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characters present themselves (without song) as representatives of a
more sober and mundane mentality.”*

One striking and distinctive characteristic of this play is the way in
which ‘characters emerge from the great lyrical utterances’ (Seale
1982: 109), as if to exemplify — or repudiate — the imaginative explo-
rations that we have just heard from the Chorus (esp. 376-83, 626—
30, 1155—1256nn.). Distinctive too, is the fact that, whereas in most
tragedies the actors all depart between scenes, leaving the Chorus
alone to deliver their songs, in this play it appears that Kreon re-
mains on stage for the 3rd and s5th Songs, and possibly for the 4th
and Ant.’s kommos t00.7 If he does, his presérice would confirm our
sense that the Elders are inhibited from expressing (or even thinking)
ideas that might run in opposition to the king’s (781-8oon.) — an in-
hibition that would persist throughout the powerful lament-scene in
which, under Kreon’s silent gaze, Ant. is led out through the orchéstra
for execution (801—82n.): for, although the Chorus interact closely
with her in the lyric structure, their words are critical and barely
sympathetic, and Kreon soon reinserts himself into the dialogue
(883—90; cf. 883—943, 937—43nn.). Later, once Kreon has realized
his mistake, the Elders are quick to rally around him (1091—111410.),
and in the final scene they provide a calmer accompaniment to his
lyric expressions of despair, as if they, rather than -he, now preside
over the stage, and over the management of the city (1326-53, 1347—
530n.).

The staging requires ‘no props ... no special effects. ... The trag-
edy, in all its richness and diversity of theme is embodied in the idea
of simple confrontation’ (Seale 1982: 10g). Here and there, the text
indicates how these ‘confrontations’ should be handled: the Guard
enters slowly and haltingly (223-32), but departs with alacrity; Ant.
remains staring at the ground (in disdain? cf. 441n.) until she is ready
to respond directly to Kreon; Ismene is described as being flushed
and in tears when she is brought in at 526 (526—30n., cf. 491-4);
Haimon enters looking dismayed and angry (626—30n.), and rushes

™ See Ewans 1998, Pickard-Cambridge 1988: 132—44.
7 Seale 1982, Bain 1981: 4 n. 1 (and others) have Kreon depart into the

palace at 780, 943, and return unannounced after the Songs: but see further
780, 801-82, 988—gonn.
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off in an even more frantic state (766—7); Kreon in turn hurries off
(by the same route) to rescue Ant., in near-panic (1108-14); Eury-
dike’s silent exit during the Messenger’s speech is expressive of her
desperate resolve (1244~56). But for the most part we must use our
imaginations to envision what should be taking place before us - in
full consciousness of the power that staging and acting technique
have to dictate meaning to an audience, even where the words of the
text may be less than transparent,”

5. THE MEANING OF THE PLAY

Delectare, movere, docere?™ There are obviously many kinds of pleasure
and benefit to be derived from Attic tragedy, many ways in which 2
play such as Ant. works on the minds and emotions of audiences and
readers. It is unlikely that when S. sat down to write the play he had
a clear idea of what it was going to ‘mean’, and even less likely that
upon completion he could have explained its meaning to the satis-
faction of 2 modern critic. The miembers of his original audience
(which presumably included intellectuals such as Perikles, Sokrates,
Aspasia, and Herodotos, as well as some thousands of seri-literate
peasants and artisans) undoubtedly reacted in very disparate ways to
particular scenes and to the play as a whole. Likewise, to modern
readers the play will inevitably yield different meanings according to
the context within which it is studied and the questions asked of it,
None the less, in the belief that some approaches, and some con-
clusions, can be shown to be more fruitful, more adequate to the
text, and more convincing than others, let us take sore preliminary

’® For example, we have no idea — but would love to know — whether Ant.
and Haimon were played in S.’s first production as attractive, warm-bloaded,
idealistic teenagers, or as bratty, petulant trouble-makers. The text allows for
either — or a combination of both (my own preference). OFf course, I am also
aware that at any point in performance a determined director or actor can
override the plain meaning of S.'s text (and the interpretive notes of a com-
mentary) with a gesture, a tone of voice — or a simple cut.

" Entertainment, emotional stimulation (or persuasion), wnstruction — tHeze zre
the three chief goals for literature acknowledged by Classical critics (Gicero.
Orator 21,69, Horace, AP 33347, 391-407, etc.), and taken for granted by
scholiastic commentators.
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critical stabs at this remarkable work.”® If in what follows Antigone
may seem to switch back and forth between being a piece of moral
or political philosophy, a religious rite, a sociological treatise, an
imaginative poem, a stage drama, a political rally, a psychotherapy
session, and more, I make no apology: (this) play can be, and should
be, all of these things.

(a) Aesthetics

As Aristotle observes in the Poetics, much of the excitement and sat-
isfaction provided by a tragic performance comes from the artful
structuring of the plot (pU8os); much, too, from the ornamented
language (Aé€1s) and skilful vocal delivery (Umdxpiots), the metrical
and musical rhythms and melodies (&puovia, péros), and the visual
dimensions of gesture, blocking, choreography, costume, and sce-
nery (dwis, dpxnols, okevoTolla, oknvoypagia, xTA.). Although
Aristotle gives due weight also to the moral aspects of the action
and characters, most of his discussion in the Poetics focuses on aes-
thetics and dramatic technique; and his comments about these are
for the most part acute and illuminating.” Unfortunately, however,
most of the aural and visual elements of the plays as originally per-
formed are now irrecoverable, and we must necessarily be satisfied
with the ‘pleasures’ provided by plot, characterization, language and
(to a lesser degree) metre, since these are more adequately recorded
in the surviving texts. But we must never forget how much we are
missing.

In our sketch of the structure of Ant., we noted how it is built,
scene by scene, and song by song, through a series of climaxes that
culminates in the revelation of Kreon’s error and the announcement

® ‘Fruitful’ and ‘convincing’ — to whom? Let us say, to a majority of the
‘competent readers’ who have weighed the critical alternatives in the light of
their own examination of the text. For a helpful definition of ‘literary com-
petence,’ see J. Guller, Structuralist poetics (Ithaca 1975) 113-30; also Fish 1980,
for the idea of an ‘interpretive community’.

 For a helpful recent account of the multiple tragic pleasures identified
by Aristotle, see A. O. Rorty, “The psychology of Aristotelian tragedy’, in
Rorty, ed., Essays on Aristotle’s Poetics (Princeton 19g2) 1—22.
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of the multiple deaths.®® The overall pattern of events is highly sat-
isfying in its economy and logic: for it is Kreon's own edict that
destroys him, by bringing about the deaths of his own son and wife.
In Aristotle’s terms, this series of events is indeed both ‘unexpected’
(rapx Thy 86&av) and yet inevitable (‘caused by one anether’, &1’
&AANA)® A man of high standing and basically good intentions,
through 2 serious but not implausible (and perhaps forgivable) mis-
take (&pepTia),® due partly to a kind of reprehensible but under-
standable ignorance, harms his own giAot and thereby falls from
prosperity to misery. The point at which Kreon’s fortunes are seen
to begin their ‘reversal’ (wepiméTeia) is the precise moment at which
he is brought to a ‘recognition’ (&vayvdpiots) of the true state of
affairs (1064-1114, esp. 1095 &yvewka kautéds).??* The demonstration
of cause and effect, of ‘the kind of thing that happens® in human
affairs, the eliciting of ‘pity and fear’ at events befalling people ‘like
ourselves’ who do not fully ‘deserve’ it, all of these are intriguing
and emotionally captivating, whether or not they are ethically bene-
ficial too.** The feclings of sympathy that fiood through us as Ant.
contemplates her entombment, and again as Eurydike and Kreon
face the loss of their son; the thrill of excitement (tinged with horror
and pity, or vindictive satisfaction?) provided by Teiresias’ pro-
nouncement of Kreon's sentence, and again by the narrative of

8 Above, pp. 15~14.

' Poetics 9 1452a3—4, an account that contains the germ of the modern
notions of dramatic irony, paradox, and tragic inevitability; see above,
pp. 20-1.

_“’ Aristotle stipulates that the fall should not come about simply through
‘wickedness’ (uoxBnpia); for &uapTia in Ant., cf, 743—4, 914, 926, 1023—32n.,
1242-3n.

# Tt might be argued that Kreon comes to recognize, in effect, "wha’ Pol.
is; i.e. that he is not after all just an ‘enemy’ (522 £xBpds) but 2 @ihos: this
would bring 4nt, closer to the mainstream of Aristotle’s favourite tragedies
{Post. 14 1453broff.). But the action of Ant. suggests that it is not merely failure
to bury a nephew /brother, and premature burial of a niece, that is Kreon's ‘mis-

take’, but non-burial and improper burial of anvons at all
n4 3

ole &v yévoito, Pocl. § 14512 37; Sliotos, avdbios 13 145825~7; etc.; of,
Rhet. 2 8.1386a24. For discussion of tragedy's possible ccgni:{\‘c and ethical
benefits, as envisaged by Aristotle, see S, Halliwell, Aristotle’s Poctics (London
1986) 160-201; but cf. next n.




28 INTRODUCTION

Haimon’s death, as we recognize that everything is coming together
as it must — these are the ‘proper pleasures’ of a well-made tragedy.

(6) Lessons

It was widely believed in ancient Greece, and is still widely belie.ved
today, that a good tragedy (or epic) teaches a lesson of so,me kind,
through the representation of good and bad ‘examples’ (Trapa-
Setynarta, exemple) of human action and character, and through
the exploration and revelation of ultimate trut.hs about the world we
live in. Although some modern critics have vigorously opposed this
idea,® Greek '-drama is full of morally evaluative language, and
seems constantly to invite its audience to think about the personal
choices and confrontations of its main characters. In the modern
era, hundreds of books and articles have discussed the. degree to
which Kreon, or Ant., or both, should be held responsible for the
deaths of Ant., Haimon, and Eurydike, and what we should learn
from their catastrophe. No consensus has emerged.“‘ o
Many have found Kreon to be wholly at fault,_h1s authority ille-
gitimate, his edict impious and foolish, his behaviour and language
intemperate and vindictive.®” But to others he appears a \-vel%-
intentioned ruler, sincerely commiitted to laudable political princi-
ples (162—210, 188~g0, 639—8onn.) and civic piety (162—3, 199—201,

* For example, many of the ‘New Critics’; or, from anmlr'_u:r ar':g?e, those
who have focused chiefly on ‘dramatic technique’ (esp. Wﬁamo;ﬂtz 1917,
Waldock 1g51), or on the purely emotionﬁal,"aesﬁ!he‘.ic effects (e.g., W. Schade-
w ermes B9 (1955) 12a—71, Heath 1087: 1—8gl.
ﬁa'jl*-'dtf’“g sun'fss c?fasdiffc'rcm opinions, sse M. Flickinger, fowa Stud. C&u;
Philol. 2 (1935), Hester 1g71: 11-19, 48-354, Steiner 1984, Oudemans & Lardi-
m‘;f l.gfnfc;r;?rhtgsc who see Kreon as wholly villainous and/or incorfigibly
shortsightc&, are Jebb, Reinhardt, Whitman, Mller, Benardete, and Vickers.
On this view, Kreon does not even deserve the respect accorded to 5u ch tow-
ering but misguided Sophoklean heraes as Alas or Herakleg for, unlike them,
once he is faced with proof of his error (1064~7¢), and direct threats to his
own prosperity (togr—1i14n.), he quickly backs down a‘nd ciumble_:s, He l:h_u:?
hecomes an ohject of contempt rather than sympathy ( puny’, Whitman 1g51:
gt), and the play comes to be read as a simple morality-tale demonstrating
the evils of petty tyranny and disregard for the gods.
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280-314, 973-6, 777-80nn.), and reasonable enough to change his
mind and rescind punishment — twice — when the error of his poli-
cies is pointed out by trustworthy advisers (76680, 1091—1114nn.):
he is guilty only of misjudging the gods attitude to non-burial, and
of intemperate reactions to what he sees as disloyal opponents.®®
Conversely, Ant. is seen by many as an inspirational defender of
‘higher’ truths — individual liberty, family loyalty, and religious duty
— whose othet-worldly independence and determination, in the face
of a bullying male-chauvinist civic authority, are finally vindicated
by Teiresias and by the gods’ destruction of Kreon; while to others,
it is Ant. (and to a lesser degree, Haimon) who herself brings about
the catastrophe through her inflammatory words and disruptive
behaviour, which alienates the sympathy both of the other charac-
ters and of the audience.** On this view, Ant.’s fate, like Haimon’s,
is largely self-inflicted; and Kreon suffers far beyond what his own
mistakes deserve. I believe that neither of these extreme positions is
tenable: the text shows beyond reasonable doubt that both Kreon
and Ant. are at least partly (if not equally) responsible for the trag-
edy. But the fact that such a broad range of responses has been eli-
cited by this text is itself significant; for the questions raised by the
play are not simple, and we should not expect the answers to be so
either.

One of the reasons for the lack of critical consensus lies in the
issue of non-burial. Ancient Greek attitudes concerning the treat-
ment of the corpses of public enemies were by no means clear-cut or
consistent, and, although it becomes clear long before the end of the
play that Kreon has acted wrongly in his treatment of Pol. and Ant.,
the audience would not be in a position to be sure of this when first
his edict is announced. That is to say, Kreon might — or might not —
be excused for thinking that his policy was justifiable and proper.
Denial of normal burial, as a way of inflicting further revenge on
a particularly hated enemy and his family, was an extreme and

# It is significant in this regard that Demosthenes (19-247) could quote
Kreon's words at 175-g0 as 2 model of civic leadership, with no trace of
irony intended (162-210n.).

# W. M. Calder, GRBS g (1968) 385—y407, S-Inwood 1990; of. 31, 450—70,
46g9—70, 52681, 875nn.
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shocking measure, but not unheard-of or self-evidently inadmissible
(26~96n.).%° In particular, the recognized penalty for traitors and
temple-robbers in fifth-century Athens was refusal of burial within
the boundaries of the polis (exorismos);®' and criminals were some-
times executed by being thrown down a cliff into ‘the pit’ (barathron),
where their corpses would presumably be left to rot.*2 Bodies of the
long-dead could also be dug up and ‘expelled,’ as a kind of posthu-
mous exile. And of course in literature, threats to strip the corpses of
slain warriors and leave them for the beasts and birds are common
(though rarely carried out, as more generous sentiments usually
prevail).®® )

No issue could be better designed than this to engage an Athenian

% See W. Vischer, RAM 20 (1865) 4451, Rosivach 1983, Parker 1983: 44-8.
We may recall Nestor’s words at Hom. 0d. 3.255-61, “You know what would
have happened if red-haired Menelaos, returning from Troy, had caught
Aigisthos alive in his house: they wouldn’t have heaped any burial mound for
him, but the dogs and birds would have devoured him as he lay on the plain
apart from the city, and none of the Achaian women would have lamented?,
cf. S. EL 1487-go. In general, vengeance was highly prized by the Greeks,
and exultation at the punishment and humiliation of an enemy was normal,
though the ghastlier punishments (decapitation, impaling, and other kinds of
mutilation and torture) were generally regarded in the fifth century as ‘bar-
baric’ and unGreek (cf. 308-gn., and e.g. A. Eum. 185-90 with Sommerstein’s
nn., E. Hall, Inventing the barbarian (Oxford 198g) 158-9).

9t Thuc. 1.138.6, Xen. Hell. 1.7.22; also A. Th. 1014, E. Pho. 776, 1629—30.
Relatives might in some cases take the body and bury it outside the borders;
but the standard term for such criminals, &tagos (Plato, Laws 873c1, g6oba,
etc.), implies that this was not normally expected.

92 Parker 1983: 47; occasionally the sea could be used to the same end.
Closely analogous in some respects to the situation of Ant. is Lykourgos,
Against Leokr. 121, where we are told the Athenians passed a ‘decree’
(wneioua) ‘that if any [of those who had deserted to the Spartans in Deke-
leia, during the Peloponnesian War] should be caught returning, anybody
could arrest them and take them (&mayaysiv, cf. g82m., 395, 438) to the
authorities, who should hand them over to the executioner at the Pit (Té1 &mi
7ol dpUynaTos)’, i.e. the traitors were to be summarily executed without trial
(cf. 35-6, 435nn.) and without likelihood of burial. For the constitutional sta-
tus of the ‘edict’ (xfipuypa) issued by the oTpatnyds Kreon, see 7-8n.

93 C. P. Segal, The theme of the mutilation of the corpse (Mnem. Suppl. 17, 1971),
Rosivach 1983. On the echoes in Ant. of Achilles’ treatment of Hektor’s
corpse in the [liad (gods’ disapproval, unspoilt corpse, Priam’s lone attempt,
etc.), see Linforth 1961: 189—95.
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audience in absorbing moral questions about revenge and the hu-
miliation of enemies, the authority of the state to interfere with
family obligations and rites, and the relations between human and
divine ‘law’ — questions of central and immediate significance to the
democracy that show up repeatedly in the literature of the fifth cen-
tury.®* So, while 8.’s prime purpose in composing Ani. may not have
been specifically to determine the precise rights and wrongs of deny-
ing burial rites (esp. since the play ends up leaving many of the key
issues up in the air),® this highly problematic issue provided an ideal
springboard, or framework, on which to construct a powerful tragic
plot. Some critics have argued that it is Kreon’s stipulation, not only
that no burial or lamentation of any kind shall be permitted within
Theban territory, but that the corpse must be ‘left alone’ (2&v, 29,
205) for the dogs and birds - i.e. that it may not even be removed for
burial outside the borders — that sets the measure one fatal degree
beyond the bounds of political legitimacy and religious propriety
(26—36n.). Perhaps so; one can certainly surmise that if Kreon had
Just assigned minimal buriat rites for Pol., inside or outside the bor-
ders, catastrophe would have been avoided. But this fine distinction
is never in fact made in the play — and in the end Pol. is given an
honorific local funeral like Eteokles’ (1101, 1199~1204). In sum, it
does not seem to have been S.’s purpose to provide a systematic

™ A. Eleusintoi and Hektoros Lutra, 8. Ajax, B, Suppl. all involve the defear of
an attempt to refuse burial to an enemy. The apparent intensification of in-
terest in this issue at this period may reflect a development of moral and po-
litical scruples from the Archaic period into the fifth century (Rosivach 1983,
Ostwald 1986, esp. 137—61), But it may also be the product of (a) qcneﬁc‘an?:i
(b) class variables: (a) in ‘real life’, hated enemies’ corpses we‘rc' in fact mis-
treated on occasion: but in ‘high Hterature,’ attempts at such mistreatment
are usually presented as reprehensible: (b) the "low’ and ‘ugly” (aioygoi), esp.
Flaues Iand common criminals, could be tortured. impaled, 'cxposedr, thrown
nto pits, ete., without arousing much outcry; but 2 noble body was inviolate
(ef. 517). (Thus it appears that domestic revenge in the Odpssey admits abuses
that are frowned upon in the flizd.) In our pla;', Pol. may be 2 traitor; but he
is a member of the royal family, and has a royal sister. so the gods are
offended: cf. Teiresias’ words at 1018, ' ) ‘

= In ]Ioarricul?\r, it is never made finally clear whether the principle that
K.rtlon violates is non-burial per s, or non-burial of a member of his own
family (Pol. being his nephew); nor whether Pol’s {presumed) status as a trai-
tor makes a significant difference: ¢f. 508~25 with nn., and see n. 120 below.
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analysis of, and solution to, these issues: instead, he has composed a
tragedy.*®

As Kreon’s edict is announced, the original audience would prob-
ably react at first with mixed expectations (26~36n.); for Kreon
defends it with language heavily charged with religious and political
assurances (166—210, 19g—201, 283-9, 304—6, 518—25un.):*” Pol. has
proved himself an enemy to his own polis and its gods, so only fellow-
traitors could wish to honour him with burial. Yet in rejecting his
measure Ant. employs equally compelling language of her own (48,
72—-98, 450—60, 502—4, 51123, g21—8nn.), language that is ulti-
mately vindicated by the prophet (gg8-1114, 1068—76nn.). Does
this subsequent vindication require us to revise our initial (equivocal)
response to Kreon’s decree, and decide unequivocally in favour of
Ant.? Was she right all along, and Kreon simply wrong? Perhaps so
— and yet, even as the action reaches its denouement, and the gods
reveal their absolute disapproval of Kreon's policy, it remains
unclear to what degree Ant. personally has been justified (1068-71,
1172—5, 1226—36nn.): nothing is said by Teiresias or anyone else to
indicate that the gods approved of her actions; and it is debatable
whether in fact she helped to correct the situation in any way.*

% We may compare Shakespeare’s exploitation in Hamlet of the moral am-
bivalence surrounding revenge, ard the uncertainties (Catholic vs Protestant)
about the existence and status of ghosts; cf. E. Prosser, Hamlet and revenge
(Stanford 1967%), esp. 97-142.

