
ON THE TEXT OF MAXIMUS TYRIUS 

THE present paper consists of emendations in the text of Maximus Tyrius. For 
convenience in citing the text I shall refer by page and line to Hobein's edition. 

All the known codices of Maximus, as M. Mutschmann2 and F. Schulte3 
have shown, most probably (many say certainly) derive from the Parisinus 1962 
which belongs to the tenth or the eleventh century.4 In Hobein's edition and 
in the present paper the codex is indicated by the letter R. 

On p. 97, 1-2 R (Hob.) offers r 6 Stia crov rroAAXo 7r 6CvryrTo Trps rTO advarov 

LETELXt(aO07 which is meaningless. With some of the apographa and the older 
editors we should read rfe tD L'&euov TroAAh rO Osvr/rov rrpos ro daOvarov Leretxtc'a67 

KTA. I suspect that r3 Ovvqrov (nom. subject of tETretaO7q) became rT ) Ov,rT on 
account of the preceding dative 7roAAh. Then, because there was no subject 
(nominative) left for SLeretXtlcO-, the original To (in line I) was changed to ro 

(ro td&a eoaov being taken as subject of the verb). The meaning of the passage is 
that if there were no $alcoves, humans would be utterly barred from any 
communication with god because of the great gap which exists between them, 
mortals, and the immortal god. But the SatJL'oves, bridging the gap between the 

two, afford communication just as an interpreter achieves communication 
between Greeks and barbarians by translating from Greek to a barbaric 

language and vice versa (p. 97, 1-12). For a parallel meaning and construction 
of StarcEtIco cf. Lucian, de hist. conscr. 7: ov3 acrrev rO IaOtp. .. . taereTEXt7ra-t i 

tcropta 7Tpors TO EYKWCltOV. 
p. 97, 6-i i. R (Hob. Dubn.) offers KaOa7re.p . . . ovo ' v KaL TO T aoLvovco 

yEvos E71tKTOV vocEraL . Cod. Arlen. (Heins. Dav. Duk.) gives 8' av (pro 8' av). 
Now av-+pres. indic. in a main clause is offensive. Although 5' av'pro 5' a"v does 
not seem altogether impossible, the following stylistic observation points 
eloquently to a more probable conjecture. In the text of Maximus KaacOrrEp ... 

OvTcos appears six times always in one of the following two sequences: (a) KaOd- 

TrEp ... orV Kal (pp. 43, I I ff; 47, 5 ff.; 264, 4 ff.; 457, 17 if.) (b) Kac7dnep ... 

otWrcs dE,eALE Kal (pp. 246, 14 f.; 479, I2 ff.). I believe that on p. 97, 6-I we 

should emend KaOdrrep ... ov-rcs> a,u eA)t> Kat (or, less probably KaOaTrep . . . 

OVTrW [8' av] Kal). In further support of this emendation I wish to draw attention 

to the following seven instances of ovrws- daXAEt (six are parallel to the construc- 
tion KadTrrep ... orcovT dlxS eAt, except that instead of KaOa7rep we have cUrTrep or 

us): pp. 20, 3; 66, 5; 137, 3; 364, 7; 372, 8-9 (in these five instances arOTrep 

precedes); 466, i8 (with preceding cos); 434, 19. 
p. 138, 3. R gives e?47 (sic), codd. Pacc. Arlen. followed by older editors 

Srrov. Schenkl, Hob. conjectured 'Eesg. I propose eE'<rrov> re Ao'dy which has 

a parallel on p. 325, 6 Aeyovrt ec'rrov. Maximus never uses Efes or any other 

form of the aor. E'bK/a, but this may be accidental. However, the meaning 
'follow', qe('rrov), rather than 'yield', E'es, is more appropriate in this place 

I H. Hobein, Maximus Tyrius (Lips., Dissertatio Inauguralis (G6tting., 1915), 1-76. 
Teubn., 1910). His stemma, ibid. 73. 

