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ABSTRACT

In this thesis, I argue that Sophoclean characters take shape through a number of
kinds of interaction. On the most basic level, interaction occurs between characters;
interactions between characters, however, provide a framework for interactions between
those characters and a variety of more abstract concepts. These interactions, by allowing
characters to situate themselves with respect to concepts such as, for example, the social
roles which shape the society of the play, provide a complex picture of the personalities
depicted onstage; a fuller view of Antigone’s personality, for example, emerges both from
her own interactions with the concept of sisterhood and from the differences between her
interactions with that concept and Ismene’s. At the same time, these interactions involve
the audience in both the construction and the interpretation of Sophoclean characters; as
they watch figures interact with each other onstage, the audience, in turn, interact with
their own prior knowledge of the concepts which drive the characters of a play.

In my five chapters, I discuss five different areas of interaction. In my first
chapter, I look at interactions between characters and myth, arguing that Sophoclean
characters emerge out of a tension between novelty and familiarity. In my second chapter,
I discuss the interactions between characters and their social roles, looking at the problem
of appropriate role performance as it applies to Sophoclean characters. My third chapter
deals with characters and their memories; I argue that Sophoclean characters shape and are
shaped by their memories of past events depending on shifting present circumstances. In
my fourth chapter, I discuss the interactions between characters and the passage of time
and suggest that Sophoclean figures are characterized by the ways in which they move
through time and respond to its passage. In my final chapter, I look at the use of general
statements by Sophoclean characters, arguing that the ability of characters to generalize

successfully provides a useful measure of their ability to function in the world of the play.
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INTRODUCTION

As a study of Sophoclean character, this thesis is a study not only of who the
figures who inhabit the tragedies of Sophocles are, but of how those figures take shape
over the course of their respective plays and of how they work upon the imaginations of
their audience. Character in tragedy has long been of profound interest to scholars,
readers, and audiences; although Aristotle maintains in the Poetics that tragedy is
primarily a representation of action and is only a representation of character insofar as
characters carry out actions (1450b), he nevertheless devotes a significant amount of
energy to describing the sorts of people who ought to be represented in tragedy (1452b-
1453a, 1454a). Much more recently, various scholars have argued that tragedy is about
character after all; Knox begins The Heroic Temper with the claim that ‘the existence of a
single central character’ is central to ‘the modern concept of tragic drama’, and Gould
comments, ‘Plays, we say, are about people, about people doing and saying things’.!

Neither Knox’s opening premise nor Gould’s has gone uncontested; Knox’s
‘modern concept of tragic drama’ is heavily reliant on Romantic ideas about the primacy
of the individual, while Gould devotes the rest of his essay to picking apart the apparently
straightforward statement with which he began.” Insofar as Greek tragedies are about
people, they are about a different sort of people than we might see walking down the
street; not only are the characters of Greek tragedies figures from the heroic past as seen
through the lens of fifth-century Athens, but they are also dramatic constructs, whose

existence is defined in large part by the decisions of the playwright and, in the case of

"Knox 1964:1, Gould 1978:43. Gould refers also to Vickers (1973:3), who claims, ‘Greek tragedy is about
people, and what they do to each other’.

* Rutherford 2012:287 discusses ‘the difficulties of applying to tragedy a concept of character derived from
more naturalistic drama or from the nineteenth-century realist novel’.



performance, by the various figures involved in the production.” Even though dramatic
characters differ in many ways from real people, character remains a powerful element of
the audience’s experience of tragedy.® I would like to suggest, moreover, that at many
points in the tragedies of Sophocles, the text encourages a particular focus on character
and the effect of character on the action of the play. It is my goal therefore to examine the
ways in which Sophoclean characters are defined within their plays, and, in turn, the ways
in which the plays are defined by the characters who inhabit them.

Sophoclean figures, I argue, are not characterized all at once, but are instead
defined through a complex network of interactions.” Not only do Sophoclean characters
interact with each other onstage, but they are also shown to interact with their own ideas
of themselves, and, mediated by the audience, to interact with generic convention and the
mythological framework that underlies their plays. These multiple levels of interaction
often take place simultaneously, contributing in different ways to the audience’s
knowledge of a character. In the opening scenes of Sophocles’ Electra, for example,
Electra interacts with her own personal history as she speaks about the behaviour
appropriate for a daughter of Agamemnon, Electra argues about her role and the
appropriate way to fulfil it with both the chorus and Chrysothemis, and the audience frame
what they see in the context both of their own knowledge of family dynamics and of their
prior knowledge of the particular circumstances in the house of Atreus. The figure of
Electra who takes shape over the course of the beginning of the play is the sum-total of the

interactions which have contributed in different ways to her identity.

? Gould 1978 lays out some of the possible effects of dramatic form on an audience’s perception of Greek
tragic character. Goldhill 1986:144-147 examines some of the differences between epic and tragic treatments
of heroes.

* On the importance of character in the experience of tragedy, see, e.g., Gould 1978:43-44, Easterling
1990:89-90, Seidensticker 2008, Thévenet 2009:11, Budelmann and Easterling 2010:169-170.

> Easterling 1990:88 anticipates this approach when she says that scholars of tragic character should ‘attend
to the dynamics of action and interaction rather than look for static “character portraits” with the notion of a
unitary character as our starting point’ (Easterling’s emphasis). Rutherford 2012:286 similarly notes that
‘characters do not exist in isolation but in context’.



As something which takes place through interaction, character cannot be detached
from plot.° On a very basic level, the interactions between characters are often a driving
force in the events of a play; the plots of many Greek tragedies centre around clashes
between figures with conflicting priorities and views of the world. More interestingly, the
interactions which shape character often provide the audience with a new lens through
which to view the events of the play. Sophocles’ Philoctetes, for example, begins with
Odysseus giving the young Neoptolemus an assignment, which, while crucial to the
success of the Trojan War, is nonetheless said to be antithetical to the character of
Neoptolemus.” Both Neoptolemus’ task, the achievement of which comprises the basic
plot of the tragedy, and his character gain new dimensions after the entrance of
Philoctetes; from the arrival of the wounded hero until the end of the play, Neoptolemus’
actions are filtered through the character of Philoctetes, who provides his own perspective
on the Greek enterprise, loyalty to one’s companions, and what it might mean to be the
son of Achilles.® At every point, the actions which drive the plot are tied to issues of
character; who people are affects what they do, and we, the audience, judge the actions of
characters according to who we think the characters are.’

By examining Sophoclean characterization through the lens of the interactions
which enable character to take shape, I hope to arrive at an interpretation which takes into
account the important ways in which Sophoclean characters resemble real human beings
while nevertheless remaining theatrical constructions. Because Sophoclean characters
take shape through a variety of interactions, the audience must play an active part in
assembling disparate pieces of information into defined characters. This process of

piecing together information has much in common with the way we come to know other

% pfister 1988:160 argues for the interdependence of dramatic figures and plot. Currie 2009 discusses the
relationship between character and narrative in fictional narratives, including drama.

7 See, e.g., Alt 1961:146-147, Nussbaum 1976:32-33, Hawkins 1999:338-339.

8 Erbse 1966:187-190, Roisman 1997:145-147.

? Bortolussi and Dixon 2003:148-149.



people in real life, and the multifaceted image of Sophoclean character which emerges
from this process—including the gaps which remain even in the case of the most vividly
defined characters—encourages the audience to consider Sophoclean characters as similar
in many ways to real human beings. At the same time, the involvement of the audience in
many of the interactions which define character reinforces the idea that, for all their
complexities, Sophoclean characters, as dramatic constructions, exist in their own world

and function according to their own rules.

SELFHOOD IN AND OUT OF DRAMA

Before discussing in detail the ways in which Sophoclean characters are shaped by
interaction, it will be important to lay out some general ideas about what we talk about
when we talk about character. ‘Character’ is one of a variety of terms used to describe
people, both as they are in real life and as they appear in literature; scholars also use the
terms ‘personality’ and ‘identity’ to refer to different aspects of who people are. The
terms are distinguished in different ways by different scholars, and how they are defined
has implications for any given writer’s approach to the issue of real or literary
personhood.'® Although I am not in this thesis invested in any particular philosophical
model of real-life selfhood—my concern is with the ways in which dramatic characters
come into being, not with the ontological status of the self—several common ways of
thinking about selthood in real life can be applied in different ways to the study of
dramatic characters, and, in particular, the figures who inhabit Sophoclean tragedy.

The Oxford English Dictionary begins its definition of ‘self’, in its philosophical

usage, as ‘That which in a person is really and intrinsically 4e (in contradistinction to what

' States 1985 and Gill 1986, both of whom rely on a distinction between character and personality, define
the terms slightly differently in their respective studies of character in drama.



is adventitious)’."" This definition opens the door to a vast network of philosophical

issues, among which a few recurring questions will be particularly relevant for my
purposes here.'? The first deals with the consistency of the self over time; while the
definition above goes on to add, ‘a permanent subject of successive and varying states of
consciousness’, the next definition refers to the self as ‘what one is at a particular time or
in a particular aspect or relation’, and there is ongoing philosophical debate about whether
or not it is worth talking about a unified self which persists over time and through
changing circumstances.”” Related to the question of whether or not the self endures over
time are a set of questions about possible forces in the development of the self: if each
person has a coherent self, is that self born with the individual, or is it shaped gradually by
the circumstances in which that individual lives? Similarly, to what extent, if at all, can
the actions or intentions of an individual change that person’s identity? In particular,
recent studies of selfhood have increasingly looked at the self as it functions in society,
suggesting that identity is both expressed and constructed through interaction with
others.'*

The questions of selfhood outlined above are complicated enough when they are
applied to our own identity; although it is difficult to look at one’s own self objectively, it
is nonetheless tempting—quite possibly deceptively so—to feel that we have a reasonably

complete picture of the forces which contribute to make us who we are. As soon as we

" OED Online 2014: self, pron., adj., and n.

21t should of course be noted that conceptions of the self vary greatly across cultures and have also varied
greatly throughout history (Martin ez al. 2010:3-5); Martin ez al. 2010 and Siderits ez al. 2010 provide a
range or perspectives both on the history of the self and on current philosophies of selfhood. I will address
differences between Classical Greek and contemporary ideas of selthood below.

"> Martin 2010:10-19 provides a brief history of Western philosophical views on selfhood, drawing attention
in particular to Locke’s idea that personal identity is a matter of continuity of consciousness, and Hume’s
idea that the self is an illusion. Nagel 1971, arguing on the basis of experiments with split-brain patients that
people do not have countable numbers of selves, suggests both that continuity of consciousness does not
determine selfhood and that the distinction between reality and illusion in arguments about selfhood is not a
clear one.

' Enfield and Levinson 2006:4-7 discuss social interaction as the basis for interpersonal understanding. See
also Martin ef al. 2010:9, and Kockleman 2013.



begin to think about others, the situation changes drastically. Learning to make valid
assumptions about the thought processes and mental states of others—developing a set of
skills known collectively as Theory of Mind—has been identified as an important
developmental stage, one which is crucial to an individual’s ability to function in
society.'”” When confronted with anyone else, our access to their self is necessarily more
limited than our access to our own inner experience. In evaluating the self of someone
else—in drawing conclusions about who that person is ‘really and intrinsically’, to go
back to the OED—we must rely on a piecemeal body of evidence. We draw some
conclusions from how we see people behave under various circumstances, we draw other
conclusions based on what we hear of them from others, and we draw further conclusions
from what we hear them say for and about themselves; we may also extrapolate from our
own experience to round out elements of their character which we assume to be similar to
our own.'® Although a developed Theory of Mind can give us some information about
what goes on in the minds of others, all such knowledge is mediated, one way or another.
When we consider the identity of a dramatic character, we are engaging in a
special form of thinking about someone else’s self. Not only are we confronted with all of
the usual uncertainty which comes with trying to understand the feelings and motivations
of another person, but we are also confronted with the fact that the entity we are
considering is not really a person at all.'” Although I will be arguing throughout this
thesis that audiences react to dramatic characters in many ways as if they were real people,

audiences remain aware that the figures they see on stage are the creation of playwright

15 e.g., Baron-Cohen 1995, Enfield and Levinson 2006:4. Primack and Woodruff 1978:515 first coined the
term ‘Theory of Mind’ in the context of primatology. The importance of the Theory of Mind in literary
studies has been growing rapidly in recent years; see, e.g., Palmer 2004, Zunshine 2006, Ruffell 2008:45-50,
and Budelmann 2010:116-118.

' Astington 2006:185.

' Lada-Richards 1997:68, Goldman 2000:53.



and actor, director and producer.'® For one thing, dramatic characters exist in a world
which may not follow the same rules as the non-dramatic world, and this has implications
for the forces that shape dramatic characters and the traits which those characters may
have; Heracles, as the son of Zeus, perhaps cannot be expected to behave like any regular
man. Dramatic characters, moreover, are written and acted in a certain way in order to
achieve certain effects; the audience may not know what the playwright or actor had in
mind in creating a role, but they remain to some extent aware that the character in question
could have been made to be different—and that the play might have been different as a
result."

Our perception of dramatic characters involves a balancing act between our
awareness that dramatic characters are not real people and the temptation to evaluate them
as if they were real. As I said above, when we meet another person in real life, we have
only limited access to that person’s inner existence; we tend to assume, however, that such
an inner existence does exist and we may speculate about the aspects of that existence to
which we have no access.?’ In the case of dramatic characters, however, there is an
important sense in which what we see is what we get; strictly speaking, a character only
exists for the duration of the play, and, in fact, only exists while the actor playing that
character is onstage, and we cannot assume that there are definite answers to the questions
about character with which we may be left at the end of a play.”' Despite these important
limitations, when characters speak about their mental processes or other aspects of their

experience which are not directly visible to the audience, such hints may encourage the

'8 This point has often been stressed; see, e.g., Gould 1978:43, Easterling 1997a:166, Goldman 2000:14,
Hall 2006:37-38.

' Gould 1978:43 discusses personality in drama as a function of language and gesture; States 1985:91-92
describes dramatic characters as being designed to do certain things.

> Baron-Cohen 1995:2-3, Astington 2006:185, Martin et al 2010:117.

2 Writing about characters in novels, Forster 1927:69 comments that fictional characters become real when
the readers get the sense that the author knows more about the characters than he chooses to tell. Devlin
1989:82 comments on the ephemeral nature of theatrical events.



audience to think about—and construct—inner lives for dramatic characters to supplement
the qualities which are visible on stage.

Characters in a play are concentrated in a way that real people are not, and this
heightened level of intensity is a function of two related features of the presentation of
dramatic character. First of all, the total body of information transmitted about a character
over the course of a play is more limited than the total body of information which is
theoretically available about a real-life personage; only so much can be said over the
course of a play, and most plays represent only a small number of the supposed events of a
character’s life.”> Secondly, and partially as a result of the limited segment of life which is
on display in any given drama, all of the information which is transmitted about a
character over the course of a play matters. Since dramatic characters are created by
playwrights to fulfil various dramatic functions, everything which they do and say reflects
on their identities.”> As is true with people in real life, some actions and words are more
obviously reflective of the individual character of a dramatic personage than others, but
the figures in a play can do nothing by accident. If we meet someone in real life and that
person is short-tempered with us, we do not necessarily assume that she is by nature short-
tempered—she may be short-tempered, but she may also be having a bad day or be
preoccupied by something unrelated. When one figure in a play snaps at another,
however, in the absence of any evidence to the contrary, we, the audience, are likely to

take that shortness of temper as a character point.”*

*2 Aristotle claims that the events of a tragedy should take place over the course of a single day (Poetics
5.1449b); Lowe 2001:165-167 notes that choral odes can provide a ‘some slight elasticity of offstage time’
(165) and discusses the various ways in which dramatists can present events beyond the temporal bounds of
the play. More recent dramas often encompass a broader timescale, but even those plays which take place
over a number of years typically pass over a great deal between the beginning and the end of the play.

> States 1995:91, Easterling 1990:89-90.

