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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 (&tn) 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; 15771611, 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.™

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.”’

RA°ANANA 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. 1 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):

10 8¢ BapBapikdyv, dpoing ptv navieg Euvetol tod Beod, katestRoavTo 8¢ adToig
onueia dAiot dAda. ITépoar pév mdp, dyahpa Eenpepov, dkdpectov Koai
adnedyov kTh.
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It looks as if a connective has dropped out in line 6: [Tépoat pev <yap> nip KTA.

2.8 (pp. 25. 16-26. 1 H.):

Kektol céfovoiv pev Aia, Gyaipa 8¢ Aog Keltikov dynin dpic. IMaioveg
céBovotv pev “HAtov, dyalpa 8¢ “HAiov I[Tatovikov dickog Bpaybe bnep pakpod
EVlov. "Apdprot oéBovot pév, Sviva 8¢, odk oida: to 8¢ dyaipa gidov, Aibog v
TETPAYOVOG.

25. 19 pév, dvtiva : pev <Bedv>, dvtiva Meiser

The absolute céBovot in line 19 seems very abrupt; the two preceding occurrences
of séBovotv (lines 16 and 17) lead us to expect an object here. One understands
why Meiser -proposed a conjecture, but <0edv> 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
oéfovot pev <Oedv Tiva>, vtiva 3¢, odk olda. 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 8edg, thus:
ONTINA ONTINA.

25.7 (pp. 305. 13-306. 2 H.):

fidtotov fiv Béapa 6 "AxihAeds (ndg 8¢ ovk Epehdrev;), od S1d Thv EavOhy kOunv:
xal yap 6 EvedpPog edkéung fiv, 1@ 8¢ "Ayirlhel 10 kahov fidiotov v bR TG
&petiic E€antdpevov.

Read <&AX’> o0 d1d thv EavOnv kéunv. The argument requires the adversative
particle and it seems guaranteed by the parallels on p. 306. 2 ff.: idiotov pev
<év> motopoig 6 Neihog' GAA’ od 3 deboviav Udatog . . . idiotov Béapa
6 Nethog, AL o0 ToAud kTh. Omission of AAA after eMeAAeN is easy enough.

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

... Adyov ptv mavia peotd koi Yibuplopdtev, coPLoTdV COPLOTAI CLUUTLA-
tovtov, Epyou 8¢ Epnuia dewvh. kai to Bpvhovpevov todto T dyabdv, dnep o
Siéotnkev kai diectaciaotal 10 ‘EAANVIKSV, ovdeic 6pQd.

The iteration of the article in 0 6pviovuevov T00T0 10 dyaBdv proves that 10
dyaBov was felt to be a quotation or fossilized phrase. Otherwise normal grammar
would have led us to expect but one article, t0 8pvlodpuevov tovto Gyabov
(10 ... &yuBbv being the substantive). Contrast Pl. Phlb. 46C 10 81 Aeyouevov
mKP® YALKL pepetypévov. In our sentence 10 dya6dv is manifestly emphatic.
Refrain therefore either from deleting the second 16 as a “dittography” (i.e., T0 6p.
t0070 [10] dyabbv) or from placing a comma before 10 dyabdv, which would
artificially separate the phrase from the demonstrative toUto, whose position
shows that it must go closely with t6 dyaB6v.

That 10 dyaBov, “the Good,” had become proverbial is clear from a number of
passages. Note especially the comic poet Amphis, frag. 6 Kock: 10 8’ dya6ov & Tt
not’ £otiv 00 oV Tuyyxdvewv / példelg did tadtny, fTToV 0ida TOVT €YD, / @
déomot’, 1 10 IThdtwvog dyabov.
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In introducing quotations, proverbial expressions, and the like the particle 31 is
regularly found (as in Pl. 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: Pl. Gorg. 514E 10 Aeyduevov 31 todto (a frequent expres-
sion); id. Soph. 241D kol 16 Aeybdpevov 81 To0T0; [PL] Ax. 365B 10 KOLVOV &)
toUto . . . Bpvhovpevov; Plut. Lyc. 10 tobto 31 10 Opvioduevov. In Maximus
compare 37. 2 (p. 428. 3) 10 kahovpevov 81 todTo.

In this passage, therefore, the Greek would be more idiomatic if we were to read
Kkai 10 BpuAiovpevoy <dH> TobTo “Td dyabov” . . . odvdelc Hpd.'