2 H. Mutschmann, 'Die Uberlieferungs- 4 A description of R may conveniently be 

geschichte des Maximus Tyrius', Rh. Mus. found in the above-mentioned edition by 
lxviii (1913), 560-83. His stemma, ibid. 583. Hobein, praef., pp. xxi-xxxii. 

3 F. Schulte, De Maximi Tyrii codicibus, 
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where motion forward is metaphorically expressed; cf. EOcb'K7pat (line 6) and the 
almost certain emendation of E'P-4Erat to rjy'qcr-rat (line 4) proposed by Reiske 
and accepted by Duibn. From any viewpoint EbE'<irov> seems superior to 
Efs.. 

p. 166, io. R (edd.) gives cE's o'AKao'. Maximus has nowhere else used 

vav^s o'AKaJgbut only o'AKa'c (183, 15; 9, 4; 353, I9; io6, I I ; 355, 7, i6; 340, IO). 
Since in addition I find no examples of vais- oXKaJs in LSJ or in Stephanus, 
I believe that vco'g should be deleted. Reiske has proposed <8'K&K?V> VEWoASKa'80,r 

or <v7')J la>i> CES 6AKaJ0os. I take VEw's as either a gloss on oAKca0s- or as the wrong 
correction of a corrupt 81Kq,v (or of whatever other word stood in this place). In 

support of Reiske's K81K-qv> I wish to note that this adverb is very common in 
Maximus (cf. pp. I 2, 8 ; 6 , I ; I I3, 7 ; I 17, I 9 ;363, I 0; 364, 2, 12, 13 ;420, I 5 

428, IO; 436, 3; 467, i8, I9, 20; 477, I2).' Further I believe that Reiske's 
emendation and punctuation (followed by Dtibn.) Ko0WCV'laV <KatU> 7roAEl-r'a. 

46p. K-rA. is correct.2 Hobein's text, KOLCWCXlav. IHoAL-dlav 6pd KTA. seems to me 

to be faulty. The point of the example of the oXKaKg is not to establish that the 
f'os. of men is 7ToALtCKo' flos, but that it is 'unstable'. And Reiske's sequence 
KOLVWVlaV <KaKl> IToAI7-Elav in addition to making good sense also finds a parallel 
(in reverse order) on p. 482, 14 ToALAcTElas ,d-rOXOV, KOLWOVIOS EpTvcrav. Finally 
with some of the apographa and the older editors I think that on p. i66, iI we 
should write -7TEpatoV'1aEv ov (sc. -rov /3'ov), not 7TEpaLLoVJLLEvoS, (sc. ocn), the reading 
of R (Hob.). The point Maximus makes is that the aivOpJnrwos, /3i0s, in general is 
as uncertain as a o'AKa' crossing a great sea. It is beside his immediate point 
that the person he addresses, being an J'vOpwr7ros-, also crosses such a sea. The 
emendation of Dav. TEpacovtLE`VTJs- makes good sense. But on account of the fol- 
lowing a'-r'v (sc. -r-qjv oSAKa'8a) it seems unlikely that an original 7Epatov/LEC7qs- 

would have ended as 7TEpatov[LEcvov or 7TEpatol4tUevos-. The opposite would have 
been more likely. So it seems that the o at the end of 7rEpatov4tEvo- is original. 

p. 21I2, 6. R (Hob.) gives JoUTE ELKO'S-, which is offensive. Reiske, Dtibn. pro- 
posed w'OyE IELKOSg, but Maximus nowhere else uses cuuyE (or W5s- YE) ElKoS,'. We 
should write with confidence LS ' ro' EL'Ko' (Cf. Pp. i85, I I; 201I, i6). 

