VAYOS LIAPIS

NOTES ON THE TEXT
OF SEVEN AGAINST THEBES

ABSTRACT: This paper offers a detailed textual discussion of six problematic
passages in Aeschylus’ Seven against Thebes (203-7, 211-13, 219-22, 223-25,
271-80, 282-84), draws attention to undeservedly neglected variant readings,
and proposes new emendations.

THE TEXT, line-numbering and apparatus criticus are based (with occa-
sional changes) on those of M. L. West, Aeschylus: Tragoediae (Stuttgart
and Leipzig 1990, corr. edn. 1998).

I. 203-7

XO. @ pidov Oidimov téxog, &deto’ dxod-
caca Tov apuatéxTvmov dtoflov dTofov,
Ote Te avouyyes ExdayEay EAitgoyor, 205
(i v’ dmvoy

/7 \ 4 / /7
andalioy dua oTéuia mopryevétar yalwol.

205 §re e Hermann : d7¢ te fere codd. 206 dmvor Lachmann : admywr X Q2
207 due o76pea Lachmann : da otdua Q  mvgeyeveral (sic) yadwol Heimsoeth :
VLYEVETaY Yalwdy 2

In 206-7 (inmuuxdw ... yadwol), construe mogiyevétar yaiwol dmvov dud oTduLo
inmxdy andariov, ‘the fire-born bridles sounded through the equestrian
rudders’ bits’. drvoy 1s Lachmann’s emendation of the unmetrical and point-
less @dmvwy.! Lachmann (n. 1) is also responsible for dud o7duia, which

1. K. Lachmann, De choricis systematis tragicorum Graecorum libri quattuor, Berlin 1819,
88 n. The imperfect tense here is virtually indistinguishable from the aorist, hence the
conjunction with &Aayéay; cf. ]. Wackernagel, Lectures on Syntax, ed. and transl. D.
Langslow, Oxford 2009, 235-6.
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restores responsion with méleog in 215. Heimsoeth’s mogeyevérar yalwol
provides a subject for dmvor.” It seems that yadwoi here = ‘bridle and bit’
(cf. Herodotus 3.118.2, 4.64.2; IG * 476.174-5), hence the distinction
from the otduia (for which see also Herodotus 1.215.2, 4.72.4). The refer-
ence 1s to the clinking noise produced by the metal bridles (wvgryevérar,
lit. ‘born in fire’, means ‘forged by fire’, cf. Euripides, Hippolytus 1223 o76-
wia wopryeri) as they strike against the metal bridle-bits; the noise is thus
transmitted ‘through’ (d:d) the bits.

It might be possible to keep the transmitted mvgiyeverar yalwov by
emending ddmywy into adovd, ‘cry’ (adw): ‘and the cry of equestrian rudders
(sounded, &layéey) through the bits of the fire-born bridles’. AYON- will
have been corrupted into AYIIN-, and the ending changed under the influ-
ence of inux@y . . . andaliwy. With this arrangement, otduta . . . yadwdv
would be an accurate description of the bit being part of a bridle.” Admit-
tedly, however, adov7 in this sense occurs only in Semonides, fr. 7.20 West

(of'a dog’s yapping).

II. 211-13

XO0. 42N éni daupdvawv mpddpopog HAoy do-
yaia foétn, Oeotow miovvog, Aflddog
07’ 6Aodg veupoudvags Poduog év mbdaus:

212 Oeoior miowvog Blomfield, Seidler : wwiovvog feoic £ Abddog Naber (cf. 159) :
vipddog £

In 213, the paradosis (67°. . . foduoc év mblaig) involves a harsh ellipsis
of the imperfect tense of the copula in a subordinate clause, for which I can
find no adequate parallels.” It is impossible to supply the copula without
major rearrangement of the word order, e.g. Schmidt’s §7° 6dodg | vipousé-

2. F.Heimsoeth, Die Wiederherstellung der Dramen des Aeschylus, Bonn 1861, 259.

3. X.Eq. 6.7-8,10.6-10; J. K. Anderson, Ancient Greck Horsemanship, Berkeley 1961, 50-2.

4. Cf. R. Kithner and B. Gerth, dusfiihrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache, 1i: Satz-
lehre, vol. 1, Hannover and Leipzig *1898, 41. Note also Italie’s remark: ‘De weglating
van 7y is zeer ongewoon’ (G. Italie, Aeschylus’ Zeven tegen Theben, Leiden 1950, ad 212).
For the (rare) omission of #» in principal clauses cf. E. Ba. 436 ¢ 0o 60’ fjuiv modoc;
PL. R. 503b &xvoc ydo, épny, @ gile, éyd einely Ta vy dnotetodunpuéva (with M. Schanz,
Novae commentationes Platonicae, Wiirzburg 1871, 33). The one example known to me
where v needs to be understood in a subordinate clause is A. Ag. 445-6 &b Aéyovrec dv-|
doa ToV pév i pdyag ipuc.
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vag vupddog (lege Abddog) <iy> Poduog, largely accepted by Page in his OCT.?
As a tentative solution I suggest 7y wdédag,” with addais as locative dative.’