28.4 (p. 337. 6-12 H.):

O pév yap onotv ovv 1@ Sre idcBar kai 10 pépog, kai &dbvatov elvar cotnpiav
nopayiveoBal 1@ popio, npiv kai @ navii EAOY° dpBdg Aéyov, kayd neiBopo,
Soa ye &énl oopatog &v 8¢ T wuyfig kai copatog ovluyig dviiotpdeng enui
Exev: @ yap &v 10 pépog kardg Exn, dvaykn 1o ndv 100Te Exelv KAADG KTA.

Normal Greek style all but demands dvaykn <koai> t0 mdv 100t £YeLv KAADG.
Compare above, lines 6-7 (cUv 1@ 6L . . . kal 10 pépog) and 8 (1@ popiw, mpiv
kat 1@ mavti). I cite one example from Aristotle, as more would be superfluous,
MA 699b32-34: &dpa 5¢ del T dxivnTov elvat kal fpepodv EEw Tob Kivovpévou,
undév dv éxeivov popiov, §| ob; kai todto noTEPOV Kai éni Tod mavidg obtwg

bndpyewv dvaykaiov; in Maximus’ text the kai fell out by haplography with the
final syllable of &vdyxn.

41.5 (p. 483.9-17 H.):

] pev eddaipov kai pakapio yoym . . . dpyet 1o dppatog, kai kordlet Tag t@vV
innov oppdg: oi 8¢ elowv dteyvdg navtodanoli, BAlog dAlayol Belv Sitwpunuévor,
6 pev adtdv dkoraoTog kai ddnedyog kat HEproThg, O 88 Bupddng kai iTNTIKOG
kol EPTANKTOG, 6 88 vebng kai Ekhelvpévog, O 8¢ dvehevBepog kal opikpOepwV
Kol Tamelvog.

The inspiration for this allegory is of course the familiar myth in the Phaedrus,
which Greeks of the later periods never wearied of imitating.” This sentence is
carefully articulated, and the balanced structure is very strict; in the manuscript
tradition three of the four {nmot 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 kai éxAehvpévog. 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.):

TabTd TO1 EVVOdV, TIyovunv Seiv gpoviiotéov eivai pot kTA.

15 3¢iv del. Davis : 81 Heinsius : dei Hahn

1. Headlam, loc. cit., remarks, “10 t100 A6yov 81} tol1o0, ‘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 év Aicamnov
L6y01G / £oTiv AeyOpevov 81 TL KTA.

2. For the topos as modified by Maximus, see G. L. Koniaris, “On Maximus of Tyre: Zetemeta (I),”
CA 1(1982): 103, n. 37.
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The reason why scholars have condemned deiv is obvious; it seems redundant in
combination with @povtictéov, which itself contains the requisite notion of
obligation or necessity. Hence the expulsion of d¢iv as corruption or gloss. In
reality, the joining of superfluous d¢iv with verbal adjectives and other expres-
sions of necessity or propriety (e.g., Gvaykaiov . . . deiv) 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 d¢iv 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 deiv specifically with a verbal adjective, see Pl
Rep. 535A ¢xeivog t0g @Ooeig olov deiv éxhextéag elvar and id. Epist. 7. 328B-C
Eppeye deiv . . . kai viv meipatéov eivar.’ Observe that in these passages, just as
in Maximus, deiv precedes the verbal adjective. Furthermore, there is clearly
discernible the additional tendency of the living language to conjoin deiv with a
verb of thinking (ofov delv ~ fiyovunv deiv), even where the infinitive would
appear to be superfluous. See LSJ, s.vv. fjyéopar I11. 4 and ofopar VI. 2 (where
this “superfluous” use of deiv is explicitly recognized). In the present passage of
Maximus d¢eiv never should have been questioned.

23. 1 (p. 278.9-11 H.):

&pa todg &ni okandvy kail abrakt npodg i Yij Stamovovpévoug, detvovg dpodv,
&yaBovg putevety, v aunte de§lobg, &v OpydTe PLLOTOVOULG;

It has gone undetected that in this sentence Maximus’ phrase dewvovg dpodv,
ayaBolg @utevely is directly modeled on a verse of Tyrtaeus’, frag. 5. 3 West
(= frag. 4. 3 Diehl): Meoonivnv dyaBov pév édpoidv, dyabov 8¢ eutetdelv. 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.) adtog 8¢ 1) wuy i}, KoV Q® XpMHaTL Kol
TOALTTAOVESTEPY TOV COUATOV, TavToyod TEPLEPéPeTo, which is an obvious
echo of Plato Jon 534B xoUgov yap ypfipa momtng €0ty Kal ttnvov kai tepov;
it certainly would have been recognized as such by many an ancient reader.’ 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.’ 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 Pl. Phdr. 264B, Soph. 221A, Symp. 185E-86A; compare also Burnet at Arist.
EN 1142b18.

