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For B. M. W, Knox

My intention in this paper* is to examine closely the passage of
Etencles” efivuara in the Seven against Thebes ol Aeschylus (271-278%)
and to show that the problems it presents, puzzling though they may
be, could be resolved without resort to emendation; moreover, that it
has a considerable gignificance (hitherto neglected) in regard to the
mterpretation of the whole play.

I think it is unnecessary to list here the score of suggestions for
restoring to health the text of these nine lines; they can easily be found
in Weckleins dppendir, where they cover a large part of pages 19-20,
and in Dawe’s Repertory, which adds a good 23 lines to Wecklein’s
collection. I only give the text and apparatus as they appear in the OCT
edition ol the late Sir Denys Page and remind the reader that the other
aditors, when they do not enclose the whole passage or a large part of
it between daggers, have recourse to nnmerous and bold emendations,
deletions or transpositions, which usually render the passage entirely
unrecognizable,

Eviy 08 ywpus Tols moliouolyols beole,

TEOOVAUGIS TE XAYGRKS STIoMETOL,

Atpwrng te vty Hdott T lopagpvdd Revo,

g0 BUVTUYOVTOV Xol TIOASES OEGOMLEVS

Tur ooy wipsooovtas Sotieg Uiy 275
TouporTovelvtas Ozeloty &8 Emedyopat

Ghoew Tpomaio moheptmv 8 Egbroat

Axpuox daley Souplmhmy(’ dyvels Sdpog

atél Tpo vudv mokeutov § Ealfpatat, 278"

278 wyWs plerique  Gdweri T Geel ;o8 &x’ codd. 274 Growp- Wat @ czawou-

rell. 275-2784 ita M, sed 277 dofuore M® *°r et 278a ¢ supra & scr. locus
graviter corruptus 277 @doew O defifpase MIE @ -pdrev T, -pore Tell. 278
douptmry Dindorf 2784 alil post vady deliciunt, alil versum totum omittunt,

* [ wish to thank my colleagues N. C. ITourmouziades, D). Jakob, G, M. Paras-
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273 Virtually all editors (Tucker is a notable exeeption) adopt
Geel’s emendation $8utt ©° "Iopnvol 2éve for the reading odd” dx’ “lopnvol
eyes of the Mss, The emendation is attractive and well founded on palaeo-
graphie grounds. But (a) it does not explain how a trite phrase like 3xtt
T ‘lopnvel Aéye should have been turned into such an unfamiliar ex-
pression as o08” &’ "Lopnvel A&y ; (b) it creates additional problems with
the whole passage, as it renders émeiyopoar (and with it the entire 1. 276)
redundant, therefore useless.! Abresch’s emendation (approved by
Tucker) 008" dn” “lopnvdy iéyw, meaning ‘nor do I omit (or except) Isme-
nug’ is, in fact, a variation of the scholiast’s rendering: dvri t65 abv wéi
lopxvéin, But to obtain this sense no emendation whatsoever is neces-
sary. Following Alpwye te myyaic, the genitive *Iownvel can be construed
with an implied accusative, mwyyss, (éem Stanley): “and to the springs of
Dirce, nor do I leave those of Ismenus out of my enumeration’, Leaving
something out of an enumeration (Mvye in its original sense ‘numerare’;
see Italie s.v.), il done deliberately, is synonymous to ‘refuse, decline,
renounce’, for which the verb dmeimeiv is commonly used since Homer:
so Aesch, fr. 17. 80 M. p4) dmewe (under anoiéyw in LSJ Suppl.).

Why should there be, however, a question of leaving out or re-
nouncimg specifically the springs of Ismenus on the part of Eteocles in
his enumeration of deities—indeed of deities specially related to Thebes?
There 15 only one god whom Eteocles and the Cadmeans might wish,
under the circumstances, to renounce, and this is none other but Ares.
He is the god to whom the invaders swore (45 [. “Apyy, "Evod xal qrioi-
patov Dofov whpuwubtysuv); whose stormy blasts threaten the city with
destruction (63 I. papfar wohopa mplv xatwryison mvede *Apswe; 114 1.
Wipe mept ok doyuohopwy avlpdv xayhdlsw mvoais “Apeog Gpduevoy);
who is nurtured on human blood (244 todten vap *Apng Béoxerar, phvet
Bpurav); by whose devastating rage piety is polluted (343 f. pawvduevec
8" emmvel Aaoddpus pixivev edofPeiay “Apnc). Yet Ares is one of the mo-
aobyor of Thebes. The dragon slain by Cadmus was his ward or off-
spring; the noble families of Thebes claimed their origin from the Spar-
toi, the warlike men who sprang up from the teeth of this dragon: after

soglou, and G, M. Sifakis for their valuable criticism. Tt is only fair to point out that
not all of my views are shared by all these scholars, The study is dedicated to Ber-
nard Knox, in memory of the days at the Center—deplorably distant now.

1. Accordingly, the line is deleted by Ritschl, Blomfield, Wecklein, Wilamo-
witz, Groeneboom, and others: see Groeneboom ad loc.
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an eight-year term of servitude to the god, Cadmus married Harmonia,
the daughter of Ares and Aphrodite, the whole royal house of Thebes
thus going baek to the divine couple. The Chorus in SeT are well aware
of this descent (104 ff.):

TL pESELg; mwpoddisets, mahulyBav

"Aprne, Tov Tedv; 105
@ ypvoormint Suluov, Emid’ Emde mohwv

dv mot’ edpudnToy  Eleu.

Elsewhere, they invoke the guardian gods of the city, but, although
they know Ares’ ambiguous attitude, they reserve a special reference
for him and Aphrodite (135 f1.):

ai T "Apng el pst mélv Emdvupoy
Ki8uov @dhabov whdesul o dvapyéic’

xal Kimpug, &t =i yévous mpopdrop, 140
ihevsov, oflev vap 28 afparos
TEYOVOLLLEY.

