From Solon to Sophocles: Intertextuality and Interpretation in
Sophocles’ Antigone

Douglas Cairns

This paper develops from my discussion of the role of traditional Greek thought, and
especially the concept of &tn, in Sophocles’ Antigone in a recent volume on
Tragedy and Archaic Greek Thought. 1t also complements and extends a more
general interpretation of the play offered in my forthcoming Bloomsbury
Companion to Antigone.' Its main focus is the first and second stasima of
Sophocles’ play and in particular on what they, their relations with each other, and
their relations with other texts, contribute to an overall interpretation.

1. The first stasimon

The first stasimon is associated above all with fifth-century accounts of progress.>
This is not what I propose to discuss here, but these associations do form an
important background to what I do want to focus on, because contemporary
affirmations of the human potential for progress — the belief, generally speaking, that
technological and cultural progress depend on the rational capacities that have
allowed human beings to master their natural environment and establish civilized
communities — stand in sharp contrast to what might be regarded as the traditional
‘archaic’ view of a decline from better to worse conditions of existence.’ What I

!'See Cairns (2013), (2014). I am grateful to audiences in (chronologically) St Andrews, Edinburgh,
Tokyo, and Heidelberg for their comments on oral versions of this paper. I am especially delighted to
be able to publish this version here in JASCA alongside the fine and complementary study of the first
stasimon by Yoshinori Sano and I am very grateful to Professor Sano for advance sight of his work. I
should also like to thank Professors Anzai, Ciesko, Itsumi, Kasai, Nakatsukasa, Sano, Takahashi, and
their colleagues, students, family, and friends for their splendid hospitality in summer 2013.

2 The texts are assembled and analysed by Y. Sano in this volume. Among other studies see esp.
Utzinger (2003); cf. Segal (1964) = (1986), 137-61; Guthrie (1969), 60-8, 79-84; Goldhill (1986),
202-5.

3 See Hes. Op. 106-201. Starkey (2013) takes me to task for using ‘traditional’ and ‘archaic’
interchangeably and objects ‘that a traditional feature need not be specifically archaic and might not
seem out of place in any period of Greek literature’. In this context, I use both terms to refer to
widespread and recurrent ethical and religious notions that can be found in poetry from Homer to
Aeschylus (and, of course, beyond). I call this ‘archaic poetry’, though periodization as such is not
my concern. Since all our evidence for this complex of ideas before Sophocles comes from archaic
poetry, all such traditional ideas are archaic. There are, of course, ideas that may be associated with
writers of the archaic period (especially the Presocratics) that are not traditional. But I am dealing
with those that are. It is true that many of these ideas continue to be traditional long after Sophocles,
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shall say here will confirm (in general terms) familiar interpretations of the first
stasimon, especially those that identify irony, ambivalence, and latent reference to
Creon.* I argue that these interpretations are reinforced by a fuller understanding of
the ode’s intertextuality with earlier poetry (as well as by intratextual relationships
with the rest of Sophocles’ play, especially its second stasimon).

As examples of human skill (téxvn) the Chorus offer seafaring (334-7),
agriculture (337-41), hunting and fishing (342-8), the taming of animals (348-52),
language, thought, and law (354-6), house-building (365-60), and medicine (361-3).
But there are limits: medicine cannot in the end protect us from death (Awa povov |
@evEv ovk émadetat, 361-2). And there are qualifications: skill has bad as well as
good applications, bad as well as good outcomes (co@dv Tt T0 unxavoev | téxvag
UTeQ EATY Exwv | Toté pev kardv, dAAoT € é0BA0V €omet, 365-7). The limits
and ambivalence of téxvn that are explicit in these lines are implicit throughout the
ode, right from its striking (and strikingly ambiguous) opening phrase (moAAa t&
dewva ktA.). The activity of ploughing that is central to the development of
agriculture involves ‘wearing away the oldest (and most reverend) of the gods, earth
the unwaning, the unwearying’ (Bewv | te tav Vmeptatav, I'av | agbrtov,
axapdrtav anotguetat, 337-9).° ‘Thought’ (podvnua) is ‘windy’ (&vepdev, 354-
5), suggesting speed, but also lack of substance. ®oévnua (a word which has
already been used by Creon in lines 176 and 207 in a way that invites an audience to
evaluate his way of thinking as it is tested in practice)® can also mean ‘pride’. Man
has ‘taught himself the dispositions, opyati, of civic order’ (dotvvépovs | ogyag
eddatato, 355-6); but gy is an emotion of which Creon has already given ample
evidence in his response to the news of Polynices’ burial (244, 280-314), especially
in his reaction to the suggestion that the deed may be the work of the gods (280:
nadoaL, TMELV 0QYNGS Kal pe peotwoat Aéywv). Man has resources for everything
(mavtomogog, 360); he advances towards nothing that is to come without resources
(&mogog e’ ovdév €oxetat | to péAAov, 360-1). But the notion that man is
resourceful in all respects is immediately contradicted in the reference to death (361-

and thus are not confined to archaic poetry, but this is not relevant, since the issue here is what
Sophocles has taken from the shared cultural background of his own and earlier periods, i.e. from
traditional, archaic Greek thought. I had not thought it necessary to spell this out; but evidently it is.

4 For ambivalent readings of the ode, cf. Goheen (1951), 53-6; Kirkwood (1958), 205-6; Linforth
(1961), 196-9; Miiller (1967), 83-9; Coleman (1972), 10; Gellie (1972), 36-7; Benardete (1999), 40-
9; Goldhill (1986), 204-5; Nussbaum (1986), 73-5; Ditmars (1992), 47-8, 58; Susanetti (2012), 223;
contrast Knox (1979), 168-72; Brown (1987), 154-5.

5 Cf. Benardete (1999), 41-5; Susanetti (2012), 228-9.

¢ See further below.
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2), and the sense of being prepared for every eventuality is precisely what is
described in the next stanza (365-7) as the kind of cleverness or skill that is ‘beyond
hope’, yet only sometimes successful.

The ode has two especially prominent Athenian forebears: Solon 13. 43-62 W,’
and the opening lines of the first stasimon of Aeschylus’ Choephori (585-601).%

1.1. Solon 13 W
Solon’s Musenelegie is clearly a poem that fifth-century Athenians knew well.
Bacchylides makes use of it in praising an Athenian victor at the Isthmian games in
his tenth Ode (35-48). That ode is undateable: but if (as is plausible, but not certain)
Bacchylides died around 452 BC and the Antigone was produced in the 450s or 440s,
it will show a ready familiarity with Solon’s poem at Athens at a period close to that
in which the Antigone was performed.’

The relevant passage of Solon’s poem, like the beginning of Ode to Man, takes
the form of a Priamel of human skills (43-62):

omevdel O AAA00eV AAAOG: O pEV KT TTOVTOV AAQTaL
&v vnuotv xonlwv otkade K€QdOG AyeLy
(xOvdevt avépolot popeduevVog dQyaAéoloy, 45
PeWATV PuxTc ovdeplary O€pevos:
AAAOG YNV TEUV@V TTOAVOEVOQEOV €1 EVIAVTOV
AaTteVeL TOLOV KAUTIOA” AQ0TOA HEAEL
aAAog ABnvaing te kat Hpatotov moAvtéxvew
£oya daeig xewotv EvAAEyeTal Blotov, 50
aAAog OAvumiddwv Movoéwv maoa dwoa ddaxOelg,
(LLEQTNG TOPING HETQOV EMOTAUEVOG:
AAAOV pavTv €0nkev aval éxdegyos ATMOAAwY,
Eyvw O dvool kakov TNAOOev éoxouevov
@ OLVOUAQTHOWOL D0l T O€ HOQOIUA TTAVTWS 55

7 See Friedlinder (1967), 191-2. The general relevance of Sol. 13 to the first stasimon is noted by
Miiller (1967), 87, though he does not discuss the detailed correspondences. Cf. his p. 139 on the
second stasimon, with Gagné (2013), 373-6. See also Sano, in this volume, 33, 46.

8 Cf. Friedlinder (1967), 190-1; Linforth (1961), 196; Coleman (1972), 10; Burton (1980), 96; Staley
(1985), esp. 565-8; Garvie (1986), 204; Crane (1989), 105. Cf. Sano, in this volume, 33, 39-40. The
link between the two texts also struck Holderlin (Steiner (1984), 89).

