HERMES 151, 2023/1, 109—114

DOI 10.25162/HERMES-2023-0007
ENRICO MEDDA

A Note on Aeschylus, Choeph. 68

ABSTRACT: This paper proposes a slight emendation at Aesch. Choeph. 68, which allows to
rescue the transmitted adjective Swakyrjg by referring it to the sufferer instead that to Ate, and to
recover at the same time a connective particle which many editors missed in the passage.
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68a  Sadymg dta
68b  Sapépet Tov aitiov

69 TAVAPKETAG VOGOV Ppdery.

68a. § post Siadyng add. Eichstaedt et Hermann / aiavi|g pro Stadyfic H.L. Ahrens : d\yn &
Sier / 68b. Stagopei Blass

This is the text of Aesch. Ch. 68—9 as transmitted by the codex unicus M (Laur. XXXII 9). I shall
focus here only on the first part of the sentence, leaving aside the issues raised by the unusual form
Tavapkértag atl. 69

At 1. 68 Siakyrig has been suspected for two reasons. The first is the apparent lack of responsion
with 1. 73 Baivovteg v - - ~ - - - ); the second that it does not recur in Greek literary texts before Plut.
Alex. 75.5.3 StakyT|g Yevopevog t0 petdppevov damep A6y Xy memAnyws and De amore prolis 496 d 8 €t
Bepun kol Stakyng kai kpadawvopévn toig mévolg (the subject is a new mother who, still hot and shak-
en with her pangs, turns anyway to her newborn child and smiles at it). In both these passages the
compound has a passive meaning, ‘who is affected by pain, ‘full of pain) while in Aeschylus, where
it qualifies dta, it should be active/causative, ‘who inflicts pain’* A further difficulty was detected by
EICHSTAEDT and HERMANN, who found a second asyndeton disturbing after the asyndetic phrase
of 1. 66 f. 8" afpar’ éxmoBévt’ H1d xBovdg Tpood | Titag eovog mémmyev ob StappvSav. Both of them

independently proposed to insert §” after Siaky#g.*

1 mavapkértag could be a feminine nominative, or a genitive from the adjective mavépketog, not attested else-
where. MURRAY 1955 and PAGE 1972 obelize the word, while WEST 1990, 23334 prefers to delete Bpvewy, as
falsely repeated from 64 f. He also inserts <kai> at the beginning of the verse and corrects véoov in véoog,
with mavapkérag interpreted as nominative (his text is accepted by SOMMERSTEIN 2008 and BROWN
2018). GARVIE 1986, 65 considers mavapkétag “suspicious in both its sense and its feminine termination”,
but for a defence of the transmitted text see SIER 1988, 43.

2 SuiXyds is obelized by PAGE 1972 and, following him, by NENCI-ARATA 1999.

3 Tamnot convinced thatat]. 66 BAMBERGER’s emendation & §” aipat, which removes the first asyndeton,
is necessary. The transmitted text is successfully defended by SIER 1988, 40-1and CITTI 2006, 41-2.

4 EICHSTAEDT 1797, 117; HERMANN 1798, 198. The insertion of 8 has had a certain success: see the editions
of SCHUTZ 1808, DINDORF 1841, 437, FRANZ 1846, WECKLEIN 1888, WILAMOWITZ 1896 in the nineteenth
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110 MISZELLEN

The second problem of the passage concerns the verb Siagéper. Schol. 68b SMITH interprets it
as Staomapdooet (‘rend in pieces’), a meaning well documented for Stagopéw but not so for Stapépw.
BLASS accordingly conjectured Siagopei, an easy change which has been approved by some editors
of the twentieth century.* Moreover, it is disputed whether tov aftiov is the object of Stagépet or not.

Let’s start from Siakyfig. The explanation of schol. 68a sMITH # Stuwvifovoa dty (‘Ate who
perpetuates itself’) seemed to PALEY, AHRENS and WEIL inconsistent with M’s Staky#|g éta; so
they suggested that the scholiast had a different text before his eyes, aiaviig dta (the corruption
ATANHY > AIAATHY would have been easy in capital handwriting).® Their emendation restores
exact responsion with 1. 73 by introducing a word whose meaning in Aeschylus oscillates between
‘everlasting’ (Eum. 572 €ig T0v aiavij xpévov and 672 aiavdg) and ‘grievous) ‘lamentable’ (Pe. 635,
939, Eum. 479, 942).7 The emendation has won large acceptance, particularly among the most recent
editors:® the arguments against Staky#g, however, are not so strong as it might seem.