7 Furthermore, the edict is described by several characters as being, not
just Kreon’s, but ‘of the citizens’ (70, goj wohitdv, cf. 35-6, 50—6onn.) and
‘the law' (5g5-60, 452). Kreon’s constitutional position is in fact left rather
vague throughout (7-8n.), as commonly happens in Attic tragedy, straddling
as it does the socio-political worlds of the Bronze Age (*heroic’) past and fifth-
century (democratic) Athens; ¢f. Vernant & Vidal-Naquet 1981: 237-47, Roh-
dich 1980, P. E. Easterling, ‘Cons:ructing the heroic’, in C. Pelling, ed., Greek
tragedy and the historian (Oxford 19¢7) 21-37, Seaford 1994, As it turns out, the
constitutionality of the edict is rot made an issue in the play, though the
character of Kreon’s style of leadership most certainly is.

 But it is significant that her rhetoric, as well as being personally antagonis-
tie (69—70, 450, 469—70nn.), is heavily negative: she is more concerned to re-
ject than to affirm (450—70n., 538—9, 9o5—7). Thus it is not easy to pinpoint the
positive principles that she is defending, beyond absolute devotion to parents
and brother, and respect for the dead and the gods below (cf. n. 120 below).

% Brown 1987: 7—10, S—Inwood 1990.

5. THE MEANING OF THE PLAY 33

That Kreon’s edict was wrong is made blindingly clear by mid-
Play. But it is clear too that the catastrophe is brought about, not
just by his mistake, but by a particular combination of circumst;nces
and decisions (by Ant. and Haimon, as well as Kreon himself) which
raise further moral questions of considerable complexity. in K;eon":
case, not only does he offend against the sacred laws of family an;l
ti‘.le'underworld gods, but his increasingly ‘tyrannical’ conduct (es
his identification of the ‘city’ with himself; his obsession with his .ou]':;‘
aEJL.hority; his harsh and high-handed threats: his unreasonable sus-
picion of others) contributes directly to his downfall —

. : though opin-
lons may differ as to whether these traits are to be detected right
from t]:u.e start (162—210, 211~14nn.) or become apparent only in the
scene with the Guard (280-314n.), or later sl (473f.7; or 651—*80
+ L | Fi E]

or even.m33—63‘).’°° As for Ant., whether or not her extraordinary
(even faintly incestuous?, cf. 73, 523, 898~g) devotion to her brother
anc} parents is to be interpreted as evidence of an inherited ta"n;:
which may itself be a ‘cause’ of the continuing disasters (471-2, s .
fﬁog, g_oo—gnn.), she clearly contributes, through her uﬁr;cas;’n:;?:je
impatient, and intransigent behaviour, to the c.;tastrophe that ﬁnallui

wipes out her family, as is repeatedly poi 1
¥, y pointed out by both t 5
and Ismene.'® . e o

Thus the .moral issues, of right and .wrong, responsibility and
blame, remain open to analysis and debate, b ‘

oth during th s
of the play and after it is over. T S vl

The sense of closure is strong, for the

' The ‘tyrannical’ qualities of Kreon are dis ’ 1044:
Podlecki 1966 (with ref. to Hat. 3.80-), H, Fu:;:cjn?)uf; e
29;?*3, C. Cerri, QUCC 3g (1982) 137-53, Blundell 198¢: 123-6, R

; ?hesc seem to be twe of the more ‘reliable’ witnesses from among the
p!_a}'s internal audiences (though pro-Ant. critics do not always a re%: o
f}us); cf. 49-68, 98-g, 526-81; 100-61, 21i-12, 278-g, 4712, ';'-o. mggx—monn
:326—_531-15_. The {n_aa)lr:‘p _Elders are of course much more criri:aj c:f Ant .—ha:l
her sister is: and it is likely that many members of the Athenian ‘a ch\ .
would _havc shared their view; some might ever have agreed :vﬁth Kﬁeo?-n?
Sﬂg;:acﬂ'ngi;m;,c fc;itm ngrt;i}y as d.iﬂi;ult and disruptive, but as a thoroughly 'l';ag
: A ‘ cdience and rejection of marriage, and perhaps ev
J;I};irox;?r]pgaatéc;n gf [thacls maizelresponsibil ity for bun‘ingﬂ I;ol. {43?201133;‘13; JT‘;E

“Inw , bu o Foley 1996. A late twentieth- ¢ audience |
]‘lessrhkn_a}}l/ to sh?.re Kreon's, I-smeng’s and theméggﬁglsl’ C;T:;l;@r;?;‘?lf;!?i ;
unieminine’ resistance to male authority (61-3, 4B4—3, 523, G?cE—Sc‘ﬁ o
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play’s action is indeed ‘complete and whole’ (Aristot. Poet. 7 1450b25,
cf. 6 1449b25, 8 1450231—5): but no less strong is our awareness that
the conflicts fuelling this tragic catastrophe are incapable of easy
resolution, and that the personal miscalculations and mischances
that triggered it are of a kind all too likely to recur.

(¢} Characters

If the play teaches a ‘lesson’, then, it is not that of a simple morality-
play: neither Kreon nor Ant. is a villain, neither a saint. Should we
see it instead as a tragedy of ‘character’? Attic drama cannot be
expected to offer the same depth and nuances of characterization as
one finds in Ibsen or O’Neill, or even Shakespeare; and ancient
Greek representations and interpretations of human behaviour and
motivation will not always translate comfortably into twentieth-
century terms. Yet the human figures presented on stage by S. none
the less achieve a degree of coherence, distinctiveness, and immedi-
acy that encourages us to begin to regard them, and respond to
them, as if they were actual persons, whose dilemmas and sufferings
command our sympathy and identification.'®

The action of Ant. results from the clash between two dogmatic
and inflexible individuals. If either Kreon or Ant. were less rigid,
more capable of compromise, catastrophe could be averted. But
compromise is foreign to their natures, and much of the power and
attraction of the play comes from the sheer force and inevitability of
their collision.'®® But as the climax builds, we come to realize how
radically different the two characters are: Ant. alone maintains to

192 For discussion of the different possible definitions and functions of
‘character’ in drama, see J. Gould, PCPS 24 (1g78) 43-67, Easterling 1977,
Blundell 198¢g: 16—25, and Goldhill and Easterling in Pelling 19g0. On the
processes whereby we come to piece together whole ‘characters’ from the
visual and verbal clues supplied by a playwright, see Beckerman 1970: 130-
67, 210—21, Elam 1980: 110-17, 131—4.

103 Kreon and Ant. are ‘daimonically linked’ (Reinhardt 1g97g: 65); cf.
Benardete 1975: 1 158, ‘One wonders whether Ant. does not need Creon
in order to be what she is.” There are hints of a long-standing antagonism
between the two characters, <f. 7-8, 31-2, 192—206, 469—70, 561—2nn.
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the bitter end those ‘heroic’ qualities of stubbornness, outspoken-
ness, a,nd courage for which S.%s hero(ine)s are renowned ‘°Pwhj‘lc
Kreon’s resolve crumbles, and he tries, belatedly and fu’tilel to
make amends for his mistakes and avert catastrophe. This con);,rast
of personalities and principles (primarily between Ant. and Kreo
but HI‘SG between her and the mild and cautious Ismcn;z the pra tn-
cal‘-mmdcd Guard, and the short-sighted Elders) i'ucl; thep Iac'ie
series of .com’ronrations, and to some critics the transcendent ier?s;
lccfﬁc.omm.it.me?t aﬁd other-worldiness of the heroine represents S.’s
1est vision for humani inspiri i .
Eotoon for ! life.:r::ty, an inspiring alternative to the mundane
Yet it is Kreon, not Ant., who has the largest role and most lines
to speak, and it is his downfall that commands our attention in th
final scenes.!® He is presented as a well-meaning .
man, fatally corrupted and ruined by the exis;e;;c
Rf_tpeatedly, after enunciating a more or :
pnn.ciplcs, he fails to live up to them in
to his masculine and parental authority: but it is not entirely cle
in the end whether it is the principles themselves, or Krcm”s § ;'f
cqntradictory conduct, that has been exposed as fnorally d(leﬁci:nt
His lapguage and attitudes display a curiously banal combination f
brutality and pettiness (of a kind familiar to us from t\‘r'(:ntietfl-
century totalitarian leaders); and although he precipitates divi
wrath on a large scale, he does not strike us as a tragic ‘overrcache?’e
but almost an ‘everyman’. For readers who prefer their tragic heroe;
grand and larger-than-life, this ordinariness, so far from bri"ain'n‘
him closer and making him ‘one of us’, seems only to makc‘ Em%

unexceptional
ies of power.
less laudable set of general
the face of public challenges

4
- lszec esp.bI;n&): :'96.1..' 1-50; also'Bradley 19035, on Shakespearean heroes
. _‘g_, j; » Whitman 1gs1, Reinhardt 1979, Lesky 1972; 140-2, Bcnar;
o ‘gt,;,fdc . too J. A. l\f_loorc, Sophocles and Arste (Harvard 1938), This ten-
o r:;cduclh :;xh?;e Il(‘x; ll::?ﬁsmngtz and uncompromising vision of one isolated
=haracter (Achilles, Dido, Hamler, Captain Ahab S
characteristic of the post-Romantic h e i Deag )l
et it e m?'xa_msm traf:luwn at large: for the
392’%: ?3_5? S iy this tendency, see Rohdich 1980: 22, Dollimore

t takes special pleading to make th i

P es $p 1 e case (e.g., Reinhardt 1979 i
scl;ﬁ\: 1dgﬁ.¢ 115-16) Ll}at the presence of Ant, is felt throughout the97c?os?r?
es despite the text's complete silence about her. ¢
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more repulsive. But the drama is more compelling, and the ending
more pitiful, if we recognize his good intentions, his sincere com-
mitment to what he takes to be best for his city and family, and his
eventual willingness to learn — even if it comes too late.

For many years, the ‘problem’, whether Ant. or Kreon should
count as ‘the tragic hero’, and whether or not the unity of the play is
compromised by the prominence of two main characters rather than
one, was the subject of constant debate.'”” But more recently, as the
focus has shifted onto the action and the social dimensions of the
play, rather than the characters, this pseudo-problem has evapo-
rated: for it is obvious that the key events of the drama depend pre-
cisely on the interaction and interdependence of both figures (as,
e.g.,in E. Hipp., A. Ag.,or S. Tr. and Phil.). Without one, there could
be no tragedy for the other.'®®

The contrast between these two characters, rooted as it is in dif-
ferences of gender, age, and political standing,'* is fully represented
in their respective diction and speech-patterns. Kreon habitually
starts out and ends his speeches with generalizations, and relies
heavily on analogies and abstractions, often in the form of simile,
metaphor, or yveun. His use of harsh metaphors drawn from coin-
age and metal-working, from military organization and warfare,
from the commanding and steering of a ship, and from the breaking

and yoking of animals, lends an especially rigid and domineeting
tone to his utterances; and his constant reliance on yvéuai seems to
reflect a desire to define and maintain his world in the most stable
and unvarying (‘universal’) terms possible.''® Ant.’s language is more

197 For discussion of the ‘diptych’ structure of 4nt. (and of 4j. and Tr. too),
see Waldock 1951, Webster rgbg: 102—25.

198 This shift of focus owes much to Jones 1962, But for sympathetic discus-
sion of Sophoklean characterization, see, e.g., H. Diller, WS 6g (1956) 70-83,
Ant, und Abendl, 6 (1957) 157-69, G. H. Gellie, Sophocles: a reading (Melbourne
1972), Kitzinger 1976.

109 Perhaps parentage too: Ant. is accused of being just like her father
(4712, cf. 875; see Johnson 14g7).

10 Goheen 1951, Foley 1996: 59—60. Kitzinger 1976: 14357 points out that
Kreon is ‘a man who grasps at conventional language and opinion to main-
tain an unacceptable and idiosyncratic position ...% ‘generalizations often
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concrete ar.ld particular, and she tends to assert more baldl what
she feels — indeed “knows’ ~ to be the self-evident, experientizl truth
(69~77n.; c.f. 472, 480, 686n.), with heavy use of negative particl

and sarcastic barbs to express her rejection of the views of otF}:ers e—s
bn., 69—70, 450~70n., 538~g, 925-8; 31, 469—70nn.)."!* The twoktf
them are contrasted in turn with the other, less int‘ransi

em an gent, more

members of the community: Ismene’s balanced and rea-
sonable p_resentation of alternatives throws Ant.’s tunnel visio ot
sharp relief (49-68n.); the Guard’s self-protective verbal s;:l “;to
screens amount almost to a parody of Kreén’s own autocratic rz .
nerisms, as his down-to-earth concerns and opinions are coucheda?-
mco‘ngruously high-flown, even pseudo-philosophical language inm
comic commentary on the serious business of tragedy (223—?6’ wit}il
;r:n;},lgfn—zr, 327-81, 3887409, 437~40nn.); Haimon’s youthful temper
: straining to maintain proper filial respect despite his grow-
ing rage and frustration (626—780, 683~7230n.); and even the Eld
are t“alh.ngly characterized as simultaneously tin;id and criticallE ‘b e
and ‘1n51ghtful, doubtful but loyal, limited as they are b th"o o
vent}ogal z‘lssumptions and their deference to Kreon’s auzlhor'et1 r o

Distinctively drawn though each of these figures is, we shclnil‘d
knowledige. none the less that their internal psycholoéical state ac(i
perslonahtles, ie. their true ‘characters’ as such behind theirS ;n
matic masks, remain largely unformulated by the text, and thu ;a-
yond our consideration.!!? Rather, we may say that A;1t and KS o
embasly and'articu!ate the most typical and generalized.c/zamc; r'fzo'n
of their precisely defined social roles — Ant. as the devored sisteTérE
d:LvErt irrational reactions on Kreon's
g;fii;ien; termFs us;gl by Ant. and Kreo

', p. 42. For 's 1 /)& G 6
A BTy 08 4710, g

112 1 3 :
The [Iext Qoes raise some interesting possibilities
we are at liberty to spéculate: are Ant* :

;;:}e:;:o;hapid:} g}' _{consciousncss of) incestuous origin (cf. Loraux 1986
Jehnio r;glgli),f }r ng' resentment of her uncle’s new authoriy? \\-‘ha; dftiﬂe‘
y teel about Ant. and Haimon, and ir ki :

. . _ t 1, and about their king? What ar
Ant's feelings for Haimon? What goes through Kreon’s head wh:rtx aﬁz

ancounters Haj.m I I.he tor I "3 ) q 3

: l': ] O U uestions ike
1 ) . on at 0 ]b 226 1)_.: CLC. ut of such €5 1
Ano u]lh, Wwe may canstruct our oW new dramas.

part into rational language’. For the
n for ‘knowledge’ and ‘learning,’ see

. however, about which
s (or Ismene’s) personality and motiv-
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unmarried daughter,'* Kreon as the stern soldier-ruler and father,''*

each of them fiercely determined to resist any threat to the integrity
of these roles. This is not to say that they are not convincing, even
memorable, dramatic ‘characters’; rather, that we are not encour-
aged by the text to ponder the inner workings of their minds. The
meaning of the play lies for the most part elsewhere.

(d} Ethics
Amidst the political innovations and intellectual debates of the fifth
century, increasingly insistent and systematic attentign came to be
paid to questions of law, custom, and behaviour, and to the proper
definition and application of traditional terms of moral evaluation.
What does it mean to be Sixuies, XpnoTos, chepwv, T0eds, or
&yadds in a democratic polis? What is the relationship between
moral goodness and political success, between human achievement
and divine approval? Along with the Sophists and Sokrates, the tra-
gedians clearly belong among the precursors of Plato and Aristotle
in the realm of moral philosophy, as their reworkings of the old

myths explore the shifting conceptions and applications of familiar

ethical terms.'*?

112 She is Tafs at 378, 423, 472, 561, 654, 693, 94g; vedvis at 783—4; xOp™ at
395, 764, 880, 1100, 1204; vUugn at 568, 628, 633, 706—7 (cf. B34, 761); mapbévos
at 1237: of. Loraux 1986: 172, Segal 181 179-83. Kreon, however, likes to
refer 1o Her as yuvr (649, 851, 678, BBo, 740, 746, 756), an easicr term to
use pejoratively. For her sisterly attributes, see 1, 523, go4—15nn., and below,
pp. 5274-

14 He is oTpaTnyds on first mention (8); then usually (except to Ant. her-
self) &vag, Pasihels, or TUpavvos (7-8n.) In the scenes involving Haimon,
mathp occurs with insistent regularity (635, 640, 644, 683, 701, 703, 704, 742,
755, 1176, 1177, 1225, 1234)-

s Some well-known examples: Bikn in As Orestela; owgpoauvn in E.
Hipp., cogla in E. Ba, In none of these cases does a straightforward defini-
tion emerge (any more than in an aporetic Sokratic dialogue), but we are led
to recagnize the complexity, or indeterminacy, of the concepts in question, as
well as the ways in which highly-charged evaluative language can be more or
less legitimately deploved. For explicitly cthical-philosophical treatments of

Greek tragedy, see esp. A. H. Adkins, Menit and responsibility (Oxford 1960),
Long 1968, Nussbaum 1986, Blundell 1080, B. Williams, Shame and necessity
(Berkeley 1993). On Ant, in particular, see also Dalfen 1977, Hester 1971 (and
WS 14 (1680) 5-8), Oudemans & Lardinois 1987, Foley 1996.
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In Ans. i ify
arly in{e:e' can 1deptaf}- three clusters of terms that receive partic-
; ,s1v<.3‘ scrutiny: those denoting (i) ‘piety’, ‘reverence’, ‘d
:) servance’, (ii) ‘family’ and ‘friends’. and (ii', : g
good sense’, ‘planning’, ‘intelligencc’.”*" ) ndestanding

1 IeIInS fOI Ple y reve ﬁ 5 B 5 LA
() t 3 rence (EUOE E1X CEDELV KTA.) recur
thloughout the Play m a Wlde Vv LIlety 1

€l Of usages and contexts. Ihe

bt ettt 1 overs primarily the honouring of the gods,

e m respect for parents and the dead, and to various
- 2

ore or less clearly dafined obligations.!'” Given this broac;

range o icati
ge of application, one set of a¢P- obligations could easily come

into isi i |
collision with others \514=21); and the degree and mode of

;i:;twn that is ?x;‘)ccted may be disputed (626-780, 63980, 683
i ) onelgerson s ‘reverence’'may even be another’s ‘impic*!\" *3
Sti 4fn.). reon demands ‘reverence’ for the gods and cultsgé’" (‘f,
5::){3, or legitimate political authority (165—9, rgg—26: 280. t
D -. . - - ) . 3 l_(._ 1, = 1 o
: —;2_ ?%?" 744—5, 780nn.); and for his status as father fEQQS—Jr.
?g nn.); f’:l.‘}'ld he takes care to design a form of exec oo b
fnecesthat will (he claims) allow him and his "
(773-6n., 88g &yvol), For her insi
: ; | part, Ant. insists on the absel i
3::;ment: tc;.;mnour, not only parents, but all one's 21;‘5:*‘:4;;“ e
as 1in life (74, 502—5, 51 . it b
‘ (74, » 511, 943, etc.), and she claims tl :
itcucns, though labelled ‘criminal’ and ‘impious’ by othe::s“' ;ai o
) }5\{4, 924; cf. B53-6), are in fact glorié;uslv holy and s b
xa c\:*, 74 Sota, g7 kaA®S, gg Spldys . -
521 evayf, g43; cf. 6g5 eUkAssoTd
propriety of both kinds of claim (

ution for his
city to remain ‘pure’

sly | pious (72
502 eUKAEEOTEDOY, 511 TEBeiy,
TwV).'** Ismene recognizes the
98-9), as do the Chorus, at least

118 Oth 1
-y Iggste;:; ]l:hgr ;{?mf under discussion include: xEplos (221—2, 461
; : —onn.l; opfos (1B2—3n.); ¢ A ( s Saiemay
R (5:-535 v s 53114,_1_ ixvn and unyevd (365-7n., 332-75);
¥ ] 1 T 33—5
:.l; Dover 1974: 246~54, 273-8. ainind =
" ! Altho‘ugh the two characters use
eveiop their pros and cons, the conte
an antithetical relationship. Rather,

word for word, and meaning for mea

the same words when they speak and
Et of their speeches does not result in
€ Opposition is between two reaims:

Wh R T meaning, they separate f;
at [Kreon] calls “'dishonour” is holy to his)opif)’ﬂnc;-'r ?\T:aiatit :;]hler‘.', i
ke ls. “pi-

ous” is not so to her, and the s vith *fri
e : er, me with “friend” and ‘““foe’ and * "
(514}, Reinhardt 1079: 77-8; cf. Goheen 1951, Dalfcr?-:qngmd e
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intermittently (213, 278-9, 365-75, 872—.5’ 8:72)’. After Te(liresla.’sS
warnings, Kreon at last recognizes the obv1o’us: It’s best to en ;nt;e
life preserving the established customs’ (vopous, 11{3—14)., an1 he
play ends with the Chorus’ trite endorsemerit of conventlgna "
tudes, ‘One mustn’t be irreverent (GoemwTelv) towards the 'gg s.d
(1349—50 with n.). While this ending confirms that Kre;n 1{5 1nQIe_e8
being punished for his impiety, as Ant. had der(n{s.nd(:. (c h%h shé
g25—-8nm.), it falls short of rewarding her for the pu:tly to whic o
laid claim in her final words on stage (940.—3 heugoeTe ...fo
méaoyw THv evoePiav osPloaca). Her piety dldnrslot save her1 ;c{)%x}
death, nor her family from extinction (599—603);!*® =nd se(vera 1 )
cult questions that have been raised about the plrzgper revergnce
due to the dead have still not been fully answered.'*® The paradoxes
persist.