** The text of a play may indicate whether an action is characteristic; in Electra, others frequently comment
that Electra is acting as she always does, on which see Finglass ad 516-633 and Chapter 4 below.
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On the whole, then, we interact differently with dramatic characters than we do
with people in real life; not only are we, as readers or members of an audience, forced to
look at figures in plays from the outside, but we are also aware that this external view of a
dramatic character is, strictly speaking, all there is. At the same time, we employ some of
the same strategies in judging dramatic characters which we do in thinking about other
human beings.”> We are accustomed to having some gaps in our understanding whenever
we interact with another human being, and we employ both our own previous knowledge
of the person in question and our sense of what might be expected of someone in that
person’s circumstances in order to fill in those gaps.”® Although we remain aware that the
reality of dramatic characters differs from the reality of the people we meet in daily life,

we may nonetheless speculate about what might fill the gaps in our understanding.

GREEK TRAGIC CHARACTER

Discussing dramatic character as it pertains to Greek tragedy adds several new
levels of complication. While many of the same issues apply to studying Greek tragic
character which apply to interpreting the actions of others in real life or making sense of
dramatic figures generally, some special reservations apply to a contemporary scholar
considering the figures of Greek drama. The complications of studying Greek tragic
character, as opposed to dramatic character more broadly, are twofold: on the one hand,
we must consider the possibility that personal identity was for the Greeks of the fifth
century B.C.E. a different concept than it is for a contemporary audience, and, on the other
hand, we must consider the extent to which the theatrical conventions of Athenian tragic

drama encouraged the audience to treat the figures on stage as if they were real people to

** Budelmann and Easterling 2010:171.
*® Baron-Cohen 1995:2; Astington 2006:85.
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whom normal standards of judging personality could be reasonably applied.”” These two
problems are related, and I will first lay out my approaches to them before moving on to a
discussion of approaches to studying character in Greek tragedy, particularly Sophocles.

I will begin with some models for the ancient Greek idea of the self.*® In a pair of
highly influential studies of Greek ethics and philosophy published in the middle of the
twentieth century, Snell and Adkins outline developmental models of Greek selthood,
which begin with the mindset of Homeric man, which is suggested to be essentially
primitive, and continue along an upward trajectory through later Greek thought and
successive stages of Western philosophy. According to this model, the individual self has
grown progressively more important over time; Snell begins by suggesting that ‘man’s
gradual understanding of himself is revealed to us in the career of Greek poetry and
philosophy’ and goes on to argue over the course of the rest of The Discovery of the Mind
that the Greeks of the Homeric age lacked a unified conception of the self, and that the
development of such a concept of selthood is the primary philosophical achievement of
the next few centuries.”” Adkins frames this development in terms of personal
responsibility, arguing that the moral standards suggested by Plato and Aristotle have their
roots in an earlier stage of Greek thinking, according to which moral responsibility for
action is complicated by a variety of human and divine forces and generally taken to be
less important than conspicuously visible success.”® For both Snell and Adkins, Greek
thought is an important source for all subsequent Western philosophy, but both warn their
readers that the ancient Greek attitudes were fundamentally different from those held by

most twentieth-century thinkers.

*7 Goldhill 1990:100-101 cautions against assuming ‘the categories of the person [are] cross-cultural
données’.

% For a recent overview of the debate surrounding the Greek view of the self, see Thumiger 2007:3-7.
% Snell 1953:v.

%% Adkins 1960:7-9 contains an outline of his main approach; chs. II and III deal with his conception of
Homeric man, with pp. 55-57 stressing the importance of ‘conspicuous excellences’ over ‘quiet virtues.
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In the years since Snell and Adkins, scholars have moved away from the idea of a
linear development from primitive Homeric thinking to contemporary enlightenment,
reacting in particular against the suggestion that earlier stages in the Greek conception of
the self were in some way inferior to those that followed.>' It remains clear, however, that
the culture of ancient Greece is in many ways a foreign culture, and more recent scholars
have worked to develop approaches to the study of ancient Greek culture and philosophy
which acknowledge the major differences between ancient and contemporary thought
without relying on a hierarchical classification of different philosophical systems.”
Notably, Christopher Gill has approached the Greek conception of personality in
conjunction with a reappraisal of the ways in which contemporary thinkers discuss issues
of personality and selfhood.”® Gill’s enterprise is not so much to distinguish between one
way of thinking which focuses on the unity of the self and another which does not as it is
to distinguish between different ways of conceptualizing the self; modern ideas about
selfhood usually stem from a ‘subjectivist’ view of the self as a thinking entity, he argues,
while ancient Greek thinkers conceptualized the self in more ‘objectivist’ terms, focusing
as much on the individual’s place in society as on the simple existence of the individual.**
More recently, Thumiger has attempted to expand Gill’s version of objectivity in order ‘to
overcome the opposition or choice between mental consciousness and reality’, thus
positing a view of the Greek self which cannot be detached from the world as a whole.”

In approaching selthood as it pertains to the construction of character in Greek

drama, I will be taking my cue from those who argue that, although the Greeks of various

! Halliwell 1990:37, e.g., argues that ‘Snell and others have applied a faulty method and drawn unwarranted
conclusions from it’.

*% Gill 1996:3-4 suggests that the structuralist anthropological approach to Greek culture espoused by
Vernant and others offers a way of studying ancient Greek culture without labelling it as primitive or
inferior.

> Gill 1996:4-5.

** Gill 1996:8-10.

** Thumiger 2007:8-9.
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eras seem to have conceptualized the self differently than most Western scholars do today,
differences in perspective do not preclude the discussion of selthood in an ancient Greek
context. Although it is widely acknowledged that differences between ancient Greek and
contemporary values will have had considerable bearing on the interpretation of tragic
character, recent scholarship has increasingly focused on elements of continuity which can
still be identified.’® For example, the idea propounded by Snell and Adkins that Homeric
man lacked a unitary concept of the self was supported in large part by the fact that
processes which we would now classify as mental functions are connected in Homer with
several nouns (Bupds, wuxm, and voos), the distinctions between which are not clear;
Halliwell argues, however, that the words used to describe a philosophical idea such as the
self should not be taken as limiting the conceptualization of that idea.’” Similarly, I argue
that, although the terminology used to describe characters in Greek tragedy—their
behaviour, their attitudes, their mental states—is not always the terminology which we
would use today about people we might meet in our daily lives, many of the themes which
emerge in contemporary discussions of selthood are also important in Greek dramatic
characterization. The tendency to interpret the mental states of others, moreover, is a
cross-cultural one, and frequent references to various kinds of mentality in Greek tragedy
suggest that ‘mind reading’ also has a place in the interpretation of ancient character.’®
The issue of generic convention likewise touches on perceived differences between
Greek and contemporary thinking. When Aristotle describes tragedy as mimetic, he
maintains that tragedy is primarily a mimesis not of characters, but of action and of life

(1450a16-17); his emphasis on plot over character, however, is mitigated to some extent

% ¢.g., Griffith 1999:28-29, in discussing varied responses to Creon’s behaviour in Antigone, notes that
while many modern scholars are quick to blame Creon, Demosthenes (19.247) expressed approval of the
sentiments in Creon’s opening speech. Seidensticker 2008:38-39 argues that ‘we are dealing with a
quantitative, and not with a qualitative difference’ between ancient and modern characterization.

*7 Snell 1953:8; Halliwell 1990:37-38.

% Baron-Cohen 1995: chs. 2 and 3 discusses the evolutionary basis for mind reading. Budelmann and
Easterling 2010 discuss the cues for mind reading in Greek tragedy.
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by the fact that his description of how plot should be represented relies heavily on the sort
of characters who ought to be involved in a tragic plot. Despite the fact that even Aristotle
thus grants significant importance to the figures who appear in tragedy, there remain other,
practical issues to be considered when thinking about the extent to which tragedy
represents people. As is frequently noted, the performance of fifth-century tragedy was
highly stylized; tragic actors traditionally wore long robes which matched neither the
everyday clothing of the fifth century nor that of the heroic age, and they also wore masks
which prevented them from using facial expression to convey emotional responses on the
part of the characters they portrayed.”” All roles were played by men, the same three
actors played all of the speaking roles in any given play, and it is unclear to what extent
actors adapted their voices to different roles.* Critics who maintain that Greek tragedy
cannot represent ‘real people’ have often pointed to these theatrical conventions as
evidence, arguing both that the potential recognisability of actors with multiple roles
suggests that realistic portrayal of individuals was not a priority on the ancient stage and
that costume and mask explicitly distanced the figures onstage from people the audience
might encounter in daily life.*!

In thinking about the reality of tragic characters, it is worth looking back both on
the aspects of personhood emphasized in classical Greek thinking and on my suggestion
that differences in emphasis and terminology should not preclude the discussion of tragic
character in terms which resonate with contemporary audiences. On the one hand, the

stylization of fifth-century drama must have some effect on the aspects of its characters

* Gould 1978:48-50; Green 2002:97-99; Seidensticker 2008:339.

40 Csapo 2002:140 suggests that ‘interest in representing women’s speech seems to have grown steadily in
the fifth and fourth centuries B.C.’, but he also suggests that it is less clear how distinctly idiosyncratic
speech patterns were represented onstage.

*! Jones 1962:45 notes that the mask ‘has—more important is known to have—no inside’ and therefore
argues that masking draws attention to the lack of reality behind theatrical spectacle. Wiles 2007:275 argues
that ‘the mask insists that individuals are not unique, and transcending individuation is the main function of
the tragic mask’.
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which were visible to the audience; given the size of the Greek theatre, physical gestures
must have been more emphatic than they would have been in daily life, and emotional
responses which would in real life be expressed by subtle changes in facial expression or
body language must have been either elided or verbalized—and therefore magnified.** At
the same time, it is important to note that all theatre, whether ancient or modern,
represents character and action in a manner which is to some degree stylized or
conventional.” What results from the stylized portrayal of Greek tragic figures is not a
lack of physical characterization, but instead a kind of physical characterization which is
specifically theatrical.** In their physical behaviour as in their words, dramatic characters
are concentrated; attention is drawn to the gestures and expressions which matter, while
those that would have less bearing on a particular scene are not brought to the audience’s
attention. The figures on stage are not real people, but they exhibit theatrical versions of

many of the qualities expected of real people.*

APPROACHES TO CHARACTER IN SOPHOCLES

The ideas about Greek selfhood and the ability of Greek drama to portray
characters who resemble real people outlined above can be applied, with somewhat
different results, to the works of any of the three surviving tragedians. Character functions
differently in the plays of the three tragedians, however, and character in Sophocles looms
particularly large both in the plays themselves and in their treatment at the hands of
scholars. In this section, I will outline some influential approaches to Greek tragic, and

particularly Sophoclean, character. From this starting point, I will proceed in the

** Seidensticker 2008:340 notes the ability of tragic poets to draw attention to facial expression when
necessary.

* Bain 1977:1-2 discusses the implied agreement between playwright and audience which occurs when we
watch a play; see also States 1985:93-95, Pfister 1988:161, Goldman 2000:14.

* Lada-Richards 1997:90-92 discusses the embodiment of characters by Athenian actors.

* See Lada-Richards 1997:68 on the expectations of the theatrically experienced Athenian audience.
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following section to explain my own approach to character in Sophocles, both as a unique
dramatic phenomenon and as one which merits a new examination.

As I have mentioned several times before, Aristotle tries to draw a sharp
distinction between character and plot as forces in tragic drama. This distinction, I have
suggested in passing, is a flawed one, but questions about the relationship between
character and plot provide a useful framework for thinking about character in Sophocles.*
Broadly speaking, all of our extant Sophoclean tragedies centre around a very limited
number of major characters, whose efforts to negotiate a certain situation provide the plot
of the play; often a single figure can be identified as the main character, but in the case of
Trachiniae, Antigone, and Philoctetes, scholars have argued for the priority of different
characters, and I would suggest that it is not necessarily helpful to pinpoint one figure as
the tragic hero at the expense of the others.”” While there are important events in
Sophoclean tragedies—Neoptolemus steals Philoctetes’ bow, Orestes and Electra avenge
their father’s death, Ajax is driven to suicide—these actions are depicted largely in terms
of their effect on the characters involved. The story of Electra, that is, is not so much the
story of the revenge plot itself as it is the story of what years of waiting followed by the
eventual chance to get revenge does to Electra.

Although individual Aeschylean and Euripidean characters have been the subject

of extensive study, large-scale studies of character in Aeschylus and Euripides—or studies

%6 pfister 1988:160 notes that the respective importance of plot and character is a cultural variable, but that
the two elements depend on each other regardless of which one is seen to be more important.

" While much character-based criticism of Trachiniae focuses on Deianeira, Knox 1964:172 n.48 claims
that Trachiniae has no clear hero, while McCall 1972 argues that Deianeira is defined almost entirely in
contrast to Heracles, who is the subject of expectation throughout the play. On Antigone, Griffith 1999:35
notes that, although Antigone has the heroic qualities typically associated with Sophoclean heroes, ‘it is
Kreon, not Ant., who has the largest role and most lines to speak, and it is his downfall that commands our
attention in the final scenes’; see also, among others, Winnington-Ingram 1980:118-119 and Carter 2012:11-
115. Similarly, while Philoctetes’ refusal to yield is the focus of much of his play, readings of Philoctetes as
a coming-of-age story focus heavily on the figure of Neoptolemus (see, e.g., Vidal-Naquet 1988 and
Roisman 1997).

17



of Aeschylus and Euripides which take character as their starting point—are rare.*®
Character in Sophocles, on the other hand, has attracted much more critical attention, and
questions of whether character is a useful lens through which to look at Sophoclean
tragedy and how Sophoclean characters ought to be interpreted have been the subject of
much debate. For my purposes in this thesis, three lines of thinking about Greek tragic
character will be particularly important: the first holds that it is unreasonable to look for
consistent or intelligible characters in Greek tragedy; the second looks at Sophoclean
figures as exemplars of a particularly tragic kind of heroism; and the third looks to read
between the lines of the tragic texts in order to draw conclusions about the psychological
forces that drive Sophoclean characters.*’

In Die dramatische Technik des Sophokles, Tycho von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff
argues that it is a mistake to look for consistency in Greek tragedy; what matters instead is
the dramatic effect at any given moment in the play. Having first argued that Sophocles
must have counted on the theatrical audience being sufficiently caught up in the action so
as not to object to apparent logical gaps between plays, Wilamowitz applies this reasoning
to dramatic character. Although he writes that it is beyond the scope of his work to make
general claims about the ability of Attic tragedians to portray character and their interest in
doing so, Wilamowitz argues that Sophocles was not concerned with the presentation of
consistent, psychologically realistic characters, but instead gave the figures in his plays

only enough characterization to provide motivation for their actions at any given

* Dawe 1963 and Easterling 1973 present opposing views to characterization in Aeschylus; Winnington-
Ingram 1983 is often concerned with characterization within the plays. On Euripides, Griffin 1990 discusses
variety in Euripidean characterization, while Thumiger 2007 is an extended study of Greek tragic
characterization focusing primarily on Euripides’ Bacchae; Mossman 1995 and Mastronarde 2011 offer
substantial sections on character, both of which integrate the issue of character into their discussions of
rhetoric.

* The first line of thought was initially put forward by Tycho von Wilamowitz in 1917; Knox is the most
influential twentieth-century proponent of the second; while Easterling and Segal are both in different ways
closely connected to the third. The second and third lines of thought are not mutually exclusive;
Winnington-Ingram 1980, e.g., bridges the gap between the two.
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moment.”® Wilamowitz’s argument provoked considerable outrage amongst scholars
interested in the Sophoclean hero, but it also provided a level of support for later
scholarship questioning the relevance of character to the study of Greek tragedy.”'
Although scholars interested in tragic characters as theatrical constructs rarely identify
themselves with Wilamowitz in so many words, studies which argue for the priority of
dramatic effect over ‘human intelligibility’ share some important premises with
Wilamowitz’s approach to character.”® Similarly, Griffith’s recent claim that Sophoclean
characters can best be interpreted in terms of their set social roles has its own echoes of
Wilamowitz’s utilitarian approach to the construction of Sophoclean figures.™

The second line of thought, which focuses on the tragic heroism of Sophoclean
figures, has roots in Romantic readings of tragedy in the nineteenth century, but gained
particular prominence in the mid-twentieth century, in part as a reaction to Wilamowitz.
This line of thought has at its core the idea that Sophoclean tragedies are populated in
large part by figures who, for one reason or another, defy analysis in normal human terms.
Rather than interpreting their oddities, as Wilamowitz did, as a sign that Sophocles was
not interested in depicting coherent characters, scholars set about to examine Sophoclean
characters as figures in tension with the world. In the introduction to his analysis of 4jax,
Whitman first claims that, ‘the Greeks invented, among their other contributions to
culture, the concept of heroism’, and then goes on to argue that the Greek concept of
heroism—the concept which shapes Sophoclean heroes—is marked firstly by self-

destructiveness and secondly by a particular closeness to the gods.”* A few years later, in

>0 Wilamowitz 1917:39-40.