First of all, the metrical problem should not be overestimated. With M’s colometry, SiaXy?)g dta
(v----) maybe analyzed as a dochmius (cf. Sept. 1352 00 T Apng ¢ed ged and 101b w01’ i i) Vv ay-),°
and since at L. 73 Paivovteg is suspect, it is possible to adopt an emendation in the antistrophe that
restores the same metre (for example BAMBERGER's mpoPaivoveg). Alternatively, Stky#ig might be
scanned as disyllabic, with consonantic t: cf. Pe. 1007 Stampémov, olov 8¢8opkev éta (ch ith), 1038 Siawve
Slouve mijpa, Tpdg Sopovg 8 101 (3 ia), Sept. 289 yeitoves 8¢ kapSiag (cr ba), Suppl. 72 aneipdSaxpty te
xapSiav (ia tr, avafpdppryyes dpvoy, with Sak-, or hag, with Six-), 799 kapSiag yapov kvpjoat (ia ba).

century, and SIDGWICK 1902, WILAMOWITZ 1914, WEIR SMYTH 1926, GROENEBOOM 1949, 114 1. 1, SIER
1998, WEST 1998 and BROWN 2018 in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries.

5 See for example THOMSON 1966, GARVIE 1986, 64, BROWN 2018. YOUNG 1971, 304 proposes dla@pel
(“grievous Ruin lets the guilty man pass through to become full of self-sufficing madness”); the rare verb
is attested at Aristoph. Av. 193 and Thuc. 7.32. The corruption would be easy, but the sense of the resulting
phrase is far from attractive.

6 The idea first occurred to PALEY in the first edition of his commentary (1855, 433; cf. PALEY 1879, 493);
WEIL 1860, 11 printed aiavfjs in the text, with the note “eandem conjecturam protulit H.L. Ahrens, qui
reliqua tentare non debebat”. However, in the 1884 Teubner edition WEIL returned to the transmitted read-
ing, without even mentioning aiavi|g in the apparatus (see also the second revised edition, 1907). As for
AHRENS’ conjecture, WEST in 1998 was not able to trace its original collocation, nor have I managed to find
it so far.

7 The word was associated by ancient lexicographers alternatively to aiei or aiai, but its real etymology is
unknown (see DEGANI 1962 and CHANTRAINE, DELG, s.v.). In the time of Aeschylus it had probably
become one of the ‘iconyms’ studied by SILK 1983, i.e. words whose original meaning had been forgotten,
but which were open to re-etymologization according to the intention of the author (see in particular
pP. 304 and 314). DEGANT, who offers the most complete study of the word, at p. 46 rejects the emendation
at Ch. 68.

8 See TUCKER 1901, THOMSON 1966, GARVIE 1986, 64, WEST 1998, SOMMERSTEIN 2008, BROWN 2018.

9  For further examples of this dochmiac form in tragedy see CONOMIS 1964, 26f.

10 See BAMBERGER 1840, 14. For a compound of Baivewv used for the movement of a river see Plato Crit. 118d
a4 § &k 1@V dp@V kataPaivovta ... pedpata (quoted by Sier 1988, 44), Hdt. 1.193.1 adTod T0d TOTAWOD
avaPaivovtog &g Tag &povpag, 2.13.7 (the Nile) otk dnepPaiver & Ty xdpny, 2.14.8 prite 6 moTaPdS 0loG TE
Eomar & Tag dpovpag drepPaivewy. The alternative Siatvovres (LACHMANN 1819, 49) is less persuasive, since
in tragedy Staivw is usually referred to crying, and tov xepopvof] p6vov does not seem an appropriate object
for it.

11 On the consonantalization of t in Greek poetry see WEST 1982, 14, and for tragedy in particular KAP-
SOMENOS 1990. The disyllabic scansion of Stakyrig was already suggested by LENHOFF 1844, 15, who ana-
lyzed Siadyf dta Swapéper as sp do.
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MISZELLEN 111

Staky?)g éra (- - - -) would then correspond to 73a Baivovreg tov (this only requires moving the article
to the preceding line in the antistrophe). The four long syllables may be interpreted as catalectic doch-
miac (cf. Eum. 842 oiol 8& ged) o, less likely, as anapaestic monometer.” L. 68b, as transmitted in M, is
cr ia, corresponding to what remains at 1. 73b (xepopvot] pévov kabai-) after removing Tov.

As for the late date of Stoky1ig,” CITTI has repeatedly noted that the reappearing of rare Aeschyl-
ean words in late authors is not infrequent: for example, ToAvOpéppwv (Pe. 33) occurs again only
in Greg. Naz. Carm. mor. 716.5, Oracula Sybillina 8.30 and Orph. Hymn. 51.3; ¢€apxng (Pe. 237 and
Soph. Tr. 333) only in Lib. Decl. 20.1.10 F. Totto #apkeg 10 npoeAécBar'+ Moreover, CITTI observes
that the two passages of Plutarchus are full of elevated ‘tragic’ words and echoes, of which Siay7|g
could be part (though a direct reprise of Ch. 68 is not demonstrable). The strongest argument he
advocates in defence of the transmitted reading, however, is the clearly intentional assonance of the
tricolon based on Swa- (8v" aipat’/ SiappoSav / Suakyris / Siapépet), that should not be obliterated by
correction.”s Aeschylus’ fondness for this kind of phonic effects is well known: see for example Ag.