% On the dating of Bacchylides’ life and work, see Cairns (2010), 1-7. The date of the Antigone is
unknown, and the indications that it belongs to the 440s much less persuasive than is sometimes
supposed (see e.g. Scullion (2002) 85-6). But the general point stands regardless of the uncertainty
over dating. On the afterlife of the Musenelegie at Athens, cf. Gagné (2013), 227, 375.
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oUte TS 0lwVvog QLOETAL 0VO” Lepd:
aAAot Iawwvog moAvgappdikov €Qyov £xovteg

(NTEOl KAl TOlg 0VOEV Eme0TL TEAOG:!
TOAAAKL O €€ OALYNG 0dVVNG Héya YiyveTal dAyog,

KOUK &V TIg AVoatt” 1)ria paopaka dovg: 60
TOV d¢ KAKALS VOUOOLOL KUKWHEVOV AQYAAEXLS TE

apapevog xewotv apa tOno’ vym

In both cases, a summary Priamel is followed by a more extensive list of examples
(omevdel O &aAA0Bev dAAog, Sol. 13. 43; cf. moAA& Tt dewvé, Ant. 332). Several
examples occur in both lists.!® The first two are the same and appear in the same
order in both; and the last member of each list is the same. !

Solon 13 Ant.
seafaring 43-6 333-7
agriculture and ploughing | 47-8 337-41
medicine 57-62 361-4

Solon’s list has items that the Ode to Man does not. All Solon’s skills are ways of
making money, whereas in Sophocles they are all ways of mastering the natural
environment and developing civilized communities. One of these items in Solon’s
list that does not appear in the Antigone is seercraft (53-6 — unless we think that
ooviOwv in Ant. 342-3 evokes olwvog at Sol. 13. 56). But it nonetheless illuminates
one aspect of Sophocles’ version. Like Solon’s seer, Sophocles’ ‘man’ has resources
vis-a-vis the future (&mogog ¢’ ovdev éoxetal | to péAdov, Ant. 360-1); but seers
have powers that ordinary men do not. According to Solon (13. 54), a seer can
discern the evil that is coming to a man (é¢yvw O Aavdol kakov wnAoOev
goxopevov); but not even his skill can avert what is fated (T d¢ pogopa mavtwe |
oUTE TIS OlwVOg QUoeTaL ovO’ tepd, 55-6). Just so, the resources of ‘man’ in the first
stasimon of the Antigone are of no avail in the face of the ineluctability of death. We
notice, too, an identical sequence of ideas in both cases: (a) powers with regard to

10 Cf. Sano, this volume, 33, 46.
! Crane (1989), 107, notes the third item, but not the other two.
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the future (Sol. 13. 53-6 ~ Ant. 360-1); (b) limitations of those powers (Sol. 13. 55-6
~ Ant. 361-2); (¢) medicine (Sol. 13. 57-62 ~ Ant. 363-4).

This notion of limitation is then applied to all the examples in Solon’s list (63-
6): Moira brings mortals kakov as well as ¢00Aov (63); the gifts of the gods are
inescapable (64); there is risk in every activity (65); and no one knows how things,
once started, are going to end (65-6; note péAAer in 66). With this, we can compare
Ant. 360-2, 365-71: though man seems to advance towards nothing that is to come
without resources (360-1, note péAAov in 361), still people who put their hopes in
skill and intelligence come to kakov as well as to é00AOv (365-7); there is a god
that no one can escape (361-2); and intelligence can be misused, in violation of
human law and divine justice (368-71).

We shall return to these topics.

1.2. Aeschylus, Choephori 585-601
The other major Athenian intertext is the first stasimon of Aeschylus’ Choephori
(585-651), especially its first two stanzas.

TIOAAX LLEV YO TOEPEL 585
deva DELUATWV XN,

novTal U dykaAal

Povovot PAamTOLOL KAl TTEdALXLLOL

Aapmadeg meddopot 590

TTAVA T€ Kol TedOPBAOVa: KAVEUOEVT AV

atyldwv gpoaoatl koTov.

AAN” OTTEQTOAOV Av-
000G PEOVNHA TG Aéyol 595
KAl YOVALKQWV QQETLY
TANUOVWV TTAVTOAOLG
£0WTAG, ATALOL CLVVOLOUG BEOTWV;
EvCVyoug O dpavAiag
OnNAvKQATIG ATEQWTOC QWS TTAQAVIKA 600
KVWOAAWYV T€ Kal PRoTwV.

589 BAG&otovot codd., BAamtovot Butler
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This also begins with a Priamel, but more than that, its opening words (TtoAAx pev
Yo teépet dewva detpatwy axn, 585-6) are closely similar to the Antigone’s moAAx
T dewa, 332. Aeschylus’ personified Ge who nurtures these terrors is recalled in
the Ge who is worn down by the plough in Sophocles (I'av &¢Oitov, axapatav
amotouetat, 338-9). The first stanza of the Aeschylean ode encompasses earth, sea,
and sky (585-93); in the first two stanzas of the Sophoclean one (332-45) there is a
chiastic movement from sea (m6vtov), to earth (I'av), to sky (¢vAov opviBwv) and
then back to earth (Onoav dyoiwv €0vn) and sea (movtov T eivaAiav pvow). Like
the Ode to Man, the Choephori’s ode encompasses both birds of the air and beasts of
the field (mtava te kat medoPapova, 591). Aeschylus’ Chorus then proceeds to
focus on the ‘excessively daring goovnuo of man’ (594-5): vmtéptoApov answers to
tOAua at Ant. 371-2; @oovnua (here clearly in its negative sense) occurs also at
Antigone 355 (where the adjective aveudeig also has its counterpart at Cho. 591);
and avdpdc answers to the avrjo who, by Antigone 347, has replaced the &vOowmog
with whom the ode began (332-3).!2

The climax of the Aeschylean Priamel, however, is the wicked éowteg of
women (596-8, 599-601), a point that is then illustrated by the catalogue of bad
women who serve as analogues to Clytemnestra. The link between the Sophoclean
ode and the preceding action of the play is not explicit until the end of the song
(368-75). Ostensibly, the Chorus indicate here that the preceding reflexions on
human ingenuity were prompted by the attempted burial of Polynices’ body: that
action required the kind of daring that demonstrates the negative side of human
intelligence. The Chorus assume (as did Creon at 248) that the perpetrator is a man.
The audience, however, know that it was a woman, and will see the irony not only in
the reference to meoupoadnc davro at 348 but also in the evocation of the
Choephori’s powerful ode on female crime. But in that ode, too, doubts about the
@oovnua of men were raised as a counterpoint to women’s wickedness. Sophocles’
ode also raises the question of whether right, in this instance, lies with the woman or
the man. We know that it was a woman who performed the burial; but is that woman
a criminal, as in the Choephori, or does the daring that the Chorus condemn belong
to the man who sought to exert his mastery over earth, supreme of the gods (338),
and over Hades (361)? How stable is his ‘windy @oovnua’? Will his opyad
preserve the city’s laws (354-5) or will they fall foul of the ‘laws of the land (or

12 The phrase dvdog @odvnua (Cho. 594-5) will appear in the same form and with the same sense in
the Antigone’s next episode, in Antigone’s boast that she is not the sort to break divine law &vdoog
0VdEVOGS PEOVNUa deloaon, 458-9.
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earth) and the justice of the gods’ (vopoug ... xBovog | Bewv T évogkov dikav,
368-9)? The Ode to Man responds to the confidence in his own powers that Creon
manifested in his opening speech, and to characteristics that he had already begun to
manifest in his interactions with the Chorus and the Guard, not only to the supposed
ingenuity of the transgressor who buried the body.!* For an audience that is aware of
them, both of the ode’s major intertexts raise, from the very beginning of the Ode to
Man, the issues of right and wrong that arise explicitly only in that song’s final
stanza (365-75). Both might be said to present those issues within a traditional,
‘archaic’ moral and theological framework. The Ode to Man combines these
influences with a more contemporary-sounding praise of human achievement and
progress, but both intertextuality and the ode’s internal ambivalences suggest that its
optimistic orientation is only superficial.'* It is the ode’s closing emphasis on the
limits and ambivalence of human ingenuity that contextualize it, within its
immediate context, within the play in general, and within wider traditions of Greek
thought.