(ii) ‘Benefit your friends (piAo1) and ha.rrn your enemleﬁl’ Ffw Greflllcs
before Plato would question this basic prmcxple‘, Wthh‘ ies 1'zzilt ; e
heart of Archaic and Classical morality and social relations. ut
how do we know who our true ¢iAol are, and ho.w can we .enfsiuis
that they will remain so? Furthermore, given t,he‘ wide sem’arl‘tflri ned ’
occupied by @iAos — covering ‘family member ; loved or;e ,h ewm;
‘ally’, even ‘one’s own’ (limbs, etc.), and extending even .ur-t er :
the usage of ¢1Aéw, @IAGTNS, iAla, KTA.'22 — contradictions con

13 A few modern scholars have focused on the status of Pol.’s {or Ant. 2
soul in Hades, and the prospects of psychic consciousness anddrewar
down there. But this concern finds small support in the text, and seems
anigh;‘(;?l;:.mple: does one ‘dishonour’ a patriot in showing respect toa tra1h
torous enemy (514—6)? Do ‘good and bad’ men deserve equlal honour in deaid
(520)? Do the dead continue to hate their enemies even in the underwor

15, 521—2; cf. 508-25n.)? ) ~
© 1521 DArchilochos fr. 23.14—15 West, Theognis 337—40, Solox} fr.51.5 6 W:st,
etc., Blundelt 1989: 26—59. The Guard provides a practical, ‘low’ perspective
on ;ll this (437—40): it is painful to harm one’s piAot, but ultimately the most

ious @iAos is — oneself. ’ o -
prfzczlolgenq:/eniste 1966: 335—53, F. Dirlmeier, ®iAos und ®1?\1,ct im vozheélarlum
schen Griechentum (Munich 1931), Blundell 1989: 39—49. For exﬁgqs/ )1-<, dl‘Fl>.(o,
xtA., the range is more limited, since these always denote positive hostility
and dislike; cf. g—10n.

5. THE MEANING OF THE PLAY 41

stantly arise, as members of the same family or political group

(= iAol by definition) become *hateful /hostile’ to one another as a
result of their behaviour.'” Such contradictions are explored in de-
tail in this play (cf. 182—go, 511—25, with nn.). For Ant., a gihos is
naturally and unalterably ‘one’s own’ (910, 511~25, 522-3, gog—
150n.), and therefore always deserving of ‘love’ (73, 523, 898—gnn.)
and ‘honour’.'* By contrast, Kreon proposes an
tion of ¢tAia that is none the less in some respects quite familiar
from Athenian political debate (162—210, 508-25): natural ‘ties’
(family and other prior personal connections) should count for noth-
ing, and we should ‘select’ (188 Beiunv, 190 ToicUpeda, 191 vouoiot)
our gilot and £xBpol/mohéLion purely on the basis of their conduct
towards our community. This disagreement cuts to the heart of
Athenian political life (see below, pp. 48-50); but, so far from di-
rectly confronting the philosophical problem — what criteria to in-
voke when @iAfa places conflicting demands upon a person — neither
Ant. nor Kreon acknowledges the legitimacy of the ather’s claims at
all: for Kreon, the traitorous Pol. has simply ceased to be gihos to his
uncle or sisters (208~10, 516—22nn.), whereas Ant. never responds to
the charge that Pol. was a traitor to his city, and argues instead that
Eteokles’ enmity has been superseded by death (50825, 521nn.}.
Characteristically, Ismene again shows some sympathy for each side
(e.8. 79, 98—9) — and although she is consequently condemned by

both, her mixed feelings may be shared by many members of the
audience,

unorthodox defini-

(ili) Throughout the play,
need for intelligence and
vols, uavBdvety),

emphasis is constantly being placed on the
good sense (ppovely, yvaun, elPouiia,
and characters repeatedly accuse one another of

'#* Blundell 1989: 50~g;
79—-83, 88—106.

2% CFf, the many «UT- words she uses in this connection (1, 863—3nn.; also
5%, 513, 900, g13nn., and 48, 696, and further Loraux 19886),
Ant.’s claim to be ‘born to share in @A’ (523)
especially ‘loving nature’, in the modern sense of those words: she is on the
contrary quite cold and dismissive towards everyone except the dead, and

threatens to ‘hate’ Ismene if she will not co-operate with her (86, gg); cf.
5231. and Nussbaum 1986: 64-5.

on gtAla in Ant., Knox 1964: 80-8, Goldhill 1986:

But despite
»she does not demonstrate an
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“foolishness’ (&PouAia, SucPoulia, uwpla, xTA.) or outright ‘mad-
ness’ (492, 653, 765). The Chorus sing of mankind’s extraordinary
intelligence and ingenuity, so powerful for good or ill (332-75n.),
and of the human propensity to lapse into that special kind of delu-
sion (&t 4, 17, 382—0625nn.), wherein evil is mistaken for good, in-
justice for justice (615—235, cf. 791—2, and 323). We should hardly
expect a neat definition of ‘true wisdom’ to emerge: tragedy thrives
on mental mistakes and contingent misunderstandings, which are
represented as being typical and ineradicable, indeed intrinsic to
social existence. We may, however, learn something about the pos-
sibilities and limitations of human understanding from tracing the
differing mentalities and rhetorical strategies exemplified by the
usage of these terms. In particular, we can trace an implicit struggle
for validation hetween the calculating ‘intelligence’, ‘counsel’, and
‘thought’ (yvwun, o¢povsiv, pavldvew, PovAevua, vols), recom-
mended by Kreon and the other (male) characters, as against Ant.’s
intuitive ‘knowledge’ and ‘certainty’ (especially émioTaoBau, eidé-
vai);'?5 and among the male characters, we may contrast Kreon’s
emphasis on ‘calculation’ and rigid ‘straightness’ with Haimon’s and
Teiresias’ recommendations of ‘learning’ and ‘bending’.'*

By the end of the play, after Kreon’s ignorance and overconfident
obstinacy have been starkly laid bare and punished, the Chorus sum
up with the pat assertion, T poveiv eiSaipovias Tpdtov UTdpyeL.
But we have received small reassurance asto the capacity of human
intelligence to calculate and escape calamity in the future. Smaller
minds — the Guard’s, Ismene’s, the Elders’ — may succeed in avoid-
ing personal disaster: but none of them has proved capable of fore-

25 Foley 1006 57-0. 64—8 suggests that Ant’s language presems 2 dis-
tinctly ‘feminine’ mentality, reflective of the different contexts for meral
choice experienced by women; cf, C. Gilligan, In a differanl votce (Harvard
t982). But in other respects Ant. is sbviously a more ‘masculine’ and assertive
character than her sister, and her language and actions appear shockingly
‘hybristic’ and ‘manly’ to Kreon and the Chorus (480-5; 471-2, 875, etc.).
See further below, pp. 51—4.

126 For male yvdun, see 175—7, 188, 330, 389, 635, 640, 719; for ppovelv,
207, 477-9, 510 (and 557, etc. (and cf. Ismene at 49); also oida (316, 477-8n.);
on Kreon's dpfo- words, cf. 162—3n. For Ant., étriotauen (‘be sure’, ‘know
how to’, 471~2, 480; cf. Haimon at 686) and oid« (2, 18, 33, 89, 447-8, 460,
521) are characteristic. See Coray 19g3, esp. 58—-Bo, Nussbaum 1986: 5182,
Foley 1996: 57—9, 648, C. Knapp, 47P 37 (1916) 300-16, and above pp. 36-7.
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seeing or averting the troubles that afflict the larger community.
Rather, it has been the impetuous and one-dimensional ‘tempers’ of
Ant, and Haimon (dpyn. 766-7, B75; cf. 471—2, 92g—30) that have
cc:rtnbined to provoke the eventual resolution, in cc:ﬁlbiliiation with
Teiresias’ supernatural insight into hidden ‘signs’ (onpela, go8n.: ¢f,
093 ?psué;, 996 opévet). Perhaps some comfort may be derived from
tht? idea, repeated at intervals throughout the F;]axr_ that human
bemgs must be ‘fexible’ (e.g., 710—23, 1023-8) and wﬂiing to ‘learn’.
But it would not be unreasonable to conclude instead from the fates
of Kreon, Ant., Haimon, and Eurydike that the internal and exter-
nal forces that“drive us all are too unruly and unpredictable to be
mastered or evaded by merely human ‘good sense’.'??

(¢) Contradictions

Orie‘functicn of drama (as of other forms of mythical, artistic, and
reh’g}ous‘ expression) appears to be the opportunity it provid;:s of
articulating and confronting (in more or less disqui:sed forms) some
of ﬁociet}"s deepest-seated tensions and conﬁicts.hand pcrhap:s miti-
gating or defusing them to some degree through the mechanisms of
n.tual, play, and communal celebration, a process that can be both
d}sturb'mg and yet strangely satisfying. It is not so much that a par-
tj,cula_r artistic representation is likely to propose a permanent solu-
tion to such divisions and conflicts (e.g., between male and female,
master and slave; family and state); rather that the verv process of
working through the conflict, and ‘resolving’ it in dramatic terms,
may make it more manageable and endurable, or at least more in-
telligible, in the future.1?® .

In the case of Athenian tragedy, we may recognize a characteristic

1% Nussbaum 1986: Bo suggests that we have learned (primarily from the
examples Eand language of Haimon and Teiresias) to be ‘Aexibly rcéponsi\‘c o
the wm;d ; l:m[t;i others see the ‘wisdom’ acquired as being of a more mysteri-
ous and paradoxi i 75 in 1979, ans 8
Lardimispiggﬂf)x cal kind (Benardete 1975, Reinhardt 1979, Oudemans &

"8 Bee esp. Turner 1969, and of. Lada 1 i

. er 19 ; 993: The Structuralist approach to
myth and ritual d_enucd from Claude Lévi-Strauss, Victor Turnespand oth-
cbrs' mrh]‘ltzprcddec(ion for these and other polar binary appositions, has

een applied to Greek tragedy with particular success: ez, V nt & Vidal-
Naquet 1981, Segal 1981, FpricashAL Ve
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dynamic by which a set of social issues is simultaneously problemat-
ized and neutralized or foreclosed: troublesome and even radical
questions about the status quo are brought to the surface, but the
outcome of the play appears to eliminate, or at least to limit, the
possibility of social change, and thus reinforces the sense that this
status quo is unalterable and necessary (and therefore even ‘right’?).
This dynamic is especially pronounced in S.’s plays, and, together
with their extraordinarily tight construction and sense of closure, is
largely responsible for S.’s reputation for ‘pessimism’.'*® Yet, even in
S.’s plays, the dramatic resolution tends to be presented in such an
open-ended and ambiguous fashion that different readers and audi-
ence members may draw quite different conclusions about the social
and moral implications of the play: even as some of them resign
themselves (sadly, or complacently) to the inescapability of fate, and
perhaps to the concomitant dignity of human suffering, others may
indignantly recall the elements of resistance and contradiction with-
in the play that point to, or demand, a better alternative.’*® Thus,
for example, if we read resolutely enough against the grain of S.’s
dramatic text, and insist that all the injustices which we see from our
modern perspective were intended so to be seen, as part of S.’s
covert critique of his society, we can conclude that ‘S. leads us to ask
not merely whether a polity so unjustly structured can survive but
whether it deserves to’,!3' whereas it might be preferable to insist
only that S.’s text allows us to see these injustices (even as it also
works to disguise and gloss over some of them), and thus probes
certain fault-lines in the Athenian polity without coming close to

122 E.g. J. C. Opstelten Sophocles and Greek pessimism (Amsterdam 1952),
Whitman 1951, Reinhardt 1979. By contrast, critics usually find A.’s plays
more ‘optimistic’ and progressive, E.’s more subversive and radically disrup-
tive.

199 Fyven within the same reader/spectator, two successive experiences of
the ‘same’ text/dramatic performance may result in quite different responses.
In general, see Dollimore’s analysis of ‘subversion’ vs ‘containment’ as a
critical strategy (tgBg: xvi—xxxii); and cf. Rose rgge: 27—42, building on N.
Holland, The dynamics of literary response New York 1968) and F. Jameson,
Marxism and form (Princeton 1971). See too Griffith 1995: 107-24.

191 W, J.and A. M. Lane, in J. P. Euben, ed., Greek tragedy and political theory
(Berkeley 1686) 182. (A similar, but more subtle, reading is offered by Benar-
dete 1975.)
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suggesting the need for radical social change, let alone any pro-
gramme for effecting it. At the opposite extreme, it has been con-
ch'lded that the very purpose of S.°s drama (or Shakespeare’s) is to
brmg.us_ to a state of aesthetic equilibrium, ever oscillating between
co-existing but incompatible alternatives as we contemplate ‘man’s
awkward position, divided and ambiguous, in a hard and ruthless
world’;'*? or that the experience of Ant. leads us to appreciate the
value of moral complexity and conflict for their own sakes.!®® Both
tbese responses may bring their own aesthetic and moral satisfac-
tions; yet the stronger our sense of ‘equilibrium’ and aesthetic ‘rich-
ness’, the easier it may be for us to cease interrogating the text for
hew possibilities and to settle into a complacent resignation to the
inevitable.

In any case, Ant.’s baffling open-endedness may be said to add to
rather than detract from, the universality and power of its appeal’
allowing as it does for the multiplicity of statuses and viewpoint;
of the play’s ancient and modern audiences — even as it explains
to some degree the abundance of scholarly disagreement over its
‘corref:t’ interpretation. There may indeed be several ‘correct’ inter-
pretations of Ant., and there seems little to be gained, and much to
be IosF, by insisting that one is better than all others. The play of
opposites provides its own challenges, and its own rewards. !*

fl"‘ Oudemans & Lardinois 1987; 28.
™ So Nusshaum 1986: 75-80, emphasizing the ‘richness' of experience
prowq':d tfy tht_a totality of 8.°s play. as opposed to the pat consistenc ; and
over-simplification sought by Ant. and Kreon, . n
** Does this mean that we are all lice
wish in this, or any, work of literature?

think we have found its meaning — but then we are obliged to examing the
allt‘?'matwes, EXpOSe our view to criticism, take account of the oricinal r_a;n—
_d:tmns cf‘pmducdun and performance, hefore concluding tha::glour‘ ml'n
interpretation is justifiable or ‘valid’ in anything more than a partial or 5ali;)-

sistic sense; see Culler 1975, Fish 1 ; y
: T 1975, 980 (above, n. 78). In the end, of co i
13 up to us, as readers, audiences ; o

. s actors, directors, critics, and teachers. to
“f}fa‘ degree, e.ncll to what social ends, we may choose to focus on these nn-po-

" & . -
gx.lc:dnsP ar;d fault-lines — or any other particular elements — in a text. But we
need to be aware, and explicit, about what we are doing thereby and why;
Pt

see R. Williams' ‘Afterword’ to |, Dollim & A. Si it
b ol J ore - Sinfield, eds., Political

nsed to find whatever meanings we
Not exactly, We may look, we may
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(1) Human /divine

In one of the most famous speeches of Western iiterrml'ruie, P\mt.
invokes the ‘unwritten and unfaltering laws of the ‘gods \4i?3~7; Zs
her basis for disobeying the mortal Krn.aons edict, F.ar uar,]l t'::‘
Chorus, after singing of the wonderful achle‘vemcnts of u}tra?c .evf
man’ (347 Tepi@padhs Gvnp), warn that this man a'nd hftsdfxty c:;is’
*high’ (0witrohis) only so long as ha? ‘reveres the _]ustice o ; gborh
-fgﬁq—jb}. So, after Teiresias explains to Kreon tha..t the _g;) s s
below and above the ground are offended by his non-buria ..i:}'
Pol. and premature ‘burial’ of Ant. (1068-76), we m‘ay_ﬁ}orr}cur “:7“5
the Chorus’ final assessment, ‘We must not }?f: zmp}ousﬂ?cﬁg{rr‘t’l
towards the gods’ (1349-50), and with Kreon’s v&rc}lct, m:a isrhe
for this will always belong to nobody else but me {131?; ].b ei
general principle, that divine law overrules human, has thus t ebe
;eafﬁrmed, and this ‘religious’ lesson has been ta._ken .by manyd o ;
S.%s main concern in the play: Kreon’s presumption 1s cr}lshe ,:ixrlxn
the traditional rules of family-based cult are thereby reg;force .
This lesson is not entirely comforting, howevez.-: .fcr even if t.f.xehclotr};
templation of the numinous mystery of the dwme‘car‘nes with 1 2
kind of fascination that is enhanced by such glorious poetry as
contained in the 2nd, grd, and 6th Songs of Ant., and‘by our recog:
nition of the ‘fullness of Ant.’s death’ and of the all-erfl.brac];ni
world with which Ant.’s figure is linked’,"*® we may well be mrstur ;
by the gods’ apparent disregard for Ant. herself, even adu:rhs'e
articulates her support for their ‘laws’ and accepts 2 lonely deat in
defence of them; dismayed too by the suffering and deaths of the in-
nocent Haimon and Eurydike. The gods (as often) appear more con-
cerned with punishment than with reward or comfort. -

Furthermore, tempting though many critics h'.ave four‘ld. it thus to
identify Kreon squarely with the secular, Ant. with the divine, and to

135 Ant.’'s expressions of moral and rcligiouls certainty ha\-«:l_evcn sugsti:d-
to some critics 2 special kind of spiritual enlightenment or direct ag;pminii.
tion of the divine, such that her death has been descnb:‘l:dl in écr‘m.s' ‘e it
cent of Christian martyrdom (e.g., Jebb xxv—_x\:xv.__cf. Reinhar :‘ lgégépAm ‘;
contra; Brown 1g87: 7—10). On thi; score, drsculsu_r.m::}".as su}:ro.}n . ‘at.ﬂ
expressions of dismay and uncertainty (loss of ‘faith’?), as she contemplats
death and the gods’ failure to intervene; but see g21-8n.

18 Reinhardt 1979: @3, 8o; and cfl n. 63 above.

o S ke
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read the play as a straightforward vindication of traditional religious
belief, the issues are not quite so simple. It is true that Kreon sneers
at Ant.’s claims to have divinity on her side (514—16, 575—81, 777—
8onn.), indignantly rejects the Chorus’ suggestion that the gods
might be responsible for the mysterious nocturnal burial of Pol.’s
body (280—g), and accuses the venerable prophet of corruption and
greed (1033—63). But Kreon himself appeals repeatedly to Zeus and
the gods of his city (184, 304-5; cf. 162—3, 198-203; and 758), and
does eventually heed the prophet’s warnings and attempt to make
amends (991~7, 1095-7). And while his scornful and hyperbolic lan-
guage at times betrays gross insensitivity, bordering on blasphemy
(see esp. 485—90, 889, 1039~44nn.), he does not challenge or insult
the gods directly, like $.’s Aias or E.’s Hippolytos, Pentheus, or Poly-
mestor.””” There is historical evidence that during the mid-fifth
century the Athenian demos began to intervene in new ways to regu-
late the activities of traditional family-based cults;'* and we may re-
gard Kreon and Ant. as representing two different kinds of religious
observance, civic vs familial, or ‘new’ vs ‘old’ — even to some degree
‘upper’ vs ‘lower’ gods.!* In so far as the play contains a clear reli-
glous ‘message’, it clearly validates the claims of the old familial
cults: Kreon was wrong. But we should not look to press such a neat
religious (or religious/secular) dichotomy too far: neither of the two
main characters is entirely consistent in word and practice — and
neither takes account of those other divine, but anarchical, powers

' Kreon's edict is not motivated at first by antagonism to Pol.’s family
and its rites (which after all are his own), but by coneern for the political
security of the city: he suspects conspirators, not his nicce.

"2 E.g. the Praxiergidai decree at Eleusis (/G xm 105.25); see further Ost-

wald 1986: 138-61. These issues tend in modern discussions to spill over

{anachronistically) into analysis in terms of ‘state’ vs ‘church’, or ‘state’ vs
‘individual conscience’; see below, pp. 48-50.

