povv, ayaO6v 65 (pUTEUEtv. Else- 
where Maximus often quotes or paraphrases passages from the classical authors, 
above all from Homer and Plato, which he introduces specifically to further his 
argument or thesis. Even of such passages not all have been noted in modern 
times, for example, 26. 1 (p. 307. 15-17 H.) a`cr6 15 T1] vUXt, Kou(pqp xprftcm Kaiu 

ioXuiXVcavEOTcpcp TqcV opcd(tov, nTaVTaXOU 7EpEptEppET0o, which is an obvious 
echo of Plato Ion 534B KoU(pov yap Xprtca inoitrTi g EXCTIV Kait nTlvov Kati iepov; 
it certainly would have been recognized as such by many an ancient reader.4 The 
present case is somewhat different. Neither the source of the language nor the 
phraseology itself has any immediate relevance to the argument, and we may with 
reason be suspicious. Probably Maximus neither intended nor wished to be found 
out. 

In this instance we can glimpse the author's style in the making. Doubtless he 
was proud of the sentence which he had crafted; that he would borrow from the 
old poet Tyrtaeus is not without interest.5 But a more interesting case, to my 
mind, is the following passage, 26. 5 (p. 314. 5-15 H.): 

3. For this usage, see further my Studies in Greek Texts (Gottingen, 1976), pp. 127-29. To the 
examples there cited add PI. Phdr. 264B, Soph. 221 A, Symp. 185E-86A; compare also Burnet at Arist. 
EN 1142bl18. 

4. Maximus applies the phrase KoOqpov Xpfiga to the soul, Plato to the poet. Both, however, are 
discussing Homer, who is explicitly mentioned in each of the two passages. Maximus uses the phrase, of 
which he was clearly fond, again in 35. 6 (p. 409. 4 H.) of opinion, r d&t' aCt6cov 566a, KOupov Xprlipa. 

5. Plato had done the same thing centuries before: see my "The Platonism of Lycurgus," GRBS 11 
(1970): 226-29. This particular verse seems to have been moderately well known. In E P1. Leg. 629A, 
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actiKa i?cnoirlrat aut5 8v toi; k6yo7;St ptp6KtOV OeZCTaXlKov Kai &avp 
pa3cotL6KO6, 'AXtXXi;s Kai 'Ayacpivcov 6 piv 6rc' Opy7 ic; Eif pptv nrpo(pepO6pvo;, 
6 'Ayatipvovuv, 6 56 'AXtXlUi; TrporrlqaKtOesi prvtQv' eiKo6Ve; iraxov, VE6OTITOS 
Kai oDouGiaq. dvTi0Gs ot iKartpc TO6v Notropa, rakat6v TO Xpo6vc, &ya6ov 
ppovEiv, 86tv6v EiCtIv. niatZv cta OgpoiTrl; TECTIoiqTlta aCtOi aioXpo6 i6civ, (p(viv 
?rgo(P36Xo;, YV6V aK , yvoov aaK , o i0 ivat CiKOV aKo doTXOU 6fpou. a&X' &vTiOge 
Kai T0oo6Tc) av6pa aya06v, iFyEcp6va aKptf3i, Eintrtop?u6pcvov KTX. 

In line 10 restore the idiomatic particle which has fallen out: <&ak'> avTiOsc Tot 
KTX. Maximus uses the identical phrase immediately below, line 14 &ak' &vTi0c; 
Kai TOUTO) KT?., where the Kai should be noted; it may well indicate that this is the 
second occurrence of &ak' &vTi0sc;. For repeated &ad6 with the imperative, see 
Denniston, GP2, p. 15. Such a corruption is readily explained here: uncial AAA 

dropped out before AN. 
Even granting the correctness of this conjecture (more proof of which anon), 

the sense of the passage is affected not at all, and the change is inconsequential. So 
at least it would seem. But let us linger a bit over this sentence. 