2. Second stasimon

Solon’s Priamel in the Musenelegie is embedded in a disquisition on the power of
fate, the instability of fortune, the ambivalence of wealth, and the prevalence of
at.'® Atn first appears (in 68) as a consequence of the inability to foresee the
outcome of one’s actions: at the beginning of an enterprise nobody knows how it
will turn out. One can try to achieve a good outcome, yet fall into &t without
realizing it, or one may be faring badly, and yet find that things turn out well (65-
70):

ntaot O€ oL kivOuvvog €T €QyHaoty, 0VdE TIG 0ldeV 65
T HéEAAEL OXNOELY XONUATOG AQXOUEVOL*

AAN” O PV €V £€00ELV TTELRWUEVOS OV TTEOVONOAG
&G HeYAANV ATNV Kol XaXAeTV Emeoey,

T O& KAKWS £000VTL Oe0g TeQl MAvVTa dIOWOLY
ovvtuxinv ayadnv, ékAvowv dppoovvng. 70

13 Cf. Else (1976), 46; also (at least in general terms), Crane (1989).

14 S0 in general Miiller (1967), 87-8; contrast Staley (1985), 561; Crane (1989), 107.

15 For the purposes of this paper I pass over the much-discussed issue of the coherence or otherwise
of Solon’s argument in this poem. For a good overview, with full doxography, see Noussia-Fantuzzi
(2010), 127-39; more recently, cf. Versnel (2011), 201-6.
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Atn then recurs in 75-6, as punishment for greed and the illegitimate pursuit of
ntAovtog and képdog (71-6):

TIAOUTOL O’ 0VDEV TEQUA TIEPATHEVOV AVOQATL KELTAL:
ol Y& VOV NUéwV TtAglotov €xovat Blov,

ITAAOIOV OTTEVDOLOL TIG AV KOQETELEV ATIAVTAC;
K€Qdeq ToL Ovnrolc wnacav abavatot,

atn O’ €€ avtwv avagaivetat, fv 6mote Zevg 75
méun teloopEVNV, dAAote AAAOG ExeL.

This concludes what we have of the poem, and perhaps the entire original poem, by
forming a ring with the concentration on good and bad ways of attaining wealth, on
the dangers of UPowc and dn, and on the inevitability of Zeus’ punishment, even
across the generations, which occupies its first 42 lines. If the first stasimon of the
Antigone recalls Solon’s poem, then it must also recall its wider ethical framework.
Equally, if the first stasimon of Antigone reminds its audience of the first stasimon
of the Choephori, then that audience will think not only of its juxtaposition of male
@oovnua and female criminality, but also of the result of women’s villainous
gowrteg, 1.e. ataul, disasters (597-8). In the relation between the Ode to Man and its
intertexts, atn is the elephant in the room. And a&tn is the subject of the second
stasimon.

2.1. First and second stasima compared

The second stasimon begins with pakaoiopdc: happy are those whose life is free of
the taste of misfortune (evdaipoves olot kak@v d&yevotog aiwv, 582); but
evdatpovia is impossible in a house that is shaken by the gods; in that case, all that
remains is &t (oig yap av oelodr) 0edbev dopog, atac | ovdév éAAeimel yeveag
émt mANBog €omov, 583-5). Just such a house is the House of Labdacus, whose
generations of trouble are continuing in the sufferings of its surviving members, and
particularly in the death penalty that (in the preceding scene) was pronounced on
both Antigone and Ismene (594-603). This is the first pair of stanzas. In the second
pair, the Chorus sing first that the transgression of men (and again the word is
avdoec, 604-5) will never overcome the power of Zeus, and of the d&tn) that appears

(despite the textual uncertainty) especially to attend the rich or the successful. !¢

16 The manuscript text (ovdév éomet | Ovatav Pidtw MaUTOALS éKkTog dtac) is emended in two main
ways: in the version printed in Lloyd-Jones and Wilson’s Oxford Classical Text (Lloyd-Jones’s own
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They then proceed to the hopes and delusions that lead men (&vdoeg again, 616)
blindly to act in ways that bring disaster (615-20), before concluding with an
endorsement of the traditional wisdom that ‘sooner or later bad seems good to a man
whose mind a god is leading towards disaster (&tn). He fares but the shortest time
without atn)’ (620-5):

copia Yoo €k Tov 620
KAeWVOV €Ttog Ttépavtat,

TO KAKOV dOKEeLV ot €00A0V

Td Eppev Ot PEEVAG

Be0g ayeL mMEOG Atav

MEACOEL D" OALYLOTOV XQOVOV €KTOGC ATAG. 17 625

The first and second stasima are linked by a series of verbal and conceptual
echoes.!® In particular, their beginnings are closely parallel. They both begin with
arresting, proverbial-sounding, stylized, and universalizing statements, before
proceeding to a more specific case:

TIOAAX T&X DeLVA KOVDEV V- eVdALHOVES OLOL KAKWV AYEVOTOS AXICV.
Bocmov dewvotegov méAet. (332-3) olg Y av 0eloBn) BedBev ddpog, atag
oLdeV éAAeimeL yeveag émi mANBog €gmov. (583-5)

In the first stasimon, the first example of mankind’s ingenuity is seafaring (334-7);
in the second, the divine ‘shaking’ of a house, which entails all kinds of dtn), is
compared to a storm at sea (586-93):

TOUTO KAl TTOALOD TtéQorv Wote movTiog AAOG

TMOVTOL XELUEQIW VOTW oldua dvomvoolg dtov

XWOEL, TegLBouxiototy Borjoonowv €ePog HPaAov EMOQAUT) VoA,
eV VT odpaowy (334-7) KUA{VOeL BuoodBEeV

KkeAawvav Biva kat dvodvepot
otévw Poépovoty avumnAnyes aktal. (587-92)

oVdéV’ €omel | Ovatwv Piotog maumoAvg éktog dtac) the reference to wealth is clearer, but the
implication is there even with Heath’s emendation, ovdév éomet | Ovatov Brdtw MApToADY ¥ €xtog
&tag, printed by Jebb and Dawe.

17 6Atytotov (Bergk) for MSS’ 0Atyootov. Lloyd-Jones’s dAiyog tov seems to me flat by comparison.
18 See Easterling (1978), 150; Sano (this volume) 40 and n. 44.
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The link is reinforced by verbal echoes of the root movt- (335, 345/586) and the
(ominous?) word oidua (337/587). Perhaps, too, the metaphorical winds that
represent &tn (a state of mind as well as a state of affairs) in the second stasimon
recall the ‘windy thought’ of the first (especially dvodavepor, 591, and avepodev,
353).! However that may be, it is clear that the sea in the first stasimon represents
human achievement, but in the second its limits.

The second stasimon then moves on to the House of Labdacus, while the next
point in the first stasimon is mankind’s invention of agriculture, but again the two
themes are closely linked.

Beav apxaia tax Aafdaxidav olikwv 6QwHaL
te tav vmegtatav, I'av mpata @OtV €ni mrpaot mintovt,
apOLToV, AKAUATAV ATIOTQVETAL, ovd" AMAAAGTTEL Yeveav YEVOG, QAN €pelmel
AAopévwv apdtowv €Tog eig €tog, Bev TG, oV’ €xeL AVOLv.
el yével moAevwv. (337-41) VOV YaQ €0XATAG VTTEQ

ollag ététato pdog v Owimov déuoLs:

Kat av Vv gowvia

BeV TV VEQTEQWV A& KOVIS,

Adyou T avowx kai @eevav Eowvig. (593-603)

Mankind wears away Earth, supreme of the gods, the immortal (&gOitov), the
unwearied (axapatav), as the plough turns, étog eic €toc (338-40); in the House of
Labdacus woe falls on woe in a similar, incessant thythm (muata @Outwv émi
muaot mintovt’); and where Earth is d&@Oitog and axkapatog, the Labdacids
experience further woes over and above those of the dead (pOitwv, 595); in the
second stasimon it is the ‘months of the gods’ (axdupatot Oecwov | pnveg, 607-8),
through which the power of Zeus remains undiminished, that are ‘unwearied’. Earth
is oldest and most august of the gods, but the Labdacids are the gods’ victims (Bewv
in 337 and 597, 607); and the agriculture that is a sign of human inventiveness in the
first stasimon is echoed in the ‘harvesting’ (kat’ ... aua) of the ‘last root” of the
house of Oedipus (599-602). There is no escape (ovd” €xet Avowv, 597), just as there

1 For winds/storms as an image of psychological disturbance, see the parodos, 134-7 (of Capaneus)
and esp. the Chorus’ judgement of Antigone at 929-30 (¢t t@wv avtOv avéuwv adtai | Ppuxng oumatl
mvde v éxovow); cf. Benardete (1999), 114; Cullyer (2005), 15-18. The association of such winds
with &t (e.g. A. Ag. 819. &g BveAAaL Loy cf. esp. the storm which represents Zeus’ punishment,
and thus the d&t which follows UBois, in Sol. 13. 11-25 W) suggests a folk etymology deriving dtn)
from anpu (Goebel (1877), 32-55; Francis (1983)). NB also the correspondence between 1274 (Creon
has been shaken by a god) and 584 (when a house is shaken by the gods).
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was no escape from death, in the first stasimon’s most explicit statement of the
limits of human resourcefulness (362).