' ‘Ant. iz not interested in heaven. As Creon ... remarks, it ie the law of
Hades that she feels bound to fulfl (777} ... She mentions Zeus only twice . ..
(2-6, 450) ... [by contrast] Hades 51q, 542, (811, a11); Phersephassa Bgy; the
gods 77, 4545, 459-60, g21, 922, 925; the gods below 431, 038: the dead
below 23, 74-5, (8q), 521, 560', MacKay 1g62: 167. Such an opposition is
familiar, e.g., from A.'s Eum., where it is likes
of gender; cf. G. Thomson, Asschy
tggb: B7—110.

vise reinforced by an opposition
lus and Athens (3rd ed., London 1961), Zeitlin
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whose energy obliterates these neat distinctions and sweeps all before
them, Eros and Dionysos (153—4, 1115—54nn.).'

(22) Polis [otkos

Conflict between family obligations and the demands of the larger
community, between ¢iAia and 16 xowdv, pervades every civilized
society. This conflict was especially acute and clearly defined in fifth-
century Athens, and nowhere more so than in this play. Kreon, as
oTpaTnyds (7-8n.) and leader of his city, insists on the need for citi-
zens and rulers alike to disregard kinship and personal favouritism
and to set the highest value on discipline and ‘obediencesto author-
ity’ (mei@apyia, 661-80); and his nephew Pol. is consequently to be
treated as nothing more than an enemy of the state. Ant., however,
in maintaining the overriding obligations of ¢iAia (9—10, 69—77,
508-25n.), cannot cease to regard Pol. as ‘her own’, whatever his
public actions.!*!

Yet here too the issue is far from cut and dried. For all Kreon’s
political (and specifically democratic-sounding) language,!* he shows
increasingly, in his confrontations with both Ant. and Haimon, that
he is more concerned about his own personal authority, as a man
and a father, than about his citizens’ opinions (47385, 726-64, etc.;
and cf. 670-1n.). Indeed, he displays not only disrespect for family
obligations, but also political incompetence in his insensitivity and
mistrust of his fellow-citizens; and he ends up not only destroying his
own family, but also jeopardizing the whole community of Thebes,
by tainting its public altars and its relations with other cities (to15—
22, 1080-3). Conversely, Ant. is by no means unconcerned about her

9 On Eros and Dionysos, sece W-Ingram 1980: g2—116, Segal 1981: 107—
208, Nussbaum 1986: 82, Seaford 19g4; and below pp. 58-66.

! Since the okos/polis opposition overlaps to some degree with that be-
tween nature (@Uo1S) and culture (vopos), we may also take note here of the
play’s insistence on Ant.'s natur¢l and hereditary characteristics and obliga-
tions (1, 378, 471~2, 523, 866nn.; also 683-6n.), as opposed to Kreon's em-
phasis on cultural choices, ‘making straight’, ‘keeping order’, and selectively
‘establishing’ his social connections (188 8siunv. 190 ToloUuede cf, 162-3,
639-80, 670-1nn., and 680 kahelued’ Gv). See above, Pp. 40—7, and Segal
19811 152-86.

2 His assertions are reminiscent of Perikles’ (Thuc. 2.38—46, 60), and
later quoted approvingly by Demosthenes 19.247; see 162—210, 1B8—gonn,
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public reputation among the citizens (84—, 839-52, 937-43). Public
and private, political and familial, cannot be whollv-separatéd in the
case of royalty: so, while the play certainly asse;“ts the inviolable
clam.ns of kinship and points up the oppressive potential of civie au-‘
thority in the wrong hands, it does so in such a way as to remind
us o.f the inherent dangers posed to the stability of the polis by its
leading dynastic families 14 If ‘family’ is the solution, it is also the
problem.

One of the most influential general theories of tragedy is that of
G. W. F. Hegel, which is based directly on his reading of this play in
terms of afkas,’pafﬁ opposition.'™ Hegel asserts that both Kreon and
Ant. are right in principle, but that each of their conflicting princi-
ples is of only limited validity, whereas each of them insists on its
absolute claims; the tragic conflict destroys the two individuals ‘bl:t
results in the emergence of an ethically ‘h :
plane of consciousness."*s This reading h
{Provif:led we do not require both characters to be entirely or equally
right ml Every respect), and lies behind many subsequent the‘ories
concerning the centrality of conflict to the idea of tragedy.'*s The

biggest problem with it lies perhaps in its idea of a final ‘synthesis’ or
elevated level of awareness (which is directly linked to H;:gel’t i_nsis:
tently evolutionist and progressive view of h}stow}; for, athou%h the
ending of A4nt. does provide reassurances of a léss troubl ;
and of lessons that have been ‘learned’ by the survivors, neither the
Cho.rus nor Kreon comes close to articulating a world-view that syn-
Fhesmes the insights gained through the course of the tragedy, aind
it must remain questionable how much of this the membérs of the
audience are able to achieve for themselves.1#

Closely related to this otkos [polis dichotomy is the issue of kinship

igher’ and more inclusive
as much to be said for it

ed future,

I‘:: See further Maidandl 1992, Griffith 1995, and PP. 548 below.
Sce A, & H. Paolucei, eds., Hegel on tragedy (New York 1962) 62—74
T:‘E:ffx;!u{oﬁfg of fine art), Steiner 1984; 19~42, Hester 1971.
n insisting that Ant. and Kreon are both ‘right’ j inci
- an 2 gat’ 1n principle,
do::sln:gt;ul; outl\thg possibility of either or both being at ?au}tmia. !J::-Igiff
sonal (behavio i i ict i . o
" Rséluc o ural) shortcomings that heighten the conflict instead of seekinig
::7“ Gellrich 1988. By contrast, Aristotle has little appetite for ‘conflict’.
See 132653, 13436, 1347-53nn., and above, pp. 433,

(from
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and exogamy. If one of the primary fu.nctions‘ of myth 1s;t? }?mw:g
‘ologies and justifications of familiar social rules, rituals, ar

koo, Mhcthe” ially rich in examples of vio-
taboos, then the Theban saga was especially nic A e

lations of the rules concerning endogamy/faxog?myf aﬁa Ic:cn:.;:;f *hi
the relative claims of birth-family vs .ma.rnagc-.a_mﬂy. n ;C.;S;n

cursed families of Laios and Menoikeus are shown tranlsg. faﬂing
these norms yet again, with the next generation consequzntr} ShaE
to achieve proper ‘passage’ from (:hildh‘or:t{:. to adulthoc.p .—.mc;rri.ed
riage: Oi::fifwus’ two sons die at eac%n other i hands, oq:,tau::'mamamé
the other exploiting 2 foreign marriage to iorge a miliia :‘married
and attack his homeland; of the two daughters, ;eﬂn:r Lsh‘le demi
and Ant. rejects the prospect of husband am% chﬂdr;a.,, w ;ﬁgte i
onstrating peculiar devotion to b.rojuher and l-un At tf ;p};;rather
treme, Kreon's son unites with his intended bride aga;r; "1:}-15 reguh?
whom he even attempts to kill {648—69, 740—9: 1291—4), - ;est of:
obliteration of the whole extended famlly,.as a lessolr; (.to 1:f e:nYth o
Thebes/Athens) in old age’ (1353), according to the logic o S

istd f ' myth in Athenian
#s For the particular characteristes of the “Thebes myth i
I itlin 1 ford 1994: 213—20. )
ragedy, see esp. Zeitlin 1986, Seafor . il
E a%" Ti’)e Th:t:ban saga is often narrated so as t;\emphasazethtch-:v:;el:?dw
i i - to save he Aty
ificin family, or a single man (= Opferlod), <
acrificing one family, or a sing : -. : i
swhc‘hc; -’ghal. family m,ust be Laios' (as in A, Th.), or that o‘it orie © :_hil:n S:am
Nien' (as in E. Pho.; cf. Pentheus in E. Ba); see R P Wmnmg:on__ gﬂe;r’.
Studies in Aeschylus (Cambridge 1983) 16—54, Zc!dm' t:_EBS. %ufh 2 st fhrgdpm i
;ta OT much better than Ant: but in our play it is not ;ar—tre R
] in this role of ‘i al substitute’, with Ant, 2n innocent vict
Kreon in this role of “ritn ) wit e s
fi ific im; or we might regard the w
fully sacrificed along with hu;.'l, . e A
family' "s & idi together) as the tainted ele :
family' (Kreon's and Oidipons 3 b
s0Ci t be restored 1o Thebes. This tair :
eradicated for social health to : Fhebes. . -
mmt’.or:ed or implied, both surrounding Ant.’s own t:hrec; a.wcs_n; [glbi, ‘193 :
3, 4—603, B57-71), and in connection with K‘rcon.s actions w;lt 1in th bp[.m‘
?75‘297»965-‘?5 ‘1311, 13225, 134g). Although little is said in ;Jedtextthsa ot
e " or : i {ting fr the roy eaths, th
i i r | relief resulting from th ) : .
atty purification or communal 5 By i e
burt d emove the aura of pollution (119g—1205 &
burial of Pol. does remove t L i e
i - tion between Kreon and the Chorus {and, 1
the growing sense of co-operation reon. I *
Lrinsg;callv gbc:wtcn Chorus and theatre audience) may be felt to prc;rt:;
A7 '1‘:1&'-' degree of reassurance and continuity; see 1347-53nn., 2nd pp.
+2-8 below. For - di i f the pharmakos theory in relation to stage
54-8 below. For further discussion of the p : gk
?rla edy, see esp. N. Frye, Anatomy of eriticism (Princeton 1957) 14750, ‘ ),
Tu%ner!1959 R. Girard, Vielence and the sacred (1972; Eng. tr. Balt::nrorc G%g?:;;}:
W. Burkert, GRBS 7 (1g66) 87-121, Seaford 1gg4: 3ro-18; and for
ritual practice, see J. Bremmer, HSCP 87 (1983) 299—-320.

5. THE MEANING OF THE PLAY 51

(ti) Male/female
Gender lies at the root of the problems of Ant. Throughout the play,
the status and proper roles of women, the possibilities of female
autonomy and subjectivity, and the limitations of traditional views
of male authority and discipline, are repeatedly brought
issues; and in the figure of the young heroine,
cowed by male authority, takes action against an unacceptable polit-
ical order, speaks out on behalf of divinely sanctioned moral laws,
and embraces a terrifying death rather than abanden her principles,
S. has created one of the most impressive female figures ever to walk
the stage. As we have seen, modern critical responses to Ant. as 2
character have varied widely, and we possess few clues about the re-
ception of the play by its original audience.!*® None the less, as we
hear Kreon shrilly - and erroneously — berating his nieces and son,
and insisting on the need for men always to ‘be master' of women
(e.g., 482-5, 5313, 677-80, 740~50), even the most misogymnistic and
paternalistic Athenian must have felt some qualms. Likewise, as Ant.

and Ismene argue about what ‘women against men’ can achieve (61—

2, g6~7), and the Chorus sing about the torments of mythical brides
and mothers (g44-87)

» it is impossible not to admire Ant.’s courage
and achievement, and not to echo some at least of the praise
expressed by Haimon (699 ‘Is she not worthy of golden honour?’),
even though we may also sympathize with the more critical views of
her presented by the Chorus or the Guard as detached male obsery-
ers, or even those of Kreon himself

For a Greek girl, the tokens of coming of age and social success
were marriage and children: this was the prime’ object of her up-
bringing, and it was by this criterion that her reputation as a woman
was established. So the day on which she was led by her father or
guardian to the house of her new husband was likely to be the most
significant moment of her life. Yet she was also expected 1o remain
perpetually loyal and faithful to her natal family; and in this dual set
of obligations, to father and to husband, she is constantly liable to

up as key
who refuses to be

10 It is not even known whether women attended the Theatre: see J. Hen-

derson, TAPA 121 (1991) 133-47, S. Goldhill, in R. Osborns & S. Hornblower,
eds., Ritual, finance, politics (Oxford 1994} 347-60. But there is no doubt the:
the majority of the original andience wers male, and we may safely assume
that if there was an imagined ‘ideal audience’ to which the plays were
directed, it consisted of Athenian citizens; but see pp. 433 above.
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connicly d a {'I m IE}. nt 1EwW, I 'Eh& 5 d
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iti isi -ospect of attach-
fvi inui olitical crisis, the prosp .
vil war and continuing p : : e
- ct to a:w group other than her father s/brother’s farm‘ly. o
m:\-int to ‘betrayal’ (46), and she sees the only fuf;n‘i ai\f;iu:igth e
?;unli‘:m with her family beneath the earth (73-6° s‘.a 1 é e T
united in love (@iAn ... pihou péta) ... for ever :t c;.l ;{;raih_ o
grim metaphor that comes to be repeated as a virtu N ,dark
C;Jrepa.ruas for her ‘marriage to Hades' (806~16, ng—inn.)‘, in e e
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! hamber’ that will also
underground ‘bridal ¢ ver’ that S P i s
; ; a ki f ‘nobility’ and ‘glory’ (72, 502, 55
death may carry a kind o Y’ | . S
/e re ize it as a cruel curtailment and p
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al desires that shou P .
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The figure of Ant. herself is gendered in curiously am‘t.ngum(lis an
conflicted terms. On the one hand, her devotion to fzml'ly a(r:ll.t‘ps;1
on i to traditio
i ther’s funeral rites correspon
sonal attention to her bro e
inine’ priorities; saw, her language is diffe
‘ferninine’ priorities; and, as we ,  difEntiater
1 her male speakers by its dicti
from that of Kreon and the ot : j
; Odes of argumentation.’s® Yet her self-assertive and independent
mo .

18t The curtailment is both external and i;ltercxllaldio grilégg?s;ﬂgfu;;g1:;e
05) i tho'is ¢ ing’ her to her deadly 7 and s

{kurios) is the very one who i8 [e‘adlpg i s i
I. [ exercises her own subjective prefcren_ce to P : ¥
lc.i]::s:iirr'gexbrr::hcr atid Father over any prospective husband or children {gog
! i .
4)'” See further Seaford 1987, Rehm 1994: 59—71.
15 See above, pp. 20, 367, and n. 125.
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manner, her outspoken defiance of Kreon, and her sharp rejection
of Ismene’s conventionally ‘feminine’ mentality, together with her
willingness to take action — and speak out ~ in the public sphere and
in the name of the ‘laws’, mark her out as a highly unconventional
and exceptional ‘woman’, 5+
The play thus raises deeply troubling questions about the status
and expectations of women and about society’s deep-seated gender
conflicts. What does its outcome suggest by way of an answer?
Through her words and actions, Ant, has publicly made her point,
and has to some degree been vindicated and won glory (6g2—700):
but she is dead, and she is largely neglected in the final seenes — no
lament or honorific funeral for her is mentioned (122636, 1340-
3nn.). She has given voice to the claims of kin and the cult of the
dead, areas in which women were traditionally expected to be vocal
and active; but in the end her voice has been replaced by that of
Teiresias, speaking both for chthonic and ‘upper’ powers (1068-756),
and also for ‘the city’ as a whole (992-4, ro13). Her ‘unfeminine’
venture into the male world of public action has destroyed her and
others close to her. Arnd even the burial of Pol., which she has twice
attempted, is finally performed by Kreon and his men (1197—1204).
Eurydike is dead, too, the innocent victim of Kreon’s mistakes;
and although in her brief scene she is given a few lines that disturh-
ingly draw attention to the recurrent miseries of her life as wife and
mother (1191, 1301-5nn.), she is quickly silenced, for her role is pri-
marily to be another vehicle for Kreon’s punishment. In the closing
scene, the focus is thus almost exclusively on Kreon and his suffer-
ings. He may not have ‘mastered’ the wemen, as he intended, but he
has survived them, and his political authority — shared now more

" Or, to put this another way: the contrasting patterns of behaviour and
speech embodied in Ant., Ismene, and Eurydike — and within the single figure
of Ant, herself — demonstrate the large (and often inconsistent) range of per-
formativities contained within the category ‘woman’. Ant. is hailed both as
being ‘of all women .., deserving of golden honour’ (693-0) and as one who
shamelessly 2Nempts ta assert herself as a ‘man’ in place of the king (484}
conversely, Ismene can be said to be both a ‘berter’ (more conventional)
‘woman’ and a less devoted (less single-minded) ‘daughter” than her sister; see
further M. Griffith, ‘Antigone and her sisters’, forthcoming in A. Lardinois

and L. McClure, eds., Making silence speak: women’s voices in Greek literature and
soctey (Princeton 1ggg).
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. )
ins i | (1257-1353, 1347—5300.).
1 5 — remains intact (12571353, oo,
jually with the Elders — re : 30
g!dlai I\n'e\ female has survived — Ismene, who relapses 1!1;0 ?3%:1 one
o ok '- e is the
i"“iiizv and silence well before the end of thr? Pla), and s e e
\::"i"‘g }has done the least to disrupt the prﬁ\ialhng n;allioraga;nst -
; icitly men are ‘not to battle T
: lls out explicitly that wo ; ol
e t rked, too, that during the course of thc'pla} th
D he two sisters has quickly been sacrificed by
ninine solidarity of the two st $ g ! aee gt
f:; (and by 8.7 in the name of absolute loyalty to brot:u;:;ate! ¥
ther: as a true ‘lover’ of her family (99, 523) shefcan;c o
o 1 —4; cl. 543, )
ly her sister (86, 93—4;
brother or father, on . 543
Ismene’s attempts to mend this breach repeatedly fail. t‘;lrus -
The choices for a female subject in this play are weep your
i ie in isolation; or ke
i tion — and die in isolation; ‘
ndeed: speak out, take ac ans op o
1Iace indI:mrs, in silence, in subjection, so that men maythe i
ph i ‘s';ule How far are these choices felt to reflect © e
eir misrule. £ : -
t culiarities of the family of Oidipous and ﬁctl.onal,The:Es, row far
Itjlfe nm:ms of contemporary Athenian life? Did 8.’s au -erihe e
otice the absence of Ismene, or the silence about Ant., in
n

ing scenes of the play?!®®

(f) Politics

1 i on an

The action of dnt., like that of most Attic tragedies, c§ntres on &

et ; i ces rever-

elite family, whose aspirations, achievements, andl engr’}eﬁe il
berate .rvinlc}lﬂtily throughout their whole community.,

f ) 13— ing Lacan's
12 See P, Phelan, Mourning sex (New York 1997]{{13 Iﬁ,frgaistl‘:smgsucﬁ £
 26¢ 3 1 ‘inc ire edath as a3
6 ) t. ‘incarnates ... the desire o ¢
laim (19g2: 260-83) that Ant. : : ; e
l:'}‘g.llll"-ll‘i'g?ra turn ‘linked to the desire of the mother ._Sce to E,I fpn. 505
: CK : lmo : g1—6, who argues that ‘the play describes a };11' g om0
3 =y . . . \
ar‘Ld £ ::1: 1_.t_: reconstitute a symbiotic unity with Ismene, t :E:«g r';m-I] et
airi t]ﬁ ! 1‘1\'1}:1'12 sister for the dead brother and the Concom(znt zs asip g
f the living siste ; ; ; s
i}atcrnal role, to 2 final and total collapse back .mo'_ the ralh g ol ol
s We may compare the closing scenes of E. H.,pp.é o .
Lysistrata, where the heroine is ll.l;ewzsg remmgn:{esofutni:e : o s ke
¥ he i d Sparta. Se 1 3
1 rdering of Athens and 5y
gft:v;]tzv rx?éq, Belsey 1585. —
.E:v Th‘t ‘community’ may be as large as humankind in ge " 't. ol
) at “cor y' may . ;
cases of Prometheus in A, Prom., or Herakles in 8. T7.); but usually
of an army.
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that stands centre-stage, and provides the main focus of the play’s
action and the audience’s attention, represents their palace, in front
of which the Elders of the city are gathered, attending on the king’s
needs; the royal family passes i and out of the centrai door, and
messengers come and go in their service. And, in accordance with
tragic convention, although all the characters speak the same dialect
and maintain more or less the same tragic dignity of diction and de-
portment,'® a clear social distinction is maintained between those
(named) characters of the elite and the (generally anonymeous) minor
figures, including the Chorus, who come either to attend
needs, or to watch, advise, and sympathize with them — a
eventually will depart to other areas of the city to continue with their
lives, chastened but relatively undamaged by the tragic denouement.
This distinction is reflected to a large degree in the relationship
between the leading characters and the audience, who tend 1o be
cast, both by the stage action and by the physical layout of the the-
atre, into a role similar to that of the Chorus, Messe ngers, or Guard.
Although the spectators (ancient and modern) may be made up of
several heterogeneous elements, and their ‘gaze’ and point of view
may shift in unpredictable ways, from empathetic involvement with
the first-hand experiences of the main characters, to the more dis-
tanced and deferential - and at times ironically slanted — views of
the Chorus and other minor figures,'* our relationship to the tragic
‘elite” will normaliy comprise a complex mixture of admiration and
disapproval, anxiety and dependency, as these central figures are
presented to us alternately, or even simultaneously, as grand and
superior objects of veneration, and as fatally érror-prone and wvul-
nerable misfits, Consequently, the audience may feel itself deeply
involved in, and impressed by, the main characters’ larger-than-life
struggles, and yet ultimately grateful for its own rela

and immunity from their risks, achievements, and suffe
bination of responses

to their
nd who

tive distance
rings, a com-
that appears to be characteristic of the tragic

% The Guard provides some slightly ‘lower.” comic elements, in exception
to this general rule; see 223-331, 388400, 437-s0nn., Seidensticker 1g8a.

