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1 A Vexed Incipit

@ kovov aUTaderpov Topfvng kdpa
Y s % e L s e ~
ap’ 0106’ & 11 Zeug tév &’ Oidimou kakdv
otoiov oUyi vV ETt Tooatv TeAeD;
ses L N ey 9
oUdev Yap olUT’ &dlyewov ol Tatng drept
oUT’ aioypov ot dtipdv €08’ droiov ol 5
OV OGOV TE KAPGV OUK OTTOT £y KAKGDV.

The five lines* following the title-character’s memorable incipit® in
Antigone are often called the worst crux in the extant Sophocles
(Renehan 1992, 335). The general sense of Antigone’s words is suffi-
ciently clear: “Did not the two of us experience all sorts of god-sent
evils coming from Oedipus? There is nothing painful, ruinous, shame-
ful, or dishonouring that I have not seen of my evils and yours”. Al-
though hyperbolically and tautologically, lines 2-6 aptly introduce
the new issue, still ignored by Ismene: Creon’s kfpuypa forbidding
the burial of Polynices (7-10).

The sequence is afflicted by two major problems, which will be ad-
dressed in the present contribution: (1) the obscure &tng &tep in 4;
(2) the meaning and syntax of Antigone’s question in 2-3.

2 The Crux of atng atep (L. 4)

In a sentence exceptionally crowded with negatives (Austin 2006,
113-14), the phrase olt’ &tng &drep communicates the opposite of what
is required by the surrounding adjectives. The anomaly was noticed by
Didymus of Alexandria (schol. Soph. Ant. 4-5; text from Xenis 2021, 40):

A1Supdg enotv 6L év ToUToLg TO “Atng &Tep” EVavTiwg CUVIETAKTOL
10i¢ oupppalopévolg: Aéyel yap oUtwg, “oubev YAp €oTiv oUte
AAyewvov olUte &tnpov olte aioypov 6 oUk Exopev fpeic”, “dng drep”
&€ £oT 10 “ayaBov”.

This study was completed within the project “Ambiguity and Politeness in Sophocles”
directed by Luigi Battezzato and funded by Scuola Normale Superiore: it draws on ma-
terial from my doctoral dissertation on politeness strategies in Sophocles’ rapid dia-
logues (Catrambone 2019). I am grateful to Luigi Battezzato and Donald Mastronarde
for their comments on earlier drafts.

1 Text of the MSS. Sophocles is cited from Finglass 2011; 2007; 2018 (Ajax, Electra
and Oedipus Tyrannus) and L1-J/W (Antigone, Trachiniae, Philoctetes, Oedipus Coloneus),
Aeschylus from West 1998, tragic fragments from TrGF, all other texts from the edi-
tions recorded in the TLG.

2 See Jebb 1888, 8; Steiner 1984, 206-10; Griffith 1999, 120; Rutherford 2012, 71-2,
Catrambone 2019, 431-2.
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In the paraphrase given by the scholiast, &tng dtep is replaced with
atnpoy, an attractive (cf. Aesch. Ag. 1484, Eum. 1007) but metrically
impossible solution, which no emendation can successfully restore.?
Brunck (1786-89, 2: 407) proposes the unattested drfjprov, assuming
its existence from couples of adjectives such as &hitnpdg-dhitiprog,
EvTOTrOG-EvIOTIOG, Emvupog-émwviptog, etc.” But there is no safe
ground to print it. The same applies to Dindorf’s olt’ dtijorpov,
another conjecture restoring a non-existent (and linguistically
ill-construed) cognate of &rn.*

Defenders of olt’ &tng &rep unconvincingly assume that the otte
preceding &tng &rep must have negative force, in contrast to all oth-
er otte in this passage, which merely resume oUdév (thus Hermann).®
This forces us to accept the counterintuitive conclusion that Sopho-
cles meant the opposite (o1’ o0k dtng drep) of what he wrote (olUr’
&tng drep).” Emendations restoring a different negative than ott’ be-
fore &tng drep (e.g. oV &, 0l or ovuk) ruin the repetition of ovte to no
avail.® Different attempts have been made to defend the paradosis, i.e.
(1) by considering &rep as an adverb (= ywpig, £xdg, etc.),” (2) by con-
struing drng &rep (“away from ruin”) strictly with ot aioypdv ol

3 See oiir’ &mpov ab (Brunck; ab is the wrong adverb), oli’ &tnpov év (Vauvilliers
1781, 2: 43; ol €v not equivalent to oU8év), olit’ dtnpov &8 (Hartung 1850, 26; mis-
placed emphasis on atnpév), o1’ &tip’ drep (Semitelos 1887, 95; a plural would be odd-
ly inserted amid singular forms), o’ &tnpov olit’ | &ripov obit’ olv aioypov (Blaydes
1859, 448; olv illogical).

4 Criffith 1999, 121 dubiously supports &tijprov on account of Sophocles’ fondness for
-fprog adjectives (contra, Chantraine 1933, 43-5 notes a lower frequency than Aeschy-
lus and Euripides) and the relevance of &tn (equally restored by other emendations).

5 Dindorf 1867, 17: drfjoipog should supposedly derive from non-existent *atno1g. See
also olit’ &tnedpov (Blaydes 1859, 448).

6 See Erfurdt, Hermann 1830, 14-15: “nihil laetabile, nec sine flagitio, neque quod non
esset turpe atque inhonestum, vidi”. But (1) out’ &Ayewdév (“laetabile”) and oVt aioypdv
(“quod non esset turpe”) are inconsistently translated; (2) ou6év ... €66’ 6moiov ... oy, in
which o0&év ... oU cannot cancel each other, is removed.

7 Similar objections apply to the proposals made by Schiitz 1890, 202-6 (strong punc-
tuation after &rep, with olit’ ... olit’ in 4 taken as ovxk ... 008’), Coulon 1939, 13-15 (oU7’
is wrongly placed by Sophocles, but would have gone unnoticed except by the attentive
reader), Mazon 1951, 11-12 (Sophocles, forced to avoid olit’ oUk, opted for olit’ without
noticing its different force).

8 Seeou & Atng drep (Vauvilliers 1781, 2: 43), 008’ &1ng dtep (Maas in Bruhn 1913, 50,
approved by Kamerbeek 1978, 38), ouk &tng &rep (Kranz 1913, 304-6).

9 Thus Triclinius, paraphrasing olt’ &tng &rep as (1) olit’ &rng &rep Sv or (2) olit’
&tng dtep éotiv (cf. also Schneidewin 1849, 34: “nihil nec triste nec aerumnosi abest
quicquam”). Neither (1) nor (2) can however be extracted from the Greek, and (2) would
even require explicit ¢oti.
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&ripov;*® (3) by taking oUt’ dtng dtep as parenthetical.** All three rest
on questionable linguistic grounds, whereas the emphatic polysyn-
deton marked by oUte definitely suggests that all four items in Anti-
gone’s list should be understood as syntactically coordinated.*> The
most perceptive defence of the paradosis is probably the one offered
by Austin (2006, 108-13):** having (correctly) discarded the unlikely
hypothesis of a slip by the playwright himself,** Austin assumes that
line 4 oudev yap ot &hyewvov ol &tng drep included a polar expres-
sion (“there is nothing, either painful or without disaster”), in which
the second element (olit’ &tng &tep) is “not a genuine alternative, but a
foil, added for the contrast, to put maximum weight and emphasis on
the first” (Austin 2006, 112). Austin compares Ismene’s replies at 11-12
gpol pev oUdeig pibog, Avtiyovn, pihwv | o8’ Ndug olit’ dhyevog Tket’
and 16-17 oUStv 018’ UTtépTepoy, | oUT edtuyoloa pdANov ol dtwpévn,
as well as Eur. Jon 1350 &gt 8¢ por ti képdog fj Tiva PAdPnv;, Soph. Ant.
1108-9 iT, i’ dmdoveg, | of T’ Svrec of T’ amdvreg, El 305-6 1a¢ olicag Té
pov | kol tag drrovoag eAtridag SiépBopev. But a vital difference exists
between all these parallels and Ant. 4-5: in all other examples, the po-
lar expression occurs in isolation so that its identification is very quick
and transparent; in the Antigone passage, by contrast, the polar ex-
pression would be part of a longer list of negative qualifications, all
connected to the relative 6moiov ... oUk S’ éy® kakdv in 5-6. Ac-
cepting Austin’s text, Antigone would say that “there is nothing pain-
ful or good [i.e. without disaster] [...] that I have not seen of my evils
and yours” - a rather illogical and meaningless statement.
Emendation is required. Since &t is central to the play,*® any cor-
rection that removes it will hardly do.*® The same applies to emenda-
tions replacing &rn with stems of similar spelling, e.g. oUt’ dtnpehég

10 Thus Seidler (in Erfurdt, Hermann 1830, 11-12): “nihil enim nec triste, nec absque
noxa [or “neque culpa vacans”: Zehlicke 1826, 17] vel turpe vel ignominiosum est”. But
no guilt is at stake for the sisters or Oedipus.

11 Thus Boeckh 1843, 3: “Denn nichts ist schmerzlich, nichts - des unheilvollen Grauls
nicht zu gedenken - nichts entehrend, schimpflich nichts, was ich in deiner Noth und
meiner nicht gesehn”. But one would have to take oUt’ not with &tng &rep but as prolep-
tic to olir’ aioypdv. Wecklein’s punctuation (1878, 7), ouStv yap 68 dhyewvov o0’ - &rng
&tep - | olit’ adoypov [...], is artificial.

12 Schwab 2010, a forceful defence of Seidler’s interpretation, fails to respond to
this objection.

13 Elaborating on Konnecke 1916, 642-6.
14 See the remarks in Jebb 1888, 244.

15 12 occurrences in the play in addition to this passage. On ate in Antigone, see es-
pecially Cairns 2013, 2014a.

16 See e.g. ol &yng drep (Coray in Lévesque 1795, 3: 261; Wunder 1846, 6), o1’
&xoug Grep (Ast 1804, 529; Welcker 1861, 310-12). Full list in Jebb 1888, 246, on num-
bers 2 and 4-5.

10
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(Miller 1967, 29).*” Among those emendations retaining &tn,*® the
best two are owed to Porson and Hermann. Porson (1815, 218) propos-
es oUT’ dtng €yov, assuming that a supralinear gloss &tnp (= &tnpdv)
displaced &yov but was later corrupted to &rep.*® However, in the par-
allels cited in support of Porson’s view - Soph. OT 709 ud®’ olivex’ o1t
oot | Bpotetov ovdev pavtikiic Exov téxvng, Pl. Phdr. 244e () pavia)
€EGvTn Emoinoe TOV EQuTiig EXOVTA TIPGS TE TOV TTOPOVTIA KAl TOV ETIELTA
ypovov - and in other potential loci similes,*® the relation between
the genitive and its head noun is of active (often desirable) posses-
sion, which clearly does not work for &tn. Furthermore, the use of
the genitive implies incomplete participation to &tn, which would be
inconsistent and anti-climactic within Antigone’s utterance at 4-6.
Hermann proposes olt’ &trg yépov (“replete with ruin”), record-
ed in LI-J/W’s OCT apparatus.?* Although yépov goes nearer the
truth, the parallels for yépw + genitive do not support Hermann'’s
conjecture:* in all examples, the noun governing yéuw is an individ-
ual or collective host or container (i.e. a person, a city, a ship, a tem-
ple, a vase, etc.) passively suffering the effects of the content with

17 Neither of the two proposed translations - “neglected” and “neglectful” - fits the
context, however. See also oit’ dtdoBalov, “reckless” (Brunck: unattested outside epic
and Ionic texts), ddatov (Johnson 1746, 2: 166; it means “insuperable”: cf. Apoll. Soph.
1.14-17 Bekker, citing Od. 21.91 and 22.5).