The second stasimon also resembles the first in narrowing its focus from
humanity in general to men in particular (&vdoeg, 604-5, 616; avro, 348). This is
notable in both cases, given that the event that prompts the first is what the audience
know to have been the act of a woman, while the ruminations on the fate of the
Labdacids in the second are prompted by a man’s imposition of the death penalty
upon its two surviving members, both female.

In the first stasimon, speech (@Oéyua) and thought (ppdvnpua) were central to
man’s achievement (354-5), while in the second ‘senselessness in speech and a Fury
of the mind’ cause the extirpation of the House of Oedipus (Adyov T avoiwa kai
@oevav Epwvig, 603). In the second stasimon, minds can be led, by a god, towards
atn (6tw eoévag | Beog ayet mEog atav, 623-4), for it is a law (vopog, 613) that
no mortal transgression can restrain the power of Zeus (teav, Zev, dvvaowv tic av-|
dowv vmepPaocia kataoyoy, 604-5); while in the first, man’s dotvvopor ogyal
(355-6) needed to respect both the law of the land and the justice of the gods
(vopoug ... xBovog | Bewv T €voprov dikav) if he was to be high in his city (368-
70).

In the first stasimon, man advanced towards the future (to péAAov) confident
that his resources would suffice (360-1); but in the second it is the law of Zeus, the
law that confirms his power and dictates that no great wealth (or nothing great)
comes to mortals without &tn), that prevails ‘now and in the future (t0 uéAAov) and
in the past’ (611-12). Hope (éAmtig) may be no more than ‘the deception of light-
minded passions’ (& yaQ 01 mMoAVTAayKkTog €A- | Tt MOAAOLS péV OVNOLIS AvO@YV,
| moAAoig & amdta kovpovéwv éwtwy, 615-17), so that a man comes unawares
to disaster (eldotL O 0VdeV €pmel, | TELV MLEL O TOdA TIG MEooavot), 618-19);
with wisdom has it been said, that bad seems good to one whose mind a god is
leading towards atn (co@ia yap €k tov | kAewov €mog mépavtay | 10 kakov
doketv ot €¢0OAov | T@d” Eupev 6tw @oévag | Beog ayet mpog atav, 620-4). Just
so, in the first stasimon, man might rely ‘beyond hope’ on his wisdom, yet come
now to bad, now to good (co@dv Tt TO unxavoev | téxvag vTeQ EATD" Exwv |
TOoTE UEV KakOV, dAAoT e’ éoOAov €pmet, 365-7). His passionate aims, in the
second stasimon (kov@ovowv éowrtwv, 617), may in the end be as ‘light-minded’ as
the birds he traps in his nets in the first (kovpovéwv ... ogviBwv, 342-3).%°

20 Cf. Susanetti (2012) 229 on 342.
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2.2. Second stasimon, Solon, and Aeschylus
Not all of these thematic and verbal correspondences are equally salient; but it does
not matter much whether an audience catches all or only some of them, because all
serve a single overall purpose, namely the contrast between (a) the potential of
human reason and (b) its limits and failings. This contrast is inherent in the first
stasimon itself, but deepened and extended by means of the interrelationship of the
first and the second. In its close relation with the first stasimon, the second stasimon
inevitably also has a close relation with that ode’s intertexts — many of the second’s
echoes of the first reverberate further in the poems that are the first’s main sources.
But the second stasimon also brings in aspects of those sources that were either
latent or inactive in the first stasimon. This is clearly so in case of d&tn, which is
prominent in both the Choephori ode and Solon’s Musenelegie. But it is also striking
that activation of the Choephori’s reference to &tn also brings in its reference to
éowg — as in Choephori 597-8 (and 600) &tn and éowrtec are linked at Antigone 617-
25:

AAA” OTTéQTOAMOV Gv- & Yo 01 moAVvTAaykTog éA- (615)
d00¢ oV Tic Aéyo (595) TG TOAAOLS LEV OVIOIS AVOQQY,

KAl YUVALKQV QQETLYV TOAAOLG O’ ATIATA KOLPOVOWV €QWTWV*

TANUOVWV TTAVTOAPOUG £100TL O 0VLOEV €Qmie,

éowrag, ATAloL CLVVOHOUS BEOTWV; molv vl Bepu@ TOdA TIS TTIEOCAVOT).

oopia yao €k tov (620)

KAeWOV €mog mépavtal,

TO KooV doketv Mot €é00AOV

Td" Eppev 6tw PEvag

Oedc dryel mEOC ATy

MEACCELd’ OALYLOTOV X0OVOV EKTOG dtag. (625)

These lines encapsulate what &tn is — a person has an aim in acting, hopes the
outcome will be good, and acts; but one never knows how things will turn out; and
so we realize we have made a calamitous mistake only when disaster strikes.?! This
is precisely Solon’s characterization of &t at 13. 63-70 (with verbal parallels with
both the first and the second stasima in Antigone):

Moipa 0¢ toL OvnTolot kKakov @£peL 10E Kat Eé00AGY,
dwoa & dpukta Oewv ylyvetal dBavatwv.

21 On the meaning of &tn, and in particular the focal meaning of ‘harm’ (BA&@n) that links its so-
called ‘subjective’ and ‘objective’ senses, see Cairns (2012), 1-10; see also Sommerstein (2013).
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Aot O¢ ToL KIVOLVOG T €QYHaaLy, OVOE TIS OldEV 65
T HéAAEL oXNoELY XONHATOS AQXOUEVOD:

AAA” O PV €V £€Q0eLV TIELQWUEVOG OV TTEOVONOAG
&G HEYAANV ATNV Kol XaAemnV Emeoey,

T O& KAKWS £000VTL Oe0g TeQL MAvVTA dIdWOLY
ovvtvxinv dyadnv, EékAvowv agooovvng. 70

That passage, however, forms a ring with an earlier one in the same poem (Sol. 13.
33-6):

Ovntol O’ wde Voéopev OHWS ayaB0g Te KAKOG Te
€0 QELV 1)V avTOG dOEav €kaoTtog €xel,

Tty Tt MO elv- ToTe O avTIS OdVEETAL AXOL O TOUTOV 35
XAXOKOVTEG KOUPALS EATILOL TEQTIOMED .

Compare 4nt. 618-19:

e0OTL O 0VLDdEV €pTiel,
TELV TLEL OEQU@ TOdA TS TTEOOAVOT).

In Solon, this limitation defines the gulf between man and god. It vindicates the
power of Zeus. Solon expresses this in an elaborate chiasmus:

A 17-32 power of Zeus AAAX ZEVUG TTAVTWV €POQA TEAOG ... TolDTn
Znvog méAetal TloLs ... avaitiol €gya tivovowv | 1) maideg
ToUTwV 1) Yévog éfomiow

B 33-5 human ignorance BvnToL O wde voéopev OGS ayaBig te kakdg T,
€D Qelv fjv avtog dOEav Ekaotog Exel,
molv Tt maBelv: tote O avTIC ddVEETAL: (35)

B’ 63-70 | human ignorance Moipa d¢ ot Ovntoiot kakov el NdE kai E0OAGY,
dwoa O agukta Bewv ylyvetatl aBavatwv.