®? By contrast, the ‘gaze’ of a modern cinema audience is
to track; see J. Ellis, Visible fietions (London 1982),
1995! 72-B1, 1998: 3640,

relatively edsy

K. Silverman 1983, Grifirh
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experience.'® Without these elite figures, where would the tragedy
> Firs o -
bcin the course of Ant., the city is almcr‘St ruined b\a a col{m‘mn g)ér::ic;
high-handed aristocrats, the one para_dmg exp‘ressm?sh.o: uinm e
loyalty that quickly lapse into paraimd assc1‘1:1(::rl[56;>6 51%..0)‘ Lh(}:) Otht;
sed on ‘obedience to rule ... right or wrong’ (676, 667), —y
Zzisgor}}:e‘nly defying the city’s edicg and 'oﬂice.rs in tbi !.}?:n_c;f hlzﬁ‘
written laws’ and the traditional claims of faxr.uly bloo —11;, papmd
omernon all too familiar to fifth-century ?ﬁt}}e'n:f;?d:s ;ji};nraeiznids?
t unered careers of their own Feisis » 4 .
iiem;:;egs, and other dynastic families.'® By the end n::i 'thT E‘I:‘?élghf
audience may derive some reassurance from *.h::: political de iq};
ments that they have witnessed, whereby Kreon’s a'.uthzn.tananh;w;
and the excessive pusillanimity and bhn.dness‘ of his a wiﬁ; e
been replaced by a collaborative relat_lonshxhp‘ b:f:‘tweenrm ®
‘citizens', conducive to a more harmonious cmcb uture [i.mi deve}:
1g47—53nn.; cf. 1183 &oToi); and perha}ps they may see in et
ppments some confirmation that their own demaclraulcr;i_h o o
p‘rcvcnt such egregious misbehaviour anmn{g the elite. p ua}lz{ e
the Elders' distinctively upper-class status (843, g‘.;c-: 9 ):t. : 1~é5_
exclusion throughout from the stage of any truly ‘democratic Enﬂs
ence or voices,'® the restoration of political ordtlar that w: waxfon__n
taking place in the closing scenes amounts rather, it seems, to

- . . § e
80 Sge Bradley 1903, Jauss 1974, Gr.\_ﬁ:‘.th 1995: w?-—'lat we may compar
100 the Charus’ and Ant.’s attitude to Niobe (823-38, mtkin,_l. P
=i Further examples were close at hand, t00: e.g. the ngs? ; I;md Vo
Thessaly, or the tyrants of Samos and Syracuse; cf. Shakespeare §al e
lowe's England, with its anxieties about the monarchy and the soci )
f the new bourgeois. ) . - ‘
’ ‘tﬂcsr::i ‘Rohdigch 1980, J. Winkler in Winkler &‘Ze_lttm 1990, Gol?.hé.l t?gsh
Rose 1902: iB5-04 Seaford 1994. Yet Attic trageay mv._'-mably concnl:_u cs‘cmEI
the elite continuing legitimately in power, even if this or rh?t@ isrru(gﬂf‘f“ﬁ
d;nmivant individual may have been removed or cut down 16 size; cl.
;9?55’, Efg"?e&«ubdued voice of the majoricy of the Theban citizens, 'quoetfid
vainly l;\- Haimon and Ant. herself (Bgo—700, 732-0; cf‘;: 55}931,1:\'3 rrllx-;\vc;rr -
. { it thorit autonomy, an )
atad to a position of authority, or even 10my,
:j E?\icd to sgeak for themselves — unless the low-life Guard be thought to be
representative of the démos as a whole,
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of aristocratic oligarchy. Furthermore, it has not been the ordinary
citizens, nor any kind of democratic process, that opposed Thebes’
tyrannically-inclined leader and rescued the city from disaster: it
took the defiance of a princess and the rage of the leader’s own love-
struck son — together with the decisive intervention of the gods and
their mysterious prophet.16+

For all their admiration of Ant.’s boldness and loyalty, and their
respect for Kreon's (male, elite) status and political ideals (as initially
expressed), few members of the audience are likely to identify whole-
heartedly with either, as they plunge into their tragic collision. For
the most part, their relationship to the stage action will mirror that
of the internal audiences of the play (Chorus, Guard, Messengers).

With all their limitations, the cautious, ineffectual, and complacent
Elders represent a thoroughly ‘normal’ perspective, especially as the

‘play nears its conclusion: ‘Both of you have spoken well ... (725),
‘We are just human beings, mortal-born .. . (835), ‘Power is not to
be flouted ... Your own temper ruined you' (873—4), ‘The great
words of boasters are paid for with great blows’ (1350-3), etc. We
may even recognize our own reactions, albeit exaggerated and paro-
died, in the expressions of mixed sympathy and relief voiced by the
Guard: ‘It brought pleasure and pain at the same time: it’s a pleas-
ant relief to escape from trouble oneself, yet it’s painful to bring
others that we care about into trouble. But for me at any rate the

most important thing is my own survival and well-being (cwrnpias)’

(436~40). For, though his moral stature (like his social status) may be

somewhat lower than ours, his relationship to the tragic action

closely parallels the audience’s: he is an uncomfortable accomplice,
quick to disassociate himself from the mistakes and sufferings of the
key characters, yet willing to acknowledge concern for them, even
partial responsibility for their troubles — provided that he is not
himself directly endangered. And above all, he can be counted on to
survive (400 ‘I have the right to be released from these troubles’, cf.
445, and 315-31, 407—40nn.).

' And these mysterious ‘gods’ (as often in 5.) appear to have small con-
nection with the cults and processes of the polis: rather, they seem to belong
to a primordial or ancestral realm that is oblivious to political process or civic
cult (450-1, 582—93, 6o1-3, 1064~gonn., etc.).
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COMMENTARY

1-99 Opening Scene (Prologos)

Ant. and Ismene enter, and begin to discuss the events of the pre-
ceding day and night: the repulse of the Argive invaders, and their
brothers’ deaths. Ant. informs Ismene of their uncle’s edict forbid-
ding burial to Pol.’s corpse, and asks her to Join in defying it. Istmene
tries to dissuade her, but Ant. resolves to carry out the deed alone,

This first scene is set shortly before dawn. The battle is said to
have taken place the previous day, the Argives® departure during the
night (see 16, 160—3, 253 with nn.); Kreon’s edict seems to have been
issued from the battlefield (7-8. 33, 100—3nn.), and he is now on his
way to make a public statement {33—4). But we need not expect exact
temporal consistency (Introd. 83), esp. in an. open-air production,
where no lighting-effects are possible.

In the plays of A. and E., the opening scene usually takes the form
of a monologue, announcing where the play is set and what has
already happened: then the real action begins (see Stevens on Andr.
1-55). But 8.%s plays generally open with a dialogue outlining both
the main issues of the play and the personalities of the chief charac-
ters (H. W. Schmidt, in Jens [97i: 27-34). So, here, the two young
sisters present an immediate contrast: Ant. single-minded and in-
transigent, Ismene more circumspect and conventional (¢f. i—10n.).

The scene passes through three phases. In the first {1—-38), despite
Ant.’s impatience and [smene’s anxiety, the two seem unified in out-
look (1, 2-3, 37-48nn.); then (39—77) as Ismene recoils (40~68n.),
Ant. begins to distance herself from her in favour of her brother; fi-
nally (78—gg), despite Ismene's conciliatory efforts, Ant. bursts out in
contemptuous hostility (86—7, g3ff). The mood thus grows progres-
sively gloomier. The sisters enter together, but leave separately, and
the family solidarity so strongly invoked by the opening lines gives
way to fragmentation and isolation.

1~-10 The two young women enter through the centre (= palace)
door (18-19n.). Their costumes and hairstyles show at once that they
are royal and unmarried, and in mourning; perhaps Ant.’s garb is
the more conspicuously sembre. i
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idi i d OC, and Dei-
Ant.’s first speech, like those of Oidipous in OT and dOh_ i
eica in T7 : i i ion and her -
ira i i jately establishes her situation rac
neira in Tr., immediately ' ; giinh
; Ibcn.c all. her devotion to kin and consciousness of her famllyd
ter: above all, her . = o el
}: but also her combative nature, as ner opening
et A %o’ oigf’ & fyeig T1 ... ;) draw Ismene
closing questions (2 &p’ olc®’ & 71 ..., g EXEIS Th .- 0i)
i i si he other.
into teking one side or the : ‘ — » o
1 xcwbgv abtddehov: appealing to her sisters 1denut.} ;f :ﬁ_d
- {8} T -
and interests, cf. T7. 826, and Apollo at A. Eum. 89 9.0 o 15 =
L Al Y i o : o
Sehoov olua kol KolwoU TaTpos, EpuT ... Thﬁ)ugh :'ne fod :emphatic
in S. sometimes has no more than a vaguely ‘intensiv e{_)r‘ e}:ks i
ke e in thi it frequently 's f
force’ (Campbell 187g: 1.101.6), in }h1s pi.a?rd;t éraeqdu:mt;;rié}e} !
he & i f incest, of parricide {(and iratric . .
the blood-tie as a place of 1 ; : g W
of suicide’ (Loraux 1986: 167); cf. 56 ocU'ro:rovow.Es wi . A_pcuj
1-sister” (i t Eum. {
I ns ‘full-sister’ (though e.g. at Lu :
46—52n: Here Ant. means 't : : o
i gt full-brother to Hermes); but the expression, lacking femmg is
is T - ); but kg e
: dings, may suggest also their ‘common brother’ (cf. 503, 9
Create ‘ 2 {alod f. 56~—7 pdpav Kolvoy,
Vg 15 & iyunTov xépa), and cf. 56-7 _
aUTadehgov, gi5 @ KITIYVRTO faol: e
147 xowol SavdToy, 201-2 CUATO§ KOWOU, 546 K;lwc;. Ta Tp':he
ti;;:tic emphasis of this first line gives the key-note :::f t:b‘..ram X
origin which connects the sisters also isolates them 1‘:]3 ) —
1o i i riphrasis,
; dpas d untranslatable) tragic pe
Tophvrg xépa: clevated (an ; e e
at OC 321; cf. 899, 915, OT 40, 950, A.‘ Ag. 908:)’, etc. \52? i
xe@ahn 1.2, Latin caput); also g44-5 Acmcr.xs g Euas, 7>_}'0m S
\ 2-g Lit. "Do you know what, of the evils {stemming) iro: i -
. T ‘ ‘ t ey sti
sous. Zeus is not bringing to pass for us two who are (dal;me) s :
e 1 is | 5 SOl edefines an
ali ¥ s rather confused, as omeiov I
alive?” The syntax 1s ral : | Syt

i & Ti m obiects of TeAsl in indirect q.). {
amplifies & 71 (both of the n obje f R
natively, we may suppose that oigfx O 71 ov I., = oo
e i ) gy 18 ; < = -

i with 71 (80T Stroiov ol Tehsl; (cf. 4—6). In eithe :
fAated with Ti {¢oTIv) OTrOTO (ef. . In . ‘
sense is clear and emphatic (‘every conceivable evil 1s descen:mgda

N gnd 1 L ical info ity is mitigated by the word-order
us’), and the syntactical informality is mitigated Dy t .

ith ZeUs i ton.
with ZeUs in striking Apperba o b

Zevg: here, perhaps, the name implies no more than a vague

§ 27, 304, 450, 604—14nD.

owers that be’; contrast 127, 5 6
’ v an’ Oidimou xaxdv: the family’s legacy o_f horro;s, th'01:gh
not so insistently kept in our minds as in A. Th., does surlace inter
‘ - 4 F18 . -Ir "
mittently: see 46—57, 594—603, 856-71, and Ijnt:r_od. ‘§3.§}tt;ﬂ; o 5

vy EtL Lhoav: presumably dat. (of (disjadvantage, cl. 50),
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though gen. absolute would be possible. The ‘evils of Oidipous’ have
brought death to him, his wife, and his sons; and even the ‘two sur-
viving’ daughters have not really escaped (cf. 4-8). This is the first in
a dense cluster of duals (3, 13-14, 21, 50, 55-7, 58, 61—2.; and cf.
1447, 170-2, 561~2, 769, and 488—gn.), describing natural but frus-
trated pairings — murderous brothers, disunited sisters, sister and
dead brother, dying bride and groom; cf. OC 33745,
7980, 67—9, W. Jakel, Gymn. 68 (1961) 34—55.

4-6 Ant. explains (yép) the point of her rhetorical q. (d1oiov
XTA. picking up 2~3 xaxkév émoiov oUxi v&w ...). The insistent tor-
rent of negatives (seven in three lines, cf, 450—60) and list of rhym-
ing neuter adjectives (4n.) hammer home the completeness of the
family’s public and private miseries, building up to the one that most
concerns Ant. now (&Tiuov, cf. 22 &Tipdoas, 25 EvTipov with n.). For
the enjambment of §-6, cf. 27n.

4 @vipiov: this (Brunck’s) emendation is far from certain; but
&ns &rep of the MSS would mean “free from ruin’, the opposite of
what is needed here (as the ancient critic Didymos already noted).
The regular adj. derived from &&w/&tdopen/&Tn is &Tpds (A. Ag.
1484, Eum. 1007), but &tnpév here would leave us 2 syllable short.
&TAP10S is not otherwise attested (it would normally imply an agent-
noun *&tfp); but S. is esp. fond of -npies adjectives, and cf
Homeric &mathiies vs &TaTnASs, or e.g. E. Andr. 552. Alter-
natively, perhaps &tng yéuov (Hermann, cf. OT 4); or &Thcipov, on
the analogy of 8avdoiuov, pépaipoy (Dindorf; cf. Else 1976: 31, 102—
4; but the formation would be irregular). &Tn is a rich and evocative
term, esp. in tragedy, suggesting both outcome (‘delusion’, ‘ruin’,
‘misery’), and cause (often a mixture of human folly and supernatural
sabotage: cf. 17n., 185, 864, 1096~7, 1260, 2nd esp. 582-625n.); see
further, Dodds 1g51: 2-8, 37-41, R. D. Dawe, HSCP 72 (1968) 8o—
123, R. E. Doyle, Atn: iis use and meaning (New York 1984), Padel
1995: 166-87, 249-359. Along with the mention of Zeus and Oidi-

pous in line 2, the term here increases the mood of anxiety in the
face of events and powers utterly beyond the sisters’ control.

6 T®v ... xaxdv: possessive gen., ‘included among our troubles’
(Smyth §1300), but echoing xaxév (partitive gen.) in 2.

7-10 Ant. introduces the particular, new indignities up to which
her generalization has been leading (2~6). The repeated questions

Knox 1964:
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&pudlw) and &vBdavw (cognate with.Latin suadeo, suauis) are virtually
1 {as at 500-1; cf. 504). ,
mt;::h:’:nii?blﬁz;aﬁm:t3'{’ Yes I:‘?}’E], if in fact (xai) you suc.cecid;
& 4 fut, indic. = a vivid warning, as again at g3—4. For similar
instances of xai, cf. 278—g, 280, 726, 770, 772, 928, 1062, 1192, 1253,
: —308; also 403, 554n0.
131:; (aﬂ;o?g:hsn - and or?ly when (dTav 81?) -1 la.ck the stren‘g;h,
I shall stop’ (fut. perfect, cf. T7. 587 €l 8¢ pf, TeTgUsopat), sc. ‘but
>, GP 219—20.9.1ii.
no;:e;::h,v e 2\3 ‘abgsolutely not’ {cf. Ph.. ‘1?39~,‘L1E1. 439; I_]‘SJ‘K.;.U.
&pyn 1.c), emphasizing the ‘basic’ incompatab}hty of t}}e.i; outlzo h‘.;,r
Onpav ... tapnyeva: cf. 78—gn., go. Bnpcm isa V’IV: It:ne .p.ne,
for ‘desire’, ‘pursue’ (cf. El 1054), approprlate to Ant;s unfemini
spirit of self-assertion and indeptnc‘ience (cf. 3427, .1.;1—(12'}} .
93 exBapfie: fut. middle for passive, as «?ften in tragesy 210 e;;n
cetal, 230 &Ayvviil, 637 &EidoeTal, 691 Tépynl, 726 81 afoueo de.d
94 ‘You will justly be embraced as an enemy by your ai-
brother.’ &xfp& ... Tpookeiont is virtually an .oxyr?oron, as TpooT
feuat frequently means ‘take (someone) as a friend” (7r. 122'49 'rcru-rn\f
wpoofiol SdpapTa, OC 204—5, A. Che. 114’,LS‘] s.v. TpooTibnu B.iI,
but cf. Xen. Kyr. 2.4.12 TOAEpiOV Trpocremueecx, ’and 1222, 1242-3
below). There may be a wry echo of 73 QiAny ... KEIO‘OHG}-.
95—6 a: here monosyllabic (synizesis, 33n.), ’cf. O‘T. 1451. ¢ oa
Susfoviiav refers sarcastically to Ismene’s criticisms of Ant.
(67-8, 88—92, 99; 49—68n.); cf. 1269, and.Introd. §§(d)(111?.
o dewvov todro: again, slightly sarcastic (f:f‘ 82 uwepﬁ&sSotKa).
96—7 ‘For 1 will certainly not (0¥ ... oxj;S;v, emphatlc),.su?‘er any-
thing so terrible as to prevent me from dying honou‘rabl’y j cf. 723. f
ph ov: synizesis (as at 0T 13, 283), (.:f' 33n. un ov, instead o
* simple uf, is regular after a negatived main verb (Smyth §2745).
98-9 ei Soxel sou: cf. 71, 76. . ‘ -
&voug ... @iin: Ismene’s sententious conclusion (z%g.am ollowing
enjambment, cf. 67—8n.) sums up their contrary positions: 1‘t. is be-
cause Ant. is ‘truly devoted to kin’ that she is now t’)ehalvmgl impos-
sibly’ (g2 &unfyava) and ‘crazily’ (&vous, cf. 562). (6pBds cp17\n‘1mus;
be primarily active here, cf. 73, 81, g—10n., and E. I7 610; Iout love
by may be understood too.) She thus acknowledges the legitimacy
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of Ant.’s attitude, albeit half-disa

pprovingly and to her departing
back.

100-61 Entrance Song (Parodos) of the Chorus

The Chorus, fifteen white-haired old men of upper-class appearance

(159, 281, 1092-3; 843, 940, 988), arrive up one or both side-
entrances, and take up position in the orchestra. As long-standing
supporters of the Theban royal family (164-74), they have been
summoned now to serve as a Council of Elders (159—61); but they
speak for the city as a whole (102, 149, 1533; cf. 110 &uerépon y&i),
and their utterances, esp. thus early in the play, are bound to shape
the audience’s interpretation of the present situation in Thehes.
(Only after the Song is over do we learn of the Elders’ close associa-
tion with Kreon: 159-61, 164—-9.)

Their first Song is an expression of the city’s joy and relief at the
defeat of the invading army. With many echoes from A.’s Th. and
from epic (esp. 106—7, 125, 127—33nn.; cf. Else 1976: 35—40, Davidson
1983, Introd. §2), they rehearse the horror of the Argive onslaught
and the highlights of the battle, and credit the gods with the sudden
and total victory. Whereas the opening scene showed Pol.’s family
reacting in anguish to the prospect of his unburied corpse, this ode
vividly points out what Pol. had represented while he lived — a hid-
eous threat to his whole community. The form of the ode is similar
to that of the Entrance Songs of 4. and Ph., A. Prom. and E. Med.
(cf. too Ag. 1448-1575), with strophic lyric stanzas alternating with
chanted anapaests. In those other cases, however, an actor delivers
the non-lyric passages, whereas here it is the Chorus Leader (kor-
Jphaios), with the anapaests serving to explain and supplement the
more oblique lyrics rather than to contrast with them.

