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that the good in general is an acceptable measure for everything
that transpires in the experimental world. ,

The remaining fragments which have been atttibuted to the
Politicus®) really are of small interest to us in that they contribute
little if anything to our understanding of this eatly dialogue. As
a matter of fact, some scholars have raised serious doubts as to
whether they are in any way related to the Po/iticus®).

Notre Dame, Indiana  Anton-Hermann Chroust

EMENDATIONS IN THE TEXT OF MAXIMUS
OF TYRE

This paper consists of eleven textual notes on Maximus of
Tyre, the eclectic Platonic philosopher and rhetorician of the
second century of our era. For the readet’s convenience, in
citing the text I shall refer by page and line to Hobein’s?) critical
edition of Maximus. The textual notes of Davis, Markland, and
Reiske are taken from the second edition of Davis?) in Leipzig.
A list of publications containing the emendations of scholars
mentioned in this paper will be found in the praefatio to Hobein’s
edition, pp. XVII-XX.

38) Seneca, De Iral. 3. 3, and ibid. at 1. 7. 1; 1. 9. 2; L. 17, 1; 11 3. 15
Cicero, Tuscul. Disput. IV, 19. 43; Philodemus, De Ira, pp. 65, line 31 —
p. 66, line 2 (ed. Wilke); Rose, frag. 80; Ross, frag. 3. See also Philodemus,
De Rhetorica: Volumina Rhetorica, vol. 11 (ed. S. Sudhaus, 1896), p. 175.

39) None of the fragments cited in note 38, supra, specifically refers to
the Politicus. Fragment 81 (Rose), which V.Rose attributes to the Politicus,
is now attibuted to the Aristotelian On Poets by W.D.Ross: Ross, frag. 5
(On Poets).

1) H. Hobein, Maximus Tyrias, Philosophumena, Lipsiae, in aed. Teubneri,
1910.

2) Maximi Tyrii Dissertationes, ex recensione Ioannis Davisii ... editio
altera ... emendata notisque locupletioribus ancta. Cui accesserunt Ier. Marklandi
annotationes. Esccudi curavit et annotatinnculas de suo addidit Io. Iacobus Reiske,
pars prima, secunda, Lipsiae, Th. Georgius, 1774-1775.
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In most of the textual notes no stemmatic evaluation is
necessary, since they refer to a text shared by all codices. In the
few instances where differences occur preference must be given
to the codex Graecus Parisinus 1962, by far our best, which in
Hobein’s edition bears the sigillum R. This codex belongs to
the 1oth century?) and its significance was well recognized by so
early a scholar as Duebner. Hobein based his edition almost
exclusively on R, although he did not claim it to be the arche-
type of the existing codices?*). Soon after him Mutschmann5)
and Schulte®) argued that R was the archetype of all our codices
but without definite proof.

p. 139, 10-18: Ei 6é fovAet, tfj0e einalé pot 16 eyduevoy: tov
uév Ociov voiv T dpdv, Tov 08 dvbpdmwor T@® Aéyew* dpbaluod uéy
yag Polr 6&draroy, dpdws ondoa iy aiobnow o dpwuévov: Adyov
0¢ évégyeia Zowxev ayodaiey fadiouar. MaAdov 8¢ vadty eixaléobw
0 uév Oeiog vois xata Ty meptfolAny 10T fAiov wdvra dpopd Tov dv
yij Tomov G0pdwg, 6 88 dvlpdmivog xara Tiw mopeiay adrod, dAdore
GAAa udpm tod Glov mumogevouévov. Two of our codd., R and B,
give mepifolny ToT 1Alov, the rest (followed by Heinse, Davis,
Dukas, and Duebner) wagafodny tod 1jAiov.

Here Maximus provides two analogies of the relationship
between the O¢iog votc and the dvfpdmvos voic. The first analogy
is the relationship between ¢pa» and Aéyew. We see in a fraction of
a second, but we need time to describe things. Thus the feiog
vo¥c is rapid, wheteas the dvOpdmwog vois is slow. In the second
analogy the Oeiog vois is likened to the megifols} (or mapaBors)
700 7Alov, whatever this may mean, and the dvfpcdmwoc voic to
the zopeia 1jAiov. We understand the meaning of the mogeia §Alov
since it corresponds to the oyodaiov fddoua (line 14) of the first
example. The dvbpdmvos voiic moves slowly exactly as the sun does
in its daily mogeia from east to west. The question is the meaning
of megifoln (or magafolr)) tod HAlov. Line 16, dpopd tov &v yi
wémoy Ggdwg, leads back to foln dpbatuod (line 12), and this is

3) Hobein is wrong in ascribing R to the 11th cent. For the date of R
see P. Louis, A/binos Epitome, ““Les belles Lettres” Paris, 1945, p. XXIII (the
cod. is referred to as Parisinus Gr. 1962). H. Alline dates the cod. c. 888, see
P.Louis ib., p. XXV note 55.

4) Hobein’s stemma is to be found in op. ¢z, p. LXVIIL.

5) H.Mutschmann, Die Uberlicferungsgeschichte des Maximus Tyrius,
Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie vol. 68 (1913) pp. 560—583. His stemma ib.

.583.
P 36) F.Schulte, De Maximi Tyrii codicibus, Dissertatio inauguralis, Gottingae,
1915, pp. 1~76. His stemama 7b. p. 73.
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obviously the meaning of the text here. But neither wepifol? nor
nagafodr) can convey the idea of direct and rapid fok, abpdwe
ondoa iy alonow Tod dpwuévov. The prepositions nep! and magd
are not at all apt for giving either the rapidity or the directness
of the dpop@v. The answer is clearly suggested on p. 474, 11—
p. 475, 3. Maximus again describes the Ociog vodc as éni ndoag
&Euvoduevos pioeis dunydve tdyet, d¢ mpoafolr) dyews (=dpbal-
uew) ... xabdmep xai ai map’ 11Aiov dxrives mpoomesoboou TH Y7 ...
The first observation to make is that in the participle mgoo-
neoovoa, the directness of the sunlight is expressed with the pre-
position 7pdg, not megl or mapd. Note secondly the expression
7poafodn) dypews (dyews i.e. dpbatudv), which again on account
of mpds indicates the directness of eyesight. The apparatus criticus
(p- 475, 2) shows that cod. N reads mepifolrj, which is doubtless
a corruption of mpoafol . On account of the expression mposfoln
dywewg (which by corruption became mapafolr) dyews in N) on
p- 475, 2, I suggest correcting mepifoliy (ot magafolriy) Tod HAiov
on p. 139, 15 to mpooforfy tod 1jAiov. The Ociog vods is likened
to the light of the sun, which reaches the earth instantaneonsly and
directly, while the vots dvfpdmov is compared to the slow motion
of the sun in the sky. The expression mpoofodn) tod HiAlov (i.e.
npoofdAde 6 TjAog) is parallel to mpooforr) dpbaduot (i.e. mpoo-
BdAder 6 6pbaiuds), and the genitive fAiov (as well as dpfatuod in
the expression sposfols) dpbaiuot) is a subjective genitive. For
the mpoofolr) 100 7jAlov cf. also p. 65, 15 ff §éyeabau Try mooofolny
700 Qwtdg, ... and add Ael. N. A. 14. 23 t0? 1jAlov ai mgoaPolral;
Antiph. (Vorsokr. 11 343. 27) mpooforn 7Aiov.