Mot dé ToL KivdLVog €T EQYHaaty, oLdE TS oldev (65)
) HéAAeL oXjoey XOHATOS AQXOMEVOU:

QAN O HeV €D €QDELV TIELQWLEVOS OV TTEOVOT|0AG
€G HEYAATV ANV KAl XaAeTnV €meoey,

T O¢ KaKkWs €0dovTL Be0g TeQl TAvVTa didwOLV
ovvtuxinv ayabnyv, ékAvowy agpooovvng. (70)

A’ 75-6 power of Zeus am O €€ avt@v avagaivetal, Nv 0mote Zevg (75)
mépdn teloopévny, dAAote &AAog Exet
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In Antigone, the sequence is simpler: A (power of Zeus, 604-14), B (human
ignorance, 615-25).

At the same time, however, Sophocles’ lines 615-19 interweave (a) an echo of
the first stasimon (hope and its ambivalence at 365-7), (b) an echo of the source
passage in Choephori (the éowrtec of Cho. 597), and (c) an echo of Solon 13, where
the kovat éAmidec of Sol. 13. 36 are recalled in the éAmic that is nothing but the
amarta of light-minded €owtes. We should notice, too, that Solon’s image of Zeus’
power (at 13. 17-24, éEanivng d¢ | wot avepog vepédag aipa dieokédaoev |
nowog ktA.) is one of a storm that begins at sea, as in both the first and second
stasima in Antigone (334-7, 583-92).

Solon’s poem deals above all with the improper pursuit of mAovtog and 6APBoc.
Amn is especially relevant in this connexion because of its regular appearance as an
antonym of képdog (where its regular sense, ‘ruin’, takes on a specifically financial
form).?? See especially Sol. 13. 70-6:

TAOUTOL O’ 0VDEV TEQUA TIEPATHEVOV AVOQATL KELTAL:
oL Y&Q VOV 1UéwV TtAgloToVv €Xovot Blov,

TAAOIOV OTTEVDOLOL TIG AV KOQETELEV ATIAVTAC;
K€QdeA ToL Ovnrolc wnacav abavatot,

atn O’ €€ avtwv avagaivetat, fv 0mote Zevg 75
méun teloopEVNV, dAAote AAAOG ExeL.

Képdog, of course, is a substantial theme in Antigone; but it is one that we do not
have time to explore in detail here.?> A particular temptation of those who pursue
material gain is UPoic — also prominent in Solon 13 and regularly linked to &tn by
metaphors of growth and nutrition: honouring wealth with ¥Bouc leads to &tn at Sol.
13. 11-13, and the nutritional metaphor is implicit in tig av kogéoelev Gmavtag
with reference to the xépdea that lead to &tn at 13. 73-5. There is not much of this
in the second stasimon of the Antigone: but at 613-14 no great wealth (or nothing
great) comes to mortals without d&tn. If the harvesting of the last root of the House
of Oedipus (599-603) is an example of the &tn that will never leave the Labdacids
alone, then we may have a latent example of the metaphor of exuberant growth, of

22 See Sommerstein (2013), 2; cf. Cairns (2012), 1 n. 2, both with references. For a clear play on &
as both ‘loss’ (as opposed to profit) and ‘disaster’, see Thgn. 119 (and cf. 133, 205-6).
23 See rather Cairns (2013), xxi-xxii, Xxv, xxix, xxxi-xxxiii. Cf. Goheen (1951), 14-19.
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over-fullness, and of the crop of disaster that we find (for example) in Solon 4. 34-5
W, Aeschylus, Persae 821-2, and Septem 601.%*

However that may be, in its relation to Solon 13, what the second stasimon does
is to bring in the emphasis on the instability of human happiness, the ambivalence of
wealth and prosperity, and the dangers of &tn in Solon’s poem that were implicitly
present, by virtue of their very absence, in the first stasimon. The evocation of Solon
in the second stasimon strengthens conclusions about the relation between the first
stasimon and its sources in Solon and Aeschylus that an attentive audience will, at
least provisionally, have drawn. Atn is, through these intertexts, an absent presence
in the first stasimon, as well as the dominant presence in its own right in the
second.?

There is, however, one important aspect of Solon’s Musenelegie that we have
not yet considered: the affirmation (in lines 27-32) that Zeus’ punishment never fails,
even if it falls on the transgressor’s children or grandchildren. This link with the
second stasimon’s account of the generations of suffering (suffering that is caused,
perhaps, by some OmepBaoia, 605) in the House of Labdacus takes us into different
territory and a different intertext, Aeschylus’ Septem contra Thebas.

This is a well-known intertext, so I can be brief. But the correspondences
between the second stasimon of the Antigone and Septem 720-91 (which places the
imminent conflict between Eteocles and Polynices in the context of the sufferings
and transgressions of the House of Labdacus) are very striking.?® The following
table sets out those that are most relevant to the subject of this paper.

Second Stasimon, 582-625: Aeschylus, Septem 720-91:
eVOAIHOVES OlOL KAKWV AYEVOTOC ALV.

olc Yoo av 0eloOn) BedBev doog, dtag

oVdeV EAAeimeL Yeveag emi mANOog éomov- (585)

ote movtiag aAOC Kakwv O’ womep Badacoa kol ayet,
oldua dvomvdoig btav O péV TiTvov, aAAo O aelpet
Ogrjoonoty £geBog Bpatov ETdedpT Tvoais, TO{XaA0OV, 6 Kal TEQL TEUHVAY TOAEWS
KLAIVOEL BuoodBev (590) kaxAalet (758-60)

24 Pace Easterling (1978), 147. The link between vmeoBacia and dtn in the second stasimon (605-
15) recalls that between UmepPaoia, UBois, and atn in the preceding episode at 480-5. See Cairns
(2013), xvi-xvii.

25 The relation between the first and second stasima, and between both and their interetexts, thus
exemplifies what Dunn (2012) has identified as the dynamic force of Sophoclean intertextuality.

26 On the specific debt to Septem 720-91 (with 653ff. and 875-1004), see Else (1976), 16-24 (esp. 16-
18), 28; cf. Bowra (1944), 87; Ditmars (1992), 77-9. Gagné (2013) 373 is more sceptical. The Septem
is similarly a prominent comparator for Antigone’s parodos (100-54): see Else (1976), 35-40;
Davidson (1983), 41, 43-8; Dunn (2012), 268-70; Rodighiero (2012), 108.
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KeAawvav Otva kat dvodvepot
0TV POEHOLOLY AVTLTIAT Y EC ATl

apxaio tax AaPdaKidav olkwv 0QwHAL W
mpata @Oty émt mjpaot mtintovt’, (595) TOVOL dOHWY VEOL A a-
00d AMAAAGOOEL Yevedy Yévog, AN Egeimel olot oLppLYELS Kakols. (739-41)

Oev TG, 0V’ €xeL AVOLV.

VOV ya ¢oxdrag vmég?’

otlac ététato @aog ev Oidimnov dopos-(600)
kot ad viv gowvia

Oev TV VEQTEQWV AU KOVIG,

Adyou T avola kait @oevav Egivie.

(a) oiCav atpatoecoav (755)

(b) [¢mel d av] yaia kovig

i pedapnayés aipa goiviov (735-6)
©)] navaAnon kakopavTy

nateodg evktaiav Eguvov

teAéoat tag epldvpovg

katapag Owmdda PAaigoovog (722-5)

(d VOV d¢ TRéw
) teAéon kappinovg Eguvie. (790-1)
(e) TIAQAVOLX CLUVAYE

Vupioug @evaAng (756-7)

Tedv, Zev, dvvaoy Ttic av- naAaryevi) Yo Aéyw

dowv vrePaoia katdoxoy; (605) napPaciav wkvnowov (742-3)
v 00O’ VTvog alel moB” 6 Triavtoyowst
oUT dxdpatol Oewv

UNVEG, aynowe d& Xe0vw duvaotag
katéxeg OAvumoL

pHagpagdecoav aiyAav. (610)

0 T émelta Kai o HéEAAOV

Kal TO LV €maQKéoel

VOHOG 60’ 0LOEV” EépTieL mEoOTELUVA O EkBoAdV péQeL
Ovatwv Blotog MaumoALg EkToc dtag. avdowVv dApnotav

6APog ayav maxvvBeic (769-71)
& yag O moAvTAayktog €A- (615)