18 A few produce bad Greek or wrong content: otit’ &tng &mep (Sallier 1751, 66; Bothe
1827, 8-9) restores an unparalleled partitive genitive while also introducing a plural amid
singulars (ot &tng 6mep, proposed by Bergk 1858, 1xviii, solves only the latter problem);
oUT’ dtng amo (Heath 1762, 2: 43) leaves the meaning of the paradosis unaffected; olit’
&g péta (Anonymous Londinensis 1722) wrongly adds a comitative nuance; olt’ &tng
mrépa (Wecklein 1869, 50) is unparalleled (beiva kai wépa dervédvin Dem. 54.11, D.H. 7.43.2,
etc. is different) and, like olt’ &tng, &rap (Ellis 1893, 37-8), ruins the accumulation of
olite (Ellis also leaves &g hanging). Changing &rtng and &rep solves nothing: ott’ &rnv
¢épov (Brunck) and olit’ &rnv &yov (Donaldson 1848, 133-4) inappropriately replace the
abstract &rn with the material factors producing it; ot &ty cayév, “loaded with ruin”
(Musgrave 1800, 1: 456) restores a non-existent aorist passive (attested is only éodXSnv).

19 Jebb 1888, 243 challenged Porson on the ground that marginal glosses were not
in use in the earlier Alexandrian Age. But advances in the field of papirology make this
view obsolete: see McNamee 2007.

20 SeeLSJs.v.11.2.b, listing examples of e (xaAédc, Uytewds, etc.) Exewv + non-partitive
genitives (“be well off for a thing”); see further Diggle 1981, 35; Moorhouse 1982, 57, 74.

21 The problem is not discussed in LI-J/W, So., but Hermann’s yépov is accepted in
Lloyd-Jones 1994, 2: 4.

22 See Aesch. Ag. 613 6 xépmog, tiic dAnBeiag yépwv, 1012 Sopog | mnpovdg (or
TAnopovas) yépwv, Soph. OT 4 g [...] QuprapdTwv yéper, Soph. Phil. 876 &AN elyevrg
Yap 1) puois KAE ebyevddy, | & Tékvov, fi o, TdvTa TaUT év elyepei | €Bou, Pofic Te kai
6U00c7p{cxg Yépwy, fr. 275.6 ai 8¢ AMjkuBor | pupou yépouat, Eur. Andr. 1093 6p€x‘r5 ToUTOV,
6¢ Sraoteiyer Beol | ypuool yépovta yUaka, HF 1245 yépw kakdy, fr. 106 yépouoav
kupatog Beoomépou, 627.2 eioi S1pBépor peheyypageic | TOANGVY yépouoar AoEiou
Ynpupdtwy, 689.3 Sppa yap wupog yépeig, 781.48 pAoya pev ovy opd Tupds, | YEpovTa
& oixov pélavog EvboBev kamvol. See also Bacchyl. 2.4, Hdt. 8.118.2 (+ &Hote and geni-
tive absolute), Thuc. 7.25.2, Hermipp. fr. 5.2 K.-A., Ar. Plut. 811, Men. fr. 691 K.-A. etc.

11
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which it is filled (regularly expressed in the genitive). But Antigone
did not face anything that was suffering from &tn: she met &tn itself.

Recent proposals assume larger corruptions and add more prob-
lems. Dawe, after initial hesitation (Dawe 1979, 1985 app. crit. ad
locc.: “nulla emendatio arridet”),* emends (1996, 2) oUt’ ... oUT’ ... at
4 to oUxk ... o0&’ ... (making line 4 a free-standing sentence) and de-
letes 5 (“genuinum versum expulisse videtur”). The corrections lack
justification, and the second half of 5 is unassailable. Willink (2000,
662-5 = 2010, 307-10) defends &tng drep,* but variously corrects 4-5
as oUSEv yap ouv d\yevov oud’ &g dtep, | 0U8 adaypov ot (008’ Ko-
vacs) dripov, €68’ 6moiov 0¥ | [...] olk Smwm’ éyw. No parallel is giv-
en for (oUdév ...) 008’ ... 008’ ... 008’ ... oUT, and the text introduces a
pedantic explanation of Antigone’s evils: “painful, hence ruinous, yet
neither shameful nor dishonouring”.

Though neither €yov nor yépov are acceptable, Porson’s and Her-
mann’s minimalist approach seems recommendable. As Didymus
rightly saw, &tng &rep is something of a polar error probably caused
by the high number of negatives in the sentence. All that needs re-
placement is, therefore, &rep.

A plausible restoration is ol1’ &tng mAéwv: “There is nothing pain-
ful, or full of ate, or shameful, or dishonourable, that I have not seen
of my woes and yours”. It was firstly proposed by Campbell, yet ten-
tatively and with no justification whatsoever (1879-81, 1: 460: “Qy.
atng mAéwv?”). The adjective mAéwv provides the requisite meaning,
restores appropriate linguistic register, and produces a distinctively
“tragic” wording. 21 out of the 25 examples of mAéwc in tragedy occur
with abstract genitives denoting emotions, mental dispositions, or other
conditions: see Aesch. Pers. 603, PV 696, Eur. Med. 263, 903, Her. 473,
El. 25 (poPou), Eur. Alc. 727, Soph. EL 607 (Gvaideiag), PV 42 (Bpdooug),
953 (ppoviporog), Soph. Aj. 1112 (tévou), Ant. 726 (emiothpng), Eur. Ion
601 (ySyou), Eur. Hel. 745 (yeuddv), Soph. Phil. 39 (voonieiag), 1074
(oiktou), Eur. Ba. 449 (Bavpdtwv), Eur. Ba. 456 (r60ou), Soph. OC 1162
(8yxov). Especially relevant are Soph. Aj. 745 tait’ éoti 81N pwplag
ttoMfic Aéa and 1150 ey &€ v’ &vdp’ Srwma pwpiag TAfwy, in which
popia (“delusion”) comes close to &rn (“harm”, “calamity”).* In all but
two examples Aéwg occurs, as here, at line ending.

23 Dawe, STS 3: 99 calls both this c’irep and the one at Eur. Erechtheus fr. 360.44
“mysterious”.

24 See also Agosto 2018, 970-2, proposing ovo’ &g &tep, which impossibly inserts
a concessive feminine participle oloa (i.e. Antigone) into a sentence with neuter sub-
ject and predicates.

25 Cairns 2012 and Sommerstein 2013 emphasise “harm” as the core meaning of &tn
in Homer and Aeschylus respectively. As Cairns 2014a, 37 notes, while in Homer and
Aeschylus até denotes “a particular kind of harm, mental impairment, that causes fur-
ther harm to a person’s life”, this meaning is not usual in the corpus of Sophocles and

12
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Items qualifiable as wAéwc include people (PV 42, 696, Soph. Aj.
1150, Ant. 721, El. 607, Phil. 1074, Eur. Med. 263, 903, Her. 473, Ba.
449), speeches (PV 953, Soph. Aj. 745, OC 1162, Eur. Hel. 745), old
age (Eur. Alc. 727), households (Soph. El. 1405), cities (Eur. Ion 601),
rags (Soph. Phil. 39), hairlocks (Eur. Ba. 456) and (most importantly)
circumstances: see Aesch. Pers. 603 ¢poi yap f6n mavta pev péPfou
mAéa, Eur. EL 25 émei 8¢ xail tout’ ﬁv ¢oPBou oMot mAéwv. At Soph.
Aj. 307, kai wAfipeg dtng wg dromtedet otéyog, | Toloag kdpa "OGuEev,
the genitive &tng is governed by mAijpng, a synonym of mhéwg (Ajax
sees the hut “full of disaster”).

The phrase olt’ dtng TAéwv may have been erroneously para-
phrased as &tng &tep (“without ruin”) regardless of the broader con-
text, and &tng¢ &rep may have subsequently displaced the correct
reading dtng mAéwy, giving rise to the incorrect ott’ &tng drep. The
adjective atnpdv cited in the scholium may well have been a suitable
paraphrase for the original &tng¢ whéwv. Thus restored, Ant. 4-6 close-
ly mirror OT 1283-5: viv &¢ tfjde ONpépa | otevaypdg, dtn, Bdvarog,
aloyivn, kok®V | 60° 0Tl TdvTwy dvopat’, oudev €01’ &Tov.

3 The Syntax and Meaning of Antigone’s Question
(ll. 2-3)

The general meaning of these lines is, once again, clear enough: “Is
there any evil stemming from Oedipus that we have not experienced
in our lives?”. The matter of contention is how syntax conveys this
content. Two minor issues need advance clarification:

1. 1édvam Oidirou xaxdv. This is commonly referred to the evils
unintentionally caused by Oedipus’ birth, which range from the
parricide of Laius to the mutual slaughter of Eteocles and Pol-
ynices (thus e.g. Jebb 1888, 9). Dawe (STS 3: 99) nevertheless
replaces the suspicious &’ with ém’ (“the ills that were current
in the time of Oedipus”; original emphasis), but the change is
unpromising. Kovacs (1992, 11), in his attempt to replace the
transmitted Zeig with "Epiviv, unnecessarily restricts tédv &’
O1dimou kakdv to Oedipus’ curse upon his sons. Agosto (2018,
959-63) goes a step further, taking té&v &’ Oidimou kakdv as
kak&v &V &’ Oidimou (“the evils coming from the <sons> of
Oedipus”) - which produces impossible syntax.® The vulgate

Euripides, in which the term denotes “states of affairs (harm, ruin) rather than states
of mind (delusion)”.

26 See also Earle 1903, 3, who however prints toic &’ Oidimou at 2 and refers xaxdv
to 6moiov.

13
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interpretation is superior:*” tév am’ Oidimou xakdv may al-
lude to the summary of Oedipus’ kaka given at Aesch. Sept.
778-91.

2. v@v €1t Lwoouv. Schol. Soph. Ant. 2 Xenis, Jebb (1888, 9) and
others?® take it as dative, an assumption corroborated by the
usage pattern of teAéw.?* Many others, including L1-J/W,*° fa-
vour the genitive absolute, yet with inconclusive arguments:**
Miiller (1967, 29) takes the genitive £11 Lodoauv to imply that
the sisters cannot survive any longer and Antigone is ready
to die, but this meaning cannot be inferred from the Greek.
Dawe (STS 3: 99) condemns the whole phrase, demanding for
a clear contrast between the sisters and the earlier genera-
tions, which Kovacs (1992, 10-11) dubiously identifies with
the one between the surviving sisters (11 woawv = “not yet
dead”) and all other deceased members of Oedipus’ line-
age.*? But no comparison between the living and the dead is
at stake: 2-6 only make clear that the sisters have been spec-
tators to all their family’s disasters.

A far more serious problem concerns the syntax of 2-3. The para-
phrase and interpretation of the passage given by schol. Soph. Ant. 2
(Xenis 2021, 40) are unclear:
10 “6 1" &vti 100 “8”. 6 8¢ voiic “apd yé Eott (1) Tév &1’ Oidimodog
Kakv, oTrotov olyl & Zeug Ett Lohooug Npiv Tehel;” o el Eeyev “Apa
ExeL 11 6 Zelg TOUTV TGOV KakdVY peilov Totfjoat eig Npdg;” eimev 8¢
Sitddg, TpdTOV pEvV “6 T Emrerta O¢ “Omoiov”, dpkolviog Batépou.

27 Jebb 1888, 9 cites Soph. Phil. 1088 Aimag 1&g &’ ¢poil, to which add OT 417
ApprIAnE pnTpdg TE KATO TOU TATPOS ... Servotroug &pa, EL 100, 1464, OC 1628. See fur-
ther Moorhouse 1982, 100.

28 See Hermann in Erfurdt, Hermann 1830, 12; Campbell 1879-81, 1: 459; Agosto
2018, 961 fn. 13.

29 See (with Zeus) Od. 2.34, 15.112, Alc. fr. 361 Voigt, Pind. Isth. 6.42, Aesch. Pers.
225, Ag. 1487-8 11 yap PBpotois dveu Atog teleitar;, Ch. 385, Soph. Phil. 1381, OC 648,
Eur. IT 464, but datives are ubiquitous.

30 See Schaefer 1818, 515; Zehlicke 1826, 11; Seidler in Erfurdt, Hermann 1830, 12;
Wex 1829-31, 1: 97; Boeckh 1843, 209; L1-J/W, So. 115 (“in our lifetime”); Lloyd-Jones
1994, 2: 5 (“while we still live”).

31 (1) Since Zeus cannot fulfil anything for the dead, it would be superfluous to say that
he does so for people who are alive; (2) with the dative, Zeus would be blamed for the
sufferings he has inflicted, whereas with the genitive the issue would be one of chron-
ological coincidence. Contra, note that (1) the redundancy of Zdoaiv is unremarkable
(see e.g. 515 6 katbavev véxug) and (2) Antigone does not challenge Zeus’ power, but
merely complains for the disadvantages (5 tév odv 1€ kK&pdV ... kakdv) resulting from
the accomplishment of his will (3 teAei).