p. 190, 17ff: 7} ydp dv nadoato xal odpavds megipegduevos®
xal yij Tpépovoa, xai motauol géovres, xal deyouévy Odlarra, xal
dpat dueifovoar, xal Moipaw diadayydvovoas, xal Moboa Fovoar.

Markland rightly detected that deyouérn was a corruption; for
we must expect an object with deyouérn but, as the text stands,
the only possibility is morauods géovrag, understood from the
preceding, and such a construction does not seem possible, since
the signifiers of the Zoya Aiudc (line 16 096¢ yop 6 Zevs ayolny
dyer), joined by seven coordinate xaf’s, certainly depict indepen-
dent, self-contained pictures. Markland corrected deyouévy Odlarra
to duayeouévn OdAarra. But, to my knowledge there is not a single
passage in the text of Maximus where 0dAarra is connected either
with diayéopar or with dudyvois. I propose the emendation dva-
yeouéyn OdAarra, in support of which I cite the following in-
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stances: pp. 308, 3 and 440, 9 dvayvoe Oardrine; p. 49, 6 dvayei-
tar Oddarta; p. 25, 8-10 & dxeavds ... dvayeivar. Moreover, I
think that a comma, not a semicolon, ought to follow megupepd-

Uevog.

p. 205, 4ff: Néoc uév yap dv ¢ @irdoopoc mpattérw, Aeyétw,
moMrevéobw, orgarevésbo, doyérw. Here the question is whether
Oewoia and ewonruxds flog are mote important than medéis and
ngammog ﬂwg Maximus finds them equally important (cf. p. 204,
12 ff dove xal omovdi & sxaregw cmswa,usvoa , %.7..), Dewpla because
of yvdois, mpdkis because of dgersj. But in life, he tells us, we can
prefer now Oewpla now mpakis, depending on the @ioig (a special
natural gift), or the 5jduia (age), or the vdyn (attending circum-
stances) of the individual. Some persons are weak in mp@éic but
strong in Oewpla, in others the converse occurs. In this case we
ought to prefer that in which we find ourselves stronger. We can
also choose on the basis of age. Maximus asserts that mpais be-
fits youth, adducing Homer, who says that a young man is good
for all kinds of mpdéeig, and, in concluding the chapter, he says:
véog uév yag Av ¢ pAdoopos mpatTétw, Aeyérw, modwevéobw, otoa-
tevéobw, doyérw and offers as examples the cases of Plato and
Xenophon. Plato’s youth was occupied in éni Xixediay doduor
xal wovor xal mepl Alwva omovdr], his old age in fabeia ayoln, xal
Adyor xalol, xai Oewpia dntatorog. Xenophon too as a young man
distinguished himself v tois Zpyois and only as an old man é» Toig
Adyows. In these examples there is a clear distinction between
Adyor and mpaéis — &pya. Therefore I suspect that on p. 205, 4
there is something wrong with the imperative Aeyérw. The giAd-
gopog, when young, is supposed to act (mpdrtew ), and to act may
well mean woAiredeaba, orparedealar, dpyew, but not Adyew, if we
take into consideration the examples of Plato and Xenophon,
who applied themselves to Adyot only when old. Thus I am in-
clined to emend ... mpartérw, <un> Aeyétw ... I suspect that the
1] of Aeyérw was omitted because none of the other four i impera-
tives was negatived. The person who left out usj, not realizing
the difference between modrrew and Aéyew, mpais and Adyor, took
Aeyérow as a kind of mp@éis together with nodirevéolw, orparevésbn,
doyérw. The meaning will be: When the philosopher is young,
let him be active in mpafic and not in Adyor, let him participate in
polmcs let him take the field as a soldier, let him rule. The mpaz-
térw p) Aeyéro is to be taken as one unity of which the three fol-
lowing imperatives constitute a tripartite epexegesis.
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p. 206, 1-3 : xaivijc *Actag énitry * EAAdda mepatotvrar otdAot,
7) éni vag > Abymow téxvac, 1) éni Ttovs Orfaiow Bvuods, 7) éni tods év
" Apyet tdnovs. Davis’ emendation xdzx 77 fot xai jc is attractive
but not necessary. The locative @rjfauaiv offered by cod. R and
adopted by Hobein seems wrong. Since on p. 218, 3 we find the
correct @7fnow given by R and other codd. (all the codd.?) we
ought to emend @7jfaiow on p. 206, 2 to Orffnow (cf.ib.” Abfymow
and not’ Abjvarow). The word Qvuods of line 3 has rightly offend-
ed the critics. Cod. N in the margin gives fidaovg for fvuods (this
cod. mispelling fvuods gives Ouuods which inspired the emenda-
tion to fudoovg) ; uibovgs is conjectured by Scaliger and approved
by Markland, ndpyovs by Meiset. In my judgment, none of the
proposed emendations restores the original text. On three occa-
sions Maximus has stated that the Thebans are known for their
avdhoi and addnrixd) a) p. 208, 20ff OnPaio. addyrixiy émirndedovow,
nal ot 1) O adddw poboa émiydoiog Toic Bowroist *Abnvaio
Ayew, nal oty 1) mepl Adyovs omovdn) Téyyn *Artie naudeduara
Konruna Ojpac ... .. 16 Octradind inmun, ta Kvenpaixa Suppeia, va
Alrwling Apoteiar. droveilovow *Axagvaves, medrdlovow Opdxes,
vowdTaw wAdovaw. b) p. 338, 7 “O uév Koorwwidng 8od xotivov
> Odvpsundyc, 6 08> Abmvaiog vixne Tomouriis, 6 0¢ Zragridrng omAi-
i, 6 Konruids Onfpag, 6 ZvPapirns yAdi, 6 OnPaiog avidv, 6
“lwy yopdv' %.T.A. ©) P. 432, 13ff OUrw Bowwrovs Tovs dygoixovs
avAog dmirndevduevos fudpwaey, xai moumyie Ilvdagos ovvwdds Td
avl®. On p. 205, 18-206, 3 Maximus refers first to the European
tourist who goes to Egypt to see the Nile, the pyramids, or
strange animals, or who goes to the Istros, or the Ganges, or
Babylon, or Sardis, or Ilion, or the Hellespont, attracted by this
ot that tourist attraction. Then he refers to the inhabitant of Asia
who comes as a tourist to Athens, Thebes, or Atgos, to view the
special attractions offered by these cities to their visitots. If in the
aforementioned passages Maximus speaks of the flutes as the
distinguishing characteristic of Theban culture, it is but natural
to suppose that Maximus will make his Asiatic tourists go to
Thebes to hear the Thebans play the flute. I think that we ought
to emend OYM OY X on p. 206, 3 to AYAOY X (adlods).