1410 &mESikeg améTapes AnOTmONG, 1552—3 kammeoe katOave | kol Kataddyopev.

>«

I turn now to the interpretation of Sta@épet. KLAUSEN’s “acerba pernicies administrat res auc-

>«

toris” looks bizarre;” HERMANN’s “graviter dolitura noxa differt auctorem (i.e. differt auctoris

»8 =+

poenam), ut satietate malorum abundet™® is slightly better, but, apart from the fact that it is not
easy to find tragic parallels for this meaning (only Eur. HF 76 f. #y& 8¢ Siagépw | Aoyotot pvbevovoa
perhaps offers one), the shift from ‘differt auctorem’ to ‘differt auctoris poenam’ is patently strained.
In his 1860 edition, WEIL interprets Stapépet as absolute, and takes it as “perdurat” (cf. Hippocr.
Int. 12 [VII 194.11-2 L.] 1) 8 voboog Siapéper pddiota évvéa étea and 40 [VII 264 L.] Sapéper &
£wg T@Y eikooiTecohpwY fpepéw); TOV altiov must then be regarded as the subject of the consecu-
tive mavapkétag véoov Ppoewv (“Pertinax Poena perdurat usque dum noxius satietate malorum sca-
teat”).” His approach is partially picked up by S1ER, who prefers to introduce an object for the verb
by writing d\yn & dra Swagéper (“Ate ... trigt die Leiden iiber die Zeit hin, auf daf8 der Schuldige

12 See GALVANI 2015, 47f. and GENTILI-LOMIENTO 2003, 240.

13 Searching for Siady- in the TLG databse, I found a rather early occurrence of Siayeiv, apparently support-
ing Aeschylus’ adjective, at Hippocr. Morb. II s7.1 (VI p. 88 Littré) kol iy keoipv Stadyéet kai ta PAépapa.
However, the compound verb disappears in the edition of Jouanna 1983, which is based on the best Hip-
pocratic manuscripts (M, Marcianus gr. 269, Xth century, and 6, Vindobonensis med. gr. 4, XIth century).
Jouanna’s text is kai T ke@ai]v 88 akyel kai T& PAépapa (8¢ dXyelis a correction of the editor for 8¢ d)y£et
of M6). I have checked the reading of both manuscripts on the digital images available on the websites of
the Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, Venice and of the Osterreichische Nationalsbibliothek, Wien.

14 See CITTI 1994, 27 N. 24, 30 N. 46, CITTI 2006, 43, and also MEDDA 2012, 43 for the cases of Ag 382—
3 Aaktioavrt péyav Aikag Pwpdy ~ Lib. Or. 17.7.2 F. Pwpods 8¢ épijke Aaxtilovory dvatpémew, Ag. 110 xept
mpaxtopt ~ Lib. Or. 39, 9 F. mpaktopwv xépag Epaoke Staquydv piav xew émida.

15 SIER 1988, 42 suggests on the contrary that we have here a case of unconscious repetition by the scribe of
letters soon to be copied (examples in JACKSON 1955, 223 ff.): in his opinion, the corruption to Stkyf)g was
triggered by the presence of two other terms beginning with 8ia- in the same sentence. The argument is
based on Sier’s own correction of Staky#|g to &\yn &, which is far from certain (see below); the mechanism
of repetition could not be applied as well to aiavr|g.

16 The tricolon would be preserved by adopting Stapxi dta (HEIMSOETH 1861, 35), which however would be
disturbing before the immediately following mavapkétag and has rightly not found acceptance.

17 KLAUSEN 1835, 91.

18 HERMANN 1859, II 510; see also PALEY 1879, 493 (“reserves for future punishment”).

19 WEIL 1860, 11.
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112 MISZELLEN

von Krankheit voll werde”).> This involves removing Staky7g from the sentence, which, as shown
above, does not seem a recommendable solution.