III. 219-22

X0. unmot’ éuoy xat’ aidva Aimor Oedov

dde mavdyvoug, und’ énidovut Tavd’ 220
aoTvdpopovuévay mélw xal oTeATOY

TUPduUEvoY Vol daiwe.

221-2 xai otpatrov | Topduevor 7. 6. Meineke : xai arodtevy’| antduevoy (topéuevor
Me Y#!) 1. 8. Q : xai ovoatod | damrouévay el datov Prien (unde xdx otpatod . . .
daiw: Hutchinson)

Although rvpduevoy has scant MSS support, it seems to be the correct reading
(with Meineke’s o7patdy for orpdrevu’ in 221):® the ‘population’ (orpardy,
cf. 184, 302) of a city set on fire by its captors is ‘smoked out’ of it, as wasps
or bees might be smoked out of their nests;” hence the image of frenzied flight
evoked by aotvdpopovuévav. The paradosis xai orpdarevu’| antépevor entails
the grotesque notion of setting the entire population on fire, rather than e.g.
killing them or taking them as slaves. No further tampering with the para-
dosis 1s advisable. Prien’s xai otpatod | damrouévay (sc. woiw) mvgi daiov is
awkward,'® even though dantouévay is idiomatic,'" and o7patod . . . dafov is
paralleled in 147: the separation of daiov from orpatod, further aggravated by
the intervening danrouévay looking back to méAw, makes for impossibly tor-
tuous phraseology; and the bare genitive atpatod is inelegant. Hutchinson’s
xGx 0ToaTod damtouévay gl daiwe does remove the inelegance, but parallels
suggest that in similar contexts ‘fire’ is the subject of ddmrew (cf. n. 11).1

5. M. Schmidt, “Zur Kritik der Sieben gegen Theben”, Zeitschrift fiir die dsterreichischen
Gymnasien 16 (1865) 553-85, at 570.

6. The conjecture is attributed to Voss by N. Wecklein (deschyli Fabulae, vol. 2, Berlin 1885,

63), but not to be found in H. Voss, Curarum Aeschylearum specimen I, Heidelberg 1812.

Cf. e.g. S. OT 20 dyogaioe Oaxet, El. 313 dygoloe toyydver (Kithner and Gerth [n. 4], 441-2).

A. Meineke, ‘Bemerkungen zu Aeschylus’, Philologus 20 (1863) 51-75, at 55.

Wasps: Ar. V. 457 tipe modAde tdde wamvdt. Bees: A.R. 2.134 xamvde topduevar.

0. C. Prien, [Review of G. Hermann, deschyli tragoediae, 2nd edn., vol. 1/2, Berlin 1852],
RARM 9 (1854) 217-40, 392-421 (at 235-6 with n.*)

11. Cf. 1. 23.183 mvpi dantéuev; PA. PV 368 motauol mveog ddmrovres.

12. See G. O. Hutchinson, Aeschylus: Septem contra Thebas, Oxford 1985, ad 221f.

S
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IV. 223-5

ET. ui pot beod¢ xaloboa fovledov xaxde-
Hebagyia ydo ot tijc Edmpatiag
uritne, Tyt cwtijgog: &6’ Eyer Adyog. 225

225 ybvar GFreTr

In 225, swtijpog is commonly taken to refer to Zeds Zwtip, and Sommerstein
adduces a 4th-century inscription (/G 1i* 4627) mentioning another personi-
fied abstraction (Good Fortune) as Zeus’ wife.”” But Hutchinson offers two
decisive objections to the communis opinio:'* (1) *(6) Zwtre does not seem
to be used alone of Zeus save in the proverb 70 7piTov 1@t Zwtijot and ex-
pressions derived from it’; (i1) for Eteocles to bring in the supreme god here
would spoil the chorus’ counter-argument 6zo? 6’ in 226, as well as (we may
add) vitiating the overall antithesis between the polis-centred Eteocles and
the prayerful chorus.