p. 206, 141 ... mdoay pév megaovuéyy OdAarray, mioay 68
duegyouévn yijy, mavra. 68 dépa avimrausvy, owbéovoa NAi, ovumegr-
pegouéyn oelayy, avwdedeusvn Td Tdv dAAwy doTowy Yood, xal povo-
vovyl 1@ Aul ovvouxovopodoa Ta 8vra xal cvvrdrrovoa. This is the
text offered by our codices. In the present passage Maximus tells

25 Rhein. Mus. f. Philol. N. F. CVIII
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us that the philosopher’s soul crosses not only every land and
sea but also the regions of heaven since it tuns.together with the
sun, moves together with the moon, and dances together with the
other stars. The first observation to make is that the uéy ... 64 ...
0¢ of the text shows that the three regions of the soul’s activities
are mdoa OdAarra ... wdoa yij ... ndg drjp. What follows after
ndvra 08 Géga Gimrouévy, namely, owbéovoa HAle ... cvumeor-
pegouév oelapyy, cvvdedeusdvn T@ T@v EAdwy dotewy yopd has no 64
and seems to be a further elaboration of dépa dvinrauévy. But the
sun, the moon, the stars, and the soul running with them are
found not in the region of drfp but either in the region of aifirjp
or beyond it. The following passages of Maximus illustrate this:
p- 107, 14t 1000 dbvarar xal yij mpds ailépa’ 6 uév yog elgnyaidy T
xefjua, xal mwardvwy peotov xai Ociwv yopdw, 1 8¢ molvpwvias ai
molvegylag nal diapwviag. > Ensiday yop dmallaysi woyn év0évde
éneioe [i.e. éx yis eig aibépa], drodvouévn o odua. . . émomveder udy
ad) Td oixeia Oedpara xabagois Tois dpladuois, wiire Smo capudy émi-
mgoolovuérn ... wire vmo Gépoc Dolegod Siaveryilopévn, ... On
p- 457, 3—10 Maximus places aif7jp below odpards and doroa, dre
below aifijo, and finally OdAarra below drjp. The text reads: oty
00 Tov mép xepaliis TolToy 0dpavdy, xai T dv adrd dorpa, xal
70y V7 adrd aifépa xal Vo ol dpa, xal tiy v adrd OdAarTay;
However, Maximus does not always separate aiftjo from odpavdc.
On p. 107, 14fF where «ifrjo is described as madvwr peoror xai
Oeicov yopdy, Maximus seems to be indicating with wadvwr and
Oelwy yogdv either the harmonious movements (cf. yopdy) of
celestial bodies, and thus to be taking ai#jo synonymously with
0dgavdg, ot else to be referring to the company of the gods who
are found in odpards and so again aifrjp and odpardc coincide. At
any rate the flight of the soul on p. 206, 14, which is compared
to a dream (p. 206, 12), finds a good parallel on p. 114, 1ff, where
the wrijows of the soul is explicitly stated to take place not in drjp
but in aifife: ... Zowxey udv Smve xaAd xai peoTd dvagydy dveipd-
Ty Eowey 08 puyijc mTijoer uetapoi, ody mép dxpwy pegoubine
T@Y Gpdy &v dyAvdder xal Tagarroudre TP ddor GAL Vmip TobTow
vyot &y orableod aiblépr ... From these passages it becomes
clear that Maximus, agreeing with the general Greek view, places
ailjo above drjo and also makes the soul travel év aiféor. The flight
of the soul in the ether is also found on p. 113, 6ff 7§ 68 oy
éndioa Tol oduarog, éndavaro & v aibépe, ... Finally its flight
from earth to heaven without the intermediate stage of d7jp but
directly from earth to the ether is excellently illustrated by the
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following passages: p. 440, 4ff Zpaoxey tiy Yoy adrd xaraii-
moloav 10 cdua, dvantdcav €00y Tod aibépoc, megumo-
Afjoor Ty yijy oy “EAAdda x.t.A. p. 106, 176 dneidoy 8¢ dmoxnduy
Ta vebpa Tavtl, xal 10 mvedua, xal Ta dAda To. domep xalddia, & by
TéWwg TIPOODPULETO TF] YVYT] TO cdua, TO uév dpbdon xal xard fubod
dyevo, atrn 68 8’ Eavrijs SxvnEaudvm ovéyer Te avTiy xal WBovra.
xal xaldetraw 1) Totadty woyr daijuwy 7oy, Opéuua aibéoiov, peroxi-
a0y éx yijc dnet (i.e. uerowuchéy éx yijs eig aiféoa as it becomes
clear from p. 107, 14ff 70070 ddvaraw xaiyi meoc aibépa). Notice the
adjective aiiépiov describing yvy. So I believe that on p. 206,
14ff instead of mdvra §dépa we ought to write ndvra § aifépa.
"Arjp for Maximus is a part of the earthly region alone and it
seems strange to suppose that in this passage in particular, where
he is speaking about the journey of the philosophet’s soul — the
aibéprov Opduua par excellence — he divagated from his custom and
used difp in place of aififp. Reiske emended dvinrouéyn to dumra-
uévy with the observation: dumrauévn nam alias, si dvivrauée
servetur, leg. sit mdvra 0& mpos aibépa. I find his observation con-
vincing. If then either mpdc or di- were cotrupt it is easy to see
how the cotruption would be extended to the next word. Thus
aifépa™) became dépa.