A better way to understanding the passage is represented by taking Siagépet to be used in a
figurative sense (‘pulls this way and that’) corresponding to the physical one it certainly has at Eur.
Ba. 753f. wavt’ dvw xal kétw | Siépepov and at Eur. Suppl. 715 f. dmhopa ... | Sewviig kophvig Stagépwv
¢0@evdova.” The image of Ate continuously pulling the guilty one this way and that is perfectly
appropriate here, and finds an illuminating parallel in the description of Andocides’ life in [Lys.]
6.20: év 8¢ TOUTW TY XpOVw §én oMK Kai ktv§Hvovg 6 Bedg émumépmet Toig adikodoty, doTe ToMoDG N
émbopijoat TeAevTHoAVTAG TOV Kak@y arnMdyBat. 6 §& Bedg TéNog TovTY Avpnvapevog T Piw Odvatov
¢néOnke. The restless and painful life of the impious Andocides is attributed to divine anger, as well
as his self-harming decisions: & Tovtw 6 Oedg ovk &mi owTnpiq émvoely Sidwary, A& Tipwpodpevog
T@V Yeyevnpévwy doefnpdtwy (6.31-2). It’s the same idea that we find at Ag. 179 f. otalel 8 av0’ dnve
7pd kapdiag | pvnourAuwy mdvog, where the continuous pain inflicted on the guilty man is presented
by the Elders of Argos as a manifestation of the violent yépig of the gods.

Let’s now pull the threads together. In the glossary of his edition, BLOMFIELD translated
Stkyn¢ with “perquam aerumnosus’, giving intensive force to Swa-.** The parallel usually cited by
the commentators for this meaning is Soph. Trach. 777 Siwdvvog. But the prefix may also have tem-
poral force, so that Stakyfjg could better be interpreted as ‘continuously inflicting pain), as WILA-
MOWITZ and TUCKER argued.” Swidyf)s dta, ‘Ate who continuously inflicts pain’ would be per-
fectly at home in the context reconstructed above: but here we come across a real difficulty, since
we must take into account that elsewhere Siadyfig means ‘suffering pain) not ‘causing pain, and
that the same is true for all the known occurrences of Stadyeiv: Pol. 4.4.2.3 éni Te Toig yvopévorlg
kol Tfj Tapemdnpiq Tod Awprpdyov StakyodvTes, 16.34.10.2 Staky@v £mi Tolg yvopévorg, Diod. 4.9.6.8
1 uév “Hpa Swakyfoaoa 10 Bpépog éppre, Plut. Ag. et Cleom. 43.7 mepipadodoa kal kataomacapévy
Stakyodvra kai cvvtetapayuévov, Mor. 70b.1, Stakyfoag 6 &vOpwmog 7o Avmng kal 6pyf¢. In view of
these passages, the qualification Stadyrig would better fit Tov aftiov than dta. It seems to me telling
that wiILAMOWITZ, although not altering the text, caught this nuance of the line in his paraphrase

Wote Statehelv dhyodvrag.** I think that a slight emendation can put all the pieces in place, by trans-

20 SIER 1988, 42.

21 The translation “jactat, agitat” was already suggested by HEATH 1762, 97. Attention to Eur. Ba. 753f. was
called by PEILE 1840, p. 71 and LENHOFF 1844, 16; to Eur. Suppl. 715f. by WEST 1990, 234 n. 5; see also
CITTI 2006, 43. Earlier commentators recalled the use of differo in latin, cf. Verg. Aen. 8.642—3 Mettum in
diversa quadrigae | distulerant (STANLEY 1663), Plaut. Pseud. 359 iam ego te differam verbis meis; Poen. 156—7
differor | cupidine eius (DE JONGH 1856), to which add Ter. Ad. 486 differor doloribus and the absolute use at
Plaut. Cist. 208 feror differor distrahor diripior. The scholiast’s Staomapdooet is probably only an exaggeration
of what may be considered the correct meaning. UNTERSTEINER 2002, 178 translates “Ate trascina fra con-
tinui dolori il colpevole sino alla fine”, but he also adds “differendo cosi la pena”, which seems influenced by
HERMANN s interpretation mentioned above (n. 18).

22 BLOMFIELD 1834, 117.

23 WILAMOWITZ 1898, 160; TUCKER 1901, 25 (though he adopts aiavig); see further DEGANT 1962, 46. This
meaning could perhaps justify the interpretation 1} Stmwviovoa dtn of schol. 68a smITH. The scholiast
could have extracted the idea of the continuity of Ate’s action from StaXyt|g, choosing not by chance a verb
with the same prefix ia-. It seems thus excessive to say that Swiky#|g dta “is clearly not what the scholiast
read” (SOMMERSTEIN 2010b, 108 n. 73).

24 WILAMOWITZ 1896, 160.
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MISZELLEN 13

ferring the idea of continuous suffering on the victim of Ate and at the same time restoring the

connective particle that many editors miss in the passage. I propose to write:

Sy} & dra

Sagéper ToV atriov

‘Ate pulls the guilty one who continuously suffers this way and that’ This correction would work
equally well if one prefers to adopt BLASS’ Staopei, though this further change, as I argued above,
is not strictly necessary.>
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