4. Maximus applies the phrase xobgov ypfipa 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, #| &n’ adt@v 86&a, kobgov ypiiua.

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 T Pl. Leg. 629A,
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adtika memointol adt® &v 1oig Adyolg peipdkiov Oettahikdv kai dvip
Baoihikdg, Axilreds kai ‘Ayapépvav: O pev O’ opyiig eic UBpLv mpopepduevog,
6 Ayapépvav, 6 8& 'Axidlreds nponniakiobeic pnvidv: eikéveg Tabdv, vedtntog
kai £€ovoiag. avtifeg Tol Ekatépw tOV Néotopa, moraidv 1@ Ypove, dyadov
@povely, devov eineiv. mdhv ab Ogpoitng nemointat adtd aioy pog ideiv, poviyv
gneoPoérog, yvouny draktog, olog elval eikdv dkordotov dfpov. dAL™ dvtibeg
kai to0te dvépa dyadov, fiyepova dkpifi, Emmopevopevov KTA.

In line 10 restore the idiomatic particle which has fallen out: <@AA’> dvtifeg Tot
ktA. Maximus uses the identical phrase immediately below, line 14 AL’ dvtiBeg
kai TovTE KTA., where the kai should be noted; it may well indicate that this is the
second occurrence of AA" &vtifeg. For repeated GAAd 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.

’Avtifec tot, with or without a preceding @A)X’, 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, G P2, pp. 539, 545). For instances of o1 with the imperative Denniston
refers to Anacreon, Aeschylus, Sophocles, Euripides, Aristophanes, and but one
prose occurrence, Pl. Gorg. 461E. In the Platonic passage the phrase in question
is—G&AAa dvtifeg 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 [TAatwvikog pthdécogpoc. 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:
elkdveg maB@V, vedtntog kai ¢Eovoiag. 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—mnpecpiOtepot versus vedtepot.
In the sentence just before @AAd &vtiBeg Tor Socrates mentions Athens, where
there exists mheiotn . . . £é€ovoia tod Aéyev. In other words, the same two motifs,
vedtng and ¢€ovoia, 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 GAA dvtifeg tot (or @AAra with scriptio plena: we could never know) and
not &vtibeg tot. Only the inexperienced will wish to see traces of petitio principii
in this reasoning.

The story does not end here. For when Plato wrote dAL& dvtiBeg ot he was
himself borrowing a poetic phrase. (After all, the tol 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. 1 p. 103 Westerink), it is described as 10
@epdpevov . . . Enog. 1 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 GAA> dvtifeg Tot may itself be paratragic. Fata sua
habent locutiones.’®

As for Maximus, I consider it improbable in the extreme that he realized that
Plato’s 8AL(d) Gvtifeg tol 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 mepi Gpeokoviwv, 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 8épata and ténor
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. Pl. Gorg. 461E, to give one example, never found its way into
handbook or anthology.

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

2av 8¢ Acwvidav Aéyng kai ‘Aynoilaov, yvopilo v dpethy, Kal péuvnpat Tod
‘Hpakhéouvg, kai &nawv®d thv evyévelav. €ife pot kai 10 ‘Apioteidov yévog fv
ABfvnoty, £ife 10 Zwkpatovg' tipnoa &v tovtoug G ‘Hpakieidag, dg
IMepoeidag, Og ednatpidag.

Noble birth is at issue and Maximus conjures up by name some of the great old
families, or clans, of pvBiotopia. The name edmatpidar is a generic term for the
privileged aristocracy, known to us especially from Athens, and not originally the
name of any specific yévoc.® But Maximus was no historian, and what is wanted
here is a proper name to correspond to ‘HpaxXeidag and Ilepoeidag. That
edmatpidal 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).



NOTES AND Di1SCUSSIONS 49

clear from Isocrates 16. 25: 6 yap natfp npdg pgv avdpdv fiv Ednatpiddv, v thv
evyévetav &€ avtiig Ttiig Emwvupiog pddiov yvdvar, Tpdg yovaikdv 8 AAKpE®-
vid@v ktA.’ 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. edmatpidng I1, for apparent references to a specific family. Read
therefore what the parallelism requires: d¢ “Hpaxieidag, g Iepoeidag, dg
Ednatpidag. 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 Edmatpid®dv 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 [ 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 roié et are cited from
deteriores), which has been adopted by Lenz (1932), Bomer (1958), and Wormell-
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