> Garton 1957:248-250 suggests a milder version of Wilamowitz’s position, according to which character
arises from the drama, but is on the whole more consistent than not. Dawe 1963 argues against consistent
characterization in Aeschylus.

>? Gellie 1963:249-250; Gould 1978:54 draws attention to the fact that the language of the playwright can
effect striking differences in the presentation of an individual character.

>3 Griffith 1999:37-38. Goldhill 1990 similarly argues for the importance of appropriate cultural categories.
** Whitman 1951:59-60.
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The Heroic Temper, Knox presents a related view of Sophoclean heroism, arguing that the
heroes of Sophoclean plays are marked by a refusal to yield which, in the end, makes them
strangers to the rest of the world.”

Writing between Whitman and Knox, Kirkwood offers a modified view of
Sophoclean heroism. In his analysis of the portrayal of character in Sophocles, Kirkwood
comments, ‘the special mark of Sophocles’ procedure is the delineation not of character in
and for itself, but of noble character faced with, and in its special way responding to, a
situation that serves as a complete and ultimate revelation of its nature’.>® Kirkwood’s
definition of what makes a Sophoclean hero unique has much in common with that
proposed by Whitman and Knox, but Kirkwood focuses not so much on the inability of
heroes to function in society as on the idea that the hero of a Sophoclean tragedy is always
forced to negotiate some kind of intensely difficult situation, and that heroism arises
through such difficulties. With this in mind, Kirkwood examines Sophoclean heroes in
the context of their relationships with those around them, arguing that the impact of the
action of each play depends on ‘the power and fullness with which the major characters
are presented to us’.”’

Kirkwood’s analysis of the Sophoclean hero in society provides a bridge between
the heroic ideals of Whitman and Knox and a third trend, which, while still attracted to the
idea of the extraordinary hero, seeks also to define that hero in psychologically plausible
terms. In discussing Neoptolemus’ revelation of the deception of Philoctetes, Kirkwood
argues that the characterization of Neoptolemus earlier in the play has provided a

psychological justification for his inability to keep the secret, and that this psychological

> Knox 1964:9-24 and passim. Knox comments in particular that Sophoclean heroes and their actions are
frequently described as Sewds (23-24).

% Kirkwood 1958:99. See, similarly, Seidensticker 1994:279-280.

" Kirkwood 1958:155. Kirkwood’s focus on relationships has more recently been echoed in Podlecki
1989:281-282, Easterling 1990:88, and Rutherford 2012:286.
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preparation aids the forward motion of the plot.”® This interest in explaining tragic events
in psychological terms, although visible in the work of earlier scholars, gained momentum
in the second half of the twentieth century. Of particular interest was the question of the
psychological processes that underpin the words and actions of characters; these readings
add an unspoken psychological dimension to Sophoclean characters which makes them
more than just the sum of what they do and say. In this vein, for example, Segal describes
Oedipus’ search for his identity in terms of neurotic anxiety, and discusses the effect of
this anxiety on the course of the play.” Easterling’s work on the idea of ‘human
intelligibility’ as a force in tragic characterization, although less explicitly psychological
than Segal’s, similarly makes the point that tragedies often provide their audiences with
the information they need to draw their own conclusions about the mental states of the
figures depicted onstage.”

Over the last twenty years, character has receded somewhat as a key term in
studies of Greek tragedy. Although the people who inhabit tragedies have remained a
matter of scholarly interest, the study of those people has in recent years undergone
several shifts in emphasis. In particular, several recent studies have focused on characters
largely in terms of their relationship to the dramatic world; Wiles, for example, claims that
characters in Greek tragic theatre are defined entirely in terms of their external
relationships, while Thumiger argues for a view of tragic characterization which takes into
account the effect of the world on the construction of dramatic characters.”' In a similar
vein, although Yoon leaves room for the suggestion of interiority on the part of major

characters, her study of anonymous characters in tragedy focuses not on psychological

> Kirkwood 1958:159-160.

%% Segal 1995:164-166.

% Easterling 1977:125 discusses the ‘impression of depth, of solid individual consciousness behind the
words’ of Sophoclean characters. Cf. also Easterling 1990.

' Wiles: 2007:271, 274-277; Thumiger 2007:9, 18. Wiles argues for the primacy of external relationships
both because he sees the convention of masking as precluding interiority (271, 275) and on the grounds that
‘the fifth century has no concept of selfhood that can be isolated from external relationships’ (274).
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interiority but on the use of anonymous characters to advance particular interpretations of
tragic heroes.”> Where interiority remains an important focal point, it is increasingly
detached from the broader issue of character; Hall discusses ‘minds’ in connection with
madness and the effect of the mind on the body, but she says very little about the
relationship of mind to character.”

Some recent readings of Sophoclean character have tried to draw the various
possible approaches to dramatic character closer together; Nooter revisits some of the
ideas of heroism propounded by Knox, but she does so by examining the ways in which
Sophoclean heroes are defined—and also isolated—by the poetic register in which they
sing.** In focusing on poetic language, Nooter participates in a general movement towards
looking at Greek tragedy in artistic terms rather than in terms of strictly realistic
representation of people and action; few people now would argue that Sophoclean
characters are exactly like real people, or that the experience of watching a character in a
play is equivalent to meeting someone on the street.” The challenge, then, has been to
reconcile the fact that theatrical experience is in crucial ways not like real life—and that
audiences know that it is not—with the tendency of audiences to think about dramatic
characters as if their existence extends in certain ways beyond the text of the play or the
space of the stage.’® Rather than taking the sometimes fragmentary presentation of
character as a sign that character is not a driving force in Sophoclean tragedy, I argue that
we should look to the ways in which our interactions with Sophoclean characters are

shaped by the gaps in characterization which we are left to fill in.

% Yoon 2012:3, 7-8.

% Hall 2010:182-197; she briefly discusses the possibility of tragic portrayal of personality at 182.
Similarly, Hall 2009 discusses the deliberations of several Sophoclean characters, but she looks for the most
part at these deliberations as mental processes which drive the plot, not as mental processes which may be
indicative of character.

* Nooter 2012:3.

% In this vein, Lada-Richards 1997 and 2002 discusses the importance of the theatrical experience in fifth-
century Athens.

% Budelmann and Easterling 2010:171-172. Seidensticker 2008:345 comments that the audience ‘should
neither ask questions which the text does not allow, nor omit questions which the text appears to prompt’.
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CHARACTER THROUGH INTERACTION

My approach to character in Sophocles takes as its starting point the fact that
neither human beings nor dramatic characters exist in a vacuum. Neither half of this
starting premise is in itself a new claim. Theories of selthood in psychology and
sociology have over the last fifty years increasingly drawn on the idea that people
conceptualize themselves not only in isolation, but also in terms of their interactions; some
studies of selfhood have gone so far as to claim that interaction is what defines the self.®’
In the case of Greek tragedy, views of character which take into account the relationships
both between individual characters and between characters and society have offered a
nuanced view both of the Sophoclean hero and of the importance of character to the
audience’s experience of tragedy.”® So far, however, studies of character which have
acknowledged the importance of interaction have looked at interaction strictly as an on-
stage phenomenon. My goal here is, by including the audience in the complex network of
interactions which contribute to the construction of Sophoclean character, to develop a
comprehensive view of Sophoclean character as a phenomenon which occurs at the
intersection between audience, actor, and text.®’

Interaction, as I will be defining it throughout this thesis, is something which
occurs at several levels, often simultaneously. Most obviously, characters interact with
each other onstage, and these onstage interactions provide various kinds of information
about the characters involved. During Electra’s dispute with Clytemnestra, for example,

Electra’s character is revealed through her treatment of her mother, through her comments

7 Goffman 1961:77; Martin et al. 2010:9; Kockleman 2013:6.

% Kirkwood 1958:101 declares the need to focus on character interaction; Easterling 1990:88 argues that we
ought to ‘attend to the dynamics of action and interaction rather than look for static “character portraits”
with the notion of a unitary character as our starting point’.

% A somewhat similar model for dramatic characterization as shaped by a network of interconnected
processes is suggested in Culpeper 2001:34-38, although Culpeper approaches characterization from a
cognitive perspective.
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about how she believes they both ought to behave, and through Clytemnestra’s comments
about Electra’s behaviour. Onstage interactions between characters, however, are also
often indicative of interactions between characters and more abstract concepts. When
Haemon and Creon debate Creon’s treatment of Antigone, their argument is not only an
interaction between a father and a son, but also an interaction between both figures and the
roles—father and son, king and subject—which they are meant to play in their interactions
with each other.” Similarly, when Ajax speaks to Tecmessa and Eurysaces about his
hopes for his son’s future, he interacts not only with his concubine and their child, but also
with the Homeric precedent of Hector addressing Andromache.”' The triangular
arrangement of these interactions, in which interaction between characters shapes and is
shaped by a conceptual interaction, is, in my view, one of the defining features of how
Sophoclean characters come into being for the audience.

Looking at character as something which develops through a variety of
multifaceted and interconnected interactions has three main advantages. First of all,
interaction provides a useful framework for thinking about the close relationship between
Sophoclean character and Sophoclean plot. Some of the interactions which shape
character actively move the plot forward; when Oedipus grows increasingly violent in his
questioning of the old servant of Laius, threatening him, oU Tpos X&pv HEv oUk EpETS,
kAaicwov &’ épeis (OT 1152), his behaviour is not only an indication of his state of mind
and his potential to become a dangerously volatile ruler, but is also a crucial step on the
way to the revelation of his identity. Perhaps more interesting, other interactions reinforce
the connection between character and plot by encouraging the audience to think about how

a character functions within the plot, and, perhaps, how the plot might be different if it

7 This scene will be discussed further in Chapter 2 below; Blundell 1989:120-122 and Griffith 1998:65-70
both note the complex interactions between the two characters and their roles.

"I The parallels between the scene in 4jax and the scene in Iliad are frequently noted; see Lattimore 1958:68;
Brown 1965:118; Winnington-Ingram 1980:16-19; Easterling 1984; Burian 1997:193; Garvie ad 485-524.
Cf. also Chapter 1 below.
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were inhabited by different characters. When Chrysothemis tells Electra, &AN’ v &v, i
oV Yy’ €U ppoveiv fmioTaco (EL 394), the audience is forced, if only briefly, to imagine
an Electra who is very different from the one they see on stage, and with that awareness
comes the realization that a different Electra would lead to a very different play.

Secondly, if we look at character as something which happens through interaction,
the sometimes piecemeal way in which Sophoclean characters are presented to the
audience ceases to be disturbing; any given character, rather than coming into being fully
formed at the beginning of a play, comes into existence gradually, through a series of
interactions of different kinds.”> The characters who emerge from this process are both
multifaceted—inasmuch as they are shaped by interactions with each other, with their own
ideas about themselves, and with the information which the audience brings to the play—
and also limited—inasmuch as the interactions which shape characters make it clear not
only what dramatic characters are and do but also what they are not and what they cannot
do.” Thinking about interaction thus helps to locate dramatic characters on the continuum
between illusion and fully-fledged reality; the awareness of the ways in which dramatic
characters are not like real people is an important part of the experience of watching a
play, and it is this awareness which encourages the audience to engage somewhat
differently with the issues that arise over the course of the play than they would with
similar issues in real life.”

Thirdly, interaction provides a model for the role of the audience in the
construction of character.” Interactions between characters and abstract concepts must be
mediated by the audience; although there may be close verbal echoes between the

Sophoclean texts and their literary or mythological intertexts, and although characters may

7* Easterling 1990:88.

7 Seidensticker 2008:345.

" Easterling 1990:89-90; Goldhill 1990:110-111.

> In his discussion of fictional characterization, Docherty 1983:xiv focuses similarly on the role of the
reader.
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speak directly about social roles, the interactions between characters and myth or roles
take on full force only when the audience bring their own knowledge to their interpretation
of what they see onstage.”® That is, the similarities and differences between Sophocles’
Ajax and the Homeric Hector matter only if the audience actually thinks about the //iad.
Similarly, when Deianeira draws on her memory in explaining her current feelings, her
account gains a new dimension if the audience consider that memory is a subjective
process, and, in turn, wonder how Deianeira interacts with her own memories. The
audience’s engagement with the mental states of characters is a sort of mind reading, and
it requires the audience to look both outward at the characters they see before them and
inward at the functioning of their own minds; although the differences between onstage
characters and real-life people remain apparent, audiences in the first instance use their
own experience of humanity to provide a working model for the figures they see
onstage.77

Overall, then, Sophoclean characters acquire a certain kind of depth from the
multiple levels of interaction by which they are shaped. This sense of depth comes not so
much from the fact that Sophoclean characters appear to be fully realized human beings—
they do not—but from the fact that we come to know Sophoclean characters gradually, by
piecing together information of several different kinds.”® At any given moment, our
understanding of a character is incomplete, but the interactions in which that character is
engaged enable us to expand our knowledge.” As these interactions accumulate,

Sophoclean characters acquire an existence beyond what we see depicted onstage; not

"® The contribution of audience knowledge to the construction of character is what Culpeper 2001:35 calls a
‘bottom-up’ process (‘top-down’ processes being those which derive directly from the text).

"7 Budelmann and Easterling 2010:171.

8 In Aspects of the Novel, Forster 1927:79 speaks about ‘round” characters as figures about whom the author
knows far more than he represents in his novel. I am not here drawing a distinction between round and flat
dramatic characters, but instead arguing that character depth in drama has as much to do with how we come
to understand characters as it does with what we know about them in the end.

7 Easterling 1990:88.
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only do we begin to think about the figures who inhabit Sophoclean drama as figures with
pasts and futures outside the timescale of the play, but we also begin to be able to situate
them within our wider understanding. Interactional characters resonate not only within the
spatially and temporally constricted world of the play, but also with our general sense of
how events depend on the actions and characteristics of the people involved.

Two final methodological points about my approach to interaction as a framework
for the interpretation of Sophoclean character remain. First, I will in the following
chapters be looking at the interactions which shape character in terms of various rhetorical
and psychological frameworks which the audience may use in interpreting those
interactions. In discussing the ways in which Sophoclean characters interact with their
memories, for instance, I will look not only at the occurrences of memory in Sophoclean
tragedy, but also at the importance of memory in the construction of non-dramatic identity
in order to see what light psychological theories of memory may shed on Sophoclean
characterization.®® In similar vein, when I consider how characters interact with
statements of general truth, I will consider the generalizations made by Sophoclean
characters in the light of the rhetorical implications of proverbs and other generalizations
not only in tragedy but also in other genres and cultures.®*’ Although the connections
between these rhetorical and psychological frameworks—particularly those developed and
studied recently, in cultures very different from fifth-century Athens—and Sophoclean
characterization will not be perfect, I would nonetheless like to suggest that they can help

to model the interactions which take place between character and audience.®

%0 King 2000 and McKechnie and Korner 2009 discuss the importance of memory in the formation of non-
dramatic identity; Worthington 1996, Nalbatian 2003, Cohen 2003, Sullivan 2005, and Favorini 2008
explore the application of memory studies to figures in various literary genres.

8! Lardinois 1997 advances an argument for the applicability of cross-cultural studies of proverb usage to
Homeric gnomai; Lardinois 2000 applies these studies of proverb usage to characterization in the /liad.