The Song is a2 hymn of thanks to the gods of Thebes: specifically,
to the dawning Sun (100-g), Ares (1246, 138—40), Zeus (12733,
141-47), Victory (148-51), the pantheon (153—4), and Dionysos (154
5)- Hymnic form normally follows a sequence of invocation (name plus
epithets, often inc. birth, attributes, and localities; cf. 11150.), hyporm-
nesis (‘reminding’ the deity of past benefactions or epiphanies), and
request (*so now please grant ...’ in the case of a lesic hymn; cf. 1142
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poAelv, 1149 TrPo@GvnOl, with 1115-54n.) or envot (‘farewel} and
thanks ...’ for a rhapsodic hymn, as here; cf. 148—54n.); cf. Wiinsch,
RE 1x s.v. Hymnos, E. Norden, Agnostos Theos (Stu'ttgart 195?6?, Parr}/
1978: 26-g. Much of the ode is given to narrative c.lescrlbling t}'us
most recent demonstration of divine favour (= ‘epiphany’), with
characteristic use of the connective relative (110 6s) and explanatory
particles (127, 141, 148 ydp), and of temporal pa'rticles (103 TOTE, 120
mpiv moTe, 132 Adn, 135 TOTE, 151 Vi), referring to the.constantly
renewed ‘contract’ of x&pis (‘vou have saved us now, as in the past
...: 80 we honour you now, as in the past’; cf. ilE_"if!, :48—@411[1,}‘
Im:;u:es of athletic competition add an ‘epinikian’ ﬂ.ewoulr (106—9
rum;im; with shield and armour; 125-6 wrestling; 131 javelin-throw;
131—2 ﬁnishing-line; 135 torch-race; 109, 140, 149 horses and cha-
riots; 133, 148 victor’s vaunt).

lO\t/\sl’hil?)eg,1'13;}mnic form is no)t strictly observed throughout (e.g., :che
only direct address is to the Sun; and there are no .patronym1.cs,
pedigrees, etc.), none the less the style is charac.tenstlcall)r. allus1§ze
and epithet-laden, singling out key moments anq images while omit-
ting or telescoping many of the narrative details (cf. 944—87); and
the topical and temporal references of the first and last stanzas have
the flavour of authentic cult.

Metre: strophe & antistrophe «

==

b= Ao Fy o —_ .
100 &KTIS deALOV TO KA~ glyconic
117 oTas 8 utep peAabpwv povew-
- v vV - v - .
101 AlCTOV EMTATTUAWL QAVEV glyconic
118 CUO AUPIKAVOV KUKAGWL
- - = Uy - un
102 OnPal TV TPOTEPWY PAOS,
119  AoyYal§ EMTATUAOY oTOoU,

glyconic//

- - W N v ouU—
103 €pavlns ToT, w XpUoEas
120 £Ppa TPV TOT GUETEPOV

choriambic dim.

Ty - [SARVIRES - -
104 &upepas Pregpapov, Alprai-
121 QluaTwV yevuoly TAnodn-

glyconic (dragged)
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oY T W~ U~
105 wv UTep peeBpwy porovoa,
122 VAL TE KAl CTEQQVGWPA TTUPY Y

hipponactean//

- - - Y = Uy -
106 Tov Asukaotiv "ApyoAikov
123 TevkaevT ‘Hoalgtov éAev.

choriambic dim.

-V - U - U y-
107  ¢wTx BavTa Tavoayiat

choriambic dim.
124 TO08 &ugl veot’ ETaln
v ou oy (V] Ui uu -

108  guyada Tpodpopov 6EUTepwt  choriambic dim,
125 TaTayos Apecs, &vTiTadou
e o= =

109 Kwnoaoo YAl pherecretean//

126 Buoysipwpa SpakovTos.

The aeolic character of this strophic pair is homogeneous and
smooth, almost serene, in accordance with the cheerful subject-
matter. Critical moments in the narrative are subtly highlighted by
rhythmic shifts, in both strophe and antistrophe: at 103 = 120, the
changed anceps-shape of épdvns/¢Ba (U~ instead of —x), repre-
sents the moment of resolution from tension/danger; and towards
the end, the pace quickens from the heavy longs of the ‘base’ in
106 =123 to the resolutions in 108 = 125 (VU U UU U —uU-)
corresponding to the ‘headlong fleeing’ and ‘clatter’ (106—g, 125nn.).
Overall, the correspondence of word-shape and word-division be-
tween str. and ant. is unusually high, and there are significant verbal
correspondences too (esp. in 103 = 120, 108-9 = 125-6; cf. 125-6n.)

the effect seems to be to emphasize the harmon
mood.

b

i)

y and serenity of

The stanzas are built of familiar aeolic elements, esp. the glyconic
(x x ~uu—uU=-) and its ‘anaclastic’ variant (-X=x —vu— or
X—x——uUu—, West 1982: 301, 115-18; cf. Cole 1988: 7g—g7), also
known as the ‘choriambic dimeter’ (Dale 1968: 132~6). There are
three periods, of 3, 3, and 4 cola. Straight glyconic predominates in
the first. In the second, chor. dim. makes an appearance (103 = 128),
but gives way again to (slightly less regular) glyconic, with heavier
(‘dragged’) ending in 104 = 121 (cf. 1122 = 1133, West 198e: 116-17)
and a ‘hipponactean’ clausula in 105 =122 (i.e

)
i.e. ‘pendant’ extension




!
i
i

154 COMMENTARY: 155-158

i tati itera-
isguided — optimism at 1115-54. The almost Incan;adm;al /a.éh;e
o and 1 i & rav-, Gw are
tion and assonance of 152—4 (T, 8, X/x, and esp. e s e [hr;‘l e
typical of cult invocation. W-Ingram suggests \I%}'E?G, 115 A e e
chcurrence of the name Béxyios in similar position to pns L ot
4 ] ah WVl
strophe (140) carries a sinister message (cf. too 136 B.‘EKEEU nﬁ__}ﬂnq
there is no other hint here that Dionysos’ activity will be anything
other than beneficent. . - ' ‘ .
6 @#HBac Eredilybwv: honorific epithet {elsewhere applieden"l; s
; ) i i iv : gla]es
literally to Poseidon, Pind. P. 6.50), governing Gk.J_]CCtltrt ger;h?\‘{]gmu
(= @ﬁéﬂsii this seems more likely than the variant cle S
?nart‘cipiz;l clause, ‘the one who shakes Thebes’, with ©npag acc.
Jlural'h , s
’ &piov both ‘lead’ us (= &E&pyor, and cf. 1147 yopayt) and ‘begi
the dance. L .
155—61 Enter Kreon, presumably up the opposne.mde. entranc: o
the :E)horus’. His mask, costume, and bearing proclaim him afma u )
and authoritative king. He may still be wearing armour (cf. 33n.),
and he is doubtless attended by a royal re;mt;e. stanga’ of the sgh
formally the last ‘stanz
These choral anapaests are . ‘ g
' eri viH tionally they
ic E rering 141—7); but func
rrhematic Entrance Song (answ e
belong to the following scene (cf. 526—30),.as the Elders an':;he il
the arrival of the new ruler and explain their owrcl1 pres;n::;. il
isi ; ialogue is thus blurred, as if the
vision between Song and dia . :
are cut a little short in their celebrations by the speed of events an
Kreon’s haste. N i i
155 &AM’ obe yap &7 ... ‘But (enough of that; cf. 148n.); for he];e
'48¢) in fact comes the king ..., with 87, as aftcn.' marking the
;Lppéarance of a new character on the stage’, GP_1_03.4J" syl o
156 For the unusual monosyllabic prosody Kp@}: (by synizesis), cl.
0C 1073 'P&gs, A. Ag. 1493 txmvécsv. (The synizesis of Mevoixéas is
not unu:uaf;’cf. 0C 1003 ©noEws etc.) We are missing uu‘- or —
before or a;fter veoyuds, and we need a noun f?r VEOYUOS to a{gr:
with (‘a new {ruler) in these new circumstances’): pcrhaPs ‘rc:_';.'eg ;.
t’:pxmlv, But it is likely that the corruption is more ext;nsnlei, since (
Kefwv & Msvolkéws seems pleonastic (West, following _ermgnr?‘
suggests the more idiomatic Tais & Mevoikéews, cf. 211—12n.), and (i)
oxuss i ied to a person.
veayuds is nowhere else applie ol
:;8 tiva 8% pfiTy épécowy ...t lit. ‘rowing just what counsel
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(is he coming)?’, i.e. ‘what is on his mind? &ptocw is common in
the metaphorical sense ‘ply vigorously’ (van Nes 1963: 116—17); cf. 4j.
251 Tolas épéocouaiy &melhas.

159~60 cuyxdntov thvbe yepdvrwy . . . Lésynv ‘this special con-
ference of elders’ (Jebb). In Athens, a oUykATTOS EKKANGia was a
‘specially convened’ meeting (cf. Hansen 19g1: 133-5)
advisory ‘council of elders’ is 6ccasionally summoned (e.g. Il. 2.53
PouMiv ... yepdvTawv); and Sparta and other states had a Mepoucia
("Senate’). Here, however, the Theban Flders will be asked not for
advice, but for endorsement of a policy already implemented (
9, 207-10, and cf. 211-14, 10911114, 1347—-53nn.)

161 ‘Having sent <a message to us)
164—5.

. In Homer, an

164—

in a shared summons’, cf.

162-331 Scene Two (First Epeisodion)

This Scene (or ‘Act’; Introd. 83 n. 44) comprises two parts: (i)
Kreon’s statement to the Chorus of his policies, and their noncom-
mittal response (162—222); (ii) the arrival of a Guard, reporting the
mysterious burial of the corpse, and Kreon's furious reaction to this
news (223-331).

162—210 Kreon’s long opening rhZsis sounds confident and asser-
tive. After complimenting the Elders on their loyalty (162-74), he
first outlines the general principle on which his rule will be based:
single-minded concern for the city’s well-being,
of personal ties of giAic (175—-01); then he proceeds to the present
application of this principle, i.e. the treatment of his two nephews’
corpses (192—206}; and concludes with a brief =
ideals (207~10). For the structure of the
1050: 114—16,

Kreon characterizes himself at once as a leader dedicated 1o
maintaining the stability of his city through the proper exercise of
his authority. In describing both his own qualities as a ruler and
his expectations of his subjects (175-7n.), he makes frequent use of
gnimat and ethical generalizations (Introd. $5(¢)), and his language is
typical of contemporary Athenian political debate: e.g., &pyai (177},
vépol (177, 1g1) and eUBUvon (178); the constant harping on méhug

(162, 166, 178, 191, 104, 203, 209), TaTpa (182), 8w (187), ¥ (199),

even at the expense

estatement of his
argument, see Friis Johansen
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&ooi (186, 193); and the subordination of family interests to those
of the city (182—go0; cf. ‘Perikles’ at Thuc. 2.38—46 and esp. 2.60
(quoted on 188-gon.); cf. Dem. 19.247, Introd. g(e)(ii)). For most
Athenians, such phrases would presumably be charged with positive
associations; and Kreon’s references to ‘straight’, ‘upright’ govern-
ment (162—-3 GOpdwoav, 167 dpbou, 190 dpbis) and the ‘ship of state’
(162—3, 189—go) may also sound reassuringly traditional and legiti-
mate. But his rejection, or redefinition, of ¢iAia (184—g1) is quite
radical, and such undemocratic terms as 8povos (166, 173), kpdTn
mavta (173, cf. 1163) and ofBovras (166), as applied to his own
status, strike a discordant note; cf. Bowra 1944: 72—8, Podlecki 1966.
Furthermore, the references to his own person and opinions become
obtrusive (Ey, &pds, XTA. occur nine times in these 4g lines, often in
emphatic positions: 164, 173, 178, 184, 188, 191, 207 twice, 210; cf.
484—-5n.).

162—-3 ta pev &% ...: ‘one aspect’ of the city’s affairs (= the
battle) has turned out well; the others will require the Elders’ co-
operation (Uuds 8¢ ...). For méAeos = mwdhews, cf. A. Th. 218, Supp.
345; not elsewhere in S.

cdlwt geicavreg: cf. OT 22—4 woONis ... oalelel kTA. (also 586-
92). This is the first of several nautical images employed by the ‘good
captain’ Kreon; cf. 189—g0, Goheen 1951: 44—52, van Nes 1963: ga.

Beol ... wpBwaav: like the Chorus, Kreon piously acknowledges
the role of the gods in the Argive defeat and his own accession to
power (cf. 280—-314n., and 184; also gg3—5, 1058nn.). dp8ds and its
derivatives occur esp. frequently in Kreon’s speeches, reflecting his
determination to direct and shape nature and human beings as ex-
pertly as one might a boat or piece of metal (167, 190, 403, 494, 675;
mimicked by Haimon at 636, 685, 706, Teiresias at gg4; cf. too gg,
1158, 1195, 1203, Introd. §5(c) (and contrast 1343—6n.).

164~5 Lit. ‘By messengers I summoned you, from all {the others)
apart, to come here’ (cf. 159—61, 100—61n.).

165~9 ‘... {because) I know well that, first, {you) always hon-
oured the power of Laios’ throne, and {then) again, while Oidipous
was directing the city, {you honoured his rule}, and after he peri-
shed, you still remained reliable advisers around their children’. The
variation of connectives (ToUto uév ... ToUT’ albis. .. kai... #1i...,
cf. 61—4, 1199~1202), and the ellipse of the second participial clause
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(we have to supply ofBovtas ... kpé&Tn again after 167, blur the
distinctions between the three stages; esp. since the plural xefvev
(168) is oddly vague (= Oidipous and Iokaste, or Laios and Oidi-
pous?). But there is no need to posit a lacuna after 167 (Dindorf,
LJ&W); with this family some vagueness may be tactful,

170-2 dimdfg ... plav xtA.: Kreon’s words echo Ant.’s (13—
14n.). But he does not employ the dual: to him the brothers are sep-
arate entities (cf. 2—3, 76gnn.).

abréyelpl oy widopat: cf. 49—52n. Kindred bloodshed was a
powerful source of ‘pollution’ (Parker 1983: 120-6). In this case, it
might be uncertain whether each brother had expiated the pollution
with his death, or whether some residue might continue to stain the
rest of the family and community.

173—4 From requesting the Elders’ continuing loyalty, Kreon goes
on to assert his own authority (echoing 166 8pdvew . . . KpaTn). £y
(173) is emphatic, first word in the long-awaited main ¢lause and in
the trimeter, and juxtaposed with kpé&Tn wavTe, which is in turn
underlined by &1.

Yeévoug xat’ dyyieteia ‘by reason of being next of kin'. &yyio-
Teia (neuter pl., not found elsewhere; but analogous to &pioTsia)
seems here to be equivalent to &yyioTeia, the regular legal term for
‘kinship’ in matters of inheritance. In some traditions, Pol. and/or
Eteokles had sons (Thersandros and Laodamas respectively: e.g.,
Hdt. 4.147, 5.61). But in extant tragedy this tradition is ignor::d
(cf. 599). Kreon is thus not only the (implicitly, state-approved)
oTpaTNYSs (7-8n.), but, as the brothers’ uncle, also their legal heir
and xUpios of their sisters (y-8, 58nn.; also 486-7m.)

175—7 As he turns from the past to the immediate future (what
kind of ruler will he turn out to be?), Kreon begins with a énﬁmg‘,
elaborating the proverb, &pyxf &vdpa Bei€et (‘rule will reveal the
(real) man’, Aristotle, NE 5.1 1130a1, ete.). But his generalization
(ravTos aulpds kTA.) also raises the question, what kind of subjests
he will turn out to have (¢f. n. on evTpiIPnis below, and 668—gn.) —
and how do we ‘learn’ the true characters or thoughts of others, or
even of ourselves, before it is too late (1347-53n.)?

buxhv ... @pévnpa ... yvdunv: not casily distinguished; per-
haps (roughly) ‘character ... mentality ... judgement’. yuys in the
Archaic period is limited to ‘life-breath’, ‘ghost’, or ‘courage’ (cf.
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i : mpt for
Neuters in -px are commonly used in drama to express cgrétcmé)uuu
I : i . :
a person (Long 1968: 114—20: cf. 650 Tfapayrcc:?\1otpc:, 75 g
anpd eg i_} 381 &Anpa, Ph. 927, E. Rhesos 499 xpoTNud; : 50 fh o
uTUog's.v?\c'x?\']uG though not found elsewhere before the. oul;_ise o
L. e, ! i
tury fEubouios PCG v 10g; cf. E. (?) Andr. 937) would sux:iq e and
tone here (cf 324 kOuyeve). But a scholiast seems to read a "
; ‘ ui’ “word-sifter’. ‘manipulator’, 4).
a it. ‘fine- d flour’, hence ‘word-si :
aAnue (lit. “fine-groun 1 L8 e T
) ing 1 = TrepiTpippa THS Qyopas ( 9 ;
81, 390}, glossing it as pITP! g Pe e
?8 =2?-9 cf. too Ar. Clouds 260 Tpippe, 447 ?rzpts;:lu;i & e
D;\‘vcfrj’c nn., and LSJ s.ov. TeuwdaAn, wemaAnHA). me c
m is difficult. .
N thfwmv v’ ‘Well, {I may be a chatterbox, but) I certainly
321 olix e \
i i ; GP 422—4).
ver did this deed” (cf. 993, : e »
- 22 “Yes you did (ye), and what’s more (xat Tal “u‘, you ge;znn
\:oir life for money.’ (For wuyf, cf. 2‘27’.) Hert,.and u;. Jzir l,istcning
i-nechar*icailv repeats his earlier assertions, as if no long
to anyone else. ‘ _ ‘ o
325; ¢ed: The extra-metrum exclamation, mtermptmg th G
' igni 3 ,and L. Da.
stichomythia, marks thisasa sxgmﬁcan‘.t moment (cf. I.Ofi. , e
;310'- an:ti underlines the degree to which the Guard by now ¢
s witie!
the terms, tone, and pace of the discussion. T
There follows an alliterative gnomé levelled a_t Kreon ‘,Th“e
ing on the two senses of 8o (Boxel pot TaGTa can ﬂ;ﬂail'l,. =
;k;n s appear to me {so)’, or, “This is my opinion/ ecision’, 1.,
e Y i ; i b up his
uogg ri11); ‘Tt is indeed disturbing, when su:ncone _15 m&txu;fr fhme
mi.ﬂ;i according to {mere) appearances le .SQKW TEEN o _is
appearances in fact (xai, gon.) to be false’ {Ci' 622—311. o 2
equivalent to E&v Tivi Sokfjl or diTivi &v 805115 [for_ e o ;1 e
:':?: cf, 710-11, 1025—6nn.). The MS variant fjv doxfi, thoug g i
s I ; b i i a1 Boxe,
ble, is lress idiomatic than the relative. Some ed;to.rs read m,1 iy
ie rnot gnomic but particular, ‘It is terrible that this man ..., wk
-3 gn 4
seems too bold even for this cocky character.1 TR,
' v 86 ‘keep on playing
24 xoppeve ... TNV 808ay g ¢
a?ne‘lof vp;urs (= tAv)’ To Kreon, the Guard is just a smart a.It;ri
' I : i ) 23 X
'gﬁouwés of. 320 MAnua with n.; xduysve also echoes 323 X
1\ 3 ) .
udy). _ ‘
- 22) 6 el 8¢ | paveite xth.: construction, thought, and lan
324- -
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guage all repeat Kreon’s earlier threats (306-7; 303; g10-12); Cf.
322mn.

Selda ‘vile’, ‘worthless’, cf. Theognis 835 képSea Seind.

327-31 Kreon is already departing,
hear the Guard’s final comments (
11426, Ba. 515-18), which are t
echoing his opening remarks (3

and may not be intended to
Mastronarde 1979: 30, cf. E. EL
ypically breezy and self-centred,
30 ExTos EATiSos / 295; 328 TUXT, 331
Tols Beols / 236), The larger issues are not A concern, but Kreon’s,
the gods’, fate’s, luck’s ... ; he himself is Jjust surprised and relieved
to be alive, and sure that he will not be back (329 heavily emphatic;
but see 388-400 with n.). The Guard’s own little comedy, with its

unexpected conflicts and reversals, is integrally bound up with Ant.’s
tragedy.

332-75 Second Song (First Stasimon) of the Chorus

The Elders have heard Kreon’s edict; and now they have heard the
Guard’s account of the mysterious burial. Their reactions have hith-
erto been muted and non-committal (211-20, 278-9). Now, left to
themselves, rather than comment directly on the previ
speculate as to the outcome of future events, they launch into a far-
ranging consideration of the resourcefulness and ingenuity of the
human race. This is perhaps the most celebrated song in all Greek
tragedy (often referred to as the ‘Ode to Man’). It is also one of the
least straightforward in its function and meaning.

The Chorus begin by describing, in ascending order, the extraor-
dinary achievements of human civilization: strophe « — control over
the natural environment (navigation and agriculture); antistrophe o —
control over animals (hunting and fishing, harnessing of horse and
bull); strophe B ~ the civilized arts (language, reason, urbanization
and house-building, medicine — but not immortality); finally (anti-
straphe B) they consider the proper and improper use of these talents,
and issue a prayer to avoid the latter. The sustained level of gener-
ality is such that modern critics have disagreed radically in their in-
terpretation of the Song, even as they have admired it as a piece of
poetry. Is the view of ‘Man’ (333 &vBpewmos, 347 &vfip) predom-
inantly favourable, predominantly unfavourable, mixed, or neutral?