TG TTOAAOILGS PV GVNOLS AvOQY,

TOAAOLG O ATIATA KOVPOVOWV EQWITWV:

eldOTL Y 0VdEV EQmiel,

TELV vl BeQu@ OdA TIS TTEOOAVO).

copia yap éx tov (620)

KAewoOV €mog épavtal,

T0 KakoVv doketv Mot €00A0V

Td Eupev Otw @Eévag

0e0g dyel mEOS Aty

MEA0UeL O’ OAlyloTOoV X0OVOV €KTOG dtag. (625)

27 For MSS’ vmio, followed by asyndeton, rather than readings/emendations which introduce a
relative (6mep, K/Hermann; Omég 0iCag 6 tétato, Hermann), see Lloyd-Jones and Wilson (1990),
129; Ferrari (2010), 52-3. To regularize the responsion with 588-9 Brunck (followed by Lloyd-Jones
and Wilson) emends MSS’ tétarto to ététarto. Ferrari (2010), 53 believes that tétato can stand.
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A number of these correspondences deserve to be taken further.?® But for immediate
purposes, the point is simply that the obvious links with this crucial ode in Septem
help to reinforce two prominent aspects of the second stasimon of Antigone: (a) the
notion of inherited suffering that is already there in the link with Solon and (b) the
emphasis on irrational forces — Erinyes, on the one hand, but also various forms of
mental impairment, on the other. At does not occur as such in Septem 720-91, but
it is prominent in the immediate context (601, 687) as a significant aspect of what it
means for Eteocles to face his brother in battle. The term occurs a further three times
in play (315, 956, 1001); mapavowx in 756 is another word for dtn in its subjective
sense; and PAadigowv, of Oedipus at 725, is a clear synonym of
aeoipowv/aacipowv.?’

This trawl through Solon and Aeschylus does not exhaust the potential for
identifying significant parallels with the first and second stasima of Antigone. A
number of general similarities with particular passages of archaic poetry and
Aeschylean tragedy could also be mentioned.?° But in such cases we are dealing
with parallels; what we have in the cases discussed above is something more specific
— deliberate evocation of specific elements of well-known passages in a way that
deepens an audience’s understanding of aspects of Antigone that are absolutely
fundamental to a proper understanding of the play’s meaning.

3.’Atn) in Antigone

The basic point that arises from this discussion is that the cornerstones of the
inherited tradition of archaic Greek ethics — and especially the notion of &tn — are
not confined to the second stasimon, but play a major role in Antigone as a whole.!
This is not just a matter of adding, in a few localized passages, a superficial
colouring of traditional moral and religious thought;*? it is rather (as the interplay

28 In particular, perhaps, the way that reading Antigone in its relation to Septem confirms MSS’ 1évig
against Jortyn’s komic in 602; also the implications of the references to vmepBaocia at Ant. 605 and
nagPaoia at Septem 744. 1 hope to pursue the former discussion, at least, elsewhere. Meanwhile, for
a good recent defence of kvig, see Ferrari (2010), 54-7.

» BAapigowv glosses aeoigowv at Apoll. Soph. Lex. Hom. 2. 7 Bekker, Hsch. a 28, Et. Mag. 20.
49-50, © bT on 7I. 23. 603, and qualifies &tn at Triphiod. 411. Other BA&Pn-words, such as

@oevoPAaPera, are regular glosses for dtrn. See Dawe (1968), 101, 105; Stallmach (1968), 44; Cairns

(2012) 42 n. 100; cf. above, n. 21, and below, n. 47, on &t and BAGRN.
30 Many more examples in Cairns (2013).

31 On &1 in Antigone, cf. Else (1976), 26-7, 31, 76.

32 Pace the implication of (e.g.) Griffith (1999), 229, on 613-14.
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between the first and second stasima already shows) an integral and important aspect
of the play’s design. I have argued this position at length in my introductory chapter
to Tragedy and Archaic Greek Thought, and so shall not rehearse it in detail here. At
the same time, however, the main points of that argument are also the main
implications of the evidence as discussed in this paper, and so an element of
summary is required.

The second stasimon is explicitly prompted by Antigone’s own situation and
especially by the transgression that she admitted and Creon condemned in the
second episode. But there is also plenty of support throughout the play for the
analysis that the Chorus offer in that ode of her situation and her conduct. The word
atn is used of her and her family;* her heredity is emphasized;** and she is accused
of folly, insanity, and transgression throughout the play.>® There is material here for
an Aeschylean/Solonian picture of a family doomed by the actions of its previous
generations, for the notion of the Labdacids as a house that must be extirpated if the
state is to regain its health.?® Given the prevalence of disruption, madness, and
irrationality — qualities that are predicated of a number of characters and permeate

33 See 4 (corrupt, but almost certainly referring to the history of &t in Antigone’s family), 17 (the
family’s ills referred to as ataoBar), 485 (Antigone will not defy Creon ‘without &tn’), 863-5 (the
&tau of her parents’ incest).

34 See the Chorus at 379-80 (‘unhappy child of an unhappy father’), 471-2 (she has inherited her
father’s ‘raw’, wuov, temperament), 856 (her ordeal is payment for some debt incurred by her father).
Cf. Antigone herself at 857-67 (her father’s travails, those of the entire Labdacid clan, the &tat of her
parents’ incest, and the wretchedness of her own state: she goes to join them ‘accursed and unwed’,
apaiog dyapog), 892-6 (her troubles are the latest instalment of her family’s). The use of the
adjective apaioc at 867 is the only positive indication in the play that the sufferings of Antigone may
have an origin in an actual curse, but such is the play’s evocation of Aeschylus’ Theban trilogy that
this may be enough to trigger the thought in an audience’s mind. For different views on this, see
Lloyd-Jones (1971), 115-16; West (1999), 40-1; Sewell-Rutter (2007), 71, 114-20.

35 See Ismene at 67-8 (Antigone’s proposal to defy Creon’s edict exhibits no votc), 90 (she is ‘in love
with the impossible’; cf. ‘hunting the impossible’, 92), 99 (she is &voug); cf. Antigone herself at 74
(mavovgyia), 95 (dvoBovAia). The reference to épws in 90 relates both to the hope that, for many,
represents the ‘deception of light-minded passions’ (¢pwtec) in the second stasimon at 617 and to the
Chorus-leader’s statement at 220 that no one is so foolish as to be in love (¢owg) with death (a
generalization that is ironically contradicted by Antigone’s behaviour). See also the Chorus on her
defiance of ‘the king’s laws’ (382), her agoocvvn (383), her ‘advance to the limit of daring’ (853),
her ‘fall before the pedestal of Justice’ (854-5), her self-willed napapacia (873-4); Creon on her
avowx (561-2), her OmegPaocia (663-5). But note esp. Creon’s charge of vmegPfaoia, 449, and
Antigone’s defiance (450-70); this is a token of her inherited savagery, according to the Chorus at
471-2, and of VPoLc, according to Creon (480-5). Cf. therefore the explicit reference to vmepBaoia in
the second stasimon at 605 and the implicit evocation of the ‘archaic chain’ of kdpog, OPois, and &
at 613-14.

36 For the development of this line of argument see Else (1976).
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the play?’ — it is possible to regard Antigone as in some way driven by forces
beyond her control, perhaps as a victim of a&tn. But this is also questionable; and it
is a question that is raised by Antigone herself. This is 925-8, almost her last words
in the play:

AAA” el pev oy Tad’ €otiv év Oeols KaAd, 925
naBovteg av EVyyvolueV NUAQTNKOTES:

eLd’ old” apapTdvovuaot, pr) mAelw Kok

ntaBolev 1) kal doWoLv €kdikws EUE.

Antigone certainly suffers; but is this the kind of suffering that arises from error? Is
it &am? In lines 925-8 the results are not yet apparent; but Antigone, at least, is
confident that she is not the one who has erred. Her view that the error is Creon’s,
and not hers, will be vindicated, she says, if what happens to him resembles what
happens to her. And so it turns out, in ways with which we are all familiar — Creon
becomes a ‘living corpse’ (a liminal figure between two worlds, like Polynices and
Antigone);*® he loses a son, as he came between Antigone and her brother; and he
loses his wife, as he came between Antigone and Haemon. In some ways, though
Creon is a descendant of the Spartoi, he becomes an honorary Labdacid: like Laius,
he is confronted by a son who tries to kill him; like Oedipus, his actions cause his
wife’s suicide.”