p. 215, 9ff "Av Tolvvy xab’ 1jdovi)y xpivye “ Ounooy §dew dvdoag,
elonvrdels mouTdy Yooy dxdlactov xai Paxyedovra, xpazvoivra
71dovf] Tijc  Ounjpov @ofjs, droyewpotoveis Tijs 1jdovijc Tov Gvdpa. *Hovg
Uy ydo, 1716Vs, GAAG 10 xdAdog dxpaidregoy Tic Ndovijs, xal ur) magé-
yov oyolny edpoaiveabar, GAAG émawely GAX Emawos ovy Hdovij udv,
4AX 0% adto fdov. On line 10 (Schenkl) Reiske and Duebner
give (@) dewa dpdc instead of ddew dvdpas. Markland emends to
Gdew oloy dpdc. Hobein’s text, with the punctuation it beats,
makes no sense as far as I can see. Duebner8) punctuates and
translates as follows: *Av Tofvvy xal %dovay xpivyc * Oungov, dewd.
Opds. elonvrleic moumrdv yopov Gxdlactov xai Pfaxyebovra, xgo-
Tovvra Noovij Tiis Oudfoov @oTjs. >Amoyeipotoveic Tijs 1idoviis Tov
divdoa; “ Hovowéy ydg, 169, aAla to xdAdog dxuaidrepoy Tijg fidoviic,
xal un mwopéyoy oyolny edpoalivecOar, dAAd émaweiv: AN Emawog
oy 0ovi] uév, GAL 0dx atro fdov). ‘Quodsi Homerum ex volup-

7) The distinction between aififfp and drfp, the first connected with the
soul, the second with the body appeats also in p. 81, 14fF.

8) Theophrasti Characteres, ... Maximi Tyrii Dissertationes graece et latine
cum indicibus ... emendavit Fred. Duebner, Parisiis, A. Firmin-Didot, 1877, p. 94.
lines 37-44.

2c¥*
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tate aestimas, rem atrocem facis: examen ingens lascivorum nobis
furiosorumque immittis poetarum, qui in hac quidem parte
Homero sunt praeferendi. Tune suffragio tuo iucunditatem
Homero non concedis? Tucundus, fateor, iucundus est; sed longe
maior ejus pulchritudo, quae lectori non permittit ut delectetur,
sed ut laudet tantum: laus autem ut cum voluptate coniuncta est,
ita non est ipsa voluptas’. As we shall see, this interpretation is
not satisfactory either. In his apparatus criticus Hobein stated that
Knebel defended the reading of the codd. I do not know whether
Knebel’s defence pertains to lines 11-16 as well. I was unable to
find his publication (Observationes in Maximi Tyrii Dissertationes,
Progr. Gymnas. Coblenz I ez II 1833 ; see Hobein’s edition, praef.
p. XVIII), and so cannot say to what extent our opinions coin-
cide.

The question which Maximus raises in the present speech is
whether Plato is justified in dismissing Homer from the ideal
city. Maximus answets the question in a way expected to satisfy
both the Platonist and the admirer of Homer. The fact that Ho-
mer was driven out of the ideal city, Maximus tells us on p. 211,
ought not to be interpreted as an driuia. Plato’s city is not a Cre-
tan, a Dorian, a Peloponnesian, a Sicilian, or an Attic city with
real existence, but an imaginary city or, more exactly, an ideal
city. In this ideal city both &woixnoic xai moliweia are made by
Adyog (while in an actual city they are made by ypeia). In other
words Plato’s molirela is conceived as flog Oewpnrixds and not as
Blog moaxtinds. Had Plato concerned himself with the problems
of an actual city he would certainly have retained not only Homer
but also other poets as a kind of gdguaxov, for what he styles
Tamewoy xal Huelnuévoy (p. 213, 17-18; also see ib. 2-17). But
ordlev 8Eelfdarar 0 Tamewoy mwdv xal T0 Huelnuévoy,ti det évraiba
TotoUTov pagudxov; The answer is 09dév det évratla votodrov pag-
udxov. We cannot but agree that such a pdguaxoy is not needed in
the ideal Platonic city. T'o make his point clearer Maximus gives
a hypothetical example (p. 212, 1ff). Suppose there were 2 human
society of which each member possessed a body absolutely
4deés papudxwy xal payyavevudrwy xai Siaurnudrov iatgudy. Is it
possible to imagine that these people would consider it a dis-
honor to the god and the art of medicine to have sent Hippo-
crates the physician out of their city to other societies in which
sickness still exists? It is the sick who need the physician, not the
healthy. After this example Maximus returns to the original
question & xaAdg ITAdrwy °Oumgov Tijc molwelas mapyrioaro.
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Homer, he tells us, has been considered a great poet on account
of yoeia and 7jdor). The meaning of ypeio can be inferred from
p. 213, 10-13. In actual human society we find what we can call
Tamewoy xal fuelnuévov, which we have to cure. We then use Ho-
mer who tdg oficag mepl Oc@v d6Eag duuedids ueyaltidver xal Toépe
T0¢ T@Y TOA@DY Yvyas x Tamewijc pavraciag eic Euminbw (p. 213,
off). This change from ramewn pavracia to xninkic is a necessity,
a ypeia of an actual city, and Homer is its pdguaxov which pro-
duces the desirable results. Homer falls upon dxoaic rebpappuévos
xax@c (ib. line 12) and improves their moral condition. The
meaning of 7jdovi] here is easily understood. It is the 7épyic pro-
duced by the music of the verses and the other beauties of poe-
try. If we recall the axiom of Neoptolemus of Parion according
to which art is a combination of Tépmew Te xai dpeleiv to please
(aesthetically) and to assist (morally) we clearly understand that
Maximus’ 7jdom]j stands for téomew and his ypela for dgeleiv.
Maximus will now proceed to claim that Homer’s 7jdorj and
yoeta can find no place in the Platonic ideal city, which is meant
to be dfarog Hdovij . .. xai oA udddov xara T yoeiay (p. 214, 6-9).
The ypeia of the Platonic city &wedjata ... gic Toopry dxolfi
xal Gxovouata dvayxaie, 0vdéy adbaiperor, 000¢ adrekodoior, 00dé
olov dv dékawro magd @Y unréowy maideg Vmo @riuns GAdyov mAa-
obévra utbov (p. 213, 2-6). It is clear then that the udfog of the
Platonic ideal city is always &Aloyoc and that there are no dxoai
rebpauudvar xaxds among the citizens which need the Homeric
pdguaxoy. Furthermore the Platonic city can exist by excluding
any 7jdov@v yéveow (p. 213, 1 9-214, 5). If then poetry like Homer’s
is something magaoxevastixdy jdoviic it must be excluded on
principle from the ideal city. It may be observed here that Ho-
bein’s addition of <dderjc> on p. 214, 6 is unnecessary. The geni-
tives Oequdrwy and édxovoudrwv depend on 7dors) and the two
xai’s should be translated as bo#h ... and. The translation is: The
city founded by Plato is inaccessible to the pleasures of both
spectacles and things heard. This means that the citizens of the
ideal city do not partake of sjdovs} with their eyes (feaudrwy) or
with their ears (dxovoudrwy).