Ous scene, or
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(Or, to put it another way, should we translate the key term of the
opening line, Sewvé, as “wonderful’, ‘terrible’, ‘strange’, or ‘extraor-
dinary’ (¢f. 332n.)?) And what is the true point of 368-71, which
ought to provide the connection with the immediate context (cf. 372
tuoi, 375 & T&8’ #pBet)® What and whom should we have in mind
when the Chorus sing of ‘respecting the laws and ... gods® (368-9)
on the one hand, and ‘excessive daring’ (371 TOAuas) on the other?

Some have concluded that the Chorus here transcend the per-
spective of the Elders of Thebes, to offer instead S.’s own insights;
or even that the song was composed by 3. as a self-contained entity,
a lyric tour de force on the human condition that beaf¥ no particular
relevance to this play (so Brown 1987). But there is no need to resort
to such desperate critical measures. Rather, we may read the ode
(like several in tragedy) from a double perspective, both as an at-
tempt by this group of old Thebans to make sense of what they have
just seen and heard, and as a complex and open-ended verbal struc-
ture in which S. allows us to explore larger themes arising out of
this particular situation. In the choral lyric tradition, audiences were
accustomed to using their intellects and imaginations to make con-
nections between allusive myths, or free-standing moral general-
izations, and the immediate occasion and context of performance
(cf. g44-87n.). So here, the ironies and paradoxes that we come to
recognize with regard to the different ‘authors’ and audiences of
this ode, and the sweeping vistas that are opened up for interpreta-
tion, in no way detract from its immediate dramatic relevance and
function.

In the preceding scene, the Elders’ puzzlement and fear were con-
spicuous; and these mixed emotions continue to colour their de-
scription of “Man’ and his achievements throughout this ode. They
see ‘Man’ as ethically double-edged, talented but flawed; by ‘the act
of daring’ (371) they mean specifically the ingenious but illegal burial
of Pol.’s body (cf. 248 6 ToAufoas Tade, 59 vopou pian, 287 vopous
Siaoked®v); and they worry that the man who perpetrated it (375; cf.
262, 902, 321) may bring ruin on himself and all of Thebes (370
&moAts). This, we may say, is the ‘surface’ meaning of the Song -
what the Elders intend to say.

But from the better-informed perspective of the reader/audience,
many of their words take on quite different significance (even as we

i
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shar ’ - wase ;
e their point of view too, at least Intermittently): we can see

things that they cannot. We know who performed the burial, and
why - the ‘i.:]aring’ that accomplished it was proof, not only ojf hu-
man ingenuity, but also of piety and courage (as well as luck or di-
vine favour; cf. 278—gn.); and it was intended not 0 mur:hh‘to‘sut;\-“ lr
the laws of the land as to uphold them (23—4, 74-7; cf. 454-7). C =
vezfsely, the figure of the over-zealous civi}izer}-rce;tcli‘ér :.-"mmm'
builder, teacher), may remind us {if not the Eldr:rs'; of Kr : -
f'ently ‘high in his city’ (368—70; f. 1160-7 : -
its laws and gods (367—g, cf, 175-83, 285
546, Segal 1964. '
The ode is also of interest as a document in the
.It stands‘as one of the earliest extant examples of the growing Gre k
interest in the evolution of human societies and in the o gositis
betwee‘n ‘n'atu.re’ (¢Uo1s) and ‘culture’ (vouos), subjects cent?a]j to thn
new scientific, anthropological, and political currents of the mid-ﬁftli
century, .'—\jlthcugh the ode does not present a continuous evolutio
ary narrative, like that of ‘Protagoras’ at Plato, Prot 321:;c~ o
Prometheus at A. Prom, 442—506 (cf. Guthrie 1(_;}71: ,
T. Cole, Dfmnm'.m: and the sources of Greek anthropology (APA Mono
25, ‘196‘;}}, it does provide a similarly comprehensive 'lict-of hum .
achu.:\'emtms that distinguishes the higher stages of civﬂ‘izatio -
the hfe' of beasts, and culminates with ‘political’ life justice, and law
(368 vouous, 369 Sixav, gyo UyimoAls, &mwohis). I:Iert e\:en m .
prominently than in those other accounts. : ; val
charactf,:r of ‘Fechn.oiog)" (esp. 365 7o pnlxavésv Téxvas) and of
human ingenuity in general is emphasized: culture is prcs;em(:d as
an aggressive process of ‘defeating’ and ‘mastering’ nature (338— i
343, 3470n.). 8o, while the ‘wonderful’ benefits of architectu réBinec?:
icine, Ia.ngua.ge, and law are acknowledged, so is mankind’s ‘te,rribl ;
urge to d?mmate and to push beyond accepted limits: 008y &vb ;
Tou drwdTepov. See further esp. Benardete 1975 : .
104, Segal 1964, 1981: 15266, :

n, cur-
1) through dedication to
-8, 510ffl); cf. Goheen 1g51:

*history of ideas’,

322d, or
60-8, 79-84, A.

n from

the ambiguous moral

Burton 1980: g5-

Metre: strophe and antistrophe o
-V U - u -y -
332 TOAAX T& Setva KoUSey &v-

chori o gt
342 KouQovowv Te puAov dp- I
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—lu - v -
Y 3 > 3 x e
6o n&v-r;ﬂgp;;! g-n;pos T oubey goxeTal e xe
?;,70 VG (NTS ATTOAIS OTWL TO UM KAAOY
€ Mba ovo xee
361 0 ue%?\é\r ‘Alda povov
371 GUVESTI TOABGS XPIV.
€W oUK FratiTa exe
362  @eu§lv oUk emageTal,
372 UNT EPOl TTAPECTIOS
- v —lu - [V P
363 VooV B ZUNXavwy PUYas -
374 YEVOITO UNT loOV ppovwY
viTEgpaOTa e x//
364 SupmeppaoTal.

375 &5 Tad’ gpdeL.

§oE g it is easily
The metre could be categorized as .‘dac}ylwepnntegeai;;;rsd:z_, :5
described in ‘D x e’ notation; but it m{ght betta.zr. s
i diac-enoplian’, for the dactylic (D) and epitritic Y
e ts are less integrated with one another than is usu (]}1 5
P 5{ £ We::t 1982: 132—6, Dale 1968: 162, 180—4). Tlhus the slt
dac:-ilp.fl;g).g 5 s 3.65—7\ is predominately ‘dactylic’ (ie. deplciii
eriod (353-5= ) is Juely idatpie Qe e
I1::3~rg:=:1\_,- the axpandet:‘ chor;ambl odr1 Eh:erili?e:gﬁm;;:mzc/ia'mi "
P bL}t mc Céiﬁ;&-s‘;o::sez all (apart from the'scurrying reso-
am'i Cﬂm?m;o“: 370). In the clausula to the first pcrlod‘ (5!55 i:gﬁ;r]-:
11;1:(12: ?:mgion of -;ofrz pev ... to dpyas confirms tha? thi;;s tax ‘;ﬁi
;eelic Eolon of the expanded ‘arisrophancan,st?p_e Emﬁ;-, ::ﬂ,ler o
decasyllable’ preceded by one long .syll.; cf. 5 5 :e?\gr}rra,re‘
dac.-ep., since resolution of anceps in dac. ep. 15. . -
In the iambic portion, we twice have a mcwf . ,fSG-D o’
pated dimeters, to a faster, less syncopated eleme : ( =
262 = a72). and back to a heavier, syncopated clausula (3 St;r},
e Sih}‘h The final element of all (—u— =), although analysable
e y 3;312 ic’ metron. maintains the cretic/iambic c}jaracter (Dale
?;Saa'tcr)?iﬁ?mwhilﬂ reaéserting the pendant tendency of the first stro-
o = e
i ir (cf. 341 = g51). . .
ph;‘calr):{lclﬁil? A;trikiir, )are the strong punctuation and resolutions in

e
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360 = 370 (see 355—6on.),

which provide a climactic effect, of build-
up and release,

followed by renewed, unresolved tension. Overall, in
both strophe and antistrophe the words accompanied by iambic

rhythms are generally darker in mood than tho

se of the dactylic
portions.

332 molA& & Sewv& ...: a brief example of priamel, a2 common

rhetorical device for focusing attention on the intended object of
praise or blame (here, &vlpwos) by briefly considering and reject-
ing others first (e.g. Sappho fr. 16, Pindar, 0. 1.1ff)). The opening
words recall those of A. Cho. 585ff. ToMAE ubv y& Tpion Bav .. -
which likewise ends up focusing on &v&pos opdvnue (504): there the
associations of Bewd are almost entirely sinister; but here it soon
becomes obvious that the epithet has been chosen precisely because
of its multivalence (‘terrible’, ‘awe-inspiring’, ‘wonderful’, ‘strange’,
‘clever’, ‘extraordinary’), These first two lines thus open up for
‘humankind’ an almost infinite range of possibilities,

av0pdrmou: cf. 347 &viip with n., and contrast 278,

334 tobro: ie. &vbpwmnos, cf. 296 ToUTo after 295 &pyupos. The

pronoun seems to be attracted into the neufer by the adjacent neuter
predicate noun (here, sc. T Betvdv, cf. 295 véuioua)

334~41 The list of human achievements
‘universalizing' doublet: sea and land (Bund
785-6, g51—4nn.). What is emphasized is not, as often, the initial in-
vention of ships and ploughs, but the daring and perseverance that
continue to drive people to defy natural limits. Both elements press
ent challenges; but sea-faring is esp. appropriate to set the tone for
the whole ode, given its notoriously ambiguous status, as a positive
symbol of adventure and technical mastery, but also a negative one
of temerity, violation of boundaries, and unnatural greed (Horace,
Odes 1.3.9fF. with Nisbet and Hubbard’s nn.). To the Athenians of
the 440s, heavily dependent on imported grain, victors of Salamis,
and rulers of the Aegean through the Delian League, triremes and
trade were indispensable sources of power and prosperity; but none
the less, at least among the upper classes, and in the rest of mainland

Greece, farming, hunting, hoplite and cavalry warfare, and landed
wealth continued to be more highly respected.

begins with a ‘polar’ or
¥ 1961 24-5; ¢f. 39-40,
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335 votwe: dat. of agent, of. 586-g, Hom. Od. 14.253 ETTAEOUEY
Bopént &vépcar. The stormy south wind blows in the winter, when
sailing is most hazardous (Hes. WD 675-7).

336-7 meptPpuyiotawy | ... Sr’ oiSpacty ‘proceeding beneath
billows that engulf (them) all around’, cf. LS] s.v. Ppuxios, Umo-
Pouxa, UmoPpuxios. The alliteration of initial - (and X-) in 334—7
is striking; then /8 in 338—9.

338-41 VmeprdTav ‘most august’, because ‘oldest’; cf. Plato, Tim.
40¢ YHv ... TpeTNY Kari ToeoBuTaTny 8stdv, Solon fr. 4a.2 West.

Tav | &epbiroy, dxapbdtay amotpderat OXymoron, with a slightly
sinister flavour, perhaps enhanced by the heavy rhythm and punctu-
ation (see n. on Metre). Though the earth is ‘inexhaustible and untir-
ing’, mankind still ‘rubs her away’, ‘wears her out {to his own
advantage)’ (middle), as if she surrenders only grudgingly {cf. Hes.
WD 42—6). For the rare (but metrically convenient) fem. ending of
&xapdTov, usually two-termination, cf. EL 1239 &SunTav, A, Cho.
6:ig. For the initial lengthening (&xau-), convenient in dactylic/
anapaestic contexts, cf. epic &B&vaTos KTA., and B37 Toobiols.

DAopévewy dpétpwy Etog elg €rog ‘as the ploughs ply up and
down (or ‘circle round’; cf. LS] s.v. efAw c), year after year’, an
adaptation of Homeric mepiTINOpEvewy viauTdy (‘as the seasons
wheel round’). For &tog eis Evos, cf. A. Prom. 682 yfiv pd yfis, Hes.

Th. 742, Blaydes on Ar. Ach. 235. The quick, steady dactylic rhythm

of 339-40 reinforces the sense of regularity.

innelwt yévew: probably periphrasis for the less dignified ‘mules’

(huidvors: cf. Simonides fr. 515 apud Ar. Rhet. 3 2.14.1405b). Horses

were rarely used for ploughing.

rohevwy: here transitive, the regular term for ‘turning over’ the
soil; cf. Hes. WD 462 Eapt mohely, with West’s n. More strictly cor-
rect would be the neuter, ToAedov; but the switch to the masc. is not
uncommon (and cf. 343 &u@iPaicy). The two forms would in any
case have been written identically by S. in the old Attic script.

342-7 Birds, wild beasts, fish are caught (for food) in mankind’s
cunning nets.

xougovéwy (‘unthinking’) goes primarily with bpviBewv (cf. 617,
and Theognis 580 pviBos koUgov Exovoa voov), but applies implic-
itly to all three classes of creature, in contrast to 347 Tep1opading

&vip.
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t kap.tplﬂakmv ayer |~ chneipawt duxtuoxdwetots are to be
aken together, with @Uhov, £8vn, PUoLYV objects of both verbs, Th
ela‘borflte, even pleonastic, periphrases are typical of high c.ho (:1:
%yr.lc. ciyel = ‘carries off’, ‘takes’; cf. 877 &yopat, and the ¢ o
idiom &yewv xad pépev. , o
) 347 ff\replcppaa'hg ‘o’wr']p: ‘cunning’/‘careful’ /*skilful’ would all fit
‘e e ’(c. 364 EupméppacTal); the Tepl- prefix may be intensive
Elviery) or may d.enote ‘on every side’ (cf. TepippdLopat). The
e:lhaz;izubgecthgams.celmphasis (cf. 360 TavTomépos with n.), further
y the mid-colo i 2T, it
obtrusively from c’:vﬂpd:'srou?g;;,nz?z;o—n:;, 2F:§ -j:;ri:l g
347-52 The higher animals, horses and o;er; (an;i she d
goats?), are domesticated and harnessed for mankind’s us coonts
(347) presents a more politicaily charged image of ‘controle’. fgaTﬁl
flatlor.l’ over nature than ‘passing through’ (336—7 xwopel 'rrs, rb\?ml-
vtvearmg out’ (339 &mwotpletal) or ‘capturing’ (343 &yet)’; cprrzec?r:
ilhzgl,(. 435}679.—80; al§o 61-4. In 347-50, it is hard to determine
nat kind o animal(s) is meant by npog dpeooiP&ra, and wheth
t”hls s a separat,e category from that of horse and k’)ull in 351—2‘r
gypc:ui.\os and c.)peccfﬂét'ms may be applied to almost any semi:
nmesncatcd’ an:lmal, including cattle (cf. 352 oUpeiov) pigs (cf. Pi
dar fr. 313 SpeixtiTos), and horses (cf. Strabo 34." 655150;* "1'}?_
il;;cjpss;;ll;i gg;fs migh;_I seem the most obvious candidgtesr (c'f Pllilt";‘
; 1100, Hom. 0d. g.1 1 2 & - Shisld
407): but this would entail takinggu'r?)f()atg'li:sa: F‘);::CCZ;’OI,‘ I;Irfs; e
:ﬁ;her feeliaéle as ‘examples of human ‘mastery’ (unless w,e glini ;‘(:-O;
ars, gelding-irons, milk-pails?). ‘Harnesses’ (yoke, reins, bit
used to ‘control’ oxen and horses suit the normal ’ o etc.')
much better. So, rather than taking & i s linki ey
statements (‘he masters animal andgharri:ssifs)oaxfiinls.ll’lsk;nfncslelz)’?r?:’:
b

sholuldl probably regard it as explanatory {‘he masters the wild ani-
mgass, n.e. harnesses horse and bull’; cf. 355 xai and Smyth §82968
;.:Ih.gﬁ). In 351, the ll\{/ISS offer &fetan, EgeTan, &&et’, or EeT’, none 01i
ich scans or makes sense: we need a , 5
ns or B past or present tense (‘h
g:t'undeirf 0;1 puts under’) scanning U —uUu. The scholiast’s glo(ssaiz
ayer (cf. Hom. Il 16.148 Omays ZU okéas |
| YOV WKEexs ITTTToVS, 293.2
etc., SaPpholfr.,4.4.I7’), so we might read Umnyéyeto (or \‘Jm’]y?xyg\i,
or possibly Umfiyay’ &, Blaydes), perhaps with Doric « (\‘J'rréry-),
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Another possibility is Imtrov dyp&ietat &ppt Adgov LUy, with the
final -ct shortened by correption (Schéne and Franz, accepted by
Dawe, Brown, L]J&W).

353-64 By learning language, reasoning, city-planning and
house-building, and medicine, mankind has devised ‘refuge’ from
the elements and from disease ~ from everything except death itself.
The stanza dwells on human resourcefulness in finding a ‘way out’
or ‘escape’ from inanimate threats (360 TwavToTépos, &mTopos; 359
oeUyev, 362 ey, 365 guyds). The ‘impulse to organize cities’
(&oTuvduol dpyai) develops after technical mastery of the natural
world is complete (cf. 332—75n., and Aristot. Pol. 1.2.12, 6.8.4 on
&oTuvouia). Usually the invention of language is listed at an earlier
stage (e.g. E. Supp. 201—13, Guthrie 1971: 61—2; cf. 332~75n.).

353—4 &vepdev | ppévnua ‘thought as quick as the wind’, cf.
Hom. Il. 15.80-3 (vbos), Od. 7.36 (vénua), and esp. A. Cho. 593 &ve-
posvTa ... koTOV (332n.). So @pévnpa here = voUs (contrast 458-
6on.).

355 dpya¢ ‘impulses’, ‘disposition’. Although dpyai are usually
innate (as e.g. 4j. 639 ouvTpdgols dpyuls, A. Supp. 763), the idea that
people might acquire, even ‘learn’ different ‘dispositions’ is not un-
common: E. Tro. 53 épyds fmious, Semonides fr. 7.11 dpyhv &\hoTe
&Ahoinv Exel, Theognis 214; cf. too 87s.

€8184Eato ‘he taught himself’ {or ‘they taught one another’), a
rare use of the middle as reflexive (cf. 4j. 1376 &yyéAlouat ... glvar
oiAos = ‘T announce myself .. .", Campbell 52, Smyth §1717).

355—60 After the three acc. objects of 353-5, the construction
switches to infin. (peUyew): ‘... {and he taught hiraself) how to
escape ...’

Uraifpela or évaiBpeia is the most likely correction of the MS
alBpix (to restore correspondence with 368; see n. on Metre), It is
probably best taken as a noun: (lit.) ‘to escape the open air of un-
comfortable frosts and the harshly-raining shafts’. The alternative,
adj. agreeing with BéAn, is awkward: ‘to escape the open-air {shafts)
of frost and the rainy shafts’. (What are ‘shafts of frost’?) For the
whole phrase, cf. A. 4g. 335-6 TV ImeBplowv Taywy | Spdowy 1’
amodhayévTes (and cf. Ag. 555 BucavAias); also S. fr. g6 Radt.

navrtomépog &mopog ...t TMavToTwdpos = elmopos (see LSJ s,
11.2), summing up all of 353~9, while alliteration, homoioteleuton, asyn-
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deton, punctuation and resolutions combine to emphasize this piv-
otal antithesis (echoed in 370 UWitroAls: &mon .. .,cf. n. on .1-3':5;!.,

360~1 odbev ... | ©6 néirov ‘nothing that might occur’ (i.e. !i‘lC
opposite of & 14 wEAlov); more normal would be oUSiy Tév
HEAAOVTWOV,

361—4 Aba pévov ... : the blunt (asyndetic) reminder of man-
kind’s one inescapable limitation is quickly mitigated by the bold
claim that ‘(previously) irresistible diseases’ can be esca:pecl. Thus
medicine, as the art that comes closest to bringing immortality, rep-
resents the apex of the list (as at A, Prom. 477-83 ... woépous Eun-
oapny- | TO uév péyioTov. .. Tas &mdoas eaulvovTa véoous).

eéndEerar ‘will procure’ (LSJ s.2. ETaye 1m.1), .

365-7 Lit. ‘Having this resourceful (quality) of invention (as)
something clever beyond expectation, (he) proceeds sometimes
(to) harm (or ‘evil,’ ¢f. 370), other times to good.’

10 p..nxaw’fev | Téxvag: an almost Thucydidean abstraction (e.g.
190 TO ... UmomTev Tfis yvauns), cf. J. S. Rusten, Thue. Book IT
(Cambridge 1989) 22—13. For TéXvas in this context, cf. Plato, Prot.
321C 'r:"|3.r fvreyvov soglav, A. Prom. 506 with Griffith’s n.; also 4g4
TEXVOOUEVEOY,

ToTE ey ... &A\Aot’: variation for &Ahore piv ... &Ahove B¢ ...,
or TOTE WV .., ToTE 8k ... cf. EL 739 TOT’ &AAos, &AACE’ &Tepos . .
(Tuh:: MS variant moTé would also be possible. For the respension,
TOTE UV / Bpy&s (355), see n. on Metre.)