32 Another wrong reason for emending Zevg to "Epiviv (see below).
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“t ~ o v ”

The words 10 “6 11" dvti oy “6” imply that 6 T is belng taken as a rel-
ative indefinite, whereas eimev 8¢ Sirtédrg, TpdTOV pEV “6 T1” Errerta 8¢
“6mroiov” entails that 6 11 and 6moiov are grammatically analogous
(i.e. relative or, more likely, interrogative).

Brunck (1786-89, 2: 407) takes 6 11 to be interrogative and 6moiov
to be relative, but his translation “ecquid nosti calamitatum ab Oedi-
po ortarum, quod nobis in vita non adhuc conficiat Jupiter?” circum-
vents the difficulty that Zeu¢ must be the subject of both 611 ... kakdv
and 6toiov ... TeAel.*

Hermann (in Erfurdt, Hermann 1830, 9-10) writes & Tt as 611 (con-
junction) and assumes that two constructions have been mixed here:
he compares Soph OT 1401-3 &p& pou pépvno®’ o | o’ Epya Spdoag
Upv eita Sedp’ icov | omrot’ E'ITPCXO'O'OV auBig, but recent editors of the
play now reasonably print €11 for 611.>* The main obstacle to Her-
mann’s interpretation is that 61 and 6moiov cannot introduce the
same subordinate clause. Wunder (1846, 5) tries to remove the prob-
lem by taking 6moiov oUyi as a vivid substitute for o0év, and Zehlicke
(1826, 7-11) adds that 671 is a pleonasm and that &1 lost its seman-
tic autonomy when occurring in the stock phrase oi6a &11/éo¢.* Par-
allels are however unsatisfactory.*®

Boeckh (1843, 206-9),%” followed by many scholars,*® takes 6moiov
oUyi (“of what kind not...?”), the indirect form of woiov oUyi, as equiv-
alent to 6molovotv (“whatever”, “of any kind”). But indirect interrog-
atives never replace direct forms in the given parallels, and none fea-
tures Toiog or 6moioc.*® It is equally impractical to take omoiov as

33 Brown 1987, 21, following Brunck, translates “Do you know of any evil, among
those which stem from Oedipus, that Zeus is not bringing to pass ...”. But in the note
ad loc. he endorses Jebb’s explanation (see below).

34 Thus L1-J/W 175; Finglass 2018, 591. Even if 11 were correct, oia and 6moia ought
better to be taken as exclamatory (Boeckh 1843, 207).

35 Cf. Erfurdt, Hermann 1830, 11: “nec tamen falsum erit 6t1, immo aliquantum praes-
tare videtur, praesertim quum usitatissimum sit interpositum mediae orationi oio6’ 611”.

36 See Soph. Ant. 276 and 758 (parenthetical 016/70®’ &11); Soph. Ant. 1063, OT 848,
Phil. 253, 567, OC 1583 (c>¢ + subordinate clauses). Further refutation in Bonitz 1857,
13-14.

37 See Boeckh 1843, 5: “Weisst du, dass Zeus der Leiden uns von Oedipus keins un-
vollendet schon bei unserm Leben lasst?”.

38 Campbell 1879-81, 1: 459; Coulon 1939, 9-11; Kamerbeek 1978, 37-8 (though Kamer-
beek prefers 6 t1). Schneidewin 1854, 35-6 later accepts this view, comparing Pl. Mx.
244b, Andoc. 1.5.29 (though both passages feature wg ... oia).

39 See Dem. 18.48 i’ é)\otuvopévmv Kal GBplﬁopévwv Kai Ti Kakov ouyl Trcxoxévrcov,
[Dem.] 47.43 Seopsvwv TOUT®V ATAVTOV Kal IKETEUSGVT®OV Kal Tiva oU TrpocTrEpTrov‘rmv,,
Eur. Pho. 878-9 &y ti 0¥ 5pwv, moia & ol )\EYQ)V g | & ExBog AABov Taigi Toioty
Oibimou;, Soph. OC 1133-5 mérg 0" &v &OMog yeyag | Bryeiv Behjooup’ dvbpog ¢ Tic olk
gvi | knAig kakdv Evvoikog;, Soph. fr. 959.4 61ou tig Spvig ouyi kAayydver;. OC 1133-5is
the only passage that features a question within a question, though the two are clear-
ly ordered and separated within the sentence. In Ant. 2-3, the expectation of a yes/no
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direct interrogative (unattested in tragedy) and therefore 6moiov ouyi
as parenthetical,* for three reasons: (1) teAei lacks an object (it can-
not be omoiov), (2) the structure of 2-6 requires ouyi to modify tehei,
(3) the syntactical properties of 6rorovoUv cannot be transferred tout
court to 6moiov ovyi, even if semantic overlap existed.**

Seidler restores 6 11, arguing for an emphatic double question.** Par-
allels include ti¢ m60ev...; (II. 21.150, Od. 1.170, etc.), ¢ Ti TOUTO...;
(PL. Tht. 146d5, 208e11, Sph. 261e3, PIt. 297c5, Ti. 22b6), and Eur. Hel.
873 1i tdpd moe Exer Beomiopara; (Diggle adds a question mark be-
fore Beomiopara, taking wé Exer; as parenthetical), 1559 médg €x Tivog
VEW ... Tikete;, Her. 661-2 &rap ti xpa tiide tpooPadov méda | ol viv
&meoty; Ale. 213 i Zed, Tig v Q) TOpog KakdV Yévorto ...;, JA 356 tiva
<6¢> mépov elpw ToBev;, and Soph. Ant. 401 &yeig &¢ TAvde TG TpoTIR
m60ev AaPwv;. In all cases, however, direct interrogatives are involved
(which better motivates vividness),** and the two questions are always
of different nature. At Ant. 2-3, by contrast, 6 1 and 6moiov should in-
troduce two indirect questions with identical meaning.**

A modified version of Seidler’s view, firstly proposed by
Schneidewin,* assumes that Antigone begins with ap’ 0166’ & 11 Zelg
oV tehei; and then shifts to &p’ 016’ dmoiov oyl (Zelg) Tehei; out of
excitement. Differently from Seidler’s interpretation, 6moiov would
here repeat and amplify 6 T1 as a “steigernde Anapher”.*® Schwab

question &p’ 0109’ &1t ...; is confusingly frustrated by émoiov oUyi, which would turn it
into an open question.

40 Boeckh 1843, 208-9 apparently does so, comparing the (rare) substitution of §mwg
for mée and of 6wdtepog for métepog in direct questions (see Heindorf 1802, 25).

41 Kvicala 1864, 413 takes 6moiov as attribute of 6 11, “whatever it may be”, but the
parallels - PL. Ti. 86b (6mtétepov), Resp. 509a (6métepov), Hipp. mai. 282d (hotivog), Xen.
Oec. 8.19 (6oio) - indicate that some other word (e.g. a copula) would be needed to
produce this meaning.

42 “Ubi enim cum vi quadam interrogatur, Graeci non raro et in recta et in obliqua
oratione binas ponunt voces interrogativas sine copula” (Seidler in Erfurdt, Hermann
1830, 10). The view is endorsed by Wex 1829-31, 1: 95-6; Reisig in Wex 1829-31, 2: 67;
Hartung 1850, 26.

43 The single example in oratio obliqua offered by Seidler - Soph. Ant. 1341-3 g T’ a¥
1avd’, Hpot péheog, oud’ Exw St | TTpoOg ToTEpOVY 18w, & KAOG - is invalid: e (wrong-
ly added under the influence of following md) ruins the dochmiac sequence and must
therefore be deleted (thus Seidler 1811, 54, followed by all subsequent editors).

44 See further Zehlicke 1826, 2-7.

45 Schneidewin 1849, 33-4. Even if rejected by its proponent (in 1854), the explanation
is accepted by Lehrs 1862, 299-300; Kaibel 1897, 11 fn. 1; Uhle 1905, 8; Jakel 1961, 38;
Griffith 1999, 120 (though he also considers Jebb’s view: see below); Austin 2006, 109-10.
46 Zinsmeister (1914) assumes anaphora, too, but he takes both émoiov and 6 Tt as

relative: this requires mentally supplying 1 before 6 11 - an unlikely possibility for an
audience, since they would more easily understand 6 11 as indefinite.
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(2006) forcefully defends this view,*” but he has no parallels to offer.*®

Lastly, Bonitz, Jebb and others*® defend the transmitted text with
6 11 by assuming a nominal construction 6 1 (¢otiv) 6Troiov intro-
ducing Zevg ... o0y ... Tekel, with & 11 interrogative and omoiov rela-
tive: “Do you know what [6 11 = 11] of the evils stemming from Oed-
ipus is that Zeus does not fulfil for us while we are still alive?”. For
the omission of ¢oti, Bonitz cites Thuc. 3.39.7 tiva ofecOe Svriva ou
Bpoyeia mpopdoet O(Troomosoeou ; and 3.46.2 éxeivwg 6¢ Tiva oleabe
fivTiva oUk dpetvov pev fj viv nquOKeuacscem, to which one may add
Soph. Ichneutae fr. 314.333 1061 tov dalilpov’, 6ot ™ol [i.e. éoTiv]
66 | Tadt’ Erexvdoato - oUk dANog éoTiv kA[otreug] | dvT’ ékeivou. In all
three passages, however, the relative and its antecedent stand close
to each other, which makes the mental supplement of éo1i much eas-
ier. Conversely, Zevg, the subject of 6roiov oUyi ... Tekel;, stands out-
side the clause boundaries and seems equally to belong to & 11 ... Tév
&1’ Oidimou kakbv.

Jebb (1888, 8-9) provides a lengthy justification for his proposal,
but his attempt to explain the twisted syntax can be judged unsuc-
cessful:

In the indirect form, it is simplest to say oux 018 & 11 o0 TeAeT; and
we certainly could not say, oux 018 & 11 [¢oTiv] dToiov ol TeAe], if
6 11 came immediately before 6moiov. Here, however, the separa-
tion of 6 1 from 6moiov by Zeug Tédv &’ Oidimou kaxdv makes a
vital difference. The sentence begins as if it were to be, &p’ 0166’ §
T1 ZeUg oU teAeil; But when, after an interval, 6moiov comes in, the
Greek hearer would think of the direct form, 11 6moiov o0 Te\ei; and
so his ear would not be offended. This, too, suggests the answer
to the objection that Zeug ought to follow omoiov. Certainly, Eur.
L.A. 525, oUk €07 ’Odugoeug 6 Tt O¢ Kape Trr]pcxvet, would be paral-
lel only if here we had ap » 0i08a, ZEUg (w1th0ut o) n) Nor could we
have (e.g.) &p’ 0106’ fitic Zevg 1év véowv dmoiav ol tekei; But, since
6 1 might be acc., Zeic seems to follow it naturally; and when, af-
terwards, the sentence takes a shape which makes 6 11 nom., the
ear does not return on Zeuc as on a misplaced word, because the
whole is felt as = i Zeug 6oiov oU Tehel;.

47 Schwab’s supporting arguments - intonation, cross-linguistic differences, inclina-
tion of Ancient Greek toward pleonasm, metrical constraints, the need for pathos, schol-
ars’ rigidity in matters of Sophocles’ syntax - do not counter the objections.

48 On this weakness, see Rijksbaron in Willink 2000, 666 [= 2010, 311] fn. 19. I was
unable to find parallels for tic + woioc occurring within the same question. Further
refutation in Bonitz 1857, 16-17.