The reference to Aphrodite as foremother of the Cadmeans is
clear. But the reference to Ares is concealed in one of those puns, so
favourite to Aeschylus. “And you, Ares, watch over this city that bears
the name of Cadmus, and manifest your »%d0s”. The last word means
not only ‘care, concern’, but also ‘connexion by marriage’, viz. the
relationship between Ares and Cadmnus (see Tucker ad loe. and cf, Ag.
6899, and perhaps Che. 87).

Let us now return to the springs of Ismenus, which Eteocles says
he will not renounce. The passage becomes fully intelligible if we con-
sider that Pausanias {(ix. 10. 5) places at or by these springs the fountain
thal was sacred to Ares; it was here that the god had set the dragon
to guard the spring.2 With this particular reference at 1. 273, Aeschylus

2, Buripides {Phoen. 657 If., 931 ff., 1010, 1315, Busch, 519 L., Suppl. 650 if.,
Antiop, xlviii, 82 If,, 112 f, {Kamb.}) places the "Apewms xofvr al the springs of Dirce.
A. D, Keramopoullos, in a long and very learned discussion of the disagresment,
Chnboind, Arch, Delt, 3 (1917), 318-324, sides definitely with Pausanias. It is difficult
lo say who is right, and the two versions may well go back to an ancient dispute.
It is clear, however, that there is no question of a mere mistake on the part of Pau-
sanias {2,g. F. Schober, RE s,v, Thebai, col, 1426), because his satire description of
Lhe site agrees with his placing of the fountain of Ares al {the springs of Ismenus.
For instance, the spol where the Spartoi sprang up can be reconciled only with a
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once more lays stress—in a more concealed manner, 1t 1s true—on the
situation ereated by the ambiguous attitude ol Ares towards both bel-
ligerent parties.® Eteocles, just like the Chorus, makes his vows to all
the gods of Thebes, Ares included.t -
275ff. I believe that the passage 18 adequately elucidated if seen in
juxtaposition with 11. 42-51. Eteocles’ elyuote correspond to and, in
fact, are meant to echo the &pxot of the Seven recounted by the Scout
early in the play, right after the exit of the crowd of citizens in 1. 35.5

"Dpnoy  (42-51) Efypxra  (271-280)
1 1
Budpes wvap émvd, Oolpror hoyoyérar, Byl Bk
2 3
Tauonagryolvte; &7 MehdulsTov mdxog, Fpas Tolg moitooouyows Deols,

placing of the "Assws »pvwrn easl of Cadmea, 1.e, on the side of Ismenns; see N. D,
Papahatzis, Ilaveziion Eikados [epthivnow, V. Bowwrmd, Gomund, 1969, p. 75 n. 2,
If my interpretation of S¢T 273 iz correct, Aeschylug rorroborates the information
provided by Pausanias,

3. OUn the ambiguous position of Ares in the ST, whe, whether the particular
deity or the generic notion of war viclence, is at Lhe same time one of {he guardian
gods of the Cadmeans and patron of the invaders, see W, &, Thalmann, Dramatic
Art tn Aesehylus’s Seven Against Thebes, Yale Classical Monographs, 1, Yale Univer-
sily Press, 1978, p. 55—a stimulating book which became available Lo me too late
to be fully used in this paper,

4. It should be noled thal no equation of Ismenus with Ares is intended here.
Ismenuns personified is worshipped as a separate river-god. But its springs, like most
springs or fountains in antiquity, were attached to the cult of a particular god.

5. Oliver Taplin, The Stagecraft of Adeschylus, Oxford 1977, pp. 129ff., involves
himself in a lengthy discussion on whom these citizens of Thebes were played by.
After having disposed of the awkward idea expressed by some scholars that no such
group appeared on the stage and Lhat the words Eaduoy mohirae were in fact addressed
to the Athenian audience (see also David Bain, CfF 25 (1975}, 22 n. 1}, Taplin con-
cludes that Aeschylus must have employed here a group of silent extras, He adds
that he “would guess that there were somelhing between three and a maximum of
twelve extras here”, T do not know where these figures come from, but I would
suggest a minimum of twelve persons. Not only because the crowd of cilizens should
be represented with a certain degree of likelihcod; but also because, in addition to
the silent extras employed perhaps in other scenes, Aeschylus has twelve more men
available at the opening of the play: the members of the Chorus. They will not be
needed before 1. 78, when the Parodus staris, and they will have an interval of more
than forty lines to prepare themselves for their new role,
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The similarity is striking especially in the meaning of the lines.
Some differences in the sequence of the structural elements are due to
the dissimilarity of the mode of delivery (narrative account in the Spxnou,
first-hand oration in-the =jvparty) and to the different nature of the two
rites (the sacrifice is already performed in the 8gxot, 1t is only pledged
under conditions in the elypara). So, although #pxor 5 and slypxwx 2
correspond both verbally and syntactically, they yield different mean-
ings: &pwot B iz about the destruction of the city (mokel xataoragdc Bév-
veg hamdiow dotv), whereas elypwra 2, as will be shown later, is abont
a future sacrifice (o= tpomain). Also, the psychological situation in
the scene of the elypare, wherein FEteocles tries desperately to- raise
the morale of the panic-stricken maidens of the Chorus, rules out the
possibility of even the slightest mention of a penalty in case that the
promise of Eteocles is not kept: the elyuxtx, therefore, contain no paral-
lel to 1. 48 (% yiv Davévreg Trvde gupdosty u:pfﬁmn}, although «ipdosovsag
may well reflect it.-

With this ]uxtdpumtmu in Lumd lel, us now try to face the individual
_]:u_:*ﬂhl_e_ms» of 11, 275 1.
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275 f. alpaooovrae - Tavsextovelvtae: For the unexpected numbher
and tense see infra on Uoewv Tpomain (1. 277).