%2 The difficulty of applying cross-cultural studies to various aspects of ancient literature has been much
discussed. On the subject of character, Gill 1990 and 1996 uses the distinction between character and
personality as a way of avoiding the assumption of ‘transcultural absolutes’ (1990:6); see also, e.g., Goldhill
1990:100-105 on the need to avoid assume a consistent idea of human nature. There has also recently been
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Second, although the idea of dramatic character as constructed through interaction
could also be fruitfully applied to the Sophoclean chorus, I will nevertheless be limiting
my discussion to the interactions which shape individual characters. There is ongoing
debate about the status of the chorus in Greek tragedy and, of particular relevance to my
study, about whether or not tragic choruses count as characters.® In general, while the
chorus of each play is given a loosely defined identity—unmarried women of Trachis in
Trachiniae, citizens of Thebes in Antigone—their level of characterization varies
throughout each play; sometimes they draw attention to their identity insofar as it depends
on their personal stake in the matter at hand and their relationships with the other figures
involved, but sometimes they are far more detached from the rest of the play. In
Trachiniae, for example, while the chorus rejoice on Deianeira’s behalf when they hear
that Heracles is coming safely home and advise her as her friends when she is planning to
send him the robe (7rach. 205-224, 588-593), in other lyric passages they offer more
detached narratives of the play’s back-story or general truths which pertain to the action.**
While much could be said in terms of interaction about the fluid characterization of
Sophoclean choruses, I will in this thesis be leaving the chorus for the most part to one
side. I will often discuss the chorus as they interact with and thereby shape named

characters, but I will not be discussing them as characters in their own right.

much discussion of the possibility of applying cross-cultural ideas about the emotions to the study of the
ancient world; Harris 2001:32-40, e.g., argues for a view of the emotions as determined both socially and
biologically, while Cairns 2003:12 similarly argues for cross-cultural dialogue about the emotions ‘which
avoids both the naive assumption of shared humanity and unsustainable strategies of alienation’; see also
Cairns 2008:45-46.

% For different approaches to the degree to which Sophoclean choruses are characterized and the effect of
their characterization, see, e.g., Henrichs 1994/5, Gould 1996, Goldhill 1996, and Gagné and Hopman 2013;
Kitzinger 2008, in her analysis of the choruses of Antigone and Philoctetes, lays out her general approach to
the differences between chorus and actors at pp. 3-5; Dhuga 2006 discusses the authority of the chorus in
Oedipus at Colonus. Nooter 2012:110-111 comments on the close relationship between Electra and the
chorus, suggesting also that Electra takes on much of what might be expected to be the chorus’s role.

% Deianeira frequently comments on the social position of the chorus, particularly their lack of experience;
see, e.g., Winnington-Ingram 1980:79-80, Seaford 1986:50-51, Kraus 1991:83.
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In the five chapters of this thesis, I will be treating five of the types of interaction
which shape Sophoclean characters one at a time; I will begin with a discussion of the
interactions between Sophoclean characters and (1) mythological context, and I will
continue with discussions of the interactions between characters and (2) social roles, (3)
memories, (4) the passage of time, and (5) general statements. The separation of these
five strands of interaction is to some degree artificial; although characters interact
differently with these different concepts, the interactions which shape character do not
take place in isolation, and different strands of interaction tend to feed into each other. In
order to illustrate both the way in which different layers of interaction help to bring about
Sophoclean characters and the interdependence of those different layers, I will in the next
section offer a brief case study of the prologue of 4jax. Over the course of the play’s
opening scene, the figures of Athena, Odysseus, and Ajax himself emerge both in
interaction with each other and also in interaction with all five of the concepts on which I

will focus in subsequent chapters.

CASE STUDY: INTERACTING WITH CHARACTER IN THE PROLOGUE OF AJ4X

The first two lines of 4jax already begin to establish a complicated network of
interactions. When Athena says, Ael pév, & ai AapTiou, 8¢dopkd ot | Teipdv TIv’
exBpcov apmaocal Bnpcopevov (4j. 1-2), her opening statement serves to locate herself
and Odysseus in several ways. Her claim that she has always been watching Odysseus
situates their relationship in a timescale beyond the scope of the play; while it is possible
that her aet refers only to the duration of Odysseus’ current hunt for Ajax, it also suggests
that the relationship between Odysseus and Athena is already established.® At the same

time, her aei amplifies her description of Odysseus as Teipav T’ €xBpcdov apmaocal

% Heath 1987:166 comments on the importance of Odysseus’ familiarity with Athena.
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Bnpcouevov into a character point; although Odysseus has not always been tracking Ajax,
he is, according to Athena’s description of him, always tracking something.*® By
addressing Odysseus as Tai AapTiou, moreover, Athena identifies Odysseus in a way
which specifically locates him within his broader mythological context. As the scene
continues, this initial web of interactions takes on new dimensions, expanding to include
and define the figure of Ajax.

The story of Ajax figures prominently in Greek epic, and, from the first lines of the
play, the audience are encouraged to consider the relationship between Sophocles’
treatment of the story and other versions of the myth.*” Both Odysseus’ status as the son
of Laertes and his close relationship with Athena locate the beginning of the play in a
mythological framework which has particular ties to Homeric epic, and, as Heath and
Okell note, the audience use their prior knowledge to supplement the information
presented by Athena and Odysseus.*® The tragedy’s early interactions with Homer help to
shape the audience’s expectations for the characters they see onstage and their interactions
with each other; given Athena’s constant planning on Odysseus’ behalf in the Odyssey, the
audience is likely to assume that her intervention in Ajax will be unequivocally welcome
to her favourite.” Although Athena’s first speech suggests a straightforward mapping of
Homeric relationships onto the tragedy—Athena and her traditional protégé Odysseus are
united against Odysseus’ traditional enemy Ajax—the interactions between Sophoclean
figures and their mythological counterparts grow more complicated. As Odysseus begins
to push back against Athena’s suggestion that he is in a position to gloat over his
humiliated enemy, the balance of Homeric relationships shifts; Odysseus distances himself

somewhat from his patron goddess, and the audience are encouraged to think not just of

% Knox 1961:18 comments that, although Athena tries to characterize Odysseus with her &ei, over the
course the prologue, ‘The word “always” is belied by the action of Odysseus’.

%7 Golder 1990:12 notes the gaps in the story of Ajax in surviving Greek epic.

* Heath and Okell 2007:365.

% Barker 2004:5 suggests a tension between Odyssean and Iliadic models of divinity in the prologue.
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Ajax’s enduring hatred for Odysseus in Odyssey 11, but also of the conciliatory gestures
made by Odysseus in the Homeric scene.”

The mythological precedents for the interactions between Athena, Odysseus, and,
eventually, Ajax himself dictate, to some extent, the roles which the three figures will play
in the tragedy. It soon becomes apparent, however, that all three figures interact with their
established roles in somewhat complicated ways. Odysseus and Ajax are in part
differentiated from each other by means of their respective willingness to acknowledge the
divide between god and mortal.”’ Odysseus throughout the prologue can be seen to
balance his respect for Athena with a growing sense that her perspective on Ajax differs
from his own. He begins speaking to Athena in a tone of pronounced respect, but later
cries out in fear, Ti dp&s, ABava; undaudds o’ éEw KaAel (74); when he finally yields
to Athena’s insistence on summoning Ajax, it is only after reasserting the superiority of
the goddess, admitting, yévolto pévt&v av Beol Texveouévou (86).”> Although Ajax
too initially addresses Athena deferentially, beginning with xaip’ ABava, xaipe
Avoyeves Tékvov and going on to promise offerings to the goddess (91-94), he, unlike
Odysseus, insists more and more on his own autonomy over the course of the scene.”
While Ajax’s words push back against the pious relationship between human and divine
which was suggested by Odysseus’ behaviour, Athena’s overarching control of the
situation is such that Ajax’s attempt to take command only reinforces his helpless
position.”*

As the prologue focuses increasingly on the behaviour of Ajax, it becomes clear

that his fraught interaction with divine authority is similar in many ways to his interaction

% Hesk 2003:27 notes the overarching importance of the scene in Odyssey 11 throughout Ajax.

I Heath 1987:170 comments on the importance of appropriate human interaction with the divine in the play.
%2 Heath 1987:169 and Finglass ad 74-88 suggest that his concern for his own safety at 74 must be very great
if it can override his previous scrupulous deference.

%3 Blundell 1989:64; Nooter 2012:32 argues that Ajax’s greeting to Athena implies belief on his part in a
strong reciprocal relationship between himself and the goddess.

% Ringer 1998:35 discusses Athena’s orchestration of Ajax’s appearance as metatheatre; cf. Barker 2004:5.
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with his role in the Greek force at Troy. Ajax’s apparent reluctance to acknowledge
Athena’s superior position is part of a general trend of resistance to accept a subordinate
position in any hierarchy.” Ajax’s role amongst the Greeks has recently changed, and the
fact that he used to occupy a position of honour in the Greek army and now has been
ranked below Odysseus drives his sense that he needs revenge; when he tells Athena that
he has punished the Atreidae cooT’ oUmroT” Alav’ oid’ aTtiudoous’ €11 (98), he declares
himself to be specifically invested in the restoration of his former role as acknowledged
champion. This insistence on the honours which he is due forms a curious point of contact
between Ajax and Odysseus, whose interaction with the status of his rival and former
comrade pulls him in conflicting directions. On the one hand, when Odysseus asks
Athena somewhat incredulously, 1 kal TO BoUAeup’ cos e Apyeiols TES Nv; (44), his
question suggests that the magnitude of Ajax’s crimes is increased by the fact that they
were carried out against his former comrades.”® At the same time, however, Odysseus
remains aware of the magnitude of Ajax’s fall, and he finds something both pitiable and
awe-inspiring in his enemy’s diminished status (121-126).

The emphasis which Athena, Odysseus, and Ajax place on Ajax’s changed status is
one of several ways in which the characters in the prologue interact with events outside
the timescale of the play; both Ajax’s conception of himself and Odysseus’ conception of
Ajax are shaped by their memories of earlier events. Although Ajax says little about the
contest over the arms, his memory of the event is biased; by referring to the arms as
TaW'...0mAa (100), Ajax glosses over the fact that the arms were actually awarded to

Odysseus, thus making a decision which went against his wishes into a case of outright

% Winnington-Ingram 1980:14-15 notes Ajax’s refusal to make an exception for Achilles in his account of
himself as the best of the Greeks.

% Rosivach 1975:201-202 suggests that Athena’s statement and Odysseus’ following question imply that
Ajax meant to attack not just the generals but the entire Greek army.
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theft.”” Ajax’s remembered sense of himself and his place in the Greek force is one of the
defining points of his character throughout the play, and, in the prologue, it provides a
contrast with Odysseus’ more flexible approach to his own memories. Odysseus
acknowledges both that Ajax was éx0pds ye TOOe Tavdpi kai Taviv €11 (78) and that
he can think of no one who could have rivalled him; whereas Ajax, faced with a past
which he cannot reconcile with his self-image, replaces it with a version which makes
more sense to him, Odysseus acknowledges the conflicting aspects of Ajax’s past, and
tempers his opinions accordingly.”® For both men, however, memory is an active force,
and they position themselves in the world in part on the basis of their interactions with
remembered events.

As they situate themselves with respect to past events, Ajax and Odysseus interact
more generally with the passage of time.”” Odysseus and Ajax differ in their ability to
carry their actions to completion and plan for the future, and their thoughts about their
personal trajectories are an important part of their respective interactions with the world at
large. Ajax’s personal trajectory has come to a halt; having set out to attack the Greek
leaders, Ajax has been driven off course by Athena, who tells Odysseus, £y o’
aTEipy ... TAs avnkéoTou Xapdas (51-52). Although he believes that he is still
moving forward, promising future offerings to Athena and ordering her to remain his ally
&ei, Ajax’s hopes have little to do with the future which is in store for him.'” Odysseus,
on the other hand, begins the play in a state of doubt, explaining to Athena, T& &’

EKTIETTAN Y M, KoUK £xeo HaBeiv &trou (33).'" Although Athena helps him to achieve

his immediate goal of finding Ajax, Odysseus’ doubts remain as the prologue continues,

7 Garvie ad 100.

%% Blundell 1989:63-64 comments on Odysseus’ more general tendency to avoid absolutes.

% Segal 1989/90:400 sees a temporal shift during the prologue from a focus on the past to a focus on the
present.

"% Knox 1961:18.

1" Hesk 2003:42 notes the incongruity of Odysseus’ confusion in light of his traditional character.

33



shifting, after the exit of Ajax, from specific doubt about the success of his mission, to a
more general state of uncertainty about the future. His interaction with the passage of time
is related to his interaction with Ajax; suffering from the sense, brought about by his

glimpse of Ajax, that at any moment he might stop moving forward, Odysseus explains,
Op& yap Nuas oudev dvTas &AAo ATV | eidwA’ doottrep CAUEV T) KOUPNV OKIAY
(125-126).'"

By framing his observations about the uncertain future which he and Ajax—and all
mortals—share in general terms, Odysseus reveals a great deal about his way of thinking
about the world. Odysseus uses generalizations in the prologue in order to process the
other interactions in which he is involved; when he generalizes about the human condition
on the basis of what he has seen of Ajax’s madness, his enmity for Ajax is tempered by
the assumption that he and Ajax belong, on the most basic level, in the same category.'*
Although Odysseus is like many tragic characters—including both Athena and Ajax—in
his tendency to generalize, different characters interact differently both with their own
statements of general truth and with those of others; while Odysseus uses generalizations
in order to provide a conceptual framework for his own actions, Athena generalizes in

.. . . 104
order to elicit certain behaviours from Odysseus.

Immediately after the departure of
Ajax, for example, she asks Odysseus to observe the extent of divine power (118), and, in
her following speech, she warns him to moderate his behaviour accordingly (127-130).
Eliciting the appropriate response from Odysseus, however, requires that he interpret
Athena’s general statements the way she intends, and, as the prologue nears its end,

Odysseus without explicitly contradicting Athena uses her generalizations to justify a

different course of action than the one which she has suggested. Prompted by Athena’s

12 Knox 1961:18.

1% Blundell 1989:63; Hesk 2003:45; Rutherford 2012:390.

1% Rutherford 2012:390-391 comments on the different purposes of Odysseus’ and Athena’s generalizations,
although Rutherford argues that ‘her emphasis is on the moral justification of retribution from the gods’.

34



generalization, Odysseus considers two opposing models for human behaviour, and he
chooses the one which fits best with his own human perspective.'”

By the time Odysseus and Athena leave the stage at the end of the prologue, the
audience have received a great deal of information about the two of them, Ajax, and the
relationships between the three figures. Some of this information is delivered directly—
Athena says that Odysseus hunts accurately, like a Laconian hound (7-8), Odysseus says
that he is and will be guided by her hand (34-35), and both agree that, before his madness,
there was no one better than Ajax (119-121). Much of the audience’s information about
the three characters, however, comes into focus more gradually, as the audience watches
them interact with each other and otherwise situate themselves in the world of the play.'®
Ajax is shaped not just by what he says and does, but also by the fact that his words and
actions seem to be motivated by a sense of himself—where he has come from, where he is
going, what his role in the Greek army ought to be, how he relates to the gods—which
differs in crucial ways from that of Athena or Odysseus. The various facets of each
character interact with each other and with the audience’s expectations in order to produce

a composite identity which is more real than the sum of its parts.

FRAMEWORKS FOR INTERACTION

In the preceding case study, I have examined the various interactions which
contribute to the construction of character in the prologue of 4jax. I have looked at these
various interactions more or less in tandem, because that is most often how such
interactions take place in Sophocles; when Ajax, in the lyric lament which he delivers in

the first episode, looks back on a time when he was a warrior such as the streams of

19 Hesk 2003:45 notes that Odysseus ‘defines himself as a figure who exercises a form of séphrosuné which
is more humane and morally compassionate than that espoused by Athena’.
1% de Jong 2006:73 comments on the gradual release of information.
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Scamander had never before seen (4;. 421-426), his recollection interacts with his belief
that his place of honour in the Greek army is lost beyond recovery and that he can thus no
longer hope for a glorious future at Troy.'”” Elsewhere in Sophocles the same holds true,
inasmuch as when a character interacts with her memory, she is often simultaneously
interacting with her sense of the roles she must play in the world and her sense of the
trajectory along which she has been moving since the remembered event. With this
general premise—that is, that the interactions which shape Sophoclean character can very
rarely be isolated from each other completely—in mind, I will in the following chapters of
this thesis be separating out five main interactional frameworks and examining each one
individually, so as to provide a more detailed view of the complexities which are inherent
in Sophoclean character.