49 See Bonitz 1857, 17; Wolff and Bellermann 1885, 11-12; Jebb 1888, 8-9, 241; Dawe,
STS 3: 99 (on his second thoughts, see below).
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As Jebb admits, if 6 11 and dmwoiov were contiguous, one or the oth-
er would suffice. But the fact that 6 1 might be accusative does not
make Zevug “follow it naturally”. Indeed, the intertwining of Zeucg ...
xak&v prevents the identification of the nominal construction 6 1
(éoti) Omroiov,*® which in turn obliges any reader or audience to revise
the initial hypothesis that 6 1 is accusative. Budelmann (2000, 49 fn.
1) nevertheless accepts Jebb’s reconstruction, listing Ant. 2-3 among
those examples of what he calls “changes of direction”, in which “one
or more words are left without construction” - a form of anacoluthon,
though Jebb’s interpretation requires no such thing: in the potential
parallels, however, either the syntactical shift is more transparent,
or the aborted sentence is resumed by verbatim repetition.**

A substantial number of emendations were advanced in
nineteenth-century scholarship (Blaydes alone produced fourteen)
to smooth the syntax. None of these proposals is, however, persua-
sive. Easier corrections of 6 11 leave the hyperbaton of Zei¢ unre-
solved and/or add more problems.*? Corrections of 6moiov are of quite
various kinds. Blaydes proposes f) moiov (which restores two ques-
tions fully inconsistent with 4-6) or 1o Aoirév (“for the future”; but
dmwT’ in 6 shows that Antigone refers to the past).* Dindorf (1867,
17) replaces omoiov with the participle éN\eirov (“which of the evils
from Oedipus that remains”), comparing 584-5 &rag | oubev éNAeitet
yevedg el mAiBog Eptrov: Miiller (1967, 28-9) supports éX\eitrov with
the argument that Antigone’s death would thus be alluded at both
2-3 and 584-5. Toti (2012, 18-28) similarly proposes émeiyov, “which
of the evils from Oedipus that hastens (to fulfil itself)”, interpreting
6 11 ... emeiyov as a kind of personification. But a participle governed
by interrogative 6 11 is unparalleled. Agosto (2018, 964-6) restores
opoiov, making it a modifier of v¢v €1 Lhoarv (“on us alike”), but (1)

50 See the references cited in Schwab 2006, 27 fn. 33.

51 Tr. 1233-6 (hanging tic ydp wo®’ at 1233, resumed by 1235 tig talt’ &v ... €\otto;),
1238-9 (hanging &vrp, followed by ég €oikev + infinitive), OT 60-1 (hanging voooivreg,
shift from personal to impersonal construction), 159-63 (hanging kekASépevog, shift
from third to first person; L1-J/W remove it by accepting Blaydes’ ait® at 163), 758-62
(&ypoug without preposition, resumed in kami ... vopdg), Phil. 497-9 (change of subject),
547-52 (shift from personal to impersonal construction; Reiske’s whéw for mhéwv at 547,
accepted by L1-J/W, removes it).

52 See o cxp ’ 01004 11 (Bothe 1827, 7-8), ap 01004 Yy’ 6and ap’ £o1 €11 (Blaydes). Meineke’s
C(p omea 67 (1861, 2-3) solves the hyperbaton, but wrongly introduces &, unattested
with ¢ cxpcx (teste Denniston 1954) and not amenable to either evidential or emphatic/af-
firmative function.

53 Further proposals by Blaydes questionably assume that 6oiov should be a gloss to
& 11: (1) Tob maTpog (a superfluous qualification for Oidimov); (2) Tyrotog (a superfluous
attribute of Zeus); (3) 1&>v&’ oudév (deictic pronoun misplaced); (4) ovdev mx (which pro-
duces a mismatch between questlon and answer) The rewriting ¢ C(p 0108’ & T1 ZeUg THV
&’ O1ditou kakdv | péAAeL 10 horrov vév Tt Lwoary Teheiv; further complicates matters.
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opoiov is unparalleled in Sophocles,** (2) the equal status of the sis-
ters as victims of Oedipus’ kaka is already sufficiently conveyed by
the duals vov ... Cooav.

Some scholars restore éoti. Blaydes (1859, 447-8) and Paley (1882,
16-17) propose ap’ 01’ 611 Zevg tév &’ Oidimou kakdv | ovk €06’
otolov oUyl vév Twoouv tehel;.”® But this removes the essential 11
(which could hardly have displaced oux £06’), making 2-3 too simi-
lar to 4-6.°° Schmidt (1880, i-iv) suggests ap’ €06’ & 11 Zevg téV &1’
Oidimou kakdv | Eotkev ouxi vev €Tt Lyooawy Tehely;, but this produc-
es an inappropriately hedging tone on Antigone’s part (see £oikev),
in contrast to her bold style throughout the scene.

Transpositions are equally unhelpful. Heimsoeth’s rewriting (1865,
1: 211) &p’ 01064 1oy T1 TéV &1’ OidiTou KakdV | dTroiov oU ZeUg vév
€11 Cwoawy TeAeT; requires the transposition of Zeuc and several emen-
dations, but the hedging Tou resulting from this text is out of place
in Antigone’s utterance; Blaydes &p’ otaba tév &’ Oidimou kakdv
611 | Zeug oUdgv OUXl vQv ETL Ccooouv eei; and &p’ 0106’ dmoiov TGV
&’ O1dimou kakdv | Zeug oUyi péMAer v&v €Tt Twoarv Teleiv; require
too many changes without providing any convincing account of how
the confusion originated. Nauck (in Schneidewin and Nauck 1886,
156) emends to p’ 0ic8’ & 11 Zelg vV €Tt Lwoarv Telel | 6Troiov oyl
16v &’ O1dimou kakdv;: this gives rise to a rather different question
(“What evils does Zeus send to us that do not come from Oedipus?”)
that fails to match Antigone’s answer.

L1-J/W (So. 115) dismiss earlier proposals and 1n1t1a11y prlnt cxp
0100 & 11 Zevg tév &’ Oidimou kakév - | &, moiov ovyi vov £t
Coyoaw teel;. This requires line-ending aposiopesis plus Antlgone S
self-resumption via the interjection &: “Do you know what Zeus of
the evils coming from Oedipus ... ah, which one does not he fulfil
for us who are still alive?”. Following harsh criticism by reviewers,*’
L1-J/W (ST 66-7) change 6 t1 to 611,°® which replaces the annoying
similarity between the aborted and the revised question with an
even sharper anacoluthon: Antigone now starts with a yes/no ques-
tion, “Do you know that Zeus fulfils all sorts of evils?”, and ends with
a yes/no-question, “Do you know which evil Zeus does not fulfil?”.

54 At 586, Seidler’s deletion of opoiov should be accepted to fix responsion (see L1-J/W,
So. 128-9, with references). Sophocles normally uses opoiwg (8X).

55 Other attempts by Blaydes are even less felicitous, i.e. ok €68’ 6Toiov vév €T 0l
Cooowv telel; and oUk €oTiv § Tt v@v oUk €Tt Twoary Telel;, implying “to us who are no
longer alive” (or o wrongly placed).

56 This is probably why Paley deletes 4-6.

57 See Brown 1991, 325, Dawe 2002-03, 8 = 2007, 354 and the reviewers cited in
LI-J/W, ST 66 (an exception is Renehan 1992, 362).

58 The earlier proposal is imputed to “carelessness”.

19

Lexis e-ISSN 2724-1564
41(ns),2023,1,7-34



Marco Catrambone
Evils Full of até: Sophocles, Antigone 1-6

Serious problems undermine L1-J/W’s solution, including some in-
consistencies in translation and punctuation not properly addressed
by the editors:

1. a single & in iambic contexts is attested at Soph. OT 1147
&, Ko)\o@e mpéoPu, 16v&’, Phil. 1300 ¢ &, pn&xpmg, pn, Trpog
Beddv, pn ‘¢iic BE)\og, Eur. Alc. 526 &, pn 'n:poK)\ou akotty, &¢ TOT
apﬁa)\ou, HF 629 &, o1&’ OUK o«pmc > AAN &dvaTrTovTal TTETTAWV
| Too¢yde pdAhov, Hel. 445 ¢ &, piy pdoete yeipa pnd GBet Pig,
Ba. 810 & | Pouky o¢’ év opsot ouykaﬁr]psvag 18¢iv;, Aristoph.
Ran. 759 &, Plut. 127 &, pr] Aéy’, o mévnpe, TalT.*?

In all but one example & occurs sentence-initially and in
turn-beginning position.®® A partial exception is Eur. HF 629,
in which & occurs sentence-initially yet not at turn-beginning:
in this passage, & nevertheless marks a new move by Hera-
cles, who is trying to stop his children from holding on to his
garments after trying unsuccessfully to persuade them to en-
ter the house. In Ant. 3, the usage of & would be quite differ-
ent: the interjection would occur in mid-sentence and without
the nuance of reproof it invariably has in the parallels given
above, all of which consist of prohibitions introduced by p#n;**

2. printing & 1, identical duplicates would be made of a single
question, producing unnatural hesitation on Antigone’s part
(“What of the evils from Oedipus does Zeus ... Which evils
does not he fulfil?”);* printing 611, it would be unclear which
question Antigone is aborting (“Do you know that Zeus of
the evils from Oedipus ... [does what?]”, which provides an
additional argument against the resulting aposiopesis (see
below).®* The problems are not remedied by Lloyd-Jones’
translation “Are you aware that Zeus... ah, which of the evils
that come from Oedipus is he not accomplishing while we

59 See Nordgren 2015, 96-100, with references (for a full inventory of the occurrenc-
es see 211-12). At Aesch. Ag. 1087 & moi mot’ fiyayég pe; Ttpog moiav otéynv;, the inter-
jection occurs sentence-initially (though not turn-initially) at the beginning of an iam-
bic trimeter following Cassandra’s lyrics (1085-6 ba ba | ba doch).

60 Furtheroccurrences are introduced by conjecture at [Eur.] Rh. 687 & ¢ihiov &vdpa
pn Bévyg (Musgrave; a & vel & & codd.) and Eur. Hipp. 503 a pﬁ o€ pog Bedv ... | Trépc(
npoﬁqg VS (Nauck xai pr ye fere codd.) and Ion 361 & pij p &’ (Nauck; kai pr y* ém’
L) oiktov €Eay’ ou "AeMjopeba (see Barrett 1964, 251, but his defence of & is not unas-
sailable). Anyway, all follow the generalisation given above.

61 See Labiano 2017.
62 For the objection, see Brown 1991, 325.

63 See Housman 1887, 241 = 1972, 1: 13: “In cases of aposiopesis it is requisite that
we should be able to form a notion how the speaker was about to complete the sen-
tence which he breaks off”.
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still live?”,** which would require & to follow directly after
Ze\g in the text;

3. aposiopesis followed by speaker’s self-resumption rarely oc-
curs in drama, many parallels being controversial.®® In all
its incontrovertible instances, however, aposiopesis is used
euphemistically, to avoid uttering words it would not be sen-
sible to utter under the ongoing circumstances. In our pas-
sage, given that Antigone resumes her initial question with
minimal changes, aposiopesis would hardly make sense ex-
cept as a manneristic expression of Antigone’s distress - one
which would be contradicted by the peremptory tone of her
self-answer at 4-6. Early position in the play further militates
against aposiopesis: incipits were especially liable to memori-
sation, later quotation and - as shown by the contest between
Aeschylus and Euripides at Aristoph. Ran. 1119-250 - parod-
ic manipulation, in which case the problem of 6pBo¢meia took
the lion’s share.®® Making linguistically imperfect incipits
would have been a risk, and a consummate playwright would
have tried to avoid it as much as possible.

Negative reactions followed the publication of L1-J/W’s emendation of
2-3. Griffith (1999, 120) rejects the text of the OCT, but remains un-
decided between Schneidewin’s idea that “dmoiov redefines and am-
plifies & 1" and Jebb’s claim that “oicBa & T1 o0 Tehei; has been con-
flated with 11 <¢oTiv> 6Toiov ol Tehel;”. Dawe (1996, 2), too, prints a
different text, &p’ 018’ & 11 Zevg, 1év T &’ Oidimou kaxédv | 6moiov
oyl v@v €11 Ldoarv Tehel;: his correction is admittedly small, yet it
restores the troublesome question “What is Zeus?”, which is out of
place in the context. Brown (1991, 325-6) assumes a two-line lacuna
between 2 and 3, suggesting both lines to be part of a parallel struc-
ture but the resulting four lines - &p’ 0108’ & 11 Zevg 1éyv &’ Oidimou
Kak®V | <mrapeic avarel 1¢) yéver oTépEet Toté; | &p’ oloBa Trijpa Tév
Yével TTpoketpévmv> | Omoiov ouxi vév ETt Layoarv telel; - display naive
repetition of words and ideas: note the reduplication of &p’ o1o6’ and
véver and the conceptual redundancy of tév &’ Oidimou kakédv and
Ttiipa tdv ... Tpoketpévawv. Kovacs (1992, 9-12), unlike L1-J/W, blames 6

64 In Lloyd-Jones’ Loeb (1994, 2: 5) a dash is placed before & but after tév ... kakév,
as in the OCT; no dash is found in L1-J/W, ST 66.