P. 254, 7. R gives &`A-q3,V eEKpOf. Older editors deleted E'v. Hob. proposed E'V 

VIEKpOv <VEKpoU>. I believe that we should emend E'v to KaLL 'even'. AI may be 
corrupted to N. Furthermore, K, with its vertical bar lost, may be read as C, 
and (N leads easily to the conjecture ECV. 

p. !284, 8. R (Hob.) offers yEwopyt'as,- -cract KrA. This is nonsensical Greek. 
Hemns, proposes yEWupy 7oCas' I-raiJTra, Markl. yEwpyovcrt -rai3ra, Schenkl yEWopyo't S 

ELs- raW-ra. I agree with Meiser's emendation yEwopycE -raVTca except that I prefer 
yEWopy E' -raura (with 8E' additivum) which offers a smoother transition. The 
-AC of yEwpyioas I consider the product of a corrupt JIE. What may have 

IIn Maximus the adv. &LK77V precedes its Such prosopopoeia, apart from being far- 
case only once, p. I 2, 8 SL'K-qV XOP016. It is then fetched in prose, finds no parallel in Maxi- 
possible that veWS' is a gloss on J\KacSog and mus (and I have checked all instances of 
we should write [vE'g] JAKai809 <&LK77v>. one J3o,r, coAKdir, and vaiDg). On the other hand fibs- 
might suggest that vao's, ought only to be o6AKci'o0- /31os s-' v o aic t3osva-6 i 
deleted without any further addition. In such not very meaningful, because it exemplifies 
a case we would construe JAKa&s0- sc. /t'ov. 'human life' with an example of human life 
But JAKa.'o0- SC. 13c'ov either as prosopopoeia of (/lbos- vav7-c5v is an J5~og of human life). 
O'AKaS- (= the life of 6AKa',) or in the sense of 2 For d'ipfgs as first word after a full stop cf. 

Eib- v o'A Kci' (= t3cos 0a5 I--)isnt PP. 92, 4; I52, i8; i63, 7; 302, i8; 349. 9;~ 
very likely to represent the original text. 380, 5; 478, 4; 48I, 3. 

131 



happened is that a corrupt zE in FEQPJEIJE occasioned the reading rEQ?P- 
IEIAC, which was corrected to yEwpykzsa 

p. 294, i. R and the edd. give 4po$iCLVEa E'KaCTEpOv. The reading epa4LEOc is 

very awkward. From what follows it is clear that Maximus does not ask 
EKCaTEpOV (the warrior and the peasant) about their wisdom but judges it by 
observing their activities. Heins. proposed 0'pC0LEGa, Meiser JpEVVC0/LEQ0, neither 
one of which is supported by the usage of Maximus. I believe that we should 
emend with confidence to <O>E<a>aUO4zEO0 E'Ka'TEPOV. Cf. p. 174, 12 EPE XaPL'9 
EKCLTErpOV GEacrW,LEOc p. 291, 7 OEa"cTO4E7a J77~ (with Scaliger, Reins., ~5iro R 
(Hob.)) i-Jv E7TLt7T-qEvLa'cLv CEKaLIEPOV; also cf. pp. 76, I7; Ioo, 4; I48, I2; 227, 
I3; 257, 3; 289, I; 290, 3; 29I, 9. 

p. 323, I i. R (Hob.) gives ovrTW/Wt 80KCE,Ei KaAct^v, c5 av EL Kcat rjAtoV KCaAEdSg 

7VE6 
- 'A('ov av3y4'v. The indicative KaXEAs whether pres. or fut. is both contrary 

to classical Greek usage, in which the imperf. or aor. indic., or the optat., is 
expected after Uw71TEp avr E, and also contrary to the usage of Maximus. Dtibn. 
conjectured KaAotls or KaAool-1sg I propose the imperf. indic. <Ec>KJAELS. The con- 
struction is oi'rw /LOL aOKEL-S KaAELcV, CWITOcEp av (sc. EOOKEL&) El Ka2t TALOV <Ec>Ka'AE`LS 

T-q ',J I5Aiov av3y4jv. Maximus uses the imperf. indic. in the two other passages in 
which JcTIITEp a'v Ec occurs, pp. 143, 13 and 439, 2. 