In my first chapter, I explore the interactions between Sophoclean characters and
their mythological backgrounds. All seven of our extant Sophoclean tragedies take their
subjects from a body of traditional stories which we would today classify as myth, and the
more or less traditional characters who appear in Sophoclean versions of traditional stories
interact in complicated ways with their predecessors.'” In some cases, moreover,
mythological interactions are further complicated by the existence of earlier Sophoclean
treatments of the same story or characters, often to very different effect. The interactions
which take place between Sophoclean characters and their mythic or tragic predecessors
are mediated by the audience; both references to earlier instantiations of a character or

event and divergences from canonical versions gain their force from the prior knowledge

"7 Winnington-Ingram 1980:14-15 and Finglass ad 421-426 comment on the divergence between Ajax’s

memory of himself and the general consensus; de Jong 2006:81 notes that Ajax is concerned with past,
present and future in his account of his own deeds.

1% Aeschylus® Persians is our only extant non-mythological Athenian tragedy; see Chapter 1 below on the
overall dominance of mythological storylines in tragedy. Not all Sophoclean characters exist in pre-
Sophoclean versions of a given story.
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which the audience brings with them to the theatre.'"’

The weight of tradition can bestow
an element of authority on Sophoclean characterization, while divergences from that
tradition can, in turn, draw attention to the aspects of a character which are most important
in that character’s current dramatic context. In this way, I argue that Sophoclean versions
of traditional characters emerge out of a tension between novelty and familiarity.
Sophoclean characters can be classified not only by their relationships with their
mythological predecessors—a level of interaction which reaches outside the boundaries of
the play—but also by the roles which they play within the world of the play, and in my
second chapter I examine the ways in which characters interact with those roles. Within
each play, characters play a range of social and familial roles—they are kings, generals,
soldiers, subjects, parents, children, siblings, husbands, wives, etc.—and each of these

19 1n addition,

roles exerts a degree of control over the ways in which characters behave.
many characters must play multiple social roles simultaneously, and these roles often
subject characters to conflicting obligations. The extent to which characters fulfil their
role obligations successfully is a subject of much discussion within the texts of
Sophoclean tragedy, and it is also a subject concerning which the audience are encouraged
to make their own judgements; when Electra accuses her sister of being a disloyal
daughter to Agamemnon, for example, the audience can judge Chrysothemis’ behaviour
not only on the basis of what they have seen onstage, but also on the basis of what they
know about the filial obligations of daughterhood.''' As Sophoclean characters take on
particular roles in the world of the play or have such roles imposed upon them externally,

they are defined in part by their interactions with those roles and their attendant

obligations.

1% Segal 1983:173-175 discusses myth as a system of symbols which requires the interpretation of a
knowing audience.

"% Griffith 1999:37-38.

1 gee, e.g., Goldhill 2012:232-245 on the ‘politics of sisterhood’ in Electra and Antigone; Foley 2001
suggests different cultural models for the behaviour of the two pairs of sisters.
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The obligations imposed by social roles root characters firmly in the world of the
play. In my third chapter, I explore the role of memory both in providing another kind of
context for the present actions of characters and in providing the audience with a window
into the mental states of the figures on stage. In each tragedy, Sophoclean characters are
depicted as looking back on prior events, some of which have taken place since the
beginning of the play, and some of which have taken place further in the past. As they
speak about the past, Sophoclean characters interact with their memories in complex ways,
sometimes revising their memories in light of current circumstances and sometimes

. . . . . 112
interpreting current circumstances in light of remembered events.

Both their present
constructions of their own identity and their interactions with others are often shaped by
their particular memories of the past; Philoctetes, even after years alone on Lemnos, still
defines himself first as the one to whom Heracles bequeathed his bow, while his fond
memories of Achilles prompt him to look favourably upon Achilles’ son Neoptolemus.'"
In speaking about their lives, Sophoclean characters rely on deeply personal versions of
the past in order to make sense of both present and future.

In my fourth chapter, I expand the temporal perspective suggested by my study of
memory as a force in characterization and look at the ways in which Sophoclean
characters interact with the passage of time. On the most basic level, Sophoclean
characters move through time like everyone else—they are born (always before the
beginning of the play), they grow older, and they eventually die (sometimes during the
play and sometimes after its conclusion). Between birth and death, however, many
Sophoclean characters interact with the passage of time in ways which separate them from

most other mortals; although many of the ways in which the figures of Sophoclean tragedy

move through their lives are recognizable to the audience, they are normally taken to an

"2 Kraus 1991:79-81 discusses Deianeira’s processing of her own past experience.
'3 Roberts 1989 discusses the importance of different views of the past in Philoctetes.
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extreme beyond what the audience can be expected to have experienced in their own

"% In particular, many Sophoclean characters—despite what Ajax and the aged

lives.
Oedipus say to the contrary—deny the passage of time in various ways; while the world
goes on around them, they remain entrenched in habitual actions and patterns of mind
which make it impossible for them to interact with changing circumstances.''

In my final chapter, I look at the importance of generalizations as speech acts
which allow Sophoclean characters to define their interactions with the world around
them. Sophoclean characters deliver general statements under a wide variety of
circumstances, but usually at moments of heightened tension, and both the purposes for
which a character chooses to deploy generalizations and the reactions of those who hear
the generalization can be indicative of that character’s wider ability to function within the
world of the play.''® As characters process the events in which they are involved and
make claims for their own authority, their generalizations often become a focal point for
the various kinds of interaction implicit in those processes; the generalities upon which
characters rely in times of stress can be seen to arise out of characters’ memories, their
senses of their own personal trajectories, their beliefs about the obligations which go along
with various social roles, and their desire to situate themselves in the context of a broader
tradition. When Deianeira begins her first speech in Trachiniae by rejecting a famous
gnomic statement, she makes a case for being able to speak authoritatively about her life
by pitting her own past experience and her current expectations as Heracles’ wife against

the weight of tradition which gave rise to the proverb.''” As is the case with many

'1* de Romilly 1968:110-111 and Hutchinson 1999:48 comment on individual experiences of time in
Sophocles.

'3 Knox 1961 discusses Ajax’s resistance to the passage of time as a heroic quality; on heroic time see also
Rosenmeyer 1963:184, Golder 1990:20-22.

"¢ Martin 2009:117-119 comments on some of the possible purposes of dramatic gnomai; see also
Rutherford 2012:390-394.

"7 Deianeira’s interaction with this proverb will be discussed in depth in Chapter 5 below. On the authority
implicit in her use of the proverb, see, e.g., Lawrence 1978:289-290, Kraus 1991:79, Heiden 2012:136.
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Sophoclean characters, Deianeira the individual arises through her interaction with the
generalities which may or may not apply to the reality of her situation.
* * *

As Sophoclean figures interact with each other onstage, their individual characters
emerge through a variety of more abstract interactions. All of these interactions provide a
context for each character which extends in various ways beyond the confines of the play;
both mythological references and prominent social structures help the audience to draw
connections both between a tragedy and other traditional stories and between the same
tragedy and everyday life, while the memories, personal trajectories, and general
statements of individual characters help to expand the world of the play beyond the
immediate spatial and temporal boundaries of the performance. The network of
interactions which combine to shape Sophoclean characters gives those characters a
complexity which is in many ways reminiscent of the complexity of real human beings;
since not all of the interactions which shape theatrical characters map perfectly onto the
non-theatrical world, however, Sophoclean characters remain fully theatrical, poised

between reality and illusion.
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CHAPTER 1 — INTERACTING WITH MYTH: THE PULL OF THE FAMILIAR

As soon as Antigone begins to speak in the prologue of Antigone, she draws
attention to the complicated network of stories that surround her family. After addressing
her sister as kolwov autadeAgov lourvns k&apa (1), and thus drawing attention to their
shared stake in the fate of their family, Antigone continues by asking, &p’ oic6’ & T1 Zeus
TGV a1’ OidiTTou kak&v— | &, Toiov ouxi vy €Tt fcooatv TeAel (2-3). Neither here
nor at any other point in the play does Antigone explicitly identify Téov am’ Oidimrou
Kk, but she can count on Ismene to know what she means. Perhaps more importantly,
Sophocles can count on his audience knowing what Antigone means as well." When, later
in the same scene, Ismene offers a slightly fuller version of the family story, reminding
Antigone, TaTnpP | €5 vV amexOns SUokAens T ATTCOAETO | TTPOS AUTOPLOPLOV
apTmAaknua T (49-51), her account is so compressed as to be nearly unintelligible to
anyone not already acquainted with Oedipus’ fate. Antigone must be able to understand
Ismene’s abbreviated narrative, and so must the audience.

Oedipus and his family, of course, are prominent in Greek literature from early
epic onwards; Odysseus mentions seeing Epicaste, the wife and mother of Oedipus, in the
Underworld in Book 11 of the Odyssey (271-280), and the ruling family of Thebes was
also the subject of its own cycle of epic poems, beginning with the story of Oedipus in the
Oedipodea and continuing with the stories of his descendants in the Thebaid and the
Epigoni.> Although Sophocles does not always choose to dwell on the mythical

background of the characters in Antigone, Antigone’s opening lines connect the tragedy

" This is often true in Sophocles; Heath and Okell 2007:365-366 discuss the knowledge which the audience
bring to 4jax. Else 1972:29 notes the swift pace of Antigone’s first speech.

* The fragments of the epic treatments of Theban legend are collected in West 2003; pp. 4-10 contain a
summary of the events which seem to be covered by the Theban epics. Baldry 1956:27-28 discusses the
elements of the Theban legend which can be recovered from epic fragments and their relationship to tragedy.
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with the wider mythical tradition surrounding Oedipus.” As the play continues, oblique
references to the play’s mythical background encourage the audience to use their own
prior knowledge of the myth to fill in whatever blanks may be left by the play itself.
Although it is clear by the end of Antigone’s first speech that the woes which she
and Ismene share are somehow connected to Oedipus, it is not immediately clear how she
and her sister fit into Oedipus’ history. Antigone does not directly identify herself and her
sister as children of Oedipus, and, when Ismene first addresses Antigone by name and
mentions the mutual slaughter of their brothers (10-14), her reply may still not provide the
audience with much information about what to expect of the two young women on stage.
While the story of the conflict between Oedipus’ sons goes back at least to epic, Oedipus’
daughters are far less prominent in pre-Sophoclean versions of the story. The name
‘Ismene’ has been connected with Oedipus since the 7™ century, and both Antigone and
Ismene were mentioned by name in the early fifth century by Pherekydes of Athens as
daughters of Oedipus by his second wife, Euryganeia, but little seems to have been said
before Sophocles about the role of Oedipus’ daughters after their father’s death.”
Knowing that Antigone and Ismene are daughters of Oedipus, then, may leave the
audience with room for uncertainty about their importance in the play that has just begun.
As a daughter of Oedipus and as a potentially novel figure in a familiar story, the
figure of Antigone necessarily interacts with other versions of her family story known to
the audience. Along with interacting implicitly with her own myth—an interaction which
must be mediated by the knowledge of the audience—Sophocles’ Antigone also interacts

onstage with other mythological paradigms; in the kommos which precedes her

? Brown ad 2-3 suggests that Antigone’s opening lines imply that all of the evils associated with Oedipus are
now being inflicted in concentrated form on the two sisters.

* In surviving texts, Ismene is first mentioned by name in Mimnermus Fr. 21 West. Zimmermann 1993:89-
92 discusses the account given by Pherekydes (FrGrHist 3 Fr. 95); Fowler 2013:405-407 discusses the
disconnect between Pherekydes’ account and those contained in other sources. More generally, see Griffith
1999:8-10 on the pre-Sophoclean history of Oedipus’ children.
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justification of her burial of Polyneices, Antigone, in response to the choral claim that no
other woman has had a death like hers, compares herself to Niobe, another woman who
was once entombed in rock (823-832).” This mythical parallel, like all exempla, is
imperfect, and the chorus note that there are several crucial differences between
Antigone’s fate and that of Niobe, commenting, aAA& Beds Tol kal Beoyevvris, | Nuels &€
BpoToi kai BunToyeveis (834-835). In the stasimon which follows Antigone’s final exit,
the chorus present some mythical parallels of their own; they sing first of Danae (944-
954), then of Lycurgus (955-965), and, finally, of Cleopatra and her children (966-987).
The chorus’s exempla, like Antigone’s earlier reference to Niobe, overlap with Antigone’s
story in some ways while diverging in others.® The exact significance of the various
exempla introduced in Antigone, I would suggest, is less important than the kind of
thinking which they encourage; by drawing parallels between her story and the stories of
prior mythical figures, both the chorus and Antigone herself suggest that Antigone’s story
partakes of recurring mythical themes. Although Sophocles’ Antigone at Thebes may be
profoundly isolated, parallels elsewhere in myth may offer clues for understanding both
her situation and her actions.

The exempla employed by Antigone and the chorus, along with Antigone’s
position as a daughter of the mythical king Oedipus, help to locate the otherwise obscure
figure of Antigone within a complex network of mythological interactions. When
Antigone mentions Niobe or the chorus sing of Danae, Lycourgus, or Cleopatra, they

reach beyond Antigone’s own story in order to draw upon relevant aspects of other myths,

> Griffith ad 823-33 notes that Antigone denies the chorus’ idea of her uniqueness.

® Griffith ad 944-87 discusses the difficulties of finding a consistent interpretation for the three exempla
presented by the chorus. Burton 1980:132 claims that, although there are some similarities between
Antigone’s story and those of Danae, Lycourgus, and Cleopatra, the stasimon ‘could indeed with very little
alteration be made relevant to any character in any tragedy who is under sentence of death and who stands in
need of exhortation before the stroke falls’, while Winnington-Ingram 1980:98-109 and Seaford 1990
suggest various reasons for the chorus’s selection of these particular parallels. Garner 1990:85 suggests that
the chorus, in using these exempla, misuse a standard technique for consolation.
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and certain facets of Antigone’s character are thrown into sharper relief by the
comparison. The interactions which take place between Antigone and other mythological
figures, who are similar to her in some ways but very different in others, are discussed
openly by Antigone and the chorus, and such clearly signalled interactions coexist with the
implicit mythological interactions which take place between Sophocles’ Antigone and
other stories about the house of Oedipus. Both explicit and implicit interactions vary in
their specificity; some aspects of Sophocles’ Antigone, such as Ismene’s two-line account
of the death of her brothers, merely gesture at the general outlines of Oedipus’ story, while
other moments in the play suggest specific earlier versions of the Oedipus myth.”

The knowledge of mythology which an audience brings to the theatre exerts a two-
way pull on tragic characters. On the one hand, characters in any given tragedy are not
exactly like their mythological namesakes, nor do they map perfectly onto the models
provided by the other mythological figures to whom they are compared. The differences
between different figures in myth and between different versions of the same figure are
often prominent, and many scholars have suggested that tragic poets use myth largely as a
source of illuminating contrasts: Antigone, as the chorus point out, is not entirely like
Niobe, and Ajax is importantly different from Hector, despite the similarities between his
conversation with Tecmessa in Sophocles’ 4jax and Hector’s with Andromache in /liad
6. Even where the differences between tragic characters and their mythical antecedents
are striking, however, mythological resonances can add important dimensions to the
figures of tragedy. On a fairly basic level, by claiming that she is like Niobe, Antigone

endows her own story with a new degree of dignity, and the existence of a mythical

7 Griffith 1999:7-8 suggests that Sophocles’ accounts of the attack against Thebes and the misfortunes of
Laius’ family suggest the influence of Aeschylus’ Seven Against Thebes; Griffith nonetheless cautions
against placing too much weight on these apparent allusions, given that other influential versions may have
been lost.

$On myth as a source of contrasts, see Kirkwood 1965:56-59, Easterling 1984b:3-5, March 1987:66-67,
Burian 1997:190, Buxton 2007:176. The Ajax-Hector comparison will be discussed in more detail later in
this chapter.
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framework can give a similar depth to many other tragic characters.” In this chapter, I will
explore the tension between novelty and familiarity which plays out in the interactions

between Sophoclean characters and their mythological precedents.