It seems best to take ow7ijgog as a qualification of Edmpaia (cf. X' 224c
Tijc owijpog edmpatiog, 225¢ Tijc cwoTixijc)." As a result, yow] can no longer
stand, nor can the vocative ydvas at this position, esp. in view of the fact that
Eteocles never uses the vocative to address the chorus, except disparagingly
(cf. 182). Hermann’s yovijc cwtijpog (‘offspring of a deliverer’) clumsily
introduces two genitives in succession.'® Read perhaps éwvijc cwijpog,
‘(Welfare,) assurer of common safety’: *YNHXXQTHPOZX with the first letter
erased would be almost inevitably supplemented as <I'>SYNHXXQTHPOZ,
hence yvvy owrijgog. For xowoc owtio cf. Strabo 17.2.3 (C822) xowodg
andytov cwtijpag, and the catchphrase xown swtneia in inscriptions and
the orators."’

13. A. H. Sommerstein, deschylus: Persians, Seven against Thebes, Suppliants, Prometheus
Bound, Loeb Classical Library 145, Cambridge, MA, 2008, 174-5 n. 27.

14. Hutchinson (n. 12), ad 225.

15. For owtijp in the feminine cf. A. Ag. 664 Téyn 6¢ owtijp, S. OT 80-1 tdyne . . . | cwijoy
E. El. 993 twuac owtijoas. For nomina agentis qualifying feminine nouns without change
of grammatical gender, esp. in tragedy, see Ernst Fraenkel, Geschichte der griechischen
Nomina agentis 1o, —twp, —tn¢ (-T-), vol. 2, Strassburg 1912, 49.

16. G. Hermann, Opuscula, vol. IV, Leipzig 1831, 335.

17. e.g. IG1i* 680.13, 682.32-3; Isoc. 4.85, 8.39, Lycurg. 46, 88, 139; Din. 1.2.



18 V. LIAPIS

V. 271-80

dyw 0¢ ywpag Tolc moloaodyois Beols,
7edovépoig Te 1dyopds Smiorémous,

Abgwng Te mnpyais 80ati 0° Tounvod Aéyw,

e ooy dvTy xal woAews cecwuévng
unlowow aipdocovras éatiag fedy 275
{ ravgoxTovodvrag Oeolow B’ émedyouar}
Onoew Toomata {modepiowv 8’ dobiuata}
Adguoa dduwy doveimdny0’ dyvoic dduois. 278
{ oTéyw o vady modepiow 6’ dobiuaral 278a
To1adT Emevyov un prloatovws Oeois

und’ &v pataiows »dyolow moupdyuacw 280

273 quppaig] wpyiic IYW VK ali  ddari 7° Geel : 000° g’ 2 (unde 090’ dm’
Tounpéy Abresch)  Tou- Groeneboom : Tou- Q 276 vavgoxtovdy te I uer-
sum del. Ritschl 277 0dgeiwy O §°] T’ IRb : om. X éo0rjuara codd. plurr.
et ZM277) : dobrjuact M (in textu) et cognouerat 22780 : éofpudrov Y  278a
habent M P* Za* et cognouerat X'2780 : sola uerba oréyw mpo vady praebent
QAP :om.rell.  ¢’M (in textu) : v°M (supra lineam) : om. rell.

Lines 276-278a are heavily corrupt; I have indicated above the parts that
seem to me most likely to be interpolated.'®

Line 276 is almost certainly suppositious,' and seems to have ousted
a genuine line. Following hard upon unjiowow aipdooovras (275), ravgoxto-
votvragc seems 1dle, and 1s at any rate unacceptable without a connective (e.g.
Tavgoxtovotytds te; cf. the clumsy attempt in I to supply one): it was prob-
ably suggested by ravgoopayotvres . . . tavpeiov gpévov (43-4). Likewise,
feoiow so shortly after fecv 1s offensive, while the pointless &4’ is probably a
filler to make up the metre. Finally, &nedyopar, which can only mean ‘I boast
that’,?’ is inapposite in this context, and appears to have been concocted
from 279 (énedyov) with the purpose of supplying a verb to govern 67jcew
(277). That such a verb was contained in the genuine line ousted by 276 is
highly likely; I suggest, exempli gratia:

18. For a detailed account of earlier attempts to emend see S. Novelli, Studi sul testo dei Sette
contro Tebe, Amsterdam 2005, 177-84.