From the preceding it becomes clear that Maximus takes the
view that xaldg IAdrwv * Oungov tjs molirelag magyrioaro. It was,
after all, to be expected that a Platonic philosopher like him
would express such a view. Let us now return to our original
problem on p. 215, 9—16. If we punctuate the text as Duebner did
and read in translation “laus autem ut cum voluptate coniuncta est,
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ita non est ipsa voluptas’, we must understand Maximus as stating
that what Plato considered #jdomj in Homer was in reality not
7dovr]. This is obviously absurd, especially if we keep in mind
that Maximus is at the very end of his speech and must be in
agreement with his previous arguments. I think the text is sound
and that the problem may be solved by the following punctua-
tion: dv rodvvr xal) 1jdovny xgwng “ Oumoov ddew dvdpag, elonvrieis
mouTédy  yogdv dxdactov xal ﬁaxxevowa, ngatoivra néomy T

*Oprjpov @O7jc. dmoyeipotoveis Tijs 10ovijs Tov dvdpar “1Nods pév ydo,
100g, GAAa 10 xdAAog druaidregor Tijs 1idovijs xai un) magéyov oyoiny
edppaivestar, GAAd émowvetv.” GAX Emawog oy 10ovi] uév, GAX odx
adto fjdom); I take dvdpac (line 10) as meaning xAéa Gvdpdy and
dvdga (line 12) as meaning “ Oungov.

As we have said, Maximus made it clear that the decision of
Plato to dismiss Homer from the ideal moAirela was a matter of
principle and did not follow from Plato’s personal dislike of
Homet. From the moment that one accepts it as a fact that Ho-
mer sings the xAéa dvdpdv and by it produces 7jdom} one has to
remove Homer from the city which is &Bavog #dovs]. For then,
if we retain Homer, by the same token we must permit entrance
(eloxvrdeis) to all other poets whose poetry aims at 1jéor], and
who, as a matter of fact, possess more of that quality than Homer.
‘This is logical and in agreement with what has been propounded
in the speech so far. But if one wants to object to Plato’s decision,
one can question whether what Plato called 760 in Homer is
really 7jdor). Maximus introduces this objection with a main
clause which almost functions as a conditional sentence: “(Sup-
pose that) you deny the fact that Homer produces 7jdonj (Suppose
that you say:). “Yes, yes, I agree that Homer is #dd¢ but the
Hometic xdAAoc is more predommant in this poetry, and it offers
leisure not for 7jdorj but for &rawos’.”” The objection is cleatly
raised against Plato and, for that reason, against the Platonic
Maximus. The latter answers: “Do you talk of 4§01 combined
with &rawos and because of this combination deny the existence
of 7jdor}?”” Indeed to be consistent it has to be #jdovy} regardless
of the kind of #jdomj, and since the Platonic moArela is dBavog
7jdovfj, it must also be dfazoc O w.

I wish to add a few comments on my punctuation and inter-
pretation. I put “iéde uév ydo, 1j6%, ... GAAa érnaweiv” in quota-
tion marks, because I believe that here, as in other cases, Maxi-
mus inserts an imaginary person talking in the first person, cf.

p- 63, 7-9, P- 174, 34, p- 208, 9-12, etc.
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In line 15 Reiske emends adtd to adrs. Perhaps the word
atrd stands for adro rodro (sc. 7o mpdypa) and refers back to 75dov.
In such a case no emendation is necessary.

p. 264, 16 L. Before discussing this passage, which obviously
presents many problems, as we can see from Hobein’s apparatus
criticus, I wish to examine closely the meaning of p. 264, 4-16.
Maximus is speaking there of the yevwaidraror morauol, which,
having entered the sea, preserve for some time (and near the
coast) their water duwyés dAAy pboer mxgoréoq (i.e. duuyés Oalar-
i Bdars). However, as these yevwaudrarol morauol advance further
into the open sea, they inevitably mix their (sweet) water with
the (salty) water of the sea, and as a result of this émyuéia they
destroy v dpyaiar pdow (the original quality) of their water.
The meaning of yewaidraror morauol is now clear. Maximus is
referring to rivers such as the Nile, which rush into the sea with
such a great mass of water that in the modty éxfoly (i.e. in the
sea but near the shore) their water preserves its sweetzess and is
potable. The important thing to be observed there is that Maxi-
mus speaks of the yewaidraror morapol from the moment they
entered the sea. What happens to these rivers before reaching the
sea is irrelevant to the present purpose. The vatrar Oardrzior,
Maximus tells us, come near the shore and take the water of
these yemwaidraror morauol. In so doing they do not come ashore,
but take water aboard in the area of the modyrn éxfokij of the river.
This becomes clear from the text (p. 264, 4-7): xaOdmnep 16w mota-
uey ol yewawdtator dvreg éni iy Oddattay xard Ty pév mpdrny
énPolapy odlovow 10 gedua (constantly their waters are already in
the sea) duwyés dAky pioer muxporéog, xai (i.e., and as a result of
their preserving their water Guiyéc) rols vadrais Oularriow mooo-
mAedoacw dxpaipvéc motdy (sc. adlovow). Exactly patallel to the
example of the yewadraror morauol is the example of the dopnrov
nai G0dvarov xdAdog (264, 11-16). This xdAlog is first seen when it
enters ovgarde and the odpdvia oduara (cf. eiomeaov éxei line 13,
which is parallel to oy éxfolr] of line 5). In this initial state the
doonroy xal d0dvaroy xdAlog remains drpawprés, duiyés, and 61d-
uAngoy (exactly as the gediua of a yewaidrarog morauds in its modny
éxfoli). But when this xdAlog comes eig 7oy defipo Tdmov (i.e. in
this. world) dupAdverar xai duaveotrar (i.e., it loses its dpyuia
pioug, as the yewaidrarog motauds does eiomeodw eic 7édayog Aot
line 8-9).
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At this point Maximus retutns to the example of the faldr-
Tiog varng (line 16). He speaks of the duuyés detua yevvatordrov
motayod, but at the same time he refers to the dopnroy xal 40dve-
Tov xdAlog, and thus on p. 265, 1—2 the vadryc is not thirsty but
010t § xal ployoital xai poudpvverar xai o @& Maximus, however,
clearly refers to the yewaidrarog moraude and to the @loig of its
water which the vadrns faldrrios remembers, having drunk it
during the mgddry éxfolsf when it was still sweet. But, as we have
seen, the giois of the yewaidraros moraude before it reaches the
sea is irrelevant to the present example. Furthermore, the water
of such a morauds loses its doyaia piowc only after passing beyond
the modytn éxfolr. What then can be the meaning of lines 18-19
6@y (sc. 6 Baldrriog vatbrng) aduiy (T 10T yevwvarordrov moTauod
@how ) dpwdeay dv yfj mhavwuévmy xai dvaxexgauévny dAdotola gioe.?
If the gdoic of the yewaidraros motauds is still mlavauév v yij,
it cannot have been mixed dAdotolg @ioe, which simply means
“with salty sea water”, in accordance with what we read in line 6.
One might argue that the &v yjj ndavwuévmy could refer to xdidog,
but in this case I cannot see why Maximus has introduced the
example of the yewadraros moraudg, the waters of which lose
their doyaia gioig only far out at sea. He could have said simply
that the waters of the river (any river, not specifically the yer-
vaudrarog morauds) become dirty as they enter any muddy area,
etc. What was the reason for inserting the specific example of
yewadratog morauds? Thus, unless Maximus is “neglegentissimus
ommium seriptorum’, 1 think we should emend &y y7 (line 19) to &
TweAdyet.