276 tawpoxtovevrog Beolowv: Sacrifices play a very important role
in the S¢T. The Chorus end the parodus singing in despair (174-180),

iy il Satpoves,

Tuchépeor 8 dpffaret

pracBliTan B¢ Tou mhheog dpylay

pvnotepes £6TE oL
Sacrifices are also mentioned by Eteocles a little later (first mentioned
at 14-15 among the institutions which the citizens were to defend),
but it is important to notice that whereas the maidens pray that the
gods remember the sacrifices which the city has offered them in the
past and help her now, Eteocles, in a cool and business-like manner,
refers to sacrifices he is planning to perform in order to secure the help
of the gods. A do ut des feeling is clear in what he says, and he excludes
the women, with their emotional reactions, from such a matter of ex-
change policy (230 f.):

avdpiv T8 EoTl, opaywe Xl yeMoTipla

bzotow Eodev mohepioww merpouérouc.
Elsewhere he is more outspoken. Right after the initial rhesis of the
Scout he bursts into a desperate prayer; which ends, however, with a
frigid remark to the gods (76 f.):

Eova & Bmilw Avew
TG yap e mpdaoovon Sxipovag Tzt

Such a remark included in a prayer takes the character of a mutual
contract, And a few moments before his final departure to meet his
brother and his death, Eteocles, having realized that the contract is
broken, rejects abruptly the sacrifices which the Chorus advise (699-
T04):
), (T ughavaryre EE-
eigl dopwv Epwide Stav &x yepidv®

6. Is &x yepiv contrasted fo the sfyuava, the whole passage being an exhorta-
tion to Eteocles to proceed with actual sacrifice and not merely vows?
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Beol Oualav deywvrae,
Ev. Ozolg pév 58w mwg magnpeiiuco,”
yaprs® 87 ap’ fuov Shopevev Bonpdletour
! * W ! !
Tt ouv ET dv caivonev GAEBplov pbpov;

Here (271-278%) the Scout has told Eteocles of the sacriflice of the

Seven: they have already offered one or more bulls to the gods they
invoke (43 [.). One would expect that, if Kteocles wanted the contract
Lo be elfective, he would make a greater offer to the gods he invokes.
One of these gods, Ares, we must remember, 1s being claimed by both
groups. .
It was a common practice among Greeks to try to surpass their
opponents in the size of the offer, so that Lhey might attract the divine
favour. This concept lies behind the enormous vows we hear of, es-
pecially before battles; each side iried to surpassthe vows they sus-
pected the enemy had made. So great were the vows that sometimes
they could not be fulfilled alter the successful end of the battle. Aeschy-
lus must have had personal knowledge of al least one such example:
Before the battle at Marathon the Athenians edfxpevor % “Aptéuis
(Agrotera) dmdooug uxtundvotey Tév mereubov tooubrag yipalpas xatadi-
sew TAL Oedde, émel 0O elyov tuavag edoziv, E8afey advols uat’ Ssiay Tov wev-
toootag ey, xal E1 viv dmobliouawy, says Xenophon, An. iii, 2, 12; ef.
Arist. Ath. Pol. 58. 1. It is probably this practice that Aristophanes
alludes to at Eg. 6b4 ff.:

‘%vdpzs, N8 por Bouel
el svupopats dyubaiow elenyyehpévoig
sooeyyEite Blew Exatov Bolg th Osddt,
¢évémvenoey elg éxelvov (the Paphlagonian) + Boukdy oA
»&ywy’ (the Sausage-seller) 81z 8% *yvwv ol Polritoig Hrrnuévoc,
Sunrociowgt Bouvaly Ueprubvrics,
e 8 "Avyporfpur xatd ey mapiivean
sty morfoacton yrpdpwy el abplov,
xb tpryideg el vyevolal® Exgtiv todBokal.?

A close parallel is offered by the ancient paroemiographers (Paus. Att.

7. G177 1. piheold § lepdiv Snplev, [ fueidpevor 8 dpfZeret,
8, In the sense “offering’,
9, Cf, also P, 4le. 2 148 & ff,

£ oy
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6 12 Erbse (Eust, 331. 20, Phot., Sud. 0 291; cf. Prov. Bodl. 494, Zen. iv.
29, App. Prov. 1ii. 20, sch. Eur. Phoen. 1408), who explam Ostraiédv
copiepa, & proverbial expression, as follows: ... "Apatiw (elsewhere he
is called Atéripoc or Mévwy or merely ®erraddc) yap xuridvtt o Oedg Egy
puhdboaclat, pun hdbway adtdv of 5 evavtias sbyin peilovt kot hapmpotéont
xoer” adTol yomodupevot. 6 8F Exnatépfuy dvdpiiv elibuto Dioew Té "Amoihwyt:
xatopbdiong 82 & Efoddeto, Thv Ouglay Six td p¥ fepompen® elvar dei avefai-
heTo.10

I believe that by applying this concept to the lines in question, we
may perhaps explain the accumulation of textuoal singularities in 1.
276: the asyndeton of taupswtevobvrag, the repetition of Bezolow, and the
unexpected &3e. These features render the line—whatever its possible
meaning may be-syntactically independent from the preceding ones
and somewhat emphatic. I would feel that something stronger than
comma would be necessary in order to mark its structure. In other words,
whereas we would expect something like ‘dyeing the altars of the gods
in blood of sheep and bulls, 1 vow that...” or even ‘dyeing the altars
of the gods in blood of sheep and slaughtering bulls for them, T vow
that...’, we read “dyeing the altars of the gods in blood of sheep-—slaugh-
tering bulls for the gods—thus do I vow that...’, which 18 not the same
thing. If it were not for &8° émedyopon, one might imagine that 1. 276
was an attempt by a later hand, say an actor or a seribe, at substituting
the former line. But what if the substitution was made deliberately
by Aeschylus?