TRAGIC MYTHOLOGIES

With the exception of Aeschylus’ Persians, all of our extant Greek tragedies take
their storylines from a body of material which today we would classify as myth. Although
Aristotle refers to the existence of tragedies dealing with wholly imaginary characters and
events (Poetics 1451b21-22), he names only one such tragedy, Agathon’s Antheus, and we
have no evidence for any others; similarly, although there are known to have been other
early Athenian tragedies besides Persians which dealt with recent historical events, there
is no suggestion that any such non-mythological tragedies were produced after Persians.'’
The subsequent reliance of playwrights on mythological material to supply the plots of
their tragedies has important implications for tragic character; although tragic poets have
considerable room for innovation within the framework imposed by traditional plots, the
fact remains that many key figures will already be familiar to the audience at the start of
any play. In the section which follows, I will offer a brief and necessarily incomplete
discussion of some of the major issues of tradition, authority, and innovation which are at
stake in all tragic appropriations of myth before going on to outline my approach to
thinking about these issues with regard to Sophoclean character.

The familiarity of traditional characters is reinforced by the fact that mythological

material is typically granted a certain degree of authority. In today’s casual usage, ‘myth’

? Electra employs a similar rhetorical strategy in the first kommos of her play, when she first takes Procne as
a model for her ongoing mourning and then invokes Niobe as a goddess (£l 147-152); cf. Finglass ad 145-
152.

' Burian 1997:185-186; Lowe 2000:158. Phrynichus is known to have written a Sack of Miletus and a
Phoenician Women; See Cartledge 1997:24-25 for a brief discussion of the likely reasons that recent history
passed out of fashion as a subject for tragedy.
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has become shorthand for any widely circulated falsehood, and this scepticism about the
truth value of myth has its roots in antiquity; Thucydides drew a distinction between
supposedly true history and mythological accounts, while Plato referred to potentially
misleading uiibo as the opposite of more rationally founded Adyor.'' Despite this
longstanding association between myth and falsehood, however, it has more recently been
noted that myths are generally presented as true; while many myths take place at an earlier
stage of history in which some different rules—including those which govern human
interactions with the divine—may apply, tellers of mythological stories still tend on the
whole to claim to be dealing with historical fact rather than fiction.'* Thus when
Herodotus traces the origins of Greco-Persian hostility in the beginning of his Histories,
although he refuses to arbitrate between different stories of the Trojan War (1.5), he
nevertheless refers to events narrated in Homer’s /liad, events which are part of the Greek
mythological tradition, as events which contain a kernel of historical truth and have lasting
implications for more recent political allegiances (1.3-1.5)."> The idea that there is some
truth behind canonical versions of traditional stories limits to some extent the flexibility of
myth; although traditional tales can be expanded or contracted to suit the interests of the
audience or the amount of time available to the teller, certain elements of a traditional

story cannot be altered without transforming the myth into a different story altogether."*

" For the use of ‘myth’ in modern parlance, see OED Online 2014: myth, ., definition 2. On Thucydides’
ideas about myth, see Graf 1987:2, citing Thucydides 1.22.4. Buxton 1994:12-13 notes that many ancient
writers do not adhere to Plato’s distinction between pui6os and Adyos, and that Plato himself classifies some
HUBot as a type of Adyos (Rep. 377a).

2 The question of the definition of myth is a complicated one, and has been approached from many angles.
Csapo 2005 provides a survey of possible approaches, and, in his first chapter, addresses the broader
problem of arriving at a satisfactory definition at all; pp. 2-3 discuss the tension between the current equation
of myth and falsehood and the authority traditionally granted to myths. Later in this section I will offer a
provisional definition of myth as I will be using it in this chapter.

" The relationship between myth and historical fact is complicated and much discussed; Burkert 1979:27,
e.g., comments that myth ‘bears the marks of its history, of multiple levels of application and
crystallization’, while Veyne 1988:4-15 discusses the overlap between history and tradition (including myth)
in the ancient world.

' Woodard 2007:2 notes ‘a concern for preserving still more ancient forms and notions about gods and
heroes’ even in our earliest sources for Greek myth.
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Despite the force which tradition exerts on the adaptation of myth—Oedipus must
at the very least kill his father and marry his mother—multiple versions of a myth can be
active at the same time."” Different groups may tell different versions of the same myth,
and, perhaps more interestingly, different versions of a myth may be deployed by the same
group or individual under different circumstances and to very different effect. When
Herodotus argues for a version of Helen’s story in which Helen never went to Troy but
was instead detained in Egypt by Proteus (Hdt. 2.113-120), for example, he pits the story
of Helen told by the Egyptian priests against part of the Persian explanation of the root
cause of hostilities between the Greeks and the Persians which he presented at the very
beginning of his Histories (1.3). In the same vein, neither Euripides’ Helen, in which
Helen waited out the war in Egypt while the Greeks and the Trojans fought over her
image, nor the similar alternative versions of Helen’s story suggested by Stesichorus and
Gorgias manage to supplant the canonical version of the story told in the //iad and the
Epic Cycle, nor does it seem that they were expected to do so.'® Even more strikingly,
individual poets are not obliged to be consistent in their interpretation of a given myth
over the course of their careers; although he maintains in Helen that Helen did not go to

Troy, Euripides uses a more traditional story of the Trojan War in Orestes, where, despite

'> Ahl 1991 notoriously argues that Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus presents a radical revision of the Oedipus
story, one in which Oedipus is innocent of his traditional crimes; according to this reading, the whole of
Sophocles’ play stands in tension with the version of the myth which would have been expected by the
Athenian audience and which has been taken for granted by most subsequent readers and audiences. Along
with most critics, I find little or no evidence for Ahl’s position in the text of the play, and, in the absence of
strong evidence in favour of Oedipus’ innocence, I think it is most reasonable to assume that Sophocles’
Oedipus is supposed to have committed his traditional crimes.

'® On the tension between myth and innovation in Euripides, see, e.g., Arnott 1973 on ‘Euripides and the
Unexpected’ and Wright 2005b: ch. 2 on myth in Helen, Andromeda, and Iphigenia in Tauris; Wright argues
that ‘Euripides has not simply “made use of” myth, but has written plays which are, in an important sense,
actually about myth and fiction’ (57); Allen 2008:18-28 discusses the myth in Helen in relation to other
versions of the story. Stesichorus’ Palinode, in which the poet claims that Helen never went to Troy, is
traditionally (most notably in Plato’s Phaedrus 243a2-243b2) said to have been written as a corrective for
another, earlier treatment of Helen’s story. For the position of the Palinode in relation to the Homeric
tradition see, e.g., Graziosi and Haubold 2009:103 and Bassi 1993:52-62; on the multiplicity of versions of
the Helen myth, Beecroft 2006:55 notes, ‘it is one specific form of the story of Helen that Stesichorus is
repudiating [in the Palinode]’.
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other mythological innovations, the plot requires Helen to have spent the duration of the
war in Troy."’

Treatments of myth thus walk a line between adherence to apparently canonical
versions of traditional stories and innovations of various kinds. Sometimes variations
between different versions of a story are a matter of changes in emphasis; within tragic
versions of the latter part of the Oedipus story, for instance, there is significant variation in
the treatment of Oedipus’ curse against his sons, which is prominent in Aeschylus’ Seven
Against Thebes, is never explicitly mentioned in Sophocles’ Antigone, and is treated at
length once again in Oedipus at Colonus."® Although none of the three plays denies the
existence of the curse, Sophocles’ decision to focus more on the curse in Oedipus at
Colonus than he did in Antigone changes the ways in which the characters in the two plays
engage with their circumstances. Other challenges to canonical versions of myth, such as
Euripides’ Orestes, which calls into question major parts of the Odyssey, are considerably
more drastic. Similarly, although Philoctetes plays a crucial role in the sack of Troy in the
Epic Cycle, Sophocles in his Philoctetes suggests the possibility of a version of
Philoctetes’ story in which the wounded hero does not return to help the Greeks. This
deviation from the version of the story told in the Little Iliad, however, is temporary, and
much of the action of play, in fact, is concerned with bringing Philoctetes’ steadfast
refusal to help the Greek cause back in line with the traditional story of the sack of Troy."

Commentators on Greek tragedy regularly note the parallels between tragic

versions of myths and earlier iterations, but scholars discussing the tragedians’ use of

"7 Mastronarde 1994:19 makes this point regarding the question of whether Euripides is likely to have used
the same version of Theban history in his Chrysippus which he suggests in Phoenissae.

'8 West 1999:39-40 discusses the curse in the Oedipodeia and Seven Against Thebes; Burian 1974:425-427
discusses its importance in Oedipus at Colonus.

' Gellie 1972:144 comments on the tension between the audience’s knowledge that Philoctetes must go
willingly to Troy and the fact that he seems unlikely to do so. Easterling 1978:30 argues that this tension is
not a source of perplexity for the audience. For other discussions of the interaction between the plot of
Sophocles’ Philoctetes and other versions of the story, including those told by Aeschylus and Euripides, see,
e.g., Gelin 1959, Fuqua 1976, Hoppin 1981, and Pucci 2003: xvi-xxi.
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mythological material in more depth have tended to identify parallels largely as a means to
home in on significant differences in tragedy. Since our earliest evidence for the
storylines of many tragedies comes from the events surrounding the Odyssey and the Iliad,
many scholars have focused particularly on tragic divergences from Homer.** Although
more recent scholars have added nuance to his interpretation of the scene between Ajax
and Tecmessa, for example, Lattimore’s comment that the Homeric echoes in the
encounter are ‘just off key and to the disadvantage of Ajax’ has remained important to
many readings of the scene.”’ When Sophocles diverges from the versions of myth which
can be found in Homer, moreover, the precise nature of his divergences are often taken to
be the key not only to his opinions about his epic sources, but also to the more general
issues which may be at stake in the play. In particular, Sophocles is often seen to adapt
traditional material in order to comment on fifth-century Athenian civic issues. In his
chapter on ‘Text and Tradition’, for example, Goldhill, having acknowledged the Homeric
characteristics of the Odysseus who appears in Ajax, argues that Sophocles’ Odysseus is
nonetheless ‘a figure adapted to and by the fifth-century enlightenment’.*> More recently,
Schein has interpreted various figures in Philoctetes as ‘ethically compromised, fifth-
century tragedic version[s]’ of their Homeric counterparts, and Anderson has argued that it
is important to understand tragic versions of myth as ‘contemporary, predominantly
Athenian appropriation[s]” of traditional material.*®

While it can neither be denied that Sophocles often diverges from traditional

material nor that his divergences often reflect contemporary, fifth-century Athenian

% See, e.g., Davidson 2003, Schein 2006, Davidson 2012, and Dunn 2012a.

*! Lattimore 1958:68. Winnington-Ingram 1980:16-19 and Easterling 1984b both complicate Lattimore’s
reading.

22 Goldhill 1986:159. See also, e.g., Vernant 1988a:53; Scodel 2003 similarly discusses the ways in which
Homeric characters are changed to give rise to the political system underlying Sophocles’ 4jax.

* Schein 2006:138; Anderson 2005:123. The influence of fifth-century political thinking on Athenian
tragedy is much studied; discussions of the subject from different perspectives are collected in, e.g., Euben
1986, Sommerstein et al 1993, and Pelling 1997.
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concerns, I will approach the interactions between myth and Sophoclean character from a
different angle. Divergence from tradition is only one of the several ways in which
Sophoclean characters can interact with myth; for divergences to have an important effect,
in fact, mythological resonances must first add a dimension to the figures in a play which
those figures would lack if they were entirely invented. Innovation in the form of novel
use of mythological material by tragic poets takes place within a general framework of
familiarity, and this framework of familiarity is important in shaping likely audience
responses to the particular version of a story or character which they see on the tragic
stage. On the most basic level, the familiarity of traditional stories makes it possible for
an author to use myth as a kind of shorthand; as the comic poet Antiphanes famously
suggested, a tragic poet can tap into the network of stories associated with a mythical
character simply by mentioning that character’s name.>*

At the same time, the associations which go along with myth can add a degree of
moral weight to tragic characterization. Since, as was mentioned before, myths are
generally presented as true, despite potentially fantastic elements, the deployment of myth
gives the poet access to a certain kind of authority. The authority of myth, which is
partially a matter of presentation but is also acquired over time with successive retellings,
goes hand-in-hand with the fact that myths tend to deal with figures who are, for one
reason or another, somewhat larger than life. In particular, a number of the mythological
characters who appear in tragedy were eventually given hero cult in various Greek cities,

and the possibility of heroization adds an important dimension to their tragic

24 Antiphanes fr. 189.5-8 K-A: Oidimrouv y&p &v pdvov | ¢, T&AAa mavT’ {oacv- 6 matrnp Adios, |
urtnp lok&oTn, BuyaTépes, Taides Tives, | Ti meioed’ oUTos, Ti mMeToinkev. As a comic exaggeration,
these lines ignore the potential flexibility of myth. Vernant 1988b:246 notes, ‘Thanks to the freedom
afforded it by the fiction of the muthos, [tragedy] could acquire a general significance’. For mythology as a
network of connected stories, see Lowe 2000:159-160.
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counterparts.> Although the attitudes and actions of a tragic Ajax or Heracles may be
partially recognizable in terms of the audience’s daily life, the mythical pedigree of these
characters may also suggest that they cannot be judged adequately in normal human terms.
At the same time, certain moral values which are also important in real life—honour,
courage, loyalty to and protection of family and friends, to name a few—are often
thematically important to many myths, including the stories of the cult heroes who
sometimes figure in tragedy, and tragic versions of mythological figures can be judged for
their ability or failure to live up to the values which shape earlier versions of their own
stories.

In discussing the various ways in which Sophoclean characters interact with myth,
I am going to be defining myth very broadly as any information about a tragedy’s story or
characters which the audience brings with them to a performance. Myth, according to this
definition, includes not only Homer and other epic but also any other versions of
mythological stories which may have been active in the minds of an Athenian audience
when they arrived in the theatre, including, importantly, earlier tragic versions. Two days
before the City Dionysia, a proagon took place, in which playwrights introduced the
subjects of the plays they were to present in the festival proper; while it is unclear how
much detail was included in the proagon, it is reasonable to assume that it would have
encouraged the audience to consider their own prior knowledge of the stories about to be
portrayed onstage.”® The audience’s prior knowledge can be called up in various ways;

sometimes characters interact on a general level either with traditional aspects of their own

** Ajax, Oedipus, and Heracles all received cult honours. Ajax’s status as an Athenian hero is discussed in
Burian 1972:151, Henrichs 1993:175, Kowalzig 2006:85-87, and Finglass 2011:46-47; Kearns 1989:82
suggests that Eurysaces was the earlier figure of Athenian hero cult and that the cult of Ajax, as the father of
Eurysaces, was introduced in the 6" century; Burian 1974 argues for the importance of Oedipus’ eventual
heroization in Oedipus at Colonus; Holt 1989 discusses the grounds for seeing a reflection of Heracles’
heroization in Trachiniae. On hero cult in Sophocles in general, see, e.g., Currie 2012 and Mikalson
2012:444-446.