All of this, quite explicitly, is Creon’s &tr. Solon’s strictures regarding our
inability to foresee the consequences of our actions are implicit in the substantial
hostage to fortune that Creon offers in 175-7:

37 Of Antigone: see esp. 603 (cf. also above, n. 35); of Creon: 765 (cf. 755); of Haemon: 633
(hypothetically; cf. 648-9), 754; cf. 790 (of the one who ‘has Eros’, i.e. Haemon; but NB é¢oav used
of Antigone at 90 and, indirectly, at 220), 1231; of Eurydice: 1254. Cf. Creon of Ismene, 491-2. Cf.
the frenzy (olotgoc) of the birds whose unintelligible cries Tiresias reports at 1001-2, and various
references to the destructive power of forces such as ogyr) and Ovuoc (718, 766-7, 875, 955-6); also
the ambivalent presence of Dionysus in the parodos, fourth stasimon, and fifth stasimon (134-7, of
the madness of Capaneus; 153-4, Dionysus as leader of celebratory choruses; 955-65, Lycurgus’ mad
attempt to stop the god’s mad women; 1116-52, invoked to come, with his frenzied female followers,
and heal the city).

38 See 1165-7, 1288, 1320-5; cf. Antigone on her own plight at 559-60 and 850-2, Tiresias on the
anomalous liminality of Antigone and Polynices at 1068-71 (a predicament which, he predicts, awaits
Creon himself, 1076).

39 See Loraux (1986), 183-4; Goldhill (1986), 104-5; Zeitlin (1990), 150-1; Segal (1995), 131; Liapis
(2013), 103-7. For Else (1976), 81-96, Sophocles develops this pattern by basing his characterization
of Creon in Antigone on that of Oedipus in Aeschylus’ (lost) Oedipus, a phenomenon that explains
the similarities in characterization between the Creon of Antigone and the Oedipus of Oedipus
Tyrannus, similarly based on the Aeschylean model. But this is pure speculation.
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AUNXAVOV D& TTAVTOG AVOQOGS ekuaBetv 175
PUXNV TE KAl @QOVIUA KL YVWUNV, TIOLV &V
AQXALS T KAl VOHOLOW EVTOLBTS pav).

Creon’s yveun has an impeccable ‘archaic’ pedigree,*” but he is also using words
and ideas that are then probed in both the first stasimon and the second. Almost
immediately afterwards (184-6), Creon expresses his determination to speak up
should he see &tn advancing on his fellow citizens:

EYw Yao, lotw Zevg 0 mavO” dpwv del,
oUT’ AV OLWTNOALLL TNV &TNV 00V 185
otelyovoav aoTolg AVTL NG CWTNOLAS ...

But d&tn (disaster), when one is in the grip of &tn (delusion or error), is not the kind
of thing that one sees coming. Zeus sees everything; Zeus knows (184); Creon does
not. In the end, as Tiresias makes clear (1015), Creon himself is the one who
threatens the city’s safety. As the Chorus point out, and as he himself accepts, this is
his atn (1257-69):

Xo. Kol v 00" aval avtog épriket

UVTIL ETTOTOV DL XELQOG EXWV,

el O¢uic eimety, ovk aAdotplav

ANV, AAA” a0TOG APAQTAV. 1260
Ko. @

POEVV dLOPEOVWV APAQTH AT

otepex Bavatoevt’,

@ KTAVOVTAG TE Kol

Bavovtag PAEmovTeg €upLALOLG.

WUOL EHV AVOAPa BovAeLUATWY. 1265

lw Tat, vEog VéEw ELV HOEW,

alxt alad,

£€0aveg, ameAvOng,

guaic ovde oalot dLOPOLALALS.

0 Cf. Arist. EN 5. 1, 1130a1-2: xai d1x to0t0 €0 dokel £xeLv o to0 Biavtog, éti doxr dvdoa deilet,
with Bowra (1944), 69; Budelmann and Easterling (2010), 299.
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In his opening speech, Creon stressed the importance of good leadership and aspired
to manifest what is regarded as one of the most important qualities of a good
political leader, the ability to foresee how one’s current situation is likely to
develop.*! The first and second stasima together re-emphasize the uncertainty of the
future and the limits of human beings’ ability to control their own destinies. Good
intentions can have bad results. In Creon’s case, Tiresias is, initially, prepared to
take a sympathetic view of his error (1023-4):

TavT 0vV, TEKVOV, PEOVNOoOV. &AvOQWTOoLoL Yo

TOLG IO L KOLVOV £€0TL Tobéapagfcdvew.‘u

But the fact that it is Tiresias who provides authoritative confirmation of Creon’s
lapse into error takes us back to the first stasimon, where the issue of man’s
resourcefulness with regard to the future was first explicitly raised (360-1) and
where the intertextual link with Solon’s Musenelegie implied a distinction between
the limited foresight of ordinary human beings and the specialist craft of the seer.*

There is more to the A&tn-sequence in Creon’s case than this; and its
implications are considerable. In Tragedy and Archaic Greek Thought 1 try to
explore in detail the application of the ideas of the second stasimon to Creon and the
links between atn (and its partial synonym, apagtia) and the pervasive theme of
wisdom and folly, as well as its links (especially via its antonym, képdoc) with the
themes of material versus other forms of prosperity, and the contribution that this
dialectic makes to the play’s reflexions on the nature of evdatpovia. In this context,
however, I want to end with just one final point — one more example of how the
centrality of &tn to the understanding of the play is underpinned by intertextuality.

Tiresias exits at 1090, but his warnings and prophecies alarm the Coryphaeus
(1091-4), and Creon shares his concern (1095-7):

EYVOKA KAUTOG KAL TAQATOOHAL PQEVAG:

4l Already at e.g. 1. 1. 343-4, but see esp. Themistocles at Thuc. 1. 138. 3 and Pericles at 2. 62-3, 2.
65. 6 (also at Plut. Comp. Per. Fab. 2. 3); cf. Phormio at Thuc. 2. 89. 2; Nicias at 6. 13. 1. See also D.
18. 246. For Plato’s Socrates, the ability to foresee and forestall future trouble is the mark of a good
doctor, lawgiver, and beekeeper (Resp. 564c¢).

42 For the thought, cf. Thgn. 327-8; E. Hipp. 615, 916, 1434, Supp. 250-1; Rhet. Alex. 36. 35; and the
further passages cited by Pearson (1917) on S. fr. 665 Radt. As Pearson observes, the thought is
commonplace, but by no means trivial.

43 Cf. Sano, this volume, 36-7, 40.
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0 T elkaOetv yaQ detvov, avtiotavta O¢
Atne mata&at Oupov év Altvw 710’(@0(.44

Creon must act quickly, or it will be too late: ‘the gods’ swift-footed Harms cut off
the wrongheaded’ (1103-4):

doov Y/, avag, taxlotar CLVTEUVOLOL YAQ
Oewv ModwkeLS TOLS kakOPoovas BA&Pat. 1104

As a parallel for the swift-footed Blabai one might think of the ‘swift-footed Erinys’
of Septem 791; but their true progenitor is the personified Ate who features in the
Iliad’s allegory of the Litai (9. 496-514):%

“&AA" AXIA €D dapacov Oupov péyav- ovdé Tl oe xon

VNAgEg 1)T0Q €xeLv: otEemTol d€ Te kal Oeol avTol,

TV TeQ Kal pelCwv dpetr) Twur) te Bin te.

Kal HevV tovg Buéeoot kal eDXWAT)G dyaviot

AoLf31) Te KVIOT) TEé TAPATOWTWO' dvOpwTTOoL 500
Alooopevor, Ote kKév TG DeoPN) Kal AUAQT).

Kal ya&o te Artal elot Alog kovpat HeyAAoto

XwAal te Quoal te TapaPALTES T OPOAALW,

al 0d te kal petoTof' dtng aAéyovot klovoat.