The formulation of speech at 1. 276 rules out, [ think, the possibility
of a ecombined sacrilice of sheep and bulls. What | suggest 1s that sheep
was the king's initial offering. When he suddenly realized that by this
sacrifice he was underbidding his opponents, he hastened, before con-
cluding his sentence, to remedy his error. The substitution of the new
bid, however, is not made in one of the normal ways the Greeks used
to correct a preceding statement made either by another speaker or
by the speaker himself, e.g. phioiow Myw; tavpoxtovolviag pév odv or
udirov 8¢ tavportovelvras.l! In my opinion, the reason, as I shall try

. — o — e —— T, ——

10. Perhaps it would not be out of place to point out here that the only time this
proverb is found in extant literature is when Eteocles applies a Thessalian aéquopa
during the duel with Polynices in Eur. Phoen, 1207 [, But there the uxprﬂssinn means
no more than a fighting trick.

11, See e.g. Aesch. Pers. 1031 {, mamai mumal,—xel widoy # morwed y.h olv, g,



1The vows of Eleoeles 339

to expound later, is that Eteocles must conceal his error from the Cho-
rus. Accordingly, Aeschylus abandons for a while the formal construetion
and resorts to a common device of natural speech. He makes Eteocles
deliver a phrase syntactically equivalent to the objectionable one raising
his voice, as if the louder utterance might obliterate the words already
spoken:

r r ~
unhotowy atpdccovree Eotiee Dediv-
TorupoxtTovoLvTag Oeolon—12

‘Sacrificing sheep on the altars of gods—(nay!) slaughtering bulls for
the gods—'.13 In a self-corrective clause like this, it is necessary to
repeat the object of the replaced verb. Therefore fzotaty is by no means
out of place here, as was claimed by Wilamowitz (Aeschylus Inter-
pretationen, Berlin 1914, p. 107) and Groeneboom ad loe.

The regular consiraction, before the addition of taupoxtovelvrac
Ozolow, would require only the verb and the infinitive governed by it
(emedyopar Bhoewy Tpomaia). But after the interpolation of the self-correc.

1396 ~d” v Suexbesg v, Smepdluweg wiv ofv, Cho. 998 ff. ypzupe tpds, ¥ vexpol moddy-
dutov [ Spobtng xataoxdveps ; Slxtuov wiv ofiv | Soxuv T° v elmoie wal Todotiipas wémhoue,
Eum. 38 Belovow yap ypale addév, dvrlmuig uév olv; of. Ag. 1090, Che. 60, Eum. 199 I.,
386 If, Such correcting sentences were treated by rhetoricians as a separate figure
termed epidiorthosis: Hermog. /4. 2. 7 {Rabe 362. 2-6) ¥w1 &v8utferov ahun xal
Towndm Emduplincie, % adbfioewg Bvexa napodapBavopden, olov B vis mote—od by
10 pbv obv xal mpcimy” (Dem. xviii, 130), xxl wéhwv ‘b3 ¥t vdv aloyedv, oy Bk
tav aloyletev' (Dem. ii, 2],

12, In Aeschylus, a fow cases of amplilying epidiorthosis not accompanied by
the words characteristic of this figure (uiv ofv, mhfov, uiidev ete.) and obviously
recognizable only by means of speech intonation, may perhaps be related with the
self-correction discussed here: Pery, 986 xaxd npéuaxa idvers, Ag. 1436 I, pla réds mon-
Mg, Tig mavy wordis Yuyde bidons’ dmd Tpolu, Cha. 875 ofuot mavolpor Seamdroy (me-
wAnYRevou ), EBum, 161 Papd 7 mepiBupu xplog ¥yewv; of. Kl Schinkel, Die Wortwieder-
holung bei Aischylos, Diss, Tiibingen 1973, p. 61.

13. I do nol enter the question of the exact meaning of wnix. Iven if sometimes
the word denotes more generally “beasts’ (see L9J s.v.), here nhhotow aipdocovroc
and ravpoxvovodvrxg placed side by side asyndetically can only distingnish between
different kinds of animals. Aristophanes, Lys. 186 fI, (—Avmotpdrn, [ v’ Spwov bp-
wevoerg ol Hudc;—bvtve; [ el domtd’, Honep pao’ &v Aleyihwy moté, / unhegpayolaus)
and 196 f. {pnlospuyolox. Ddowey oivon arauviov / dudowuev), refers to the passage
of the épxor in ST, But the discrepancy THUROGPETODVTES ~ prAsopayolaxt, whether
an error of memory or a deliberate change, perhaps suggests that Aristophanes
recalled to mind that in Aeschylus’ play there was a question of bulls and sheep,
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tion the poet proceeds with a slight anacolouthon: the change in Eteo-
cles” offer is emphasized by means of a demonstrative resumptive sen-
tence: ‘thus do I vow’ (i.e. not as you may have heard before). In faet,
@de restores Lhe speech regularity after the disorder caused by the
interpolation of tousewtovedvrag Beoiow. In other words &de operates
similarly to <i Aéyw; or to pevy odv, only less clearly.

It 15 useless to look for exact parallels in such cases of ‘anarchical
formulations of speech. But Greek tragedy 1s full of instances of disor-
derly construction. Such “fligures’ as anacolouthon, aposiopesis, hyper-
baton, nominativus pendens etc. are widely used when the poet aims
at reproducing an emotionally coloured evervday specch.? I shall dis-
cuss the dramatie significance of this self-correction later on, but now
I should stress the fact that the whole passage of SeT which includes
the vows of Eleocles (245-286) is a good specimen of “Afleklsprache’
(v6 évdigberov in Hermogenes® words). Not only is it marked by haste
and excitement, which prompt Aeschylus to employ the conventional
stichomythia (245-263), but it also presents, especially in the lines
spokken by Eteocles, a lively conversational tone coloured with popular
irony (246, 256-257), indignant expressions (252, 254), familiar dialogue
(260-261 el dolng, Aéyorg dv; 262-263 olymoov, oryd), harsh colloquialisms
{250, 252), The speech of Eteocles which follows the stichomythia (263-
286) 18 less excited, and contains some examples of elevated style, inevi-
tably used on account of the ritual character of the edyperz, But, 1n
seneral, the speech retains the hasty and conversational tone of the
stichomythia, and one or two deviations towards everyday talk are not
at all out of tune.