Notice that on p. 264, 8 ff the yevwaidraror morauoi corrupted
the doyaia gioig of their water mpoeAfdvres mdgow (sc. &v Baddrry)
nal elomeadvreg eic médayos mhard xal mapaddvres 1o gediua dvéuoig
xal xdpaow xai {dAy, which makes it certain that the midvy (cf.
line 19 Aavwuévny) takes place only év meAdyer. The emendation
év <meddyyer gives, I think, excellent sense. We have already seen
that Maximus, resuming the example of the faldrrios vadryg,
blends the gedua yevvatordrov morauos with the xdAlog 4dvaror,
and thus the vadrrg is presented not as dupd@y but as dody. How-
ever, this blending is quite logical on the basis of the parallel
stages of: A) mpdtn éxfolr) yervaiordrov morauod (whence the
vatdrng takes water and “remembers” its quality), corresponding
to the mpdvry &xPolr of xdAlog d0dvarov in heaven and the celestial
bodies (whence the yovys gets acquainted with it and remembers
it); B) dpdviois tijc doyaias pioews Téy $ddrwy yevvaiordrov mota-
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pot as they reach wélayos mlard and they mingle with the sea
through the intervention of dveuor, xpara, {dly, xMbdwy, cot-
responding to the dufivvois and duadpwaig of the d9dvaroy xdAlog
as it reaches the dedipo Tdmog (i. €. defipo Piog). This becomes all the
more likely if we remember that Maximus, speaking of life on
earth, constantly compates it with wélayog (ndatd),e. g. p. 166, off:
70y @vbpdmwov filov, oy Edpaio ... dAAd veds 6Axddog, &v meddyet
mAatel etc.; p. 352, 6ff wbodmwy dééar xai mabijuara ... yofjua
00 oTEVdY, ... GAX ... édayog mhaty, etc.; p. 142, 8ff xaramecovoa
yap 1) woy eic Tovrovi Tov 0dpvfov, xai dodoa Eavery &n’ dunydvov
popeiofar xbuarog, viyerar dvoéxvevarov mélayos ... Thus,
while the duadpwos xdAlovs in the dedipo Témog can be compared
with the destruction of the water of the yewaudraros morauds in
the 7datd wédayos (and this because Maximus frequently speaks
of human life as a nédayoc wAaz?), it is impossible to speak of the
duadpwots vodTwy yevwarotdrov motauot before it passes beyond
the modrn éxfolj, for such duadowois or vobela ot uific can take
place only in the open sea, if the example of the yewaidraror
motauol is to have any point in the present speech. Hobein’s
addition of <y s before vavrns Baldrriog (line 17) is to my mind
unnecessary. The question is not whether othetr men (such as
carpenters, smiths, or poets, etc.) would recognize the existence
of the water of a yewvaidraros morauds mingled with sea-water,
but simply whether the Oaldrrios vatrns would recognize it by
means of his dvdurnoi of the quality of the water in the mpdry
&xfol.

p. 280, 7ff 6 8¢ Avxodpyos (8 oot drjmov émawérov derjoerar
0 yap > AméAAaw pldver Aéywy mpog adtdy [Oracul. ap. Herodot. 1 65]
0iw, 7 oe Oedv pavredopar, 7 drvbpwmov ), 6 Tolvvy Avxotoyos orog,
v 0 Oedg eindle Oe@, x.7.A. Codd. RM give doov, Na (followed by
Heinse, Davis, Dukas and Duebner) give 09 oo?, Schenkl deletes
8 (as a product of dittography: Awvxofpyos [oc]), and Hobein
changes to ¢ oot ““ironice”, but I do not think that such irony has
any place here, where Apollo declares Lycurgus “equal to god”
(line 11). The emendation ¢ so5 under these circumstances is not
“ironical” but “‘sarcastic”’. Whom, however, does Maximus
address in this manner and why? Thete is no o9 (ot go?) in the
text up to this point that shows arrogance that might be met with
such bitterness. The easiest correction is suggested by the doov
of RM, viz. 8 09. I propose: 6 8¢ Avxodipyog, 8¢ 0d dmov mawé-
T0v derjoetar, 6 yap *AndAlwv pldver Aéywy mpdc adroy Silw 7 oe
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Ocov pavredopar 1) dvlpwmov, 6 Tolvvy Avxodpyog odtog, 6v 6 Oedg
elndler 0edd ».1.A. The meaning is: But Lycurgus, who, I suppose,
shall stand in need of no eulogist, since Apollo in anticipation
says to him, “I am in doubt whether I should address you as a
god or a man”, — this Lycurgus, as I was saying (vofvvr ), whom
the god (Apollo) compares to a god, etc. The meaning is obvious.
If Apollo has compared Lycurgus to a god, Lycurgus does not
stand in need of any human eulogist in the future (derjoerar). The
usage of 09 drjmov here is quite parallel with o? d7jmwov on p. 21, 7.
In both passages drjmwov is not ironical but simply means “I sup-
ose”
b On line 13, followmg Markland, Reiske (Dukas), I think we
should write xaveorjoaro. Also on p. 281, 2—3 I think we should
emend with Reiske and Meiser ngo,uaxetv to moouayet and odlew

to adlet.