1 0' &t 00evapr] te kat AQTiTOg, obveka MACAG 505
MOAAOV UmekTEo0éet, pOAveL ¢ te maoav €' alav

# Lloyd-Jones’s and Wilson’s text, with Lloyd-Jones’s own Atrng ... Aivw for MSS” At ... dewvg in
1097 (Lloyd-Jones 1964). Lloyd-Jones (1964), 129 translates ‘by offering resistance my anger may
strike against the net of Ate’, but taking avtiotavta as referring to Creon, the subject, and Bvuov as
object of mata&at (‘accusative of the thing set in motion’, LSJ s.v. natdoow, 1) gives the verb its
regular sense. I translate: “To give in is terrible, but to stand firm may be to strike one’s Bupdg on
Ate’s net.” Professor Tetsuo Nakatsukasa points out to me that mata&ar Ouudv (with Ouuog as
subject) would recall the Homeric Ovuog évi otBeocor matacoev (Il 7. 216); 1 agree that this
locution may have influenced Sophocles’ choice of words here, but doubt (unless the text is more
corrupt than suspected) that the sense ‘my Bvudg beats’ can made to play a role in this context. As
for the paradosis, repetition of the adjective dewvdg in both halves of the antithesis is unlikely without
a modifier in the second half, such as kai, and ‘it is a terrible prospect to strike one’s uuodc with
at’ is anyhow weak. The notion of Ate’s net, on the other hand, has good Aeschylean pedigree
(Pers. 97-9, Ag. 355-61; cf. Pr. 1071-9), on which cf. Sommerstein (2013), 6-7, 15 n. 36. For an
alternative emendation, see Dawe (1968), 113-14 n. 40.

45 Remarkably, the clear link between the two passages is (as far as I have seen) recognized only by
Dawe (1968), 113-14 n. 49.
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PAamtovo’ avOowmovg: al d' eéEakéovtal OTloow.

0G pév T aldéoetal kovpag Alog dooov lovoag,

OV d¢ €Y' dvnoav kal T EkAvov e0XOUEVOLo:

0g O k' dvrvntal kal Te 0TEQEWS ATIOELTT), 510
Aloocovtat d' doa tal ye Al Kgoviwva kiovoat

T Aty &p' émeoBay, tva BAapOeig amotion).

AAA" AXIAeL moEe kat oL Alog KovEn oLy €mecatl

TNV, 1) T AAA@V TEQ EMULYVAUTITEL VOOV €00AWV.”

Not only does this passage demonstrate the relation between dtn and apaotia — an
important point if we want to understand the importance of &t in Antigone*® — it is
also one of many passages that illustrate &tn’s core or focal meaning, ‘harm’. At
and BA&pn are synonyms.*” In Iliad 9, &tn harms people (BA&mtovo’, 9. 507), and
when the atn of the original offence gives way to the &t of the victim who refuses
reparation, that person is harmed (BAagOeic, 512). The personified Ate is ‘strong
and sound of foot’ (9. 505), and so can outrun the Litai (504-7); just so, the
Coryphaeus’ Blabai are swift-footed and outrun the imprudent (1103-4).

Amn plays a central role in the plot and thematic structure of the //iad: Phoenix’s
allegory in Book 9 is the fulcrum of a balance between the &t of Agamemnon,
which causes the quarrel and its disastrous results, and that of Achilles, which lies in
his rejection of the Embassy and results in the death of Patroclus.*® In the Antigone,
the evocation of this passage comes at the point at which we begin to discern the
balance between the sufferings that await Creon and those that he has imposed upon
Antigone. This represents the fulfilment of Antigone’s wish that Creon’s apaotio
should involve him in suffering as painful as her own, and of Tiresias’ prophecy that
Creon will be caught in the same evils as he inflicted upon Antigone and Polynices
(1074-6):

ToUTWV 08 AwPnTrees LoTeEoPOHEOL
Aoxwov Awov kat Oewv Egouvoeg, 1075
&V TOloV aUTOILG Tolode ANPOT VAL KAKOIG.

46 See e.g. 925-8, fulfilled in 1259-60. See further Dawe (1968); cf. Bremer (1969), 99-134.

47 See Dawe (1968), esp. 104-5; Stallmach (1968), esp. 1, 12-14, 24, 29, 31, 46-7, 59, 63, 80-4, 88,
94-5, 102; Padel (1995), 167-92; Cairns (2012), with further references, ancient and modern, in 1 n.
1; Sommerstein (2013).

8 For a full defence of this position, see Cairns (2012), 26-33.
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These evils come upon him after he has rejected Tiresias’ advice to heal his errors
by changing his mind (1023-32):

TavT 0LV, TéKVOV, PEOVNOOV. AvOQWTOLoL YiQ

TOLG AL KOOV €0TL TOVEAUAQTAVELV:

Emel O ApAQTY), KEWVOS OVKET” 0T dvno 1025
&PovAog 0vd” &voAPog, OOTIS £C KAKOV

MeoWV AKelTaL UnNd’ dkivntog méAeL

avBadia Tot okadOTNT OPALOKAVEL

AAA” gike @ OavovTy, und’ 0OAwAOTA

KEVTEL TIC AAKT) TOV OavOvT ETKTAVELY; 1030
€0 ooL peovnoag €0 Aéyw: To pavbavery o

1OLoTOV €V A£yovTOog, el kK€QOOG A€YOL.

Tiresias plays the role played by Phoenix in the /liad, and 6otig éc kakov | meowv
axettar und’ axivnrog méAet (1026-7) is another allusion to the allegory of the Litai,
who ‘come after to heal the damage’ (al & é£axéovtal onticow, 507). There is also
a direct relation to the first stasimon, where, as in Solon’s Musenelegie, medicine is
the final element in the Priamel of human skills (363-4).*> Creon has brought illness,
not cure; the skills he sought to apply have, in the words of the first stasimon,
brought him to evil rather than to good (367); he begins the play ‘high in the city’
(OYimoAwg, 370), but by failing to honour the laws of the land (or the laws of the
earth) and the justice of the gods (368-9) he brings disaster on the city — he is
amoAis (370).

The Blabai that the Coryphaeus fears will overtake Creon if he does not remedy
his folly in time (1103-4) are prefigured in the Erinyes who, according to Tiresias,
lie in wait for him (1074-6, above). The words Awpntnoec and VotegopOGQOL
emphasize the harm that the Erinyes cause. votepo@B0ogog occurs only here in
classical Greek. But Sophocles’ phrase is quoted by Eustathius on 7/. 9. 506-7, where
he notes that, in so far as they are votego@Odoot, the Erinyes of the Antigone
resemble the Litai in Phoenix’s allegory, who see to it that Ate attends anyone who
rejects them:

4 Cf. Goheen (1951), 41-4; Segal (1964) 64 = (1986) 160. NB too the juxtaposition of medicine (57-
62) and seercraft (53-6) in Solon’s Priamel; the intervention of the seer, Tiresias, with his remedy for
Creon’s error, further confirms seercraft’s absent presence in the first stasimon as a function of its
intertextuality with the Musenelegie.
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totéov d¢ kat 01t Egutvvieg pev “Awpnnoes 0otepopOogol” o Lo@okAEl,
Altal ¢ avanaAwv axéovtal Omiow, yovv VoteQov, MANV kal avtal, el
axovoOwotv, VotepoOdol yivovtal T1) Votegov émeAevoel TS Atng, g
ondnoetay, eic Tovg ur vakovoavtac. ™

Eustathius has seen the link between this passage of the Antigone and Iliad 9. That
link is further substantiated by the way that Sophocles’ votepopOopog so clearly
recalls Aeschylus’ votegdmovoc, of Erinys at Ag. 58-9, but of Ate at Cho. 382-3.°"
Ate and Erinys are associated;>? and so in Antigone both 1074-6 (with Erinyes) and
1103-4 (with Blabai) recall the Second Stasimon’s reference to Adyov T Gvoia kai
@oevav Epuwvig as the psychological cause behind the disaster that is extinguishing
the surviving light of the House of Labdacus (599-603).

There, it was Antigone’s actions that were attributed to an Erinys. But whether
or not this is accurate, Antigone’s actions do certainly have an effect on Creon, and
the parallelism between her fate and his that she wished for in 927-8 is a real one.
Creon has been destroyed by an Erinys, by Blabai, and by his own d&tn — he erred
his own d&1n, no one else’s (1259-60, quoted above). But a very substantial role in
his downfall was played by Antigone, one of the two d&ta that Creon nurtured in his
house (532-3).%% If Antigone, partly as a result of her Labdacid heritage, is driven by
Adoyouv T avowr kat @oevwv Eguvig, the same madness and the same demons come
in the end to engulf Creon.
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