277 Onoewv tpomaix: The phrase depending on émedyopor (or Réyaw,
according to those who delete 1. 276) is usually understood as “to set
up trophies’. Such a statement might perhaps be expected to be found
in the second part of the passage (277 mokepiwv 8 &5, »td.), which does
not belong to the formal efiyvpare,’® but here it is entirely out of place.
As Rose notes ad loc., trophies were supposed to be pieces of war-magic,

_— .

14. Cf, Fr. Zucker, ‘Formen gesteigert affektischor Rede in Sprechversen der
griechischen Tragddie’, fndogermanische Forschungen 62 (1935), 63-78 [=Fr. Z.,
Semantica, Rhetorieq, Fthica, Derlin 1962, pp. 72-84 = Sophoides, Wege der For-
schung, Band XCV, Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, Darmstadt 1967, pp. 252-
267]; he confines, however, his investigation to Sophocles and Euripides.

15, lvypase 6 above; similarly, Il 49-50 (6puer 6) do oot belong to the formal
reproduction of the Gprar. '
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not thank-offerings to gods. Moreover, the regular Greek would be ot#-
sty Tpomota.

Some editors, among them Wilamowitz and Groeneboom, accepted
Weil’s emendation Bisewv tpomaie, which later proved to be the reading
of O (Leid, Voss, gr, Q 4 A); Val. 1332 has above Oygzw the mterlinear
note dmo xowel o Blewv. Now, tepx toomaie (of. swrips, voemraote, ehoy-
e ete.) are the thank-offerings for assistance in defeating an enemy:
Eur, Herael. 399 1. ooy O frowmeopéve | Eotpev olg yp7 talta Téuve-
aflar fedv, [ tpomata v Eyllpdv ol wohet gwTpLA.

Yet, although Weil’s emendation appears to be necessarv, it is
not casy to cross out the almost unanimous evidence of the Ms tradition.
The same reasoning as Weil's mmay well have led the scribe of (3 to the
same emendation. Furlhermore, a sacrifice of one or more bulls would
certainly improve the offer of Eteocles and restore the balance with the
sacrifice of the Seven, but would not secure the necessary higher bid.
What Eteocles vows 18, I think, not to perform one sacrifice but to set
up, to estabhsh, periodic sacrilieial rites, as was usually done after
victores (e.g. after the victory at Marathon; Her. vi. 111. 2). And =t-
Brue 18 the proper verb for this sense: Eum. 484 Deopdv, v elg dmave’
evem fraw ypavoy, Ag. BAD xowvalc dybivieg Bevteg; see LSJ v, ~ifmue AL VI,
ef. IMI, V.

This interpretation accounts both for the accasative plural and for
the present tense of the participles siudsoovies and Tavpewrtovelvras,
which have bothered many scholars. The plural perhaps reflects the
natural plural of the participles in 1. 43 f. (tauposoayoeivres, Brvydvou-
<e5), where the subject 18 the Seven. With the constant paratlelism bet-
ween the opposite parties and their members, which marks the whole
structure of the S¢T, the poet may well mean here Efeocles and, as a
projection of him, the people of Thebes or the Chorus standing for them
(hpats: the “we” used by the sovereign, especially during wars, {o denote
himself and the people as opposed to ‘the enemy’}. As Tucker notes,
‘the vow is a proclamation or order {or the thing to be done, not simply
a declaration that he himself will do it (= «ipdoswv)’. More than that,
the tense shows that the object of his vow will have an indeterminate

16. g {-epa) tsomaix (-ov) in Bur. Hel. 1380 and Ar. Lys. 318 may perhaps
mean no more than “put the enemy to flighl’; Wilamowitz, op., ¢, p. 109, Groene-
boom ad loc,
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duration and the citizens who will effectuate 1t are both of the present
and the future generations.

noheutwy 8 ealuagt: This is the reading of M, whose scholiast, how-
ever, added to above the ending of Zsbpasi; all the other manuscripts
present £olfuota.’? I believe that the original reading was 2obfparx and
that eolvpos: 18 an attempt at normalization of the strange-—for later
Greek ears—construction of orépem with an accusative that denotes not
the person or the thing crowned but the crown itsell or the thing that
serves as a crowi. We have already come across the same syntax in the
parallel scene of the pxot: 49 f. puwnpeid 6° adrév... mpde dop’ “ASadotoy ...
iogreqpov. Here éollnuora 15 the object of 278" otélem; hagupa Sxiwv Sou-
pltarpro Stands in apposition to Eobhpero.

douplmhnxra 15 an ill-suiled adjective to describe 2o69fpate, as dresses
can hardly be referred to as “smitten’ or "struck’. Therefore, emendations
like those of Porson (8oustinmre = won by the spear) or Dindorf {8ou-
atmyuere = fixed on spears or wooden pegs) proved very popular. But
it has already been noliced that 2s07pare is anything one puts on, and
Ewopr (-pou) 18 frequently used of armour (yoiuév, donidag; see LSJ).
So it 15 better to take ofifuara Soupimimura as “pieces of armour struck
(therefore damaged) by the spear’.