p- 332, 8-9: The codd. (with the excepnon of pa) give:

xal TZQO ©7j¢ dralrng adrdg Todmog ; Instead of mpd pa give molog and
this is accepted as the correct reading by Heinse, Dukas, and
Duebnet. Schenkl emends 7zgd to ngo(aéu>. Hobein writes 700
without any attempt to explain its meaning. Furthermore ga give
adtiis instead of adrdg, a reading followed by Heinse, Davis,
Dukas and Duebner, while Davis?, followed by Schenkl, con-
]ectures a® g for adrijg and inserts ¢ in front of rpdmog, Which is
also given by cod. C. Following the readlng of our best cod. R,
Isuggest ... xaltis 6 Tijs diairng odrog Tpdmog for which there is an
exact parallel on p. 362, 14-15: ... xai Tis 0 7 doxuaciag obrog
tpdmog; I have emended mpd to tis 6. The combination of T'and I
very frequently becomes confused with /7,and a C with an excess
of ink in its upper part can easily be read as P. As for the emenda-
tion of adrds to odrog, it is palacographically very easy (one has
only to write o for a), and, moreover, there is an exact parallel in
the aforementioned passage on p. 362.

p- 333, 19-P. 334, 9: This passage presents many textual
problems, and therefore many emendations have been proposed.
We are fairly certain, however, about its general meam'ng Maxi-
mus is speakmg about two 860vnc yévn (ct. p. 334, 5 Erepor 8’ ad
doty 600w yevog, which presupposes a first 6odwng yévog). The
first 0vvnc yévos occurs when sickness attacks the whole body
simultaneously, which becomes clear from p. 334, 1 dvaxpabeioa
drmiends Gl (sc.t@® oduart). In this case sickness with “fever”
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appears over the entire body. The second 86w yévog is a sick-
ness (not necessatily characterized by fever), which attacks first
only a part of the body and then gradually infects the whole body,
as is evident from p. 334, 6ff: émeidaw pdpioy udv 7 ... xal cvverm-
crdonran i 669wy xal 16 dAlo odua may. The textual problem that
I wish to attack here lies in the two conditional sentences found
on p. 333, 19 and 334, 1-2: ... & uév & loov 76 odua Ymodout
dv, xal Gvaxpabeioa émends SAew dierdoakey atrod Ty xard phow
odolaw, nabBdnep aidnoov mip ... Meiser emended dmodboar’ dv to
dmedboaro, while Reiske keeps dmoddous’ dv but emends dierd-
oakev to diatapdéeiey. If we assume that xai paratactically connects
Smodvowr’ &v and dierdpakey, then, for the passage to make sense,
we should indeed change eithet dierdpatey to diarapdfeiey with
Reiske, or $modboar’ dv to Smeddoaro with Meiser. The potential
optative dmodvoar’ dv is offensive since Maximus does not use
&l 4 pot. opt. We can conclude then with certainty that there
must be something wrong with Ymoddoas’ &v. I suggest that
Maximus wrote YIIOAYCAIIAN (¥modioa wdv), which was cot-
rupted to YIIOAYCAITAN (dmobdboarr’ dv). As is well known
IT and TT and I are very frequently confused. The emendation
to dmodiica mdy seems to me almost certain, not only because it
is justifiable palacographically, but also because zdv taken with
Smodiioa balances rhetorically §Ae taken with dvaxpabeioa (both
adv and 8 tefering to o@ua of p. 333, 19) and because the con-
nection of wd@y with o@ua is supported by the parallel expression
in the context, e. g. 110 odua zdv (p. 334, 9), 70 odua 7wy (P. 334,
15), 70970 (i.€. 70 0dua) 6é mav (p. 335, 16). Moreover, with this
emendation the aotist participle dvaxpafeioa (p. 334, 1) which fol-
lows, squatres nicely with the aorist participle vmoddoa (both parti-
ciples depending on dierdpager). The xai connects dmodiioa with
dvarpafeioa. The meaning is: if (sc. the sickness of the body) has
confounded the natural essence of the body exactly as fire (sc.
confounds) iron (i.e. the natural essence of iron) by having enter-
ed the whole body and by having mingled well with the whole
(sc. body), etc. Nothing certain can be said for the rest of the
passage. Perhaps the apodosis &v yévos (660vng) has dropped out.
The &epov aB 60dvns yévos suggests it.