'AvTiOsq; ot, with or without a preceding &ak', has not been recognized for 
what it is, namely, an unusual expression to turn up in prose; the little particle Tot 
tells us that. "Tot is far commoner in direct statements than in questions, wishes, 
commands, or subordinate clauses.... In other independent clauses [sc. than 
statements] (questions, commands, and wishes) the particle is much less common" 
(Denniston, GP2, pp. 539, 545). For instances of Tot with the imperative Denniston 
refers to Anacreon, Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, Aristophanes, and but one 

prose occurrence, P1. Gorg. 461E. In the Platonic passage the phrase in question 
is--&akk& &vi0sq tot. That Maximus constantly alludes to and quotes Plato is too 
well known to require documentation; suffice it to note that in codex R, the 
archetype, Maximus is entitled nIhaTcovtKo; (ptk6oo(pog. Observe now that in our 
passage Maximus has just adduced two "types," Achilles and Agamemnon; in the 
sentence immediately preceding the one in question he explains his meaning: 
eiK6vES rmaO0ov, VsE6TI1To Kaci c oUoia;. In the Platonic passage (Gorg. 461C-E) 
Socrates is talking with Polus; he explicitly contrasts himself and others of his age 
(unfavorably) with Polus and his contemporaries-rpcpEopuTepot versus vscbETpot. 
In the sentence just before &XU& a&vi0g; Tot Socrates mentions Athens, where 
there exists TrciioGTr ... . ouotia TO ?ksyEv. In other words, the same two motifs, 
vs6T;q and 4souoia, are prominent in this very passage of Plato. 

The accumulation of coincidences, if coincidences they be, would be remark- 
able. Assume rather that Maximus had his Plato before him and everything falls 
into place, above all the particle Tot, so unexpected in prose with the imperative. 
Of course, if this analysis is correct, it becomes far more probable that Maximus 
wrote &'a' &avi0e; Tot (or &aX& with scriptio plena: we could never know) and 
not &vTi0E; Trot. Only the inexperienced will wish to see traces of petitio principii 
in this reasoning. 

The story does not end here. For when Plato wrote aXk& &vTi0qc; ot he was 
himself borrowing a poetic phrase. (After all, the Tot wants justification even in 
Plato.) Wilamowitz discerned a tragic tone in the expression, and Denniston and 

which preserves it (also preserved in Olympiodorus In Alcib. I p. 103 Westerink), it is described as TO 
(pEp6evov ... ETcOg. I assume that Maximus knew it from a collection of quotations (compare below). 
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Dodds, apparently independently, discovered the actual phrase in Crates Comicus 
frag. 17. 1 Kassel-Austin (= frag. 15. 1 Kock). This does not exclude a tragic 
source for Crates, since in him &aX' &vTi60e TOt may itself be paratragic. Fata sua 
habent locutiones.6 

As for Maximus, I consider it improbable in the extreme that he realized that 
Plato's &kk(a) &avTii0s ot was in fact an actual poetic quotation. Rather, what we 
have before us is another example of Maximus' style in the making. His native ear 

picked up the elegant phrasing in Plato and he appropriated it. Here, too, where 
again the expression contains no concept integral to this thesis, Maximus presum- 
ably wished his audience to hear the phrase as his own. 

Finally, and perhaps most significantly, the sort of minute stylistic craftsman- 
ship-call it scissors-and-paste technique if you prefer-which has been illus- 
trated above provides an important clue to Maximus' use of his sources. It seems 
to be widely believed that Maximus was dependent chiefly upon florilegia or 
manuals for his borrowings; Koniaris states this position most clearly: "Even in 
cases where Maximus quotes we cannot be reasonably certain that he derived the 

quotations from original sources; and the Platonic and other 'flashes' of vocabu- 

lary and thought in him may well derive to a large extent from secondary sources, 
from manuals nepi apCEoK6VTWv, from compilations of excerpts, from abridged 
versions of texts, etc. Hobein ... is right in suggesting that a large part of 
Maximus' text derives not from specific texts but from such 0ltuaza and TOZIt 
that had long ago become common property regardless of their origin: e trivio 

plerumque petita sunt quae apud Maximum legimus."7 
I would subscribe to this as a general statement; Maximus certainly must have 

owed a large debt to handbooks. But if it is maintained that this author never went 

directly to the original sources, at least in the case of Homer and certain dialogues 
of Plato, I must disagree. The method of composition illustrated above argues 
otherwise. P1. Gorg. 461E, to give one example, never found its way into 
handbook or anthology. 