p.34,-3 R (Rob.) gives a'AAa3' Crv3 tkEV TO'TE ITO'VOVS 4'p6.s-. Most of the apo- 
grap/ha followed by Hemns. Dav. Duk. Duibn. give a'AAa3'ut Orv peV OV3& To'-e n-o'vov& 

0"ag The TrOWE is idle if not wholly meaningless and in my opinion it is the pro- 
duct of misreading ToJs.9 written in capital letters, i.e. TOYC > TOTE. The 
letters T and Y are frequently confused and so TOYC read as TOTC may easily 
give rise to TOTE (cf. 389, 2 where with some of the apographa and Markl., 
Duibn. we should confidently write roj pro TO'T' (Robein's defence Of T-oT' iS out- 
rageous) and also P. 408, i8, where with Mutschmann and Schulte we should 
most probably correct the hapax KapvEpL'a to KapTrEpt'a (in both cases we have 
confusion between T and Y). What is obviously missing is the article T0ov' (Cf. 

p. 374, 1 `tsHpaKAE`oVS. -q'8ova's) which by conjecture entered the text before 
TOTrE in many of the apographa. We should unhesitatingly read a'AAa' orV3 ILEV T-ot 

P. 386, 7-8. R gives 7rapa3' U Ko'vvov 5`atpatv (line 7) and 7racp& U MEA-qct1OV [- 
correctum ex ? pr. in.] 4&0-qv. Day, observes: '...Conni lenonis aut cantoris Melesiae 
nulla, quod sciam, superest apud veteres memoria.' Maximus refers to the well-known 
musician Ko'vvos! on P. 441, I2, 7rapa SE' Ko'vvoV Ta' 4LLoVOrKa'. Since there is no 
Ko'vvog~ who is known as a 7ropvo/oouKos., but whereas there is a musician of that 
name known from different sources and mentioned elsewhere by Maximus on 
P. 441, it is reasonably certain that the Ko'vvos- on P. 386 is the musician. Most 
probably, then, on P. 386 Ko'vvov must refer to 4&4-12v. Reins., keeping 4PS8-qv after 
MEAcqoa?ov, emends E`Tatpav to Kica9pav. Rowever, E'Ta'paLv is needed in this 
passage, the theme of which is 00,7jov (cf. P. 370, 3-4 Tpa7r' 2LELa,KaL 

OPXYJCTEL&- 22v/ap?-T?Kac, KaLt E'Ta pat Kopi'v6cat; P. 390, 2-4 a'IC~AE T-qJv yauTpos- 

E'rnGvpdav J0 .ac!EAE T-qJv al8ot'Wv EWt6vpdav). Something also may be said in 
favour of the objection of Day., who observes: K.. tOappc8tv non KLOa'pav, 
a citharoedo petere debuit; nullam voluptatem secumfert cithara, nisi praesto sint artifices 
manus . . .' Rob. (following Pacc.) emends MEA-qolov to MtA-qci1ov and transposes 
the proper names, i.e. 7rapa' U MtA-qrpiOv E'Taipav (line 7) and 7rapa4 SE Ko'vvov 

C0'8&qv. I am inclined to keep the proper names in their manuscript position and 
transpose only the nomina appellativa, i.e. rctapad SE Kdvvov c' 8&4v (line 7) and w~apa' 