p- 382, 2fF: Ilapavoueic mepl Tovs Oeuévoug 0ddév copia xai dovij
xowdy. All the codd. have a semicolon after Ocuévovs, and this
punctuation is followed by Heinse, Davis, Duebner. In line 3 R
gives oopiq, the other codd. pirogopia (adopted by Heinse, Davis,
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Dukas, Duebner). Concerning the punctuation of the text Davis
obsetrves: Paccius et Heinsius ita verterunt, quasi Qspeliove legerint.
Ego sane potins orationem continuaverim, mogavousic mepi Tode Oeué-
vovs 000éy puhocopiq xal 1jdovi] xowdv: Peccas in eos, qui nibil esse
DPhilosophiae cum voluptate commune posuernnt. Markland defends the
punctuation of the text: magavoueic mepi vods Oeudvove. Scil. Oeud-
105 T0 8vopa quod praecessit: ininrius es in eos qui hoc nomen posuerunt.
patet ex iis quae sequuntur. Non igitur legendum Ocpeliovs, neque aliter
distinguendum puto. Oepévove was emended indirectly by Davis to
Ozuediovs, and by Rohdich to feot Oeouovc. 1 agree with Hobein
that in line 3 we should adopt gogiq, not gilocopia. If §Adoc 6
pajdovog (i.€. 6 piddv fdovify) and dAdos & piAdoogog (i.e. & il
goplav) (p- 382, 3—4), then 090éy copig xal §d0vF xowdy (p. 382,
3). Excellent meaning, neat expression. I doubt, nevertheless,
that sepi Tods Oeuévous is the correct reading. Who are the 0éuevor?
In what does their “authority” exist? Both the air with which
Maximus speaks (dpec, drfpwme, x.v.2.) and the verb mapavousic
(p- 382, 2) make me suspect that he is attacking on solid logical
ground. If we suppose with Davis that of 0duevor are “ei qui nikil
esse philosophiae cum voluptate commune posuerunt,” we may ask why
their view should be respected any more than the opposite view,
“nibil praeter voluptatem philosophiae commune est”. In the human
wotld of intellectual anarchy, where 7jdoyr] is set above dper (cf.
p- 380, 9—381, 11), on what criteria is one to say who is the
&wouos and who the dvouog? If A is dvouoc on the basis of B’s
criteria, then also conversely. Why should we place A above B
or B above A? But if we knew who the 64uevor of p. 382, 2 were,
we could make a decision on the basis of “authority”. If we
knew, e.g., that they were 0sof, we could accept the validity of
their view; yet Maximus says absolutely nothing as to whether
they are “men” or “gods”. And yet in a way, in the argumenta-
tive “power” of his statement, he shows his belief. On the other
hand, if we suppose with Markland that Maximus meant to say:
“ininrius es in eos qui hoc nomen posuerun?’, we make things no better.
An Epicurean, for example, though he may be “unjust towards
those who established the word giddoopos”, may claim that he
is none the less “‘just” to the cause of the “real” philosophy and
philosopher, and, reversing the argument, may accuse those who
established the word “philosophet” as unjust to the real cause of
philosophy. By what “authority”” does Maximus continue, assert-
ing that duaxérgirar té dvduara, Swaxénpirarta oya, etc.? That the
Oéuevou refers to the “gods” becomes clear not only from p. 383,
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7, where @ (i.e. 7@ xald@ i.e. 1@ Adyw) Edwxey doyew & Zevg is
opposed to 7jdor], but especially from p. 388, 4ff, where Maximus
makes Zeus confine 7jdov] to the realm of odpé and Ovyrr) minu-
wéhewa and makes voiic the product of dfdvarog émippor]. We are
told, that not only does god make a distinction between #jdov]
and Adyog but he also placed human vy above o@ua, gave voig
to pwys] as its instrument, made the purpose of voiis podvnois, and
declared ppdvnois (not 7%dovr)) as the dyabdv. I am inclined to be-
lieve that on p. 382, 2 tovc Oeuévovs must refer to the gods, as
Rohdich suggested with his emendation feod Oeouots. Yet I am
not satisfied with this emendation, which can not be easily
explained palaeographically. I prefer to emend: ... mepl <Todg
feodg> Tovg Oeuévous ... and to theorize that the ending — ovg of
Oeovg was corrupted and the text read mepi Todg Oc ... Todg Oeué-
rovg; then the 7odg Oc ... was taken as a dittography of vovs Oeué-
vovg and was left out. But it is also possible that we have here a
lipography: The scribe’s eyes skipped from the first 7od¢ to the
second 7ot etc. The construction is: magavoueic meol <o Oeodcs
T00¢ Oepévovs 0Bdéy (sc. elvar) xowov copia xai 1jdovij. A passage
similar in construction and meaning is found on p. 390, 12ff.
Oewdv ye, el oi psv Ocol diéxpwav Tois dvbpdmows Tayabo. éx i
raxdy opAiag, dvemiuintoy éxdregoy énatéow elvar Qéuevo, ...

p- 469, 5—10: This is another very obscure passage. Since all
the codd. give the same text, we have befote us either a very old
corruption, existing already at the time of the common arche-
type, or a sound text; in the latter case the difficulty is merely a
matter of interpretation. The text gives: dyw xal @y aioOfoewy
i lootyuiay dpapd. Tvpds 7y “ Oungog, AN’ fixovey tijg Kallid-
g xweog Ny Y Avvg, GAX Edpa Tov fAwov. Merdbes tas ovupogds:
drovérw *Atvs i) pdw, PAemérw “ Oungos 7 dxodwy: * Atvi pév
00% Goetar ) KaAldnn, © Ourjoov 8¢ odx dpaiprioeis Ty duddoxaloy.
The thesis of the present speech is “Grt &otw dyalov éyabod
ueiCov”. Since both dpaci and dxorf are dyafd and since Maximus
in accordance with the thesis of the speech states 7@ aiobrjoewy
T iootuiay dpaipd (p. 469, 5), he must consider one of the two
senses as ueilov dyafdy and the other as #larrov. Which is the
peitov and which the #arrov? To make a comparison between
these two dyafd Maximus turns first to the wotld of the blind
who can hear and then to the wotld of the deaf who can see.
The most worthy representative of the first world, Maximus
finds, is Homer. But in the world of the deaf who can see he can-
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not find any really worthy representative. It seems that the best
he can do is to choose Atys, who at least is a king’s son. Thus
Atys is taken as the most distinguished representative of the
wortld of the deaf. Now Maximus will make Atys hear but de-
prive him of his eyesight, and, vice versa, will make Homer deaf
but able to see. What is the result? The moment Atys enters the
world of the blind who can hear, his expectations as to how
worthy he can be rise. Since the blind who can hear include
people like Homer, Atys can hope, now that he is able to hear
Calliope, to become, if not a new Homer, at least something
better than his former self. On the other hand, Homer, deprived
of his ability to hear, enters the world of the deaf who can see.
We cannot see music and we cannot have a concept of meters
through our eyes. Now then, the highest expectation that Homer
can have as to what will become of him in this new world is to
see himself as another Atys. Maximus seems to say: “make Atys
blind but able to hear and — why not? — you can even make
another Homer; on the other hand, make Homer deaf but able
to see and the best you can hope for is to make him another
Atys”. This line of thought is obtained by simply putting a
question mark after duddoxadoy. It must be added that here Maxi-
mus makes a pymuovixoy dudprnua, for it was not Atys who was
deaf but another son of Croesus, whose name is not given by the
ancient authors (cf. Herod. I. 34, 43, 85). For Homer as the stu-
dent of Calliope cf. p. 449, 13 d&i@v (sc. 6 “ Ounoog) uadnric elvau
17jc KaAldmng.
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