&’ goes (&mrd xo1vol) with kaxév as well as do8Ady {257—8n.),

368-71 Hitherto, ‘mankind’ (333 Gvlpwtros, 347 &viip) has been
the single, unified subject of every verb. With rore . ., c":?\?\':rr:, it was
suggested that ‘sometimes’ this subject acts one way, ‘sometimes” an-
other; but now the existence of two distinct kinds of people, or indi-
viduals, is implied (370 87e1, 375 &¢).

Yepai.pmv is the most likely correction of the MS Tapeipov (‘in-
terweaving ..., vainly defended by Campbell, LJ&W 19g0: 124).
The Elders assume that the (human) ‘laws of the land’ and the “jus-
tice of the gods’ go hand in hand (cf. 304—350., contrast 450-60).

bpimodig: &mohug: (cf. 360 TAVTOTOPOS: &opos with n.) W;: may
understand both (i) ... his city is high; but his city is nothing, if .. ."
(¢f. Pind. P. 8.2 ueyrorémonis, LSJ s.o. &mwohis n1), and 'iiT} ‘He is
high in his city; but he is outcast if ., .’ (cf, OT 510 ﬁS\:'TrG}\I.\s‘: LSJ s.o.

I
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&moats 1). Like Kreon, the Elders see the interests of citizen, ruler
and polis as identical (191n.).

370—5 At last comes the more specific and personal application
(372 tpol) of the ode’s general message. Someone has committed an
act of ‘daring’ (TOAUas, cf. 248 & ToAufoas, and 278—g), which may
endanger the whole city: so the Chorus pray never themselves to as-
sociate with the ‘perpetrator of these deeds’.

pAt’ ... moapéatiog | ... uAt’ loov qpovdy: ie. sharing neither
domestic nor political association; c¢f. OT 249 SuvéaTios, and Hdt,
.60 1o aliTd @povAicavTes (‘making common cause’). Less likely,
‘May he never think like me’ = ‘May I never think like him’, cf.
Hom. Il. 15.50 ioov &pol gpovéousa (so Jebb).

o6 ta8’ €pder: most naturally taken as ‘he who who is doing these
things’ (i.e. the defier of Kreon’s edict; cf. 252 & EpydTns), though
the phrase could be equivalent to doTis &v To1dBe p8m1 (like the MS
variant £pdort).

376—581 Scene Three (Second Epeisodion)

There are three phases to this Scene, but the transitions between
them are smooth and seamless (441—-gn.). In the first (376—4435), the
Guard returns with Ant. under escort, and describes to Kreon how
she was caught re-burying the corpse. When Kreon questions her,
Ant. acknowledges responsibility, and the Guard departs. In the sec-
ond phase (446—525), Kreon and Ant. argue about the rights and
wrongs of honouring Pol.’s corpse: neither gives way, and Kreon
becomes even angrier, going on to accuse Ismene of complicity in
the burial and threatening to execute her too. In the third phase
(526—81), Ismene is brought in, and a three-way dialogue ensues,
with Ismene insisting that she did participate in the burial, but Ant.
rejecting her claim. As the scene closes, Ismene tries unsuccessfully
to dissuade Kreon from executing Ant., by appealing to the prospect
of his son’s marriage to her.

376-440 In previous scenes we have seen Ant. and Kreon state
their principles and intentions, and we are by now fully prepared to
witness the confrontation between them. But after Ant. is led in,
suspense for the agin (‘formal debate’, Introd. §3) between them is
further increased, as Ant. stands silently by (441n.) while the Guard
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delivers his long rhésis narrating her capture. This speech vividly
portrays Ant.’s devotion to her brother’s body, while also deepening
the sense of mystery surrounding the burial, as we hear of the sud-
den dust-storm that allowed her to escape the notice of the guards.
Critics have puzzled (though audiences generally have not) as to why
Ant. returned to Pol.’s body, and, if she was planning to re-bury it
(as her carrying of a pitcher implies, 430), why she was so surprised
to find the corpse uncovered (423-8). (Of course, if the first burial
was the gods’ doing, and did not involve Ant. at all, this would actu-
ally be her first visit to the corpse (M. H. McCall, ¥CS 22 (1972) 107~
1); but see 223-331, 278—9g, 435nn.). Some have argued that, by
uncovering the corpse (409—10), Kreon’s guards have indeed negated
the earlier burial rites, so that Ant. is impelled by religious obliga-
tion to repeat them: but the Guard’s earlier account explicitly stated
that *due burial’ was completed (246—7 Bdwas ... & ypfi, of 256),
Others see the two burials as working on different levels, the first
symbolically satisfying divine law, while the second represents Ant.’s
human expression of devotion to her brother (G. Held; Hermes 111
(1983) 190—201). Or, in a cruder interpretation, S. has included two
burials for purely ‘dramatic’ reasons: so that first Kreon can react to
the (successfully completed) secret burial, and then Ant. can be
caught in the act (Wilamowitz 1g17: 33—4).

However, it seems unnecessarily pedantic thus to analyse Ant.’s
(or 8.’s) motives, esp. since the two burials are surrounded with mys-
terious ambiguities that subtly thwart rational explanation. In purely
human terms, there is nothing surprising about Ant.’s returning to
the corpse to pay further respects, or about her distress at scein_g it
lying exposed again (423-8n.). Yet the possibility of divine interven-
tion is again left open: ‘The second burial is as uncanny as the first.
Ant. is hidden from the guards by the whirlwind of dust until she is
already beside the body ... This is an implicit miracle — just natural
enough to explain Kreon’s failure to see the gods at work. And if
Ant. is aided by miraculous help here, we may suspect she had it
earlier’ (Scodel 1984: 55-6; cf. 256, 278—gnn.).

376-83 The choral anapaests abruptly announce an unexpected
‘apparition’ (Tépas): Ant. is being led in (up the same eisodss used for
her exit at 97: Introd. §4) under an armed escort — headed by the
familiar figure of the Guard. The kopphaios greets her with amazement
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(wds..., TimoT ..., 00 81 Tou ... ;), tinged with pity (379—80) and
uncencealed disapproval (381 dmioroloav, 383 &epocivnt). Can
this really be the bold and lawless criminal of whom they have just
been singing (370-5)? What are they (or we) to think (&ueivéw) or
say (s ... &vTidoyAow ...;)? In performance it could be made
clear whether their address to Ant. is a genuine greeting, or a self-
contained apostrophé, the questions merely rhetorical and ‘apistetic’
(‘1 can hardly believe ..., Mastronarde 197g: 12, g4). In any case,
they receive no response from her (3843, 441nn.),

376-8 &g ‘in the face of”, cf. T7. 1243 &Tropeiv & woAA&, 07 g8o.

768¢ ‘here’ (deictic). Postponed thus, and followed by punctuation
and asyndeton, it gives an unsettled rhythm, emphasizing the Cho-
rus’ consternation. It is probably a mistake to smooth this out, e.g.
by punctuating before T68¢ rather than after, or adoptinig & for &
and inserting {(8') after wds (with Reiske, LJ&W).

avtidoyfow: probably aorist subj. (deliberative), though fut,
indic. is possible: ‘How, when I know that this is Ant., can I maintain
that it is not?’

381 ob 8 mov introduces ‘a surprised or incredulous question’
(GP 223.i1, 267.iii); here followed by emphatic o ye = ‘Surely it can’t
really be you ... ?’

arnietodoav: cf. 219, 656. The present (= ‘imperfect’) tense de-
notes a continuing attitude, while her particular act of disobedience
is specified by the aorist xaBsAdvTes (383).

382 The one-syllable overlap of the anapaestic metron (164
BaaiAeiol|oiv ayouat vouots) is unusual for S, (elsewhere only at 141
e ?\Iéxc_zycl y;p: and OC 1771; see Parker, CQ 8 (1958) 82-0); s0
some read Pacideiols dviyousi or &méyoust, (&mdyew is often used
of ‘arresting’ a criminal, but usually with the force of ‘taking him
away’, which is out of place here; cf. 435n.)

383 &epoodynu: cf. 40, 95, 220nn., and 562, bog; Introd. §5(d)(ii).

384-5 A8’ ... | v4v8’: emphatically deictic, ‘Here she is ...! This
is the one ...!" (cf. 377 T68¢, 386 85¢). With no formalities (contrast
223-36), the Guard blurts out his news, and himself supplies the an-
swer to the Chorus’ questions (376-83n.). Only then (&AA&) does he
pause abruptly to note that Kreon is not present to hear it.

386-7 & 8éov ... molar ... ToyNy: by dramatic convention, the

e—
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King returns Yust at the right moment’, cf, 1180~2, OT 1416, The
MS variant & péoov (‘in public’) fits less well with 387.

388-400 Another half-comic moment from the Guard (cf. 223-
36n.), as he trots out seven lines (388-04} of self-important truisms
to explain his re-arrival: four more lines (396—7, 399—400) on his
own good fortune, and just three lines (395—6. 308-g) about the
capture of Ant, (See again 437—40, Mastronarde 1979: 37.)

388 obbév éor’ dndiporoy “There is nothing that you could swear
would never happen’ (cf. 329-31), echoing the proverbial ypnpdTwy
GEATTTOV oUBéy doTv 0U8’ &rdbpoTov (Archil. fr. reo.x West; ¢f. 394
&rauoTos).

389 ‘Sccond thoughts make a lie of intentions.’ mrivora appa-
rently here = ‘after-thought’, as in ‘Epimetheus’ (and perhaps A.
Supp. 1043: Griffith, Phoenix 40 (1986) 339). But usually it means much
the same as yvyun (Coray 1093: 202), and this may be another ex-
ample of the Guard’s over-inflated manner. (For the aphaerests, cf,
82n.)

389-91 ‘T was insisting that I should not be here again at all soon,
by reason of your threats just now’, referring to 32g-31 (cf. 394). For
OXOAfj1 o, cf. 231n., and L8] 5.2 2.2. For (emphatic) &v + future
indic. /infin., see GMT §147, 208, 216, and e.g. Plato, Rep. Brsd,
Thuc. 2.80.1 poiSicos &v ... kpathoovat and 2.80.8, with Rusten's
nn., Moorhouse 1982: 216—17, For the dative (GmraAais), cf. Bgo—1m.

exetpdadny: a common image, esp. in tragedy and medical w
ers; cf. Ph. 1460, A. Prom. 563, 838, van Nes 1963: 22-5,.

392-4 GAN ... yap ... | fixw: see GP g8—g, and 148-gn., 155.
Lit. “But — since joy that is outside, and contrary to, all expecta-
tion is in no way like any other pleasure in its extent — I have
come back!” (oU8év adverbial, pfikos internal acc. of ‘respect’ or
‘extent’)

rit-

xtég: sc. EATriBos, cf. 330. The zeugma of ExTds (+ gen.) kol Tap’
(+ acc. EAidas) is harsh and somewhat plecnastic, and no near par-
allel has been adduced (K-G n §450.h, 444.b); perhaps it should
be taken as an expansion of Trapes, as in Homeric maptk véov. If
emendation is preferred, Bothe’s slkTds is neat (‘wished-for even
against expectation’, cf. LJ&W tggo: 123), though normally the event,
not the ‘joy’, would be expressly ‘wished-for',
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cf. 499-501, Ellendt 777 col. 1; with the MS.\Tariant ¢éuol, Kreon’s
reply would seem a little less absolPte and decisive. N
576—7 8edoypév’ (sc. éoTi) = BedoxTan (cf. 447 KanuX év "
n.). ws gowke adds a note of finality (c.f. 7—-10 leth n.). Ismene r?.ei t
only to observe objectively, ‘It is decided, 50 1t< seems, that . ,‘Yu
Kreon callously takes the phrase as meaning ‘It seems good’: “Yes
(ye), to you and to me.” (If the Chorus spoke 576 (se'e 572‘—6, 5174nn.)f,
Kreon might genuinely believe that they agreed. with hlslpg icy }fc.
211—14n.); but the Chorus would hardly use the singular Tfv8e, when
both sisters are under Kreon’s sentence of death (48g9—go, 531-5,
577-81; cf. 769—70 with nn.).) )
377;1.9181;:1(4&7; ’2:’7: sc. oteiofe; ‘Don’t delayila’ ,(cf. A. Ag. 1055—6 00 ...
f ... TpiPewv). See too 1078 o¥ ... TPIPN.
CX;;\Q—; ‘Fso[in r)xow on, the; must be .(proper> women, and .n;)lt
roaming loose’ (cf. 18—19n.). Kreon’s anx:et')‘f that hl.S captives mf}gf t
escape (580 @eUyouat) is characteristically tinged with horror of fe-
male independence; cf. g44—87n., Seaford 1990. ‘
avewpévag: cf. EL 516 &vsluévn pev ... al oTpEPNL (Axte you or;
the loose again?’), and LSJ s.ve. &vinui 11.6, &vetos (implying mora
13;;‘::_51“1’23'%!1 concludes with another ill-chosen gnome (cf. 473~
g6n.): ‘Even bold men try to escape, you know (TOl,.Cf. 473)1,10an
they see Death actually (i87) closing in.” He underestimates the sis
? ve. .
terIssn]'rlzsnoel aend Ant. are led inside. Kreon probably remains on stage
during the Choral Song that follows (626—30n., Introd. §4 p. 24).

582~625 Third Song (Second Stasimon) of the Chorus

With the two sisters, the last direct descendan?s of the House of 'Fhe
Labdakids, facing imprisonment and execution, the Chorlus sing
about the divine forces that can haunt and deStl‘O}f a family, and
about the recurrent patterns of human folly and misery. Althoug,}f
the opening phrase suggests a makarismos (‘Blesseq are they who i
582n.), the rest of the ode dwells on the deceptive and destructive
power of the gods.

The morality and theology of the Song are deeply traditional,

with echoes from Hesiod, Solon, Hdt., and esp. A. Th. 720-gt (cf.
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Easterling 1978, Else 1976: 11-18, 74~6). The key term is &tn, that
inescapable complex of delusion, error, crime, and ruin (583, 614,
625; cf. 4n.): once a family is afflicted, disasters and suffer
recur for generation after generation, until that family is
completely (cf. Solon fr. 13.25-32, A. Th,
932-7); it is Zeus's law that no mortal ¢
from disaster (cf. Bacchyl. 5:54—5 oU y&p 15 emiyloviev mévta Y
eiBaipcwv gpu); but people are led by hope or desire to mistake evil
for good, and to suffer the consequences (cf. Solon fr. 13.33—6, The-
ogn. 637-40). The Chorus insist throughout that all this is brought
about by god(s) (583 6e6Bev, 597 Beddv T15, Boz Bedov TV VEPTEPLOY,
604 ZeU, 608-g Buvdoras ... ‘OAvuToy, 624 Beds: of, bo4—14n.),
Usually, in other discussions of these issues (esp. in Aisch.), we find
emphatic mention too of human responsibility for ruin: divine dis-
favour is not arbitrary, but is prompted by acts of wanton violence,
sexual misconduct, or impiety, states of blood-guilt, curses, etc, (cf.
A. Th. 720~g1). But here the Chorus say little about the guilt of
Oidipous’ family: only that their sufferings are ‘ancient’ (593) and
that god gives them no relief; see further W-Ingram 1980: 164—72.
The language of this Song is so densely packed and boldly imag-
istic (earthquake; sea-storm; a plant hary
the light; the glittering residence of never
ping on hot embers)
ancestral suffering,

ings may
wiped out
742-71, Ag. 758-71, Eum,
an expect to live long free

vested as it strains towards
-sleeping Zeus; a foot step-
that the key ideas of divine victimization and
conventional though they are, acquire fresh re-
sonance and power, and bring vividly to the surface anxieties that
have lurked unexpressed since the opening lines of the play (esp. 1—-
6, and ¢f. 49—357). Are these charzacters, whom we have seen speaking
and acting with such independence of spirit, really mere victims of
heredity and circumstance? — or (more terrifying still) of malevolent
divinities bent on destroying them and their whole families?

These questions are raised, but not answered, for the particular
relevance and application of the Song to the immediate context are
not spelt out. That the family of Oidipous does, in general terms, fit
this pattern of &tn is obvious enough. But, in seeking somehow to
explain the capture and condemnation of Ant., the Elders leave
some crucial issues vague and undefined (perhaps, in part, because
Kreon is still present on stage). Where exactly should we locate the
Tolly' (&Tn), the ‘expectation’ (616 &Aris), the ‘transgression’ (605
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UmepPaocia), and the ‘deception’ (617 &mdTa)? And whose ‘mind-
lessness of word and Fury of the mind’ (603) was it that provoked
this latest harvest of ruin (599—602)? Presumably, the Elders believe
that the blame lies with Ant. (indeed, these phrases could describe
A’s Eteokles, cf. Th. 653-719, 742-65; Else 1976: 11—26): but the
Chorus do not say so explicitly; and in any case, how reliable or au-
thoritative is their voice? ‘Choruses ... are great explainers. They
think they know: sometimes they are right, but equally they can be
wrong, or partly wrong’ (W-Ingram 1980: 160; see Introd. §3, pp.
18—21). So, once again, we may be in two minds as to whether to en-
dorse their interpretation of events, or to supplement, or even reject
it, through our recognition of the ambiguities and ironies to which
their words give rise. In particular, we can recognize that it is not
only Oidipous’ family that is thus haunted by &tn, and guilty of
mental aberration, but Kreon’s too (see §32—75n.).

Metre: strophe and antistrophe

Se- VMU v U -

v — U=
582  eUBaipoves olol kakwy &ysuoTos alwv: x D x e x
594 Gpyaia Ta AapdaxiSav oikwy dpwpal

= voo5 O - wu~- Uu 5 -
584  ois yap &v oeiobni Heobev Souos, &Tas ex D x
595 TMUaTa PhITwV ETL THRAS! TITTTOVT,

Y T..T T VU= YU -V =~ A
585  oUBev EAAe1Tet yeveas &1 AnBos épmoyv: e x D x e,//
596 oUB’dmaAAacost yeveay yevos, AN Epeitret

v —u - |lu - un

586  Ouotov doTe TOVTIOV x E//

598  Oewov 115, 0UB’ Exel Aucty, (2 iambics)
. v~ u- oy -

587  oi8ua Suomvocts dTtav E

599  vuv yap toxaTas dmep (A2 ia.)

- ~vyulu gy uu pul U - U -
588 Opnicanaiv épePos Ypahav EmiSpaunt Tvoarls,

6oo  prlas EreTato gaos v Oidiou Sopots, 3 ia. //
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590  KUAlvdet &uocgeev ba. | cr.
6ot xat’ al viv povia (a2 ia.,)
591  xeAcivay B, kal Sucavepot ba. | cr. | 1a.
6oz Bswov Teov vepTepoov duai kovis, (x5 ia)
v - U o=jwu T v —lu — -
593  oTovw! Bpepouctv &vTITTANYES &XTal. 2 1a. | ba.//
603 Aoyou 17 &voia kot ppeveov Epvus. (31a.,)

Like the second strophic pair in the Second Song (353-75), this pair
begins in dactylo-epitrite (here more clearly defined as such in the
first two long cola, 584~5 = 595-6), and then shifts into pure ‘epi-
tritic’ (iambic-cretic, 586—7 = 598-9), and thus into straight iambics
(syncopated) for the second half (see Dale 1968: 182—4 for parallels).

At the beginning and end of the stanza, the insistent falling
rhythm (... U= — 582-5 = 504-6, 502 = 603) seems to reinforce the
sense of an inescapable pattern of events, esp. with the final word of
the ant. (Epivs). (This thythm is even more insistent in the 2nd
strophic pair.) In mid-stanza, the switch to iambics accompanies a
quickening of the narrative tempo; in particular, 588 with its highly
resolved ia. trim. enhances the verbal sense (rushing winds, :;tc,],
while the abrupt syncopation that follows :_'590—1_'," suggests the
storm’s disruption and turbulence; in the antistrophe (600) the reso-
lution is less extreme, but the thythm conveys a similar process of
vigorous growth (600) stunted by the violent onslaught of the gods
(6o1—2). There is striking correspondence between str. and ant. in
585~6/596~-7, ‘the assonance and verbal repetition underscoring the
repetition of ideas and theme of inherited woe’ (Ditmars ngzd; 76;
of. 614/625); and a similar effect occurs in the strophe, with the as-
sonance and symmetry of aicv, &ras, and &kTai at colon-end (582,
583, 502). A highly unusual kind of correspondence (possibly mere
coincidence: but perhaps audible and significant) also links 593 and
603: the pattern of pitch-accents for the two lines is virtually identi-
cal (Ditmars 1992: v6). -

The dac.-ep. period is concluded (585 = 596) by a clausula similar
to 355 = 367. In the preceding colon (584 = 595), some editors retain
the MS reading ¢dipéveov in the antistrophe, which would give a

‘resolved  link-anceps’ (in responsion to unresolved: —u— Uy

P P

b WS el