65 See (my reservations in brackets) Aesch. Pers. 211-14 (a topic diversion; no syn-
tactical break), Ag. 498-9, Ch. 193-4, Soph. Aj. 384-5 (syntax complete), OT 1289, Eur.
El 1245, Ion 695-8 (contra, see Martin 2018, 319-20), Or. 1145, Pho. 903-4 (a change
of topic: note &6¢). On (self-)aposiopesis, see Mastronarde 1979, 52-73; Ricottilli 1984;
Casanova 2007; 2008; De Poli 2008; 2017; 2020a; 2020b.

66 See Dover 1993, 29-32; Halliwell 2011, 133-6.
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11 and extends the corruption to the following word, Zeuc.¢” As Kovacs
argues, the original subject of 6mroiov ... TeAei must have been a pro-
leptic accusative governed by oio8a, which he assumes to be "Epivuy,
often portrayed as carrying out destruction on behalf of the gods.®®
Kovacs does not explain how in his view the word Zeuc¢ could have
edged out ’Epiviv. In support to his view, he cites two passages from
the second stasimon, a section of the play which shows a clear con-
nection to Antigone’s initial words through the shared motif of ate.”
Both passages, however, allude rather generically to divine agency
as enforcing the destruction of the Labdacids:™ see 594-8 &pyaia ta
AaBSakidav oikwv (')p(I)pou | Trr']potrot (peltcbv €Tl TTpooL TiTTOVT) |
oud’ dmalldooet yeveay stog, AAN € EpEl‘ITEl | Bedov g, o0&’ Exer Moy
and 601-3 xat’ at viv powvia | Bedv 1OV veptépwv cxpo( Kovig, | Aéyou
T’ dvota kai gpevédv 'Epivic.” It is true that a ¢pevédv "Epivig (“an Er-
inys of the mind”) is mentioned at 603 alongside ASyou ... &voia (“fol-
ly of speech”):”® regardless of whether this Erinys is to be understood
as mental derangement or (less likely) as a fully personified demon-
ic agent,™ such a later diagnosis by the Chorus can hardly be trans-

67 No other motivation is given besides the fact that “once we remove & 1, there is
no way to fit the nominative of Zeus’s name into the line without absurdity” (1992, 10).
Kovacs also discards ¢ ap 0108a &1 Zevg and &p’ 01094 Ye Zevg.

68 Several alternatives are considered and qulckly dismissed by Kovacs: Zijva (unmet-
rical), Kpovidnv (not used in trimeters), daipwv (not in the required accusative), ®oifov
(Apollo is not a destroyer of the Labdacids in this play), métpov and Moipav (too feeble).

69 See Kovacs 1992, 11 fn. 5, comparing II. 19.87, Aesch. Ag. 59, 461-6 and the ref-
erences to the Erinyes in Aeschylus’ Seven. Another reason for printing "Epiviv is Ko-
vacs’ dissatisfaction with v¢v ér1 Cooouv: “Antigone speaks the way she does because
the subject of te\ei is [...] normally thought to bring death [...], not pain and disgrace in
life”. But Antigone generically speaks of kakd (including, not coinciding with, death),
nor does telei imply death.

70 On the second stasimon of Antigone, see Easterling 1978, Griffith 1999, 218-30,
Ferrari 2010, Milo 2010, Cairns 2013, 2014a, 2014b, Gagné 2013, 363-76.

71 See Easterling 1978, 143: “the Chorus can only make sense of what has happened
by seeing it all as part of a divine design”.

72 On 601-3, see especially Ferrari 2010, Cairns 2014b. The arguments assembled
by Ferrari and Cairns for retaining kévi¢ at 602 are remarkably strong, though Re-
iske’s komig, printed by all recent editors with the exception of Griffith 1999, is still en-
dorsed by Liapis 2013, 94.

73 Cairns 2013, xii calls them two “clear paraphrases for até in its subjective sense”
(further references at xliii fn. 17). Whether Aéyou T’ &voia kai ¢ppevédv "Epivig is an ap-
position (Ferrari 2010, 52, printing xovig; Lloyd-Jones 1957, 18, printing komic) or a dou-
ble addition to 602 (Easterling 1978, 148, printing x6vig; Long 1974, printing xotric),
it seems equally to refer to Antigone in the first place (Cairns 2013, xiv, xliv fn. 26).

74 For Epwug as a chiefly internal disposition, Dawe (1967) 108-9 cites e.g. Soph. Aj.
1034-5 ¢ ap ouk "Epivug Tolt’ sxot)xksuos Eupog | k&xeivov Aidng, dnproupyog ayprog, Tr.
893-5 Etex’ Eteke peydhav | dvéoptog &Se vipga | §6poiat Toiod 'Epiviy, though, as Dawe
admits, the parallels only imply that “Erinys is not now being visualised as a goddess
like one of the Furies in Eumenides” (109). Winnington-Ingram (1979) 7-8 strongly ob-
jects to ppevdv "Epivig that “it waters down, if not abolishes, the personification” of the
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ferred ipso facto to Antigone’s opening reflection in 2-3, in which tehei
is admittedly more appropriate to Zeus than to any Erinys (see be-
low). A closer examination of the second stasimon corroborates the
impression that Zeug¢ should by no means be removed from 2: to the
passages cited by Kovacs, add 584-5 oi¢ ydp &v oe1067) Be6Bev S6pog,
&rag | oUdev ENAeter yevedg el AfBog Eptrov, 620-4 copia Yap Ex Tou
| KAewov Emog TEpavTat, | 10 kakov Sokeiv ot EcBAOV | 1)’ Eppev ST
ppévag | Beog dyer mpog drav and especially 604-5 tedv, Zel, Sivaotv
Tig Av|6pdv UepPaoia katdoyot;, 608-10 dyfpwg 6¢ ypove Suvdotag
| katéxeis ‘'OMdprou | pappapdecoav aiyhav and 611-14 16 ©° Emerta
kol 1O péAAov | kai 1O Tpiv ETapkéoet | vépog 66™ 0udEV’ Eptret | Bvatddv
Biotog TapTToAUS EKTOG ETOS.

Willink (2000, 665-71 = 2010, 309-15) concurs with LI-J/W that
omoiov is corrupt, whereas 611 is defended by the parallel of Aristoph.
Av. 1246 gxp’ 0100’ &11 Zevg, €F pe Autrioet épa, | péhabpa pev aitod kai
Spoug Apgiovog | katalBal@ow ...;."* Assuming that the textual con-
fusion was caused by the very condensed information, Willink (2000,
667 = 2010, 312) proposes to delete 6moiov at 3, which he suggests
might have intruded into the text under the influence of 6moiov in 5.7
For the missing word in 3, Willink maintains that (a) the accusative
required for t&v ... kaxédv should mean “cessation of”, “relief from
(evils)”, (b) 2-3 should make a different point than 4-6: he therefore
proposes - boldly enough, as he admits - &Gpmavhav (i.e. dvdmaulay,
“rest”). The noun &vamauvAa sporadically occurs in texts from the
Classical Age (Soph. EI. 873, Phil. 638, 878, Eur. Hipp. 1137, fr. 912.13,
Thuc. 2.38.1, 2.75.3: see also mavAa at Soph. Tr. 1255, Phil. 1329, OC
88), but never in the &p- form, which is rarely used by Sophocles
metri gratia with other nouns: cf. Aj. 416 apmvor, OC 1068 &ufaoig.
Though not impossible, Willink’s solution is linguistically, metrical-
ly"” and contextually unattractive: according to the straightforward
interpretation of 2-6, Antigone does answer the question she herself
has asked (“What is there that Zeus does not send to us? Nothing”);
with Willink’s text, Antigone would offer a generic complaint about
Zeus (“Do you know that Zeus does not relieve us from evils?”) and

Erinys which he would like to maintain in view of the “Aeschylean” features of the ode:
his alternative solution, reading Aéyou and gpevév as both governed by &voia (“folly of
word and mind is an Erinys”), has nothing to recommend it.

75 See Dunbar 1998, 627, adding Av. 1246 as a possible echo of Ant. 1155 &opwv
Apgpiovog (if it is not Aesch. Niobe fr. 160 that is being alluded).

76 On the same grounds, Jones 1995, 237 emends omoiov to Bavdvrog (i.e. Oidimou)
to “make explicit the contrast between the dead Oedipus and v¢v Ccyooiv”, though this
point is already made clear by vév €11 Lhoouv.

77 &vamavlav produces first-foot anapaest, unattested in Antigone (see Schein 1979,

79). Willink 2000, 670 [= 2010, 315] fn. 33 also discusses and rejects the possibility of
introducing words of different metrical shapes (xw-, vvev, Or vo-v).
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then repeat it with different, yet largely disconnected, words (“There
is no evil that I have not seen”). Willink (2000, 670 = 210, 314) fur-
ther complicates matters by adding that “the negative oUyi is in the
right place before v¢v &t {doouv for the sense ‘not for us still liv-
ing... (by contrast with those who are dead)”. If so, 2-3 are taken to
imply that Zeus has brought té&v ... kaxédv | dpmaviav (“cessation of
evils”, i.e. “death”) to all of Oedipus” family members except to its
last survivors, Antigone and Ismene.”® Even though in the rest of the
play Antigone is seen as ready to accept death for Polynices, an ex-
plicit cupio dissolvi would be premature here: before setting out to
bury Polynices all alone, Antigone spends some time trying to con-
vince Ismene to offer assistance. Moreover, Antigone would hardly
regard t&v &’ Oidimou kakdv as “cessation from evil” rather than
an evil itself.

The paradosis is sound, but its syntactical structure has not been
properly understood because of insufficient attention to pragmatics
and word order.

As noted above, the worst difficulty in 2-3 is the co-occurrence of
6 Tr and o6moiov: word order suggests that these cannot introduce, or
belong to, the same clause. The right track has been taken by those
scholars who tried to isolate two distinct clauses out of the whole &
11 ... TeAel. The two clauses are as follows:™

1. 611 Zeug &V &’ Oidimou kakdy, a relative clause with verb

unexpressed;

2. omoiov olyi v@v ETi Ldoaw Tehel, an interrogative clause with

Ze\g as its resumed subject.

The main axis of the sentence is gxp’ 0160’ ... dmoiov oUyi v@v £t
Cooarv tehel;, in which omoiov is surely to be taken as interrogative:
this is independently suggested by the rightmost position of teAei and
by the general content of 4-6, which strictly respond to 3. Pronominal
omoiog, well-attested in indirect questions,®® would standardly occur
here in clause-initial position (Battezzato 2000, 145-6 = 2008, 85-6).
Examples of evidential &pq suggest that this is to be understood as
an assent-seeking question,®* elicited by external evidence and de-

78 Willink 2000, 670 = 2010, 315 cites Plut. Arat. 54 on &mwdAuoic kakdv Bdvatog.

79 This segmentation is corroborated by line boundaries, which nicely split the sen-
tence into two chunks, occupying line 2 and 3 respectively.

80 SeePV475, Soph. Aj. 1354, Tr. 1077, OT 554, OC 561, 572, 1347, 1656, Eur. Med. 377
oUk 018’ 6mroig (i.e. 66¢) TpdTOV EYYELP®, Pikar, Ton 574, 803, Hel. 631 ouk 018’ dmoiou
Tp&HTOV &pEwpm Ta vuv, JA 1605, [Eur.] Rh. 802.

81 See Bakker 1993, 15-23; Sicking, van Ophuijsen 1993, 101-39.
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signed to seek agreement with Ismene:*? since in her self-reply at 4-6
Antigone picks up words of her own, the question to be answered by
Antigone must include at least some linguistic material embedded
in the answer.

Defenders of the paradosis are correct that Zeuc is the grammati-
cal subject of 6Toiov ... Tehel;, but most interpretations fail to explain
the harsh hyperbaton (Brunck, Jebb) or try to circumvent the prob-
lem by assuming unlikely repetitions (Seidler), interruptions (Schnei-
dewin) or unattested uses of pronouns (Boeckh). The same is true of
most emendations proposed so far, which try to get rid of one between
6 11 (Kovacs) or 6toiov (e.g. L1-J/W, Willink) or rearrange the text so
that two different questions are restored (Brown, Dawe). The sim-
plest solution is that no such hyperbaton exists: Zeuc is both the ex-
pressed subject of the relative clause 6 11 ... kak&v and the resumed
subject of 6mroiov ... Tehei. That the 6moiov-clause is the only question
in 2-3 rules out both the interpretation of 6 11 as interrogative (an-
other question word, dmoiov, is already there) and the existence of
the conjunction 671, which is incompatible with interrogative 6moiov.