G. L. K~ONIARIS~ I32 
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3E McAvnalov &ratpav. In my opinion E'-raipav fits better at the end of the sequence 
by forming the natural summit of '8ov'. Notice that on p. 370, 3-4 we have the 
sequence TpaITE?at, opXX1aoEtr... ErathpaE (food ... dancing ... sex) which, with 

my transposition, would also be achieved on p. 386, 6-8, where we would 
have O'ov ... otvov (corresponding to rpa'vcLTaLt on p. 370), 4&rqv (corresponding 
to oPX?7coELs on p. 370), J-radpav (corresponding to -cratpaL on p. 370). Notice also 
that on p. 390, 2-4 the ada8owv Er7t0t6vda is mentioned after yaorrpOs EinGvt1'av, 
i.e., the sequence is first food and drink, then sex. The same sequence is found in 
Plu. De virt. mor. 445 f re bayLE^v, i- -iTLEdV, r7 '7-S Aqpo&-n- 7-vyXCaELV. XVhat 
caused the transposition of c'3qv and EWcapav? Perhaps someone, etymologizing 
MEXActcasL fancifully (corrected in R from MEAUa'sa and so perhaps written as 
MEALcTas in the manuscript from which R was copied) from lE'Aos- (pEAtLcqo's-, 
pAtoitLa), thought that it would be more elegant to have 4&Iqv refer to MEArcdasx 
Such a person surely did not know that Kovvos, was a musician nor had he yet 
read p. 441 where Maximus explicitly states that Kovvos is a musician. The 
moment cb'8-'v was referred to MEcAnalas, the obvious alternative was to refer 
cE'radpav to K'vosg. I know of no procurer (or musician) by the name of MEA-olasr 

(or MEALcnas' or MLtAonos') mentioned elsewhere. 
P. 427, i8-2o. R (Hob.) gives rp&ypa ... EY'YV.' ITOt), TLvo.9 T?? xpetacr aLperi7)S 

which is indefensible for two reasons: (a) XPElaS- is meaningless in the context of 
lines i12 if., (b) -tLvog -r~ is illogical-as Markl. observed, we can read either 
-rtvo&- (deleting r~g or i-ig (deleting -tLvo&) but hardly rwvog' -r~-i.e. xpctag, or 
whatever other noun we suggest in its place, is either indefinite (== -i-wos 

xP'Etag) or definite (=~ 7-i-'s Xpdas') but hardly indefinite-definite (= 'nvogsq 
XPELas'). Day, corrected XpElas' to GEcLSa (a most attractive emendation from the 
point of meaning and the ductus litterarum, and accepted by Markl. Dtibn. 
Hahn), and deleted -rs to retain -rtvos'. Hahn kept -ris' before OEkLSg and con- 
jectured 7E'os' pro rtvos'. Meiser conjectured -rtvos* OEU7TEUaas. With Markl. 
Dtibn. and Hahn I accept as certain the emendation of Xpet'ag to 6Etas' proposed 
by Day. In my opinion a damaged (0)dEag became XPELas' by the influence of 
XpElav in line i9. I keep -r~s' before 6ELclag and instead of rTLvos' I propose TELvov 

(neut. part.) agreeing with 7rpdy~ua of line i8. It is hard to see how '-fjs' would 
have appeared after -rtvos-, or -rtvos before r~s', without some manuscript 
authority. Under the circumstances it is far more probable that one of the two 
words is a product of corruption than 'of addition. Consequently deletion here 
seems unwise. The expression ~y&'...'~LO 'OEcLas' dper7S id aprle 
on p. I25, II E'yyv'arTa... lrEtvEt ,kavicas' (cf. also P1. Phd. 65 a E')/V'g... 7'rtEtvE Too 

TIEGVVaLva). The point made by E'y'y~' . . . ~TELl'OV r~S' OELcaso apeirjs- is that by being 
cvOpwirot a'Ya6oit we come close to OcLa ape--q',. 