19. See F. Ritschl, Kleine philologische Schriften, vol. 1, Leipzig 1866, 367-70.

20. Cf. A. Ag. 1262 with E. Fraenkel, Aeschylus: Agamemmnon, vol. 3, Oxford 1950, ad loc.
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xaldy T’ Enevpnuotvtag Suvov Edmopat
Orjoew Tpomaia

‘and intoning, in addition (é7-), a beautiful hymn, I expect us to set up
trophies

For xalog duvog cf. Aeschylus, fr. *¥204b.9 Radt xal[o]y &’ duvoy . . . pol-
[mdoew [E]oA[n’ éy]o (suppl. Lobel); for émevgnueiy denotlng the smgmg of
hymns to accompany ritual offerings cf. Persae 619-20 yoaiot taicde veprépawy
| Buvovg Emsvpnueite.

In 277, molepiowv 6 éo0npata (or the minority readings éobnuact /
gofinuarwy) will not do: even if it could mean ‘enemy armour’ (thus X 277j,
2770, p), it would be otiose before Adguga ddiwy (278). Its repetition in 278a
(in a few MSS) bespeaks the interpolator’s hand in one of the two passages,
or even in both. The only parallel I could find for this peculiar use of éo01-
wata (which elsewhere means only ‘garments’) is in the 4th-century orator
Demades, a notorious practitioner of linguistic affectation (‘a word-hunting
sophist’, Athenaeus 99¢), who is credited, inter alia, with the recherché meta-
phor éeb¢ tijc méAews, ‘raiment of the city’, meaning ‘the city walls’ (Athen-
aeus 99d). It is conceivable, then, that molepiwy 6’ éobiuara started life as an
overeager, ‘word-hunting’ interpolator’s expansion of Adgvpa ddaiwy.

Line 278a s, again, almost certainly interpolated; it is found only in three
MSS, and its first half-line alone in two more. Hutchinson (n. 12, ad 275-8a)
plausibly argues that oréyw 7o vady was misguidedly devised to supply 278
with a verb, and that modeuiwv 6’ é00fuata was then pilfered from 277 to
make up the line. In particular, 7po va@v looks like a scholiastic banalization
of ayvoic d6uois (278), and the rough-and-ready ovéyw, prompted no doubt
by the lack of a verb to govern Adguga in 278, was devised apparently on the
basis of pynueid . . . | . .. otepov (49-50); cf. Sophocles, 4jax 93 oréyw Aa-
@vgoug; Euripides, Troades 574-6 oxdldowg te Dovydv doglbinodrow | . . . [ oTé-
peu vaods. A standard term for dedicating spoils to temples is nacoaledw,?!
and the text may be emended accordingly as follows:

Ojoew Toomata xai Addgvoa daiwy 277
<mpoomaccaledoews dovoimAnyl’ ayvols d6uows 278

21. Cf. A. Ag. 579 Ocols Adgvoa ... [ dduoiws énacodievoay; [E.] Rh. 180 Ocolow adta nacodieve
710G dduotg.
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‘(I hope) to set up trophies and peg up spoils won from the enemy with
the spear’s stroke (as dedications) to the holy temples’ (of the gods,
cf. 275 Oedw).

For mpoonasealebw + dative cf. Prometheus Bound 20 mpoonasealebow (sc. o)
70’ aravbodimawn wdywe; Herodotus 9.120.4 cavide (Scaliger : cavida(c) codd.)
npoomacoaledoavtes (cf. 1.144.3).

VI. 282—4

Sy 0é y’ dvdpag E& Euol Ebv Efdduwe
avinpérag éxbooiar TTov uéyav teémov T
eig émtareyeic 860ovg Takw woldy

282 0é y’ anon. in editionis Aldinae exemplari Cantabrigiensi : 6’ én’° 2 &ow
Brunck : ovv 283 vov uéyay toémov glossema sapiunt 284 éntareiyovs Qr
P}

In 283, Tov uéyav tpémov, ‘in the grand manner’, makes no sense in this
context, and the article 1s particularly offensive. Hutchinson (n. 12, ad loc.)
posits a lacuna after 283, which would have contained a dative plural parti-
ciple qualifying éyfpoiot, with 7o» u- To- meaning ‘in that proud manner of
theirs’. However, uéyag tout court is not ‘proud’, nor have we witnessed, as
yet, examples of the attackers’ insolence. A more promising line of argument
would be to take Tov u- Tp- as a corruption of, e.g., 00 ouxpdL Tedmwe (cf. 465
goynuariotar 6’ domic 09 ouxpdt Teémwe) or 00 paviwe Teémwe (cf. [Euripides]
Rhesus 599 poldévra Pijoov 0b padlwe Teémwe).* The modal datives would
then attach to arrneéras: ‘opponents in no negligible fashion’.
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22. See V. Liapis, 4 Commentary on the Rhesus Attributed to Euripides, Oxford 2012, ad 598-9.