Being positioned to the left of the question omoiov ... te)ei, the
relative clause 6 11 Zeug tdv &’ Oidimou kakov provides the back-
ground information upon which Antigone’s question is based. Prag-
matically speaking, 6 11 ... kax®v can be understood as a pre-posed
(i.e. fronted) “topicalized” clause.®* Topicalization is the placement
of Topic constituents at the front of their clauses or sentences (i.e. in
leftmost position). In 2-3, the clause introduced by & 11 constitutes
the larger set wherefrom the interrogative clause with 6moiov ex-
tracts its referents (Mati¢ 2003, 580, speaking of “extra-clausal Top-
ics”). In less technical language, the 6 Ti-clause embeds information
that is assumed to be known and taken for granted by Antigone and
Ismene (“Topic” or “presupposed information”, i.e. “all the evils de-
riving from Oedipus that Zeus sent”). In turn, the 6moiov-question
makes a new point about the presupposed information, in this case
by asking a question (“Focus” or “asserted information”, i.e. “which of
these evils were not sent forth to the sisters?”). A literal translation
of 2-3 runs as follows: “Do you know, as for that which [= & 1] Zeus
<is> / <fulfils> of the evils coming from Oedipus, what [= 6moiov]
does not he fulfil for us who are still alive?”.** Suitably to the occa-

82 In terms of politeness, épa-questions may be used manipulate the hearer’s pre-
supposition in order to show the speaker’s cooperative attitude: see Catrambone 2019,
§3.5.2.7.

83 On Topics and topicalization, see Dik 1995, passim; 2007, 136-67; Battezzato 2000,
151-3 = 2008, 91-3; Mati¢ 2003; Allan 2014; Goldstein 2015, 121-73.

84 The lack of identical parallels may be due to the comparatively lower frequency of
indirect questions. For the commoner occurrence of co-referential ti¢ and dotig, see
(with neut.) Aristoph. Pax 1256-7, Lys. 21-2, Plut. 855, Xen. Oec. 7.16; (with masc./fem.)
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sion (a new xakdv is on the way), Antigone connects her outraged
question to the broader issue of Oedipus’ doom.

For topicalized relative clauses with &¢ or 6oti¢ “at the head of the
sentence with unexpressed neuter antecedent [...] as a kind of acc.
of respect announcing a topic vital to the sense of the main clause”
(Mastronarde 2002, 249), see Soph. Tr. 350 & pev yap eEeipnrag dyvoia
i Exet, OT 216 aiteig & & aiteic, T8p’ eav Belng €mn | kAMwv SéyeaBar
[...] &knv A&Porg av kdvokoipiotv kakdv,* 486 6 11 AéEw & dmmopd,
Phil. 1367 &AN & pot Euvidpooag, | épyov pog oikoug, Eur. Med. 453
& & &g Tupdvvoug ol oot Aeheypéva, | TTa&v képdog fyol Cnptoupévn
euyf), 547 & & & ydapoug pot Baothikoug wveibioag, | Ev 1¢de Seifw
TPOTA pEv 009o¢ Yeyws, Hipp. 21 6 & eig €y npdprnke Tipwpiioopat |
‘IrrrtoAutoy, Ion 380 & & av Siddo’ éKévrsg, (bcps)\otipseot Hel. 1009 &
& apei TupPo 168’ dverdileig TIZCLTPOg, | fpiv 66’ O(U'rog pueog, Arlstoph
Pax 1268 &\N 6 11 rep 4dewv ETivoEls, & T|:c11510v, | adtol Tap’ Epe oTav
TtpStepov avaPadol vecx&, Bacchyl. 17.24 & 11 plelv €k Beddv Moipa
Tay|kpatig Gppt kotéveuoe kai Aikag [ pémer tdhavTov, Tempwpevial
v | aioav [elxmAfoopev, Hdt. 7.133 6 11 6¢ [...] ouvveike aveBéhntov
vevéaBat, oUk Exw etmat, ANy 61t [...], and so on.

My proposed interpretation avoids postulating disordered syntax
or anomalous linguistic phenomena such as anacoluthon, aposiopesis,
syntactical discontinuity, hyperbaton, anaphoric resumption and/or
reduplication of interrogatives, non-standard use of pronouns. This
syntax justifies the explanation 1o “6 11" &vri to¥ “6” found in the scho-
lium, and also, perhaps, the freer paraphrase supplied for 2-3, ¢ O(pO(
Y€ €ott <T1> THV &’ Oidimodog kakdv oTroiov oUyi 6 Zeug €1t Lwoaig
npiv tehel;. The scholiast, probably deceived by the ordering 6 Tt ...
omoiov, wrongly took 6moiov as analogous to the relative 6moiovin 5
and simplified the problematic ap "0108’ & 11, which he could no long-
er take as 1nterrogat1ve into the yes/no question o cxpa YE €0TL <T1> ...
O'ITOI.OV OUXI O ZEUg TE)\EI.,.

As for the unexpressed verb in 2, an immediate suggestion may
be tehei, which one could easily supply from 3. Compare especially
Soph. Tereus fr. 590 (presumably from the play’s ending) Bvntrv 6¢
pUowv xpn Bvnta gpovely, | Tolto kateddtag, g oUk Eotiv | ANV
A1 0Ubeig TGOV peAASvIwy | Topiag & Tt xpn) teteAéoBon, where Zeus
is called “master [...] of what is destined to be accomplished” (note
teMéw and 6 11 = accusative of respect). Nothing changes, however,

Soph. Tr. 1235, OT 463, Eur. El. 377-8, HF 1106-7, Ion 623-4, Hel. 435-6, Pho. 594-5, fr.
127.2, Thesm. 592-3, 871-2, Eccl. 1131, Thuc. 3.39.7, 3.46.2, 3.64.4, etc. The proposed
interpretation is better than taking émoiov as antecedent of a proleptic relative & 11
(“Do you know what [6roiov] Zeus does not fulfil for us who are still alive that [611] he
fulfils (or: is) of the evils coming from Oedipus”).

85 For aiteic & & aiteic instead of the tautological aiteic & & aiteic (Which would re-
move this example from the list), see Finglass 2018, 239.
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if éo1i is supplied instead of te)ei: for 2-3 would mean “do you know,
as for that which Zeus is [i.e. is responsible] of the evils coming from
Oedipus, what does not he send to the two of us while we are still
alive?”.%¢ Apart from the abovementioned fr. 590 from Tereus, com-
pare the anapaestic closure of Sophocles’ Trachiniae, in which the re-
capitulation of the sufferings of Heracles’ household is rounded off by
a generalisation about Zeus’s control over human affairs (Tr. 1270-8):%7
& pEv oV pEMovVT 0USeic Epopd, | T 8¢ Vv E0TOT oikTpd pév fpiv,
| aioypa & éxeivorg, | xakemdtata 8 oUv avdpdv mdvtwy | 1§ THVE
&rnv Uméyovt. | Aetmmou pnde ov, mapBev’, £ olkwy, | peydAoug pev
idolioa véoug Bavatoug, | oA 8¢ TTpata <kai> kavotabi, | koudev
Toutwv 6 1t pn Zevg. The final adage includes 6 11 pr) Zevg, which re-
quires the mental supplement éotiv, as is possibly the case at Ant,
2.%8 The zero-copula clause thus restored conforms to the general
formulations typically associated with (though not exclusive to) this
construction.®® For relative clauses with zero-copula construction,
see (with 6¢) Tr. 1116, OT 862, OC 793, 1133; (with Sotic) Aj. 1038,
Ant. 209, OT 344, El. 257; (with Somep) Tr. 56. Under this scenario,
6 Tt is more likely predicate and Zeug its subject than the other way
round:®° for the predicate-subject ordering, immortalised by Pind. OL.
1.1 &protov pev Udwp, compare Soph. Aj. 665 exBpdv &dwpa ddpa,
EL 174 €11 péyag oUpdve Zeig, OT 609-10 ou yop dikatov [...] vopiZery,
El. 145 vijmriog 6¢ ... émiAaBetar, and also (in subordinate clauses) Tr.
1116 aitfoopat ydp o’ dv Sikaia tuyxévew, Phil. 1227 émpaEag Epyov
Toiov Gv ol cot TIpETIOV;.

Since no verb occurs in 2, there is no way to make a choice be-
tween telei and éoti. Both constructions highlight Zeus’s general
responsibility for all the present and future evils stemming from
Oedipus. Antigone’s question, though syntactically simpler, now be-
comes subtler and more poignant than in any received interpreta-
tion of 2-3. She starts from the conventional idea that Zeus con-
trols everything that happens to humankind: compare II. 1.5 Atog &
Erekeieto Bouli, 15.631-2 Zel mditep, 1) Té o€ paot wept ppévag Eppevar
M wv | &vdpdv nde Beddv: ofo & Ex 1dde dvta méNovTar, Hes. Op.
668-9 ¢v toig (= Zeus and Poseidon) yap téhog €otiv opddg dyabdv te

86 For the formula “somebody is something”, see Gow 1952, 2: 268-9.
87 For the idea, see the parallels cited by Pearson 1917, 2: 232-3, on Tereus fr. 590.

88 Thus Jebb 1892, 183 and Gow 1952, 2: 268. West 1979, 112 and Davies 1991, 266-7
suggest instead émwpaev, but the latter is not warranted by schol. Soph. Tr. 1278a® Xenis
(2010, 258) oudev TouTwV 0udeig Empatey, el piy pévog 6 Zevg, which may well be a fre-
er paraphrase of 1278.

89 On nominal (= zero-copula) clauses, see S-D 2: 623-4 (references at 623 fn. 1);
Guiraud 1962; Lanérés 1994; Mambrini 2019.

90 For statistical remarks on historiography, see Mambrini 2019, 105-7.
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kakév te, Semon. fr. 1.1-2 & mad, éhog pév Zelg Eyer Papiktutog |
TavIov 60° 0Tl kai Tino’ oky Béker, Alc. fr. 200.10 Zelg Exer] TéN,
og Kpolvidaug, Sol. fr. 13.17 o0 yap 6n<v> Bvnroig UBprog Epya meNet,
| GAG Zeug Tdvtov épopd téhog, Pind. Nem. 10.28-30 Zel mdep [...]
mtav ¢ Téhog | év Tiv Epywv, Aesch. Suppl. 823-4 yoidoye Taykpateg
Zet [...] 11 & veu o€Bev | Bvatoiot téketdv éotiv;, Ag. 1485-8 im in
Siai Atog | avartiou Tavepyéta: | Tt Yap Ppotoic dveu Alog Teheital;
| 11 VS oU Bedkpavtdv €otiv;, Eur. fr. 1110 Zevg év Beoior pavrig
ayevdéotarog | kai téhog avtog €xet.” Then, Antigone asks which of
those calamities that Zeus cannot help fulfilling have been escaped
by the sisters: for the sentiment, compare Deianira’s prayer to Zeus
to be spared suffering as long as she lives (Soph. Tr. 303-5): & Zei
TpoTaie, pn ot eioidoipi o€ | TPOG TOUPOV OUTW OTIEPPA YWPNTAVTA
o1, | pnd, €1 11 Spdoeig, Tiiodé ye Lwong E11.”2 On Zeus as sender of
ate, see especially I1. 2.111-12 = 9.18-19, 8.236-7, 19.87-8, Aesch. Ag.
355-61, Ch. 380-5, Soph. Tr. 995-1002 (having sent Ac>fn to Heracles,
Zeus is the only one who could put his &tn to an end).

91 For the association of Zeic with teheiv/téNog, see also II. 9.456, 15.593, 18.74,
18.116, 22.366, Od. 2.34, 11.297, 15.112, 17.51, 17.60, Archil. fr. 298, Alc. fr. 361, Pind.
Ol. 13.115, Pyth. 1.67, Bacchyl. 3.25-6, Aesch. Sept. 116-17, Suppl. 524-6, 624, Ag. 973,
1487-8, Ch. 380-5, PV 12-13, Soph. OC 1079, Lloyd-Jones 1971, 82-7; West 1990, 104-5.