*® The proagon is discussed in Pickard-Cambridge ef al. 1988:65-68, and in Hunter 2009:11.
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stories or with other equivalent characters and story patterns, but sometimes Sophocles
alludes to a specific earlier version of a story, whether his own or that of another poet. By
the time Sophocles returns to the story of the house of Oedipus for the third time in
Oedipus at Colonus, he is in effect using Oedipus Tyrannus and Antigone as mythological
material; Oedipus at Colonus interacts not only with the Oedipus myth generally, as it
occurred in the Theban epics and other pre-Sophoclean sources, but also with Sophocles’
own prior treatments of the myth.>’

In the rest of this chapter, I will be examining the ways in which mythologies of
different kinds provide a framework for understanding Sophoclean characters. Although
some of the interactions between Sophoclean characters and other treatments of
mythological material take place at a textual level and could therefore be classed as
intertextuality, I will for the most part be avoiding the term on the grounds that specific
textual interactions are at any given moment only part of the network of mythological
interactions which shape Sophoclean character. Different Sophoclean characters, of
course, interact with myth in different ways; the relationship between the Homeric and
Sophoclean Ajaxes differs from the relationship between Sophocles’ successive treatments
of Oedipus, Antigone, and Creon. Similarly, although Oedipus in Oedipus at Colonus and
Antigone in the play that bears her name both interact with the network of mythological
material concerning the ruling family of Thebes, the existence of a previous Sophoclean
tragedy with Oedipus as its protagonist complicates Oedipus’ interaction with his mythical
prehistory in Oedipus at Colonus. 1 will begin by looking at the ways in which Homeric
parallels help to illustrate the complicated questions of guilt and responsibility which
surround the Sophoclean figure of Deianeira; in the following discussion of 4jax, I will

suggest that Homeric modelling eventually breaks down when it is used to evaluate the

*7 On the relationship between Oedipus at Colonus and earlier Sophoclean plays, see especially the general
discussions in Seidensticker 1972 and Kelly 2009:46-51; see also ‘Repeated Sophoclean Interactions’ below,
with discussions of the particular relationship between Oedipus at Colonus and Antigone listed in note 103.
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figures of Ajax and Odysseus who appear in that play. In the final section of the chapter, I
will look at the interactions between Sophoclean versions of the same characters, arguing
that the characters who appear in later plays gain an important dimension from their

specifically Sophoclean prehistory.

HOMERIC EXEMPLARITY

Although Sophoclean characters are not infrequently compared to characters from
elsewhere in myth, sustained comparisons with figures who occur in the Homeric poems
are particularly prominent.”® Despite the tendency of tragedy to avoid the actual events of
the /liad and the Odyssey, Homeric figures often function in tragedy as models for
particular types of heroic—or anti-heroic—behaviour.” The possibility of such future
comparisons is suggested in both the Odyssey and the Iliad, in which characters and events
are often discussed in terms of their subsequent reputations.”® When this focus on
reputation is explicitly linked to the possibility of exemplarity, as it is when the souls of
the suitors arrive in Hades in Odyssey 24, and the shade of Agamemnon comments on the
respective reputations of his wife and Odysseus’, it has implications for the use of
mythological exempla as a method of characterization in other genres, including tragedy.
Penelope’s fame, says Agamemnon, will endure in future song, while Clytemnestra
XaAeTnv &€ Te Prjuv OTaooel | BnAuTépnol yuvaitl, kai 1 K’ elepyos énotv (Od.
24.201-202). While Penelope’s faithfulness suggests that women can be good,

Agamemnon argues that the negative exemplum of Clytemnestra will linger in the

*¥ The loss of other early epic makes it impossible to tell how much specific interaction existed between
Sophoclean texts and non-Homeric epic sources.

* Davidson 2012:261.

*% Hector speaks of his own reputation and that of his son at /1. 6.479-481; Achilles says at 7/. 9.410-416 that
he has been offered a choice between a long life in obscurity or a short life with everlasting fame; and at Od.
8.579-580, Alcinous tells Odysseus that current sufferings will be subjects of song in the future.
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background, providing reason enough to condemn all women, even those who might be
more like Penelope.

Agamemnon’s idea of the positive and negative exemplarity which will eventually
be attached to Penelope and Clytemnestra, respectively, works to some extent as a model
for the interactions which take place between tragic characters and figures from elsewhere
in myth. Not only are a majority of the named characters in tragedy likely to be traditional
figures themselves, but mythological figures are also used as models for tragic characters;
tragic heroes, for example, often share character traits associated with the quintessential
heroes of Homeric epic, particularly Achilles.”’ Homeric resonances in tragedy, however,
are rarely simple; similarities between tragic characters and figures from Homer often
raise expectations which are subsequently denied or complicated over the course of the
play.” In this way, tragic characters often take shape in the minds of the audience at the
point of intersection between different—and sometimes apparently contradictory—
Homeric models. In the following section of this chapter, I will first examine the ways in
which the epic models of Penelope and Clytemnestra allow Sophocles in Trachiniae to
shape his Deianeira’s interaction with her non-Homeric mythological antecedents. I will
then go on to look at the uses and limitations of similar kinds of mythical thinking in the

evaluation of the somewhat more complicated Sophoclean versions of Ajax and Odysseus.

Homeric Exemplarity 1: Triangulating Deianeira

The figure of Deianeira goes back at least as far as the Hesiodic Catalogue of
Women, in which Deianeira is mentioned as the wife of Heracles and is said to have

brought about his death by sending him a robe anointed with poison (fr. 25 Merkelbach

*I'See Knox 1964 for the view that Achilles is the primary model for Sophoclean heroism.
% Schein 2012:428-429.
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and West). Deianeira, particularly in conjunction with Nessus, can also be found in
numerous visual representations and is known to have been mentioned elsewhere in
archaic poetry; Archilochus is reported to have treated Heracles’ encounters with both
Achelous and Nessus (frs. 286-288 West).”> While these earlier versions of Deianeira
tend to agree that she is responsible for her husband’s death, they do not paint a consistent
picture of her culpability. A fragment of the Catalogue, supplemented by Lobel, suggests

3 7

that Deianeira deiv’ €pE’[’, el adoaT]o Uéya Bupda (fr. 25.20), and goes on to
describe the sending of the poisoned robe (fr. 25.21-25).>* This account of Deianeira as
‘greatly deluded in mind’ allows the resulting death of Heracles to be either accidental or
deliberate, but many depictions of Heracles’ slaying of Nessus, on the other hand, seem to
rule out the possibility of the love charm as the eventual means of the hero’s death.”
From the moment when she identifies herself in the prologue of Trachiniae, Sophocles’
Deianeira must therefore interact with the several versions of her story which are likely to
have been available to the audience of the play.

The interaction between Sophocles’ Deianeira and her pre-Sophoclean mythical
history is filtered through her interaction with the figures of Penelope and Clytemnestra,
who appear in Homer and Aeschylus as paradigms for good and bad wifely behaviour.*®
Although it is disconnected from the Trojan War and its aftermath, Trachiniae is a story of
nostos, and, as such, it has an automatic point of comparison both with the Odyssey and

with the parallel story of Agamemnon’s homecoming from Troy.”” In particular, it has

frequently been noted that, as a wife waiting patiently for her husband while he performs

3 Gantz 1993:431-434 collects the evidence for the wooing of Deianeira and the subsequent slaying of
Nessus.

** Lobel’s supplement is accepted by Merkelbach and West; Lobel also offers p€ [ev- d&oaTo y&]p, which
is similarly ambiguous in terms of Deianeira’s intentions.

** March’s translation. On the ambiguity implicit in Lobel’s supplement, see Easterling 1982:16. March
1987:53-55 and Maehler 2004:166-167 both argue that the love charm requires Nessus to be slain with an
arrow and therefore is precluded by visual representations of Heracles slaying Nessus with a sword or club.
%% Segal 1983:180 describes Trachiniae as ‘suspended between two simultaneous and opposing paradigms,
the myth of the Odyssey and the myth of the Oresteia’.

" e.g., Fowler 1999:162; Lowe 2001:160-161; Easterling 2005:31; Kratzer 2013:25.
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his heroic tasks, Deianeira is cast as a Penelope figure.”® As Deianeira’s plan to regain
Heracles’ affection goes horribly wrong, however, her story grows more similar to that of
the wife who killed her husband on his return, and Deianeira is several times described by
other figures in the play in terms reminiscent of Clytemnestra as she appears in Homer
and, to a lesser extent, Aeschylus. Over the course of the play, the two opposing epic
models for Deianeira’s behaviour work in tandem with the body of existing Heracles
myths, and a complex and changeable Sophoclean Deianeira emerges out of the resulting
network of mythological interactions. Perhaps more interestingly, the emergence of the
two Homeric models for Deianeira’s character takes place in tandem with the emergence
of conflicting views on the part of Deianeira and those around her about her place in
Heracles’ household.

The tension between Penelope and Clytemnestra which plays out in the figure of
Deianeira begins with the treatment of Agamemnon’s homecoming in the Odyssey and
grows more complex in Aeschylus’ Oresteia.”® In the Odyssey, Clytemnestra is never
actually present; thus while Penelope often expresses her views about the absent Odysseus
and her own likely course of action, Clytemnestra can only be mentioned by others. When
Clytemnestra is mentioned in the Odyssey, however, she is described as a figure with
significant psychological agency; most of the Odyssean descriptions of Clytemnestra refer
in some way to her thought processes or her mental state. While Nestor says that
Clytemnestra was initially reluctant to betray her husband, ppect yap kéxpnT’ ayabijol
(Od. 3.266), Menelaus holds her responsible for his brother’s death, saying that
Agamemnon died both at the hands of another man and 86A¢o oUAopuévns daAdxolo (Od.

4.92); Agamemnon in turn adds the adjective SoAdunTis to Menelaus’ description of

> Fowler 1999:162-163; Davidson: 2003:517.

%% For repeated use of the story of Agamemnon’s homecoming both as a cautionary tale for Odysseus and as
a paradigm for Telemachus’ behaviour, see, e.g., D’Arms and Hulley 1946; Holscher 1967; Slatkin
1996:227-228.

56



Clytemnestra as oUAouévn (Od. 11.422), going on to tell Odysseus, ¢os oUK aivdTEPOV
Kal kKUvTepov &GAAO yuvalkos, | 1] Tis 31 TolalTa HeTa ppeoiv Epya BaAnTal (Od.
11. 427-428). The Odyssean Clytemnestra is, according to her husband, not only wicked,
but a model for the potential scheming wickedness of all women.

In the Oresteia, the focus on Clytemnestra’s understanding of her own actions is
even more pronounced. In the watchman’s opening speech in Agamemnon, Clytemnestra
is described in terms of her avdpdBoulov éATriCov kéap (4g. 11); later, after the murder
of Agamemnon, she tells to the chorus, éuol &’ aycov 85’ oUK appdVTIoTOS TTaAal |
veikns TaAaids fABe, ouv xpdvwt ye unv (Ag. 1377-1378), and explains to them why
Agamemnon deserved his fate (4g. 1412-1420, 1431-1443). The contrast between
Clytemnestra and Penelope is less prominent in the Oresteia than it is in the Odyssey, but
it is still present; Penelope is never mentioned explicitly in the Oresteia, but
Agamemnon’s reference in his homecoming speech to Odysseus’ uncertain fate suggests a
comparison between the nostoi of the two men (4g.842-843), and this comparison, in the
context of Agamemnon’s impending murder, implies a comparison between their
respective wives.*

Trachiniae takes place about a generation before the Trojan War in mythological
time, and neither Penelope nor Clytemnestra—nor either of their respective husbands—is
mentioned by name. Instead, as the audience are introduced to Deianeira, a gradual
accumulation of parallels encourages the audience to think of Penelope as a possible
paradigm for Deianeira’s behaviour. As the play continues, however, a growing focus on
Deianeira’s intentions begins to complicate her interaction with the figure of Penelope.
When they castigate Deianeira for the harm she has done, Hyllus and Heracles seem to

play on the earlier implicit comparison with Penelope in describing Deianeira in terms

%0 Raeburn and Thomas 2011: ad 841-844.
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more suitable for Clytemnestra; rather than eliding the model of Penelope altogether in
order to revert to a pre-Sophoclean version of the Heracles myth in which Deianeira
deliberately kills her husband, Hyllus and Heracles replace Penelope with her evil
Homeric doublet, whose intentions are not in doubt. Given the differences in
understanding and intention between Deianeira, Penelope, and Clytemnestra, however, the
parallels between Deianeira’s situation and those of her more prominent mythological
counterparts are not exact, and the new comparison to Clytemnestra, like the comparison
with Penelope, is raised only to be called into question.”’ At the end of the play, the
audience is left with the task of triangulating the different epic models in order to arrive at
a Deianeira who is neither Penelope nor Clytemnestra, but who can, at different moments,
be seen to resemble both.

The identification of Deianeira with Penelope begins early in the play and is
prompted in large part by Deianeira’s own comments about her situation; Deianeira
identifies herself as a faithful wife waiting for her husband to return, and the audience, in
turn, is encouraged to think of Penelope waiting for Odysseus. Her fear for her husband’s
safety and her comment that she knows nothing of his fate, ATV éuol Tikpas | cdivas
auTolU mpooPBalcov atoixetal (41-42), for example, identifies her as particularly close
to Penelope, who explains that Phemius’ song about the nostoi of the Greeks pot aiel €vi
otnbecol pidov kijp | Teipel, émel pe paAioTa kabikeTo TévBos dAaoTov (Od. 1. 341-
342).** Other parallels between the situations of the two women, including the fact that
both have been set a deadline for their waiting (Od. 18.259-27 and Trach. 164-168),

encourage the audience to project Penelope’s faithful devotion to Odysseus onto the

! Hall 2009:86-89 draws attention to the differences in deliberation and intention between Deianeira and
Clytemnestra.

> Heiden 2012:145 suggests that Trachiniae focuses less on ‘the personal dimension’ than the Odyssey does,
but I argue that his view is belied by Deianeira’s focus on her own feelings, particularly where Heracles is
concerned.
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fearful Deianeira.”> A Deianeira who feels about Heracles as Penelope says that she feels
about Odysseus is unlikely to take deliberate action against her husband, which, in turn,
suggests that Sophocles is aligning his Deianeira with a version of the Heracles story in
which Deianeira’s actions are misguided, but not culpable.**

Although Deianeira’s own comments early in the play suggest a likeness to
Penelope, Deianeira’s role in the death of Heracles lends elements of the Oresteia to her
story, particularly when the sexual jealousy which prompts her to send the robe is taken
into account.* The putative similarities between Deianeira and Clytemnestra, however,
are far more prominent in the speech of other characters than in Deianeira’s own words or
deeds; both Hyllus and Heracles take Deianeira’s actions as a sign that she, like
Clytemnestra, is a scheming wife who deliberately chose to destroy her husband. Hyllus
sums up his report with the comment, TolaiTa, uftep, TaTpl Poulevcac’ Eud | Kal
dpcdo’ EANedns (807-808), while Heracles describes his wife as 1) oA is Oivécos
k6pn (1050). The word SoAcdis occurs only here, but, in his focus on Deianeira’s
treacherous plotting, Heracles echoes the Homeric shade of Agamemnon’s description of
his wife as KAuTtaipvriotpn 8oAéunTis (Od. 11.422).% In the beginning of Agamemnon,
moreover, Clytemnestra’s role in her household is several times called into question, both
when she is described as a woman with an avdpdBoulov éATriCov kéap (4g. 11) and
when the chorus suggest that she is in a position to act as Agamemnon’s surrogate (A4g.

258-260), and Hyllus suggests a similar ambiguity of roles in his criticism of his mother.

** Fowler 1999:162.

* Fowler 1999:163 suggests that Sophocles’ portrayal of a wholly well-meaning Deianeira may in fact be an
innovation.

* March 1987:68 suggests that, when Deianeira first mentions the gifts which she intends to send to
Heracles, the audience will take her actions as the emergence of a traditional, murderous Deianeira, in
contrast to the innocent Deianeira who has so far been on display.

% Easterling ad 1050 suggests that SoAcTis may be meant as a commentary on Deianeira’s (deceptive)
beauty.

59



It is Deianeira’s deeds, which Hyllus believes to have been planned in advance (807),
which make him reluctant to identify as his mother 1jTis undév cos Tekotoa dpa (818).

In describing a Deianeira who is more like Clytemnestra than like Penelope,
Hyllus and Heracles focus on the intentions which they assume to have guided her actions.
In Homer and in Aeschylus, Clytemnestra’s culpability is strongly associated with her
plotting, and, as both the effects of the poisoned robe and Deianeira’s intentions become
increasingly clear, different figures in 7Trachiniae assess Deianeira’s character differently.
By the time Heracles enters, Hyllus has learned that Deianeira acted unwittingly, and this
knowledge makes a crucial difference to his view of his mother’s character.*” When
Heracles claims that Deianeira’s suicide allowed her to avoid the punishment she truly
deserved (1133), Hyllus replies that Heracles would give up his anger if he knew the full
story (1134) and explains that Deianeira fjuapTe XpnoTa dwuévn (1136). As Hyllus,
recanting his previous accusations against his mother, explains how it was that Deianeira
came to send the poisoned robe to Heracles, his change of heart calls into question the
mythological models that have been suggested for Deianeira throughout the play. By
focusing on Deianeira’s good intentions, Hyllus undercuts his mother’s similarity to
Clytemnestra; despite those intentions, however, Deianeira’s final actions have distanced
her from Penelope, and she cannot be rehabilitated in Homeric terms.