278-278" aypveig douotg otéum wao vodv: The words ayvois dbpots
mwpo vaédv correspond to 1. 50 mpdg &pp’ "Adokotou and ecertainly desig-
nate the place where the spoils would be hung. aywis 8duotz, however,
can hardly mean anything but vaoiz; in which case the expression ‘in
temples in front of temples’ is indeed baffling. Is Eteocles supposed to
build new temples in {front of the old ones, in order to house the spoils?

The question ceases to exist if we consider the topography of Thebes.
Pausaniag, ix. 9. 2, says that the hostilities started by the Ismenion,
the precinet of Apollon SE of the Cadmea, near the course of Ismenus.
Aeschylus does not seem to disagree. He presupposes that some hostilities
had already taken place (21 ff.); and he places the camp of the Seven
east of the Cadmea and Ismenus (378). It would be very natural for the
spoils of the battle to be dedicated and exposed at this particular precinet
of Ismeman Apollon.l® Pausanias, 1x. 10. 2, adds that xat& tHv £50dov

17. Only Y has ésOnpd~ev; the scholiast of I notes also the reading éofipaaiy.

18. It should be noted thal the differences between Aeschylus’ S¢T and Eunpides’
Fhoen, concern mainly the identity of the seven gates and lhe precise spot of the
Juel: they do nolt affect the site of the bhattlefield,
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{most probably of the precinet) two statues were erected, one of Hermes
and one of Athena, attributed to Pheidias and Scopas respectively,
These gods, says Pausanias, were called 11sévaot. The statues which Pan-
santas saw were set up later than Aeschylus’ play, but Lthe gods must
have been worshipped under the same designation much earlier. A bromze
phiale found in the area of the Tsmenion bears the sixth century in-
seriplion Jv avétlexs TdBdvar To: Mpfo W alale. Moreover, although Pausa-
nias says nothing about this, the statunes may well have been erected
inside separate temples: Sophocles speaks of two ternples of Athena
at Thebes (OR 20 f. mpéc 1= Monrddos duwhoic vxoiz), and the Scholia
ad loc. explain that these two lzpd were those of Onka and the Ismenjan.
The latter can hardly be other than the ‘Abvi Tooveie mentioned by
Pausaniag and the inscription.!® Accordingly, T read at 278 f. gyvoic
860t3e . uee.. [lpovakay, ‘on the holy temples of the Pronaoi’.20

but perhaps the vicinily of the battlefield to the Lemples of the
Pronaot cannot adequately account for Eteocles’ vow to hang the spoils
captured from the enemy on the Lemples of these particular gods; for
one would naturally expect the spoils to be hung on the ternples of the
gods guarding the gates of the city. But, in fact, if the Pronaoi were,
aceording to the statement of Pausanias, near the entrance of the Isme-
nion, i.e. west of the precinet, Lhey would, at the same time, he situated
m iront of the main gate of Thebes, the ‘Haextpar whiat, from which the
road to Plataea and Athens started. It is a well known fact that through-
out the Greek world, both gods were assigned the task of guarding gates
and cities, Hermes being worshipped as mpomiiasoc or muAxtos, Athena
as wpdpeyns. !

Despite the fact that their king was killed in the duel, the Cad-
means eventually defeated the invaders. The terms on which Hteocles
made his offer (e Zuvruydvrow xal méicwe geawpivys) were fulfilled. Did
the citizens respect the vows of their dead king? The question is nol
asked gratuitously. For, although no historical evidence survives, it

19. Keramopoullos, op. ¢it, pp. 35-37. He also {pp. 47 1.} doubtfully ascribes a
fragment of a triglyph to this temple of Athena Pronaia,

20. This reading occurred independently to me and my colleague John Stefanis.
The same conjecture was made early in the nineteenth century by F. H. Bothe,
who understood, however, dyvoic Muow mpevdov = mpovdors dyvéiv 8oy, ‘in the
vestibules of the temples’,

24, I de not go into the problem of the location of the precinet of Athena Onka
and her gate; see Keramopoullos, pp. 334 if., Schober, col, 1451,
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seemns unhikely that the poet would have made such concrete references,
if he had no concordant experience. Therefore, il my previous suggestion
be accepted, I should perhaps proceed further and guess that Aeschylus
knew of periodic sacrifices al Thebes in commemaoration of the victory;
also, that in Aeschylus’ time Thebans displayed within the temples
of the Pronaol some damaged pieces of armour which they attributed
to the defeated army of the Seven.®?

278" mokeplov & éofiquata: The second hemistich repeats verbally
the end of L 277. In such a manifest case of extended dittography we
must give up any attempt at restoring the original reading. We can only
cuess that the repetition may be due either to homoiocatarcton or to
homoloteleuton. As for the sense required, the parallel scene of the &axer
may perhaps be of some assistance. There, the Seven hung personal
objects round the chariot ol Adrastus, as pvgpsia foutév Tolg Texolow &g
deucug, Similarly, Eteocles may be boasling here that he shall hang the
apoils of the Seven round the temples as remembrances of the victory for
the generations to come. I would venture, for mere play, something like:
niol paptupipate (testimonies for everyone), wisw dpsigpara (for every-
one to profit by seeing them), wiow &vbuufpate (things for everyone to
ponder on), dotésoict Selpata, botépors pofiuxta (objects of fear for the
posterity), vel sum.®

The passage serves, however, a dramatic purpose as well. We have
seen that the éslnpxte of the opponents are related to the corresponding
uvruzia which the Seven had hung on the chariot of Adrastus (11. 49 1.).
But they also anticipate the central scene of the Se¢7 with the seven
‘Redepaare’, where the armature of the Seven, especially their shields