92 See further Il. 6.464-5, 24.244-6, Aesch. Sept. 219-22, Ag. 1537-40.

28

Lexis e-ISSN 2724-1564
41(ns),2023,1,7-34



Marco Catrambone
Evils Full of até: Sophocles, Antigone 1-6

Bibliography

Abbreviations

Dawe, STS = Dawe, R.D. (1973-78). Studies on the Text of Sophocles, 3 vols. Lei-
den: Brill.

K.-A.=Austin, C.F.L.; Kassel, R. (1983-). Poetae comici Graeci. Berlin; New York:
De Gruyter.

LI-J/W = Lloyd-Jones, H.; Wilson, N.G. (1992). Sophoclis fabulae. Oxford: Clar-
endon Press.

LI-J/W, So.=Lloyd-Jones, H.; Wilson, N.G. (1990). Sophoclea: Studies on the Text
of Sophocles. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

LI-J/W, ST = Lloyd-Jones, H.; Wilson, N.G. (1997). Sophocles: Second Thoughts.
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

LSJ = Liddell, H.G.; Scott, R.L. (1940). A Greek-English Lexicon, 9th ed. Revised
by Sir H.S. Jones, R. McKenzie et al. With a Revised Supplement edited by
P.G.W. Glare, A.A. Thompson. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

S-D = Schwyazer, E.; Debrunner, A. (1939-71). Griechische Grammatik, 4 Bde.
Miinchen: Beck.

TrGF=Snell, B.; Kannicht, R.; Radt, S.L. (1971-2004). Tragicorum Graecorum frag-
menta, 5 vols. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

Cited Works

Agosto, M. (2018). “’Atng dtep: ANote on Sophocles, Antigone 2-6”. Mnemosyne,
71,958-75. https://doi.org/10.1163/1568525X-12342442.

Allan, R.J. (2014). “Changing the Topic. Topic Position in Ancient
Greek Word Order”. Mnemosyne, 67, 181-213. https://doi.
org/10.1163/1568525X-12341050.

Anonymous Londinensis (1722). Sophoclis tragoediae septem. London: Ton-
son and Watts.

Ast, F. (ed.) (1804). Sophokles Trauerspiele. Leipzig: Schwickertsche Verlage.

Austin, C.F.L. (2006). “The Girl Who Said ‘No’ (Sophocles’ Antigone)”. Eikasmos,
17,103-15.

Bakker, E.J. (1993). “Discourse and Performance: Involvement, Visualiza-
tion, and Presence in Homeric Poetry”. ClAnt, 12, 1-29. https://doi.
org/10.2307/25010981.

Barrett, W.S. (ed.) (1964). Euripides: Hippolytos. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Battezzato, L. (2000). “Pragmatica e retorica delle frasi interrogative in Euripi-
de: note aifr. 125 e 255 Nauck e ad Andr. 366 s. (con una parentesi sul fr. 172
Nauck)”. MD, 44, 141-73.

Battezzato, L. (2008). Linguistica e retorica della tragedia greca. Roma: Edizio-
ni di Storia e Letteratura.

Bekker, I. (1833). Apollonii Sophistae lexicon Homericum. Berlin: Reimer.

Bergk, W.T. (ed.) (1858). Sophoclis tragoediae. Leipzig: Tauchnitz.

Blaydes, F.H.M. (ed.) (1859). Sophocles, with English Notes, vol. 1. London: Whit-
taker.

Boeckh, A. (ed.) (1843). Des Sophokles Antigone. Berlin: Veit.

Bonitz, H. (1857). Beitrdge zur Erkldrung des Sophokles. Wien: Braumdiller.

Bothe, F.H. (1827). Sophoclis Antigona. Leipzig: Hahn.

29

Lexis e-ISSN 2724-1564
41(ns),2023,1,7-34


https://doi.org/10.1163/1568525X-12342442
https://doi.org/10.1163/1568525X-12341050
https://doi.org/10.1163/1568525X-12341050
https://doi.org/10.2307/25010981
https://doi.org/10.2307/25010981

Marco Catrambone
Evils Full of até: Sophocles, Antigone 1-6

Brown, A. (ed.) (1987). Sophocles: “Antigone”. Warminster: Aris and Phillips.

Brown, A. (1991). “Notes on Sophocles’ Antigone”. CQ, 41, 325-39. https://
doi.org/10.1017/SO00983880000450X.

Bruhn, E. (ed.) (1913). Sophokles: “Antigone”. 11th ed. Berlin: Weidmann.

Brunck, R.F.P. (ed.) (1786-89). Sophoclis tragoediae septem. Ad optimorum exem-
plarium fidem emendatae cum versione et notis, 4 vols. Strasbourg: Treuttel.

Budelmann, F. (2000). The Language of Sophocles: Communality, Communica-
tion, and Involvement. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cairns, D.L. (2012). “Ate in the Homeric poems”. Cairns, F. (ed.), Papers of the
Langford Latin Seminar, vol. 12. Prenton: Francis Cairns, 1-52.

Cairns, D.L. (2013). “Introduction: Archaic Thought and Tragic Interpretation”.
Tragedy and Archaic Greek Thought. Swansea: Classical Press of Wales,
IX-LIV.

Cairns, D.L. (2014a). “Aoyou T~ avola kai ¢peviv Epvig: até in Sophocles’ An-
tigone”. AleBvEG cuUTIOO10 apXaiou eEMnVIKol Spauatog. 12. Nadog, pdbog:
TI6VOG, Ttapadopd Kat Slaxeiplor] Toug oTo apxaio eNNVIkO Spaua. Aeukwoia,
6, 7 ka1 8 louhiou 2012. Lefkosia: Kypriako Kentro Diethnous Institoutou The-
atrou, 37-54.

Cairns, D.L. (2014b). “The Bloody Dust of the Nether Gods: Sophocles, Anti-
gone 599-603”. Emilsson, E.K.; Maravela, A.; Skoie, M. (eds), Paradeigma-
ta: Studies in Honor of @ivind Andersen. Athens: Norwegian Institute at Ath-
ens, 39-51.

Campbell, L. (ed.) (1879-81). Sophocles, 2 vols. 2nd ed. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Casanova, A. (2007). “Uso dell’aposiopesi nella Samia di Menandro”. Pro-
metheus, 33, 1-16.

Casanova, A. (2008). “L'aposiopesi in Aristofane (e in Menandro)”. SemRom,
11,169-83.

Catrambone, M. (2019). Tragic Conversation: Politeness Strategies in Sophocles
Patterned Dialogues [PhD dissertation]. Pisa: Scuola Normale Superiore.

Chantraine, P. (1933). La formation des noms en grec ancien. Paris: Champion.

Coulon, V. (1939). “Observations critiques et exégétiques sur divers passages
controversés de Sophocle”. REG, 52, 1-18. https://doi.org/10.3406/
reg.1939.8233.

Davies, M. (ed.) (1991). Sophocles: “Trachiniae”. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Dawe, R.D. (1967). “Some Reflections on Ate and Hamartia”. HSCP, 72, 89-123.

Dawe, R.D. (ed.) (1979). Sophoclis tragoediae. Vol. 2, “Trachiniae”, “Antigone”,
“Philoctetes”, “Oedipus Coloneus”. Leipzig: Teubner.

Dawe, R.D. (ed.) (1985). Sophoclis tragoediae. Vol. 2, “Trachiniae”, “Antigone”,
“Philoctetes”,” Oedipus Coloneus”. 2nd ed. Leipzig: Teubner.

Dawe, R.D. (ed.) (1996). Sophoclis “Antigone”. 3rd ed. Stuttgart: Teubner.

Dawe, R.D. (2002-03). “On Editing Sophocles, Oxford style”. ICS, 27-8, 347-65.

Dawe, R.D. (2007). Corruption and Correction. A Collection of Articles. Ed. by
F. Boschetti and V. Citti. Amsterdam: Hakkert.

Denniston, J.D. (1954). The Greek Particles. 2nd ed. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

De Poli, M. (2008). “Per uno studio dell’'anacoluto e dell’aposiopesi in Euripi-
de: (Eur. Alc. 122 ss., 466 ss.; Tr. 285 ss.; IT 208 ss., 895 ss.; Hel. 238 ss.; lon
695 ss.)”. Lexis, 26,125-48.

De Poli, M. (2017). “A case of aposiopesis: note on Euripides, Iphigenia Among
the Taurians 827-836”. De Poli, M. (ed.), Euripides: Stories, Texts and Stage-
craft. Padova: Padova University Press, 79-83.

B

30

Lexis e-ISSN 2724-1564
41(ns),2023,1,7-34


https://doi.org/10.1017/S000983880000450X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S000983880000450X
https://doi.org/10.3406/reg.1939.8233
https://doi.org/10.3406/reg.1939.8233

Marco Catrambone
Evils Full of até: Sophocles, Antigone 1-6

De Poli, M. (2020a). “Aposiopesis: notes on Aeschylus,
Libation-Bearers 192-194”. Mnemosyne, 73, 669-74. https://doi.
org/10.1163/1568525X-12342799.

De Poli, M. (2020b). “'immaginario e il silenzio enfatico: note a Euripide, Elettra
581-584”. Dionysus ex Machina, 11, 54-70.

Diggle, J. (1981). Studies on the Text of Euripides. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Dik, H.J.M. (1995). Word Order in Ancient Greek: A Pragmatic Account of Word Or-
der Variation in Herodotus. Amsterdam: Gieben.

Dik, H.J.M. (2007). Word Order in Greek Tragic Dialogue. Oxford; New York: Ox-
ford University Press.

Dindorf, W. (ed.) (1867). Sophoclis tragoediae superstites et perditarum frag-
menta. Leipzig: Teubner.

Donaldson, J.W. (ed.) (1848). The “Antigone” of Sophocles. London: Parker.

Dover, K.J. (ed.) (1993). Aristophanes: “Frogs”. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Dunbar, N. (ed.) (1998). Aristophanes: “Birds”. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Earle, M.L. (1903). “Notes on Sophocles’s Antigone”. CR, 17,3-6. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S0009840X00207129.

Easterling, P.E. (1978). “The Second Stasimon of Antigone”. Dawe, R.D.; Dig-
gle, J.; Easterling, P.E. (eds), Dionysiaca. Nine Studies in Greek Poetry by For-
mer Pupils, Presented to Denys Page on His Seventieth Birthday. Cambridge:
Cambridge Faculty Library, 141-58.

Ellis, R. (1893). “Two Notes on Sophocles”. The Journal of Philology, 21, 37-8.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781139523745.005.

Erfurdt, C.G.A.; Hermann, J.G.J. (eds) (1830). Sophoclis Antigona. 3rd ed. Leip-
zig: Fleischer.

Ferrari, F. (2010). “La luce soffocata: Soph. Ant. 583-603”. Belardinelli, A.M.,
Greco, G. (a cura di), Antigone e le Antigoni: storia forme fortuna di un mi-
to = Atti del convegno internazionale (Roma, 13, 25-26 maggio 2009). Firen-
ze: Le Monnier, 50-8.

Finglass, P.J. (ed.) (2007). Sophocles: “Electra”. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Finglass, P.J. (ed.) (2011). Sophocles: “Ajax”. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

Finglass, P.J. (ed.) (2018). Sophocles: “Oedipus the King”. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Gagné, R. (2013). Ancestral Fault in Ancient Greece. Cambridge; New York: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Goldstein, D.M. (2015). Classical Greek Syntax: Wackernagel’s Law in Herodo-
tus. Leiden; Boston: Brill.

Gow, A.S.F. (ed.) (1952). Theocritus, 2 vols. 2nd ed. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Griffith, M. (ed.) (1999). Sophocles. “Antigone”. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

Guiraud, C. (1962). La phrase nominale en grec d’Homére a Euripide. Paris:
Klincksieck.

Halliwell, F.S. (2011). Between Ecstasy and Truth: Interpretations of Greek Po-
etics from Homer to Longinus. Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press.

Hartung, J.A. (ed.) (1850). Sophokles “Antigone”. Leipzig: Engelmann.

Heath, B. (1762). Notae sive lectiones ad tragicorum Graecorum veterum Aeschy-
li Sophoclis Euripidis quae supersunt dramata deperditorumque relliquias.
Oxford: Clarendon Press.