40. 6 (p. 470. 11-16 H.): 

6av 61 Aecovi&av X7yqc Kai 'Ayiqoikaov, yvopico TifV &p?Tflv, Kai HttCvrlatt TOU 

'HpaK;toug, Kai nE1aitvo ziv Euy7vetav. E0iE ot01 Kai T6 'AptICT?Ei6 7y?voqS iV 

'AOfvrlotv, Ei0e TO6 CKpatoUS' ?-ZitLopta av To6TOUS tiS 'HpaKk?i6iat, &S 
HIpaCsi6ac, 4S EcnaTpi6aS. 

Noble birth is at issue and Maximus conjures up by name some of the great old 
families, or clans, of puv0tozopia. The name sutraTptiatt is a generic term for the 

privileged aristocracy, known to us especially from Athens, and not originally the 
name of any specific y7vo;.8 But Maximus was no historian, and what is wanted 
here is a proper name to correspond to 'HpaKOSi6aq and IcEpcEi6ac. That 

iurnacpi6Sa sometimes came to be felt as such, in the course of time, is already 

6. For further details and evidence, as well as exposition of the relevance of the phrase in the Platonic 
context of the Gorgias, see Studies in Greek Texts, pp. 123-24. 

7. "Maximus of Tyre," p. 104, n. 38. 
8. See on this esp. H. T. Wade-Gery's paper, "Eupatridai, Archons, and Areopagus," CQ 25 (1931): 

1-11 (= Essays in Greek History [Oxford, 1958], pp. 86 115). 
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clear from Isocrates 16. 25: 6 yap nrctazp nTp6S Ctv av6pCv if v EVEaTpcpti6v, d0v Tlv 
EDY7vEtav 4C au'flc f Tq e7ctvutiaq paol6ov yv)cvat, 7ip6og yuvaictKv ' 'AXKCptco- 
vt6bv KTX.9 F. Kiechle in Der kleine Pauly (Munich, 1979), s.v. Eupatridai, states: 
"die Eupatridai spater, wie die Eumolpiden, als besonderes Geschlecht galten." 
See also LSJ, s.v. ?UiaTpi6rlg II, for apparent references to a specific family. Read 
therefore what the parallelism requires: ()q 'HpaKkei6ba, (b Inepc?itoaq, 6g 
E6riaTzpiacq. We need feel no compulsion to define the term more precisely than 
Maximus has. 

R. RENEHAN 

University of California, 
Santa Barbara 

9. How Isocrates himself understood Eitnarptibov is uncertain, but irrelevant. The point is that the 
Greek of this sentence is such that it naturally suggests a particular family, and the words have in fact 
often been so taken. 

ROSE WITHOUT MARY 

nam ieiuna quidem clivosi glarea ruris 
vix humilis apibus casias roremque ministrat. 

[Verg. G. 2. 212-13] 

Heyne and others were suspicious of rorem = rorem marinum, but later commen- 
tators cite Pliny HN 24. 101 ex rore supra dicto-not a perfect parallel, since it 
refers back to ros marinum in 24. 99. R. Renehan believes he has discovered a 
better one in Anth. Lat. 24 Riese (= 11 Shackleton Bailey). But it is in my opinion 
highly dubious: see CQ 31 (1981): 471-72 and 33 (1983): 301. The desiderated 
parallel is, however, to be found where neither Vergil's annotators nor diction- 
aries have observed it (so far as I am aware). Ov. Fast. 4. 437-42 is a list of flowers 
and plants gathered by Proserpina and her companions before Dis interrupted 
them: 

has, hyacinthe, tenes, illas, amarante, moraris; 
pars thyma, pars rorem, pars meliloton amat. 440 

True, manuscripts and editors are at odds with one another about the reading in 
the pentameter. Rorem pars is in the Monacensis, not a first-class authority. The 
oldest and best witnesses are divided among rore et, rores pars, flores pars, and 
casiam pars. The last, according to Wormell and Courtney (Teubner, 1978), 
comes from Verg. G. 4. 304 thymum casiamque recentis; but cf. also G. 2. 213 
above. 

Modern editors are eclectic. Frazer (1929), without remark in his commentary, 
and Le Bonniec (1970) have rorem, pars; Ehwald-Levy (Teubner, 1924) rores et; 
G. A. Davies in Postgate's Corpus (1905) casiam, pars. The favorite, however, is a 
conjecture of Landi's, rhoean (or rhoien) et (roien or roie et are cited from 
deteriores), which has been adopted by Lenz (1932), B6mer (1958), and Wormell- 
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