22, The only evidence I was able to find on a ceremony in commemoralion of
the: battle is the description made by Pausanias {ix. 18, 3) of the évayiouzre which
the Thebans offered on the graves of Eteocles and Polynices. As for exhibits related
with this legend, Herodolus (v, 59-61) describes Lhree Lripods he saw in the lemple
of Ismenian Apollon helieved 1o date from the time of Lalus, Oedipus, and Laoda-
masz, son of Kteocles {cf. Paus. ix. 10, &), It would be superfluous to stress the poiiti-
cal significance of this Rind of activities, Suffice it to remind the political exploita-
tion of Ehe legend made by the Argives, who erected statues of the Seven in Delphi
after the joint forces of Argos and Athens had defeated the Spartan army at Oenoe
in 460 or 456 B.C, {Paus. x. 10, 3-4). A group of the Seven had also been erected in
Argod abt some uncertain time (Paus, 1. 20, 5),

23. CI. Che, 875, where an obvious ditlography at the cnd of the line [<ghou-
pévny repeated from the end of 1. 872) is also attributed to homoiotelenton [emended
to memhrnywévou by Schiitz).
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and helmets, plays a leading part. And the boastful relerence to the
pieces of armour of the foes at the end of the sivpxte scene, that same
armour which in the next scenc will constitute the basic element of their
v6pmog, 18 strongly emphasized by its position in a separate sentence,
independent from éwadyopar and ostensively distinguished from the
ghyuasa. So, the proud pledge mohzuiov 8° éaBiuata ... dyvoig Sbuoig oté-
Y, which is the only reference Eteocles makes Lo an act exclusively
of his own projected to take place after the war is over, assumes now a
vivid shade of tragic irony; which is greatly intensified by the ensuing
words with which Eleocles addresses the Chorus (279-281): ‘Such
prayers you should make, without useless and excited wailings’

ol vip TU Aoy pd plyng TG pdpotucy.
To sum up, 1 would propose the following text and translation:

ey B ywpxs Toic wollsoolyois Beols,
TEALOVOCY TE Ayopds ETLoRGTOL,
Algrne te mrpyxic, odd g’ Tounved Méyo,
e Zuvtuyovtew  xal moAzes  gscwpévig,
anrotow  aipdocovtes dottac Oeéiv— 275
Tapontovodvtas Oeolov—ad" dmadyopet
Ohoew <pomaios moleplov § dabiuoats,
¥ [ r . * b r ¥ i
Adpuger darwyv doupimdayl’, vl dopelg

oredien [lpovdesy Tmokewlwy & Eobfiperat. 27§

‘And now myself, to the guardian gods of the city, both those who rule
the fields and those who watch over the market-place, and to the springs
of Dirce, nor do I leave out those ol Ismenus, should things go well
and the eity be saved, dyeing the hearths of the gods in blood of sheep—
(fouder ) slaying bulls for the gods!—thus do I vow that we shall institute
victorious sacrifices. And the pieces of armour of our opponents, the
spear-smitten spoils of the foes, shall 1 hang round the holy temples
of the Pronaol gods t...1%.

It must have been clear by now to the reader that in the notorious
controversy over the nature ol this play of Aeschylus, namely whether
Eteocles chose his fate by free decision or his actions were dictated by
the omnipotence of his father’s curse, I side with the second view, the
one of E.Wollf and his followers.2* Seen in this light, the interpretation

24, The debate, based on Lhe timing of the assignment of Lhe seven Theban
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I propose of the elvpata scene contributes to the approach of the play
along the same lines as Wolf['s,

The old view that the play 18 made up of two irreconcilable and,
therefore, paratactically connected components, one in each half of the
play, is no longer accepted by most students of Greek drama. But it
cannot be dismissed without explaining how this impression arose. It
is true that the play has a double texture. Two eolours prevail, one in
each half. But a skilled eve can clearly discern, under the surface of
the first half, the shade prevailing in the seeond. The skilled eye is, of
course, the eye of the spectator. And Aeschylus has woven his work in
an admirable, from a dramatic point of view, way, which allows the
spectators realize more than what some characters of the play can grasp.

The opening lines of SeT spoken by Eieocles seemingly repeat a
cornmonplace maxim; in fact, however, they warn the audience that
the king has to hide some truths from his people (1-2):

P LT 4
Kaduon mohitay, %ph Ayewy T8 waxlpiu

SoTig QUALGSEL Todyoes &V TpupYL ToASwE.

champions to each gate of the city, started with E.Wollf (IZSCP 63 (1958}, 89-95},
who, after demonstrating that Etencles made the postings right after his exit in 1.
286 (and not during the scene of the seven "Redepaare’), explored the implications
thiz delail has on the inlerpretation of the whole play, Wolll's paper provoked a
volley of counter-arguments (see literature in R. P. Winnmington-Ingram, YCLY 25
(1977}, 1 n, 1, and add, for the sake of completeness, F. Ferrari, Studl cluss. or.
19720 (1970 /1), 140-145, idem, Quad. Urb. 29 [1978), 3%-48, F, Maltomini, Quad.
L'rb. 21 (1976}, 65-80). The matter s discussed in full {but unconvincingly, to my
mind} by O, Taplin, sp. cit. pp. 152-158. A very sound discussion of the problem
is made in Appendix 3 of Thalmann, ep. ¢it. pp. 146-149,

25, Amphiaraus, the seer, is a character in many ways akin to Bteocles, therefore
aptly posted by Aeschylus, in order to predispose Lhe audience, in the last but one
‘Redepaar’, He foreknows the fatal outcome of the expedition, yet he cannot
escape his personal doom (617 -8).

gr’ oldevy D¢ ope yev TehsuThiomt pdjv,

el wepmie fotan Beopirowol Astiou.
And it is not purposeless that, as a chieftain, he acts identically with Eteocles (619):

puhet 82 otydv §) Afyew Td xolp.
Still more, it is not purposeless that this descriplion of Amphiaraus is not made,
asz in the other ‘Redepaare’, by the Scout, but by the character who understands
him best, i.e. Kteocles himself, It is surprising, however, to find that most scholars
take these words as referring to Loxias, and that Page, after I, Pearson, deletes the
line.
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He has no difficulty in speaking out the truth and referring to the curse,
and even calling it peyoafieviig, when he is alone on the stage. Such 1is
the case with the prayer of 1. 69-77, which he delivers when the erowd
of the citizens and the Scout have left after 1. 35 and 68 respectively,
whereas the Chorus enter at 1. 78.2 But in the presence of his people,
whether it is the citizens of Thebes or the Scout or the maidens of the
Chorus, he must speak only what is opportune {xaiptov) to the situation.
Still. he lets some utterances escape him, which act as insinuations aimed
only at the andience’s understanding. Such is the case with the error
which Kteocles commits in 1. 276, when he proclaims his vows.