31

Lexis e-ISSN 2724-1564
41(ns),2023,1,7-34


https://doi.org/10.1163/1568525X-12342799
https://doi.org/10.1163/1568525X-12342799
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009840X00207129
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009840X00207129
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139523745.005

Marco Catrambone
Evils Full of até: Sophocles, Antigone 1-6

Heimsoeth, F. (1865). Kritische Studien zu den griechischen Tragikern. Bonn:
Cohen.

Heindorf, L.F. (ed.) (1802). Platonis Dialogi quatuor: Lysis, Charmides, Hippias
Maior, Phaedrus. Berlin: Nauck.

Housman, A.E. (1887). “On Soph. Electr. 564,and Eur. /.T. 15and 35”. CR, 1,240-1.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511552717.005.

Housman, A.E. (1972). The Classical Papers of A.E. Housman, I: 1882-1897. Ed.
by J. Diggle and F.R.D. Goodyear. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Jakel, W. (1961). “Die Exposition in der Antigone des Sophokles”. Gymnasium,
68, 34-55.

Jebb, R.C. (ed.) (1888). Sophocles. The Plays and Fragments. Part lIl, The “Anti-
gone”. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Jebb, R.C. (ed.) (1892). Sophocles. The Plays and Fragments. PartV, The “Tra-
chiniae”. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Johnson, T. (ed.) (1746). Sophoclis tragoediae septem. London: Innys.

Jones, D.M. (1995). “Sophocles, Antigone 2-3”. CQ, 45, 237. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S0009838800041847.

Kaibel, G. (1897). De Sophoclis “Antigona”. Gottingen: Officina Academica Die-
terichiana.

Kamerbeek, J.C. (ed.) (1978). The Plays of Sophocles. Commentaries.Vol. ll, The
Antigone. Leiden: Brill.

Koénnecke, 0. (1916). “Zur Antigone”. Wochenschrift fiir klassische Philologie,
33,642-6.

Kovacs, D. (1992). “Notes on Antigone and Oedipus Tyrannus”. ICS, 17,9-22.

Kranz, W. (1913). “Die Eingangsverse der Antigone”. Sokrates, 67, 304-6.

Kvicala, J. (1864). Beitrdge zur Kritik und Erkldrung des Sophokles. Wien: Gerold.

Labiano, M. (2017). “Greek Interjectional & = “Stop doing that!” in Euripides”.
Glotta, 93,36-47. https://doi.org/10.13109/glot.2017.93.1.36.

Lanéreés, N. (1994). Les formes de la phrase nominale en grec ancien: étude sur
la langue de llliade. Lille; Paris: Université Charles de Gaulle Lille 1I; Uni-
versité de Paris VII.

Lehrs, K. (1862). “Zur Litteratur von Sophokles Antigone”. Jahrbiicher fiir clas-
sische Philologie, 8,297-315.

Lévesque, P.-C. (éd.) (1795). Histoire de Thucydide. 4 vols. Paris: Gail et Aubin.

Liapis, V.J. (2013). “Creon the Labdacid: Political Confrontation and the
Doomed Oikos in Sophocles’ Antigone”. Cairns, D.L. (ed.), Tragedy and Ar-
chaic Greek Thought. Swansea: Classical Press of Wales, 81-118.

Lloyd-Jones, H. (1957). “Notes on Sophocles’ Antigone”. CQ, 51, 12-27. htt-
ps://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838800016542.

Lloyd-Jones, H. (1971). The Justice of Zeus. Berkeley: University of California
Press.

Lloyd-Jones, H. (ed.) (1994). Sophocles. 3 vols. Cambridge (MA): Harvard Uni-
versity Press.

Long, T. (1974). “Te kai and kotig in Sophocles’ Antigone 602”. RhM, 117,213-14.

Mambrini, F. (2019). “Nominal vs Copular Clausesin a Diachronic Corpus of An-
cient Greek Historians: A Treebank-based Analysis”. Journal of Greek Lin-
guistics,19,90-113. https://doi.org/10.1163/15699846-01901003.

Martin, G. (ed.) (2018). Euripides: “lon”. Edition and Commentary. Berlin; Bos-
ton: De Gruyter.

32

Lexis e-ISSN 2724-1564
41(ns),2023,1,7-34


https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511552717.005
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838800041847
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838800041847
https://doi.org/10.13109/glot.2017.93.1.36
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838800016542
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009838800016542
https://doi.org/10.1163/15699846-01901003

Marco Catrambone
Evils Full of até: Sophocles, Antigone 1-6

Mastronarde, D.J. (1979). Contact and Discontinuity. Some Conventions of
Speech and Action on the Greek Tragic Stage. Berkeley: University of Cal-
ifornia Press.

Mastronarde, D.J. (ed.) (2002). Euripides: “Medea”. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Matic, D. (2003). “Topic, Focus, and Discourse Structure: Ancient Greek Word
Order”. Studies in Language, 27, 573-633. https://doi.org/10.1075/
sl.27.3.05mat.

Mazon, P. (1951). “Notes sur Sophocle”. RPh, 25, 7-17.

McNamee, K. (2007). Annotations in Greek and Latin Texts from Egypt. Atlan-
ta: Scholars Press.

Meineke, A. (1861). Beitrdge zur philologischen Kritik der Antigone des Sopho-
kles. Berlin: Enslin.

Milo, D. (2010). “Sul secondo stasimo dell’Antigone di Sofocle”. Vichiana, 12,
6-24.

Moorhouse, A.C. (1982). The Syntax of Sophocles. Leiden: Brill.

Miiller, G. (ed.) (1967). Sophokles. “Antigone”. Heidelberg: Winter.

Musgrave, S. (ed.) (1800). Sophoclis tragoediae septem. 2 vols. Oxford: Clar-
endon Press.

Nordgren, L. (2015). Greek Interjections. Syntax, Semantics and Pragmatics. Bos-
ton: De Gruyter Mouton.

Paley, F.A. (1882). “Onthe First Seven Verses of the Antigone”. The Journal of Phi-
lology,10,16-17.https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781139523639.003.

Pearson, A.C. (ed.) (1917). The Fragments of Sophocles. Edited with additional
notes from the papers of Sir R.C. Jebb and Dr. W.G. Headlam. 3 vols. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Porson, R. (1815). Tracts and Miscellaneous Criticisms of the Late Richard Por-
son. Edited by T. Kidd. London: Payne and Foss.

Renehan, R.F. (1992). “The New Oxford Sophocles”. CPh,87,335-75. https://
doi.org/10.1086/367327.

Ricottilli, L. (1984). La scelta del silenzio: Menandro e l‘aposiopesi. Bologna:
Patron.

Rutherford, R.B. (2012). Greek Tragic Style: Form, Language, and Interpretation.
Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press.

Sallier, C. (1751). “Fortsetzung der Nachricht von einigen Biichern aus der
konigliche franzosische Bibliothek”. Geschichte der kéniglichen Akademie
der schénen Wissenschaften zu Paris, 5, 56-68.

Schaefer, G.H. (ed.) (1818). Sophoclis tragoediae. Leipzig: Weigel.

Schein, S.L. (1979). The lambic Trimeter in Aeschylus and Sophocles: A Study in
Metrical Form. Leiden: Brill.

Schmidt, M. (ed.) (1880). Sophokles “Antigone” nebst den Scholien des Lauren-
tianus. Jena: Fischer.

Schneidewin, F.W. (ed.) (1849). Sophokles. “Antigone”. Berlin: Weidmann.

Schneidewin, F.W. (ed.) (1854). Sophokles. “Antigone”. 2nd ed. Leipzig: Weid-
mann.

Schneidewin, FW.; Nauck, A. (Hrsgg) (1886). Sophokles. “Antigone”. 9th ed. Ber-
lin: Weidmann.

Schiitz, H. (1890). Sophokleische Studien: kritisch-exegetische Untersuchungen
der schwierigeren Stellen in den Tragddien des Sophokles. Potsdam: Stein.

Schwab, G. (2006). “Gegen die Anfechtung des Uiberlieferten Wortlauts von
Sophokles, Antigone 2-3”. ACD, 42, 21-34.

33

Lexis e-ISSN 2724-1564
41(ns),2023,1,7-34


https://doi.org/10.1075/sl.27.3.05mat
https://doi.org/10.1075/sl.27.3.05mat
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139523639.003
https://doi.org/10.1086/367327
https://doi.org/10.1086/367327

Marco Catrambone
Evils Full of até: Sophocles, Antigone 1-6

Schwab, G. (2010). “Sophokles Antigone 4-6: eine konjekturlose Erklarung”.
Mnemosyne, 63, 94-109. https://doi.org/10.1163/00267071
0X12603307970630.

Seidler, J.F.A. (1811). De versibus dochmiacis tragicorum Graecorum. Leipzig:
Fleischer.

Semitelos, D.C. (ed.) (1887). ZodpokAéoug Tpaywdial. TOHOG TTPWTOG: AVTLYOVN.
Abrva: Neppn.

Sicking, C.M.J.; van Ophuijsen, J.M. (1993). Two Studies in Attic Particle Usage:
Lysias and Plato. Leiden: Brill.

Sommerstein, A.H. (2013). “Até in Aeschylus”. Cairns, D.L. (ed.), Tragedy and Ar-
chaic Greek Thought. Swansea: Classical Press of Wales, 1-15.

Steiner, G. (1984). Antigones. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Toti, A. (2012). “Proposta di emendamento a Soph. Ant. 3: osservazioni per un
approccio esegetico al personaggio”. GIf, 3, 9-28.

Uhle, H. (1905). Bemerkungen zur Anakoluthie bei griechischen Schriftstellern
besonders bei Sophokles. Dresden: Lehmann.

Vauvilliers, J.-F.d. (ed.) (1781). Sophoclis tragoediae septem, cum interpretatione
latina et scholiis veteribus ac novis. 2 vols. Paris: Pissot.

Voigt, E.M. (ed.) (1971). Sappho et Alcaeus. Amsterdam: Athenaeum; Polak &
Van Gennep.

Wecklein, N. (1869). Ars Sophoclis emendandi. Accedunt analecta Euripidea.
Wirzburg: Stuber.

Wecklein, N. (ed.) (1878). Sophoclis tragoediae. Vol. 1.4, Antigone. 5th ed. Leip-

zig: Teubner.
Welcker, F.G. (1861). “Zu Sophokles”. RhM, 16,310-12.
West, M.L. (1979). “Tragica IlI”. BICS, 26, 104-17. https://doi.

org/10.1111/5.2041-5370.1979.tb00503.x.

West, M.L. (1990). Studies in Aeschylus. Stuttgart: Teubner.

West, M.L. (ed.) (1998). Aeschyli tragoediae cum incerti poetae Prometheo, 2nd
ed. Stuttgart; Leipzig: Teubner.

Wex, F.C. (ed.) (1829-31). Sophoclis Antigona, 2 vols. Leipzig: Vogel.
Willink, C.W. (2000). “The Opening Speech of Sophocles’ Antigone”. Mnemo-
syne, 53,662-71. https://doi.org/10.1163/156852500510958.
Willink, C.W. (2010). Collected Papers on Greek Tragedy. Ed. by W.B. Henry. Lei-
den; Boston: Brill.

Winnington-Ingram, R.P. (1979). “Sophoclea”. BICS, 26, 1-12. https://do1.
org/10.1111/7.2041-5370.1979.tb00491.x.

Wolff, G.; Bellermann, L. (Hrsgg) (1885). Sophokles. “Antigone”. 4th ed. Leip-
zig: Teubner.

Wunder, E. (ed.) (1846). Sophocles. “Antigone”. 3rd ed. Gotha; Erfurt: Hennings.

Xenis, G.A. (ed.) (2010). Scholia vetera in Sophoclis Trachinias. Berlin; New York:
De Gruyter.

Xenis, G.A. (ed.) (2021). Scholia vetera in Sophoclis Antigonam. Berlin; New York:
De Gruyter.

Zehlicke, J. (1826). De aliquot Antigonae locis. Greifswald: Kunike.

Zinsmeister, H. (1914). Die Anfangsverse von Sophokles’ “Antigone”. Dillingen
a.D.: Keller.

34

Lexis e-ISSN 2724-1564
41(ns),2023,1,7-34


https://doi.org/10.1163/002670710X12603307970630
https://doi.org/10.1163/002670710X12603307970630
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-5370.1979.tb00503.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-5370.1979.tb00503.x
https://doi.org/10.1163/156852500510958
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-5370.1979.tb00491.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2041-5370.1979.tb00491.x