P. 432, i8-i9. R (edd.) offerS KEpaUaag rjn rvpavvt't E'pwo-ca, 24LEp&OV Ka't 

KA,Eofov'AoV K4[?7V, Kcat av'Aov~'g BaOv'AAov, Ka't CO&)qV 'IWVLK'IV. Markl. rightly 
suspected ai3Aov's-. Bathyllus is not a flute-player but a ,TaLL&Ka, as are Smerdias 
and Cleobulus. And since the last two are praised for their beauty, one would 
naturally expect that Bathyllus, too, ought to be praised for his beauty. Indeed, 
elsewhere in Maximus, p. 233, 2-4, where the three 7TatSKa' are mentioned 
again, Smerdias is praised for his hair, Cleobulus for his eyes, and Bathyllus for 
the bloom of his youth, ~tLcrUTa 8E av'i-oi [sc. roi3 AvaKcpEovros'] 7a- 4ra-raa ?Tsg 
24E'1p&os- KcO'PqS', KaLL rCov KAcoflov'Aov O'O6aA[k6V, KatU 7-is-' BaOt'AAov pas-. Markl. 
proposed Ka&AAos' for ai'Aov's-. In my opinion the correct emendation for at3Aov'!9 
is most likely to be found on P. 233, 2-4. Comparing P. 432, I 8-1 9 with p. 233, 
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2-4 we find close similarities. (a) In both passages the three TratSLcK are men- 
tioned; (b) in both passages the names of these three rTaLSLKa are arranged in the 
same sequence (Smerdias, Cleobulus, Bathyllus); (c) in both passages the 
element KOdfL occurs which is attributed on p. 233 to Smerdias only, and on 
p. 432 to Smerdias and Cleobulus jointly. Since the element avAovs, which 
occurs in only one of the two passages, is unsatisfactory, it is obvious that the 
words copav or o30)6aAtoovs of the other passage are worth considering as probable 
emendations for avAov's. For if the two passages in their present state agree in 
three points, and if avtAov's is a corruption, it is a priori probable that the two 
passages were originally in agreement on four points and that the fourth point 
lurks under avAov's. Both copav and odOaAuzovs are suitable in meaning as 
substitutes for auAovs. I suspect that avAovs entered the text either because of 
avA,os and avA4 (p. 432, I3 and I5), or because of the following KaC cL$qv 
'IWVtKtCV, which easily brings to mind 'flute' (cf. p. 430, 13 o avAoS 77vyKayev 
'Icovwv). Thus on p. 432, I8-I9 I suggest Kepdaas r rvj pavvl Epwtora, C7zeplov 
Kal KAeofohovov KOdL/jv, Kal cJpav [or <(do)>aAtovs] BaOvAAov. The correction to 

<(d40>aALovts is supported by the ductus litterarum, the correction to 'pav by the 
fact that on p. 233, 4 BaOvAAos is praised for his gUpav. It is difficult to decide 
which of the two corrections is more likely the hand of Maximus. I shall 
venture to choose cpav. 

p. 439, 21. R gives 7rLaretro 8e azorT ovX i aooloa. Codd. Pacc. and Arlen. 
followed by the older editors omit oux. Hobein for no good reason prints ovXI (pro 
o)X 71), Dav. proposed ovv (for o'x) and Markl. writes oKr/craoaot'a. The context 

clearly shows that o3X is contrary to the author's meaning. Maximus says that 
at the beginning Aristeas' wisdom was doubted by people because Aristeas 
tLr8E'va av)rCs (== -Trl Eavrov aoolaca) 8tSaarKaAov r7pov?epev. This becomes even 

more obvious by what follows on p. 440, 2; 7rpos (= against) oiv 87 rijv Tritv 

dvOprcrov a'rtarLav KrA. I believe that we should delete oitx. The appearance of 

ovX seems to me to have occurred as follows: Before R existed, someone who 
oY 

wished to suggest aviroi pro avrC wrote OY above Q(I) (= AYTQ(I)). Then 
or 

AYTQ(I) H COPIA was understood as avrw ovi(X) X uoota, so that ov entered 
the text as ovx. The reading avrovpro avT3cr may have been suggested by a paral- 
lel on p. 406, 7 adrrTcrWrat av)rov 7 lcKpIELcIa, but it may also have stemmatic 

value. I cannot decide whether we should write avrov pro av3rc. It seems that 

avirc is the lectio difficilior and consequently preferable. 
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