If Aeschylus makes his hero commit an error, it 1s because this
trick is one of the most effective ways to emphasize the parallelism with
the passage of the &pxot, without making this link obvious to the Chorus.
But this oxymoron requires some explanation.

Just like the entire first half of the play,this parallelism also operates
on two levels. The first one is the level conspicuous to the Chorus.
On this one Eteocles realizes that his offering should not be inferior to
the sacrifice performed by the enemy. Had this been the only level of
parallelism, Aeschylus would have made Efeocles actually announce
a greater vow and openly explain why he does so. The underlying level,
however, must remain hidden from the Chorus in the first part of the
play: it is visible only to the audience. On this level Eteocles bheging 10
realize that he is enchained to his brother by a common fate. The Seven,
Polynices among them, by slaying bulls have made the greatest possible
offering. Eteocles cannot outdo them, at least not in the greatness ol
the victims.27 The most he can do is to offer an equal sacrifice, thus
retaining a balance of divine favours, but, at the same time, stressing the
tragic impasse in which he finds himself, unable to turn the fate to his
advantage.2® On the other hand, Eteocles’ vow to establish periodic

96. (. Murray, Aeschylus: the Creator of Tragedy, Oxlord 1940, p. 138, The
king’s solitude would have been made more poignant, if he were not accompanied
even by the attendants appropriate to his status, pace Taplin, ep, cit, pp. 79-80, 129,

27. Of course, he could surpass them in the number of the victims, But there
is no question of numbers in Sc7, for obvious, I guess, reasons. That bulls constitute
greater offerings than sheep nceds not speciflying. But calculaling who killed more
gmimals would amount Lo a comic auction, like the one at Ar. Fg. 654 {f. mentioned
above,

28. Thalmann, op. ¢it. p. 55, mentions also the much-discussed third aspect 1n
Ares’ position in the SeT, that of the final arbiter in the brothers’ dispute, What
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sacrifices is indeed an ontbidding; since, however, it 1s goingto be fulfilled
by his people, 1t can function favourably only towards them. He
will be killed, together with his hrother, but the Cadmeans will defeat
the enemy.

Now these thoughts must only be hinted at to the audience; the
Chorus must not perceive any of them until the news about Polynices
and the fulfilment of the curse be brought to light in the seventh * Re-
depaar®, and so the two levels coalesce.®

In similar situations, when it was necessary Lhat the words of a
character should be concealed from other characters on stage, a later
poet would perhaps resort to the technique of “aside’. He wonld have
made Eteocles turn away from the Chorus and say »af)’ £xutév something
like: *Our offering must not be inferior to that of my brother and his
allies. But, alas, I cannot surpass them. We are bound to have equal
shares m the favour and the hostility of the gods. Now, [ must do my
best to secure the divine help for my people; they are innocent of my
family sin”. But the convention of aside does not seem to have been
developed by the time of Aeschylus,® and, in any case, is admittedly
impotent from a dramatic point of view.

should be added is that this role, which the god assumes at the end of the play, is
a natural projection of the god’s doubls aspect manifested in the first part. This
double aspect is so much stressed not because Aeschylus was in any way bound by
the myth or the facts {so far as I know, Ares had nothing to do with Argos), but
because he wanted to emphasize the notion of balance on both sides with regard to
the supernatural forces, 3o, with no side favoured by the gods, the arbitration of
the dispute falls on *he spe and its instrument, Ares,

29, I qmote from Thalmann, op. eit. p. 184 (n. 5), in his critical assessment of
H. Patzer's theory of stages in Eteccles’ understanding of the curse (HSCP 63 (1958,
97-119): “The crucial point is not what Eteseles may or may not know, but how
much of the true sitnation the spectators are allowed Lo see”, Having in mind that
what we are dealing with is a drama, I would add that equally crueial is how much
of the true situalion Eteocles allows the other characters (and the Chorus) to see,

30. D. Bain, Actors and Audiences, Oxford 1977, pp. 67-70. Another expedient
which could have been employed in a similar situation is the pevdotwars, or the
temporary withdrawal of the Chorus, But (a) this would require radical changes in
the plot to account for this exit, and, certainly, the cancellation of the eliyuxte scene,
which cannot operate without the presence of the Chorus; (b) the few instances of
uerdotacty known from pre-Kuripldean plays {Aesch. Fuwm. 231, Soph. Aj. 814)
are combined with a necessary change of scene from one place to another, and es-
pecially in Aeschylus the stage is not left empty either,



The vows of Eleocles 349

50, the poet uses the trick of self-correction as a covert signal of
his hero to the spectators. By smoothing it away scholars suppose that
liteocles had said no more than: ‘Should the gods help and the city be
saved,l promise to offer bulls (or ‘sheep and bulls’) to them’. If this were
50, however, the reason for the choice of this particular sacrifice would
have been lost and its tragic significance would have passed unnoticed.
Were it not for this error (and in default of the possibility to employ
an aside) 1t is difficult to imagine what other dramatiec device Aeschylus
might have used in order to display the inner agony of the king who is
aware of his destiny, yet desperately strives to win for his city the favour
of the gods in this bargain of sacrifices.
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