Our extant pre-Sophoclean sources for Deianeira provide relatively little
information about what she thought as she set in motion the actions which would

eventually bring about her husband’s death.”® Sophocles’ Deianeira, on the other hand,

" Hyllus® belated understanding of his mother’s intentions is only one of a series of instances of ‘late
learning’ in Trachiniae; for discussions of late learning as a guiding principle of the play, see, e.g., Lawrence
1978, Kraus 1991; Hall 2009 makes a similar argument but frames it instead in terms of failed deliberation.
* Deianeira is specifically said to have been led astray in Bacchylides 16, but, if Trachiniae is a relatively
early Sophoclean tragedy, as is suggested by most scholars, among them Easterling 1982, March 1987, and
Kitzinger 2012, the temporal relationship between Bacchylides 16 and Trachiniae is impossible to
determine. For discussions of the relationship between the two works, see Easterling 1982:16, March
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begins speaking about her perception of the world in the very first lines of the play, and
she continues to talk about what she knows and what she thinks until shortly before her
final silent exit.*” By emphasizing both Deianeira’s intentions and her evolving
understanding of her own actions in this way, Sophocles draws attention to the
discrepancy between what Deianeira thinks of herself and what others think of her actions;
Deianeira herself highlights the importance of this contrast when, after seeing the effect of
the poison on the tuft of wool, she comments, Cijv y&p kakdds KAUoucav ouk
AVACXETOV, | T TIS TPOTIUG UT) KakT) Tepukéval (721-722). Although she later holds
herself responsible for Heracles’ death, Deianeira throughout the first half of the play
describes herself primarily as a Penelope, waiting patiently for her husband, fearing for his
safety, and faithfully taking care of the household in his absence. Those who see her
actions from outside, however, immediately assume that she is a Clytemnestra.”® Both of
these models enhance the tragic stature of Sophocles’ Deianeira, helping her to contend
with her famous husband in accounts of the play—Clytemnestra dominates the action in
Aeschylus’ Agamemnon, while the Homeric Penelope is frequently said to be evenly
matched with her husband Odysseus.”’ While both Penelope and Clytemnestra can
provide models for the interpretation of Deianeira’s action, however, choosing between

them requires more information than anyone—on or offstage—has before the end of the

play.

1987:62-63, Riemer 2000:170-173, and Maehler 2004:167; March and Maehler both argue for the likely
priority of Trachiniae.

* Kitzinger 2012:114 argues that Deianeira’s explanations of her own perceptions are meant to give the men
in the audience a view of an essentially female world to which they might otherwise not have access.

Y Webster 1936:177 comments, ‘In Heracles’ eyes, Deianeira is a Clytemnestra’.

! On the importance of the contrast between Deianeira and Heracles, see, e.g., McCall 1972 and Kitzinger
2012.
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Homeric Exemplarity 2: Ajax and Odysseus in the Balance

Although frequently mentioned by modern scholars, the parallels between
Deianeira and the mythological paradigms of Clytemnestra and Penelope are never
explicitly mentioned in the text of the play; instead, comments by various characters
within the play help to connect Deianeira in the minds of the audience with the two most
famous Homeric examples of good and bad wifely behaviour. The situation in 4jax, on
the other hand, is very different. The figure of Ajax is over the course of the play
established in counterpoint to various other mythological figures, starting with the conflict
between Ajax and Odysseus which is established in the prologue and continuing
throughout the play as parallels are drawn between Ajax and both Achilles and Hector.>
The various heroes, dead and alive, with whom Ajax interacts over the course of the play
all come from the same body of mythological material as Ajax himself, and the links
between the Sophoclean Ajax and Odysseus and the deceased Hector and Achilles derive
a certain amount of force from echoes of the interactions between the heroes which take
place in the lliad. Moreover, while some of these interactions are simply implied and left
to the audience to process, others are discussed explicitly on stage, and the gaps between
the mythical interactions available to the audience and those available to the characters
themselves add another dimension to the Sophoclean figures involved.

The personal animosity between Ajax and Odysseus which appears in the prologue
becomes over the course of the play a debate about standards of heroic behaviour, and this
debate is framed in largely Homeric terms. Despite its Homeric setting, the world of
Sophocles’ play is a different world than that of the //iad, and the Sophoclean Odysseus

and Ajax, both figures familiar from epic, are defined in part by their ability to move

>2 The status of Sophocles’ Ajax as a Homeric figure interacting with various Homeric precedents has been
much discussed. For analyses of how the Sophoclean Ajax fits Homeric paradigms for heroism, see, e.g.,
Knox 1961:20-22; Winnington-Ingram 1980:15-19; Easterling 1984b; Nooter 2012:30-41; Schein 2012:429-
431.
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beyond their Homeric precedents in order to adapt to the world of the tragedy.” This
tension between the need to adapt and the desire to remain true to a set of heroic values
becomes, in the figure of Ajax, a tension between how he appears to others and how he
sees himself to interact with the world. Ajax draws his own comparisons with Achilles,
Hector, and Odysseus, but those Homeric comparisons are open to radically different
interpretations both on the part of his fellow Greeks and on the part of the audience. The
audience’s evaluation of the Sophoclean Ajax is thus shaped not only by his interactions
with other figures in the play, but also by Ajax’s own interpretations of these interactions;
Ajax and the audience would agree that Ajax interacts with Odysseus, for example, but
Ajax views this interaction—and all other interactions—differently than either the
audience or anyone else in the play, and this disconnect is part of what makes him such a
problematic figure.

Both Ajax’s hatred of Odysseus and his more general estrangement from the
Greeks stem from the conflict over the arms of Achilles, which were awarded to Odysseus
and not to Ajax, who felt that he was entitled to them. This story goes back at least as far
as Homer; it is mentioned by Odysseus in Book 11 of the Odyssey in his account of his
encounter with the shade of Ajax the in Underworld (Od. 11. 543-565), and was also
narrated in both the Aethiopis and the Little Iliad.”* When the Sophoclean Ajax explains

the source of his anger against the Greek leaders, he says,

el LoV AXIAAEUs TGOV STTAVY TGV GOV TEPL
Kpivew EueAAe Kp&TOS AploTElas T,
OUK GV TI§ aUT’ Elapyev GANos GuT’ éuol (442-444).
This claim sets up an equality between Ajax and Achilles; Ajax’s comment assumes that

Achilles would have awarded the arms to someone who lived up to his own idea of

>> On Ajax’s failure to adapt to a changing world, see especially Knox 1961 and Winnington-Ingram 1980.
> West 2003:108-143 presents the festimonia, arguments, and fragments of the two poems; Gantz 1993:629-
630 collects the pre-Sophoclean evidence for the fate of Ajax. Hesk 2003:27 notes that 4jax ‘seems to be so
imbued with Homer’s underworld scene in Odyssey 11 that it reads like a probing and explanatory “prequel”
to it’.
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&pioTeia.”® The idea that Ajax would have been viewed by Achilles as an equal is a
milder formulation than his description of himself in the preceding kommos as such a man
as Troy never saw coming from the Greek host (421-426); in Homer, Ajax is regularly
described as the best of the Achaeans, after Achilles, but Ajax in the kommos takes no
account of the typically acknowledged superiority of Achilles.”® The conflict between
Sophocles’ Ajax and Odysseus is thus, in Ajax’s own assessment, a dispute about which
of them best measures up to the deceased Achilles. In order for Ajax’s claim to
superiority to prevail, however, the comparison must be made according to Ajax’s terms.
Ajax’s own assessment of his relation to Achilles clashes in some ways with the
more general equivalency between the two heroes which is likely to occur to the audience
on the basis both of Ajax’s heroic stature and of his troubled interaction with the leaders of
the Greek force at Troy.”’ Like Achilles, Ajax, previously a valued member of the army
and a leader in his own right, has quarrelled with the other leaders, and, like Achilles, he
seeks by withholding his support—and that of his loyal followers—to make the Greek
leaders regret their actions. As the play goes on, however, Ajax’s view of himself as the
rightful heroic heir to Achilles increasingly comes into conflict with the more problematic
aspects of his parallelism with Achilles—aspects which, although apparent to the audience
and sometimes to other figures in the play, are apparently lost on Ajax. Ajax compares
himself to Achilles in order to magnify his own heroic stature; his suggestion that Achilles
would have awarded him the arms seems, without admitting Achilles’ superiority,
nonetheless to take Achilles as the standard for heroic excellence.”® The end of Ajax’s
own story—his suicide and the resulting uncertainty over the fate of his dependents and

even his body—however, suggests a failure to live up to the example set by Achilles, who

> Knox 1961:23.

*® Winnington-Ingram 1980:14-15; Finglass ad 421-426.

T Knox 1964:51-52 suggests that Achilles can be seen as the model not only for Ajax, but also for
Sophoclean heroes more generally.

> Hesk 2003:61.
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was eventually reconciled with the rest of the Greek leaders and subsequently died in
combat. More generally, Achilles is a problematic figure even in the //iad, and, over the
course of Ajax, it becomes apparent that the Achillean model of heroism sits even more
uneasily in the world of Sophocles’ play than it does in the Homeric version of the Greek
camp.’

The version of heroism in which Ajax is shown to believe is further complicated
by his interaction with the deceased Hector, the most prominent of the Trojan heroes in the
lliad and one who was repeatedly at odds with both Ajax and Achilles. In life—both in
the /liad and as he is remembered in Sophocles’ play—Hector was an enemy of Ajax; the
fight between Hector and Ajax in //iad 7 is one of the most prominent formal duels in the
poem, and Sophocles’ Ajax kills himself by falling on the sword received in that duel,
referring to it as a Sédpov pev avdpods "ExkTopos Eéveov éuol | paAioTa pionBévTos
(817-818).%° This bitter reference to Hector picks up on the unspoken prominence of
Hector earlier in the play: as is frequently noted, the scene in which Tecmessa pleads for
Ajax to think of his dependants and Ajax speaks about the future which he envisions for
Eurysaces is closely connected to the encounter between Hector and Andromache in Book
6 of the Iliad.®" Although there are clear parallels between the two scenes—Tecmessa
justifies her plea on the grounds that the rest of her family has already been killed (514-
519), and Ajax prays for his son’s future military prowess (550-551)—each example of
Hector’s tender feelings for his family is matched in Sophocles by a particularly harsh
echo from Ajax.®> Throughout the scene in /liad 6, Hector looks beyond his own likely

fate in order to consider the wellbeing of those who are near and dear to him; each of

> Winnington-Ingram 1980:19 suggests that Sophocles’ Ajax takes the model of Achillean heroism even
further than Achilles himself does.

% Hesk 2003:33-34 notes the importance of the Iliadic duel between Ajax and Hector in establishing
relationships between various figures in Sophocles’ play.

o1 Lattimore 1958:68; Brown 1965:118; Winnington-Ingram 1980:16-19; Easterling 1984b; Burian
1997:193; Garvie ad 485-524; Burian 2012:75-76; Schein 2012:429-431.

% Schein 2012:430.
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Ajax’s utterances, on the other hand, refers back to his own authority and likely
reputation.

The ongoing enmity between Ajax and Hector, which Ajax mentions in his suicide
speech (817-818) and Teucer reiterates when he comments that Hector’s sword and its belt
have been instrumental in the deaths of both heroes (1026-1035), emphasizes the contrast
between Ajax’s view of his own heroism and his role as it appears to others.”’ In the
earlier scene with Tecmessa, Hector is an implicit model for Ajax; when Hector says that
nothing about the imminent fall of Troy grieves him so much as Andromache’s likely fate
(11. 6.450-465), he acknowledges both his bond with his wife and child and his duty to the
Trojan cause. Ajax, however, does not live up to the example set by his Homeric
predecessor; when the chorus suggest that Ajax ought to approve of Tecmessa’s words
(525-526), which, as Easterling notes, are carefully constructed to fit her current
circumstances and her knowledge of Ajax, Ajax replies only that she will win his approval
if she complies with his instructions (527-528).* Although the Sophoclean Ajax cannot
here be actively engaging with the example set by Hector, his later description of Hector
as ‘the most hated of all his guest friends’ (817-818) suggests that his general attitude
towards Hector is worth considering. While Hector is, on the one hand, simply a
prominent member of the opposing army, Ajax’s continuing hatred of him can also be

taken as a sign of antagonism not just against Hector himself, but also against the model of

1 follow Garvie and Jebb in retaining 1028-1039, contra Lloyd-Jones and Wilson, who delete the lines on
the grounds that they are unnecessarily bombastic (1990: ad 1028-1039). While the lines contain a degree of
bombast, I see no reason to conclude therefore that Sophocles did not write the lines for Teucer, particularly
given the tone of Teucer’s debates with Menelaus and Agamemnon. Finglass ad 1028-1039 rejects the lines
both on the grounds of the shift into the third person at 1028 and in terms of likely staging; changes in
person within a speech are not impossible (see, e.g., Phil. 927-962, which alternates between direct address
to Neoptolemus and apostrophe to the landscape), and, while 1024-1025 suggest that Teucer has drawn near
the corpse, he could plausibly deliver 1028-1039 while standing immediately beside the corpse without
having yet bent to lift it.

% Easterling 1984b:2-4. Easterling sees Tecmessa as having a notable effect on Ajax’s subsequent
reasoning.
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heroism which Hector represents, a model of heroism in which individual glory does not
trump obligations to home and family.

When the Sophoclean Ajax sets himself up as the rightful heroic heir to Achilles,
he acknowledges the importance of being associated with an earlier hero, particularly a
hero who is said to have been in a class by himself.*> In this vein, inasmuch as he
resembles the Homeric paradigms of Achilles and Hector, Sophocles’ Ajax takes on some
of their heroic stature. His interactions with the Homeric predecessors, however, are
ambivalent; while both Achilles and Hector eventually yield to external pressure, Hector
to die for his city and Achilles, after the death of Patroclus, to rejoin the Greek cause,
Sophocles’ Ajax continues to play by his own rules at all cost.”® This refusal to abide by
normal human standards of behaviour is best exemplified by Ajax’s past rejection of
divine help as reported in the messenger speech: before leaving for Troy, Ajax rejected his
father’s advice to win victory with the help of the gods (764-769), and, later, when Athena
offered her assistance, he replied, Gvacoa, Tois GAAolowv Apyeicov TéAas | 10T, Kab’
Nuas & oUmoT’ évpniet paxn (774-775). Although his independence from the divine
may have roots in Homer—the Iliadic Ajax is, notably, never directly helped by a god—
this aspect of his character gains new weight in Sophocles.’” By cutting himself off from
the gods, Ajax places himself in his own category, and, as it is for the Homeric Achilles,
this isolation is as much a problem as a source of glory.

In counterpoint to Ajax, whose ability to interact with the world around him is
shaped by his problematic Achillean aspirations, there is the Odysseus of this play, who

represents a different model of Homeric behaviour altogether, and the personal and

% Hesk 2003:61 describes Ajax’s desire to compare himself to Achilles as a kind of obsession.

% Winnington-Ingram 1980:17. Knox 1961:23 also comments on Ajax’s desperate adherence to
individualism; Knox, however, does not see a disconnect between Ajax’s willingness to die rather than
accept any kind of communal authority and Achilles’ eventual return to battle.

%7 Winnington-Ingram 1980:18n.22. March 1991/93:10 argues that the Sophoclean Ajax’s boast that he does
not need divine help is a straightforward reflection of his Iliadic lack of reliance on the gods.
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ideological tensions between Ajax and Odysseus provide another window into the
disconnect between Ajax’s own perceptions and those of others. By the fifth century,
Odysseus had become a paradigm for slippery, self-serving rhetoric; much later in his
career, Sophocles would go on to cast Odysseus in Philoctetes in a typically sophistic
mould.”® When Ajax speaks about his rival, he describes a typically petty, conniving,
fifth-century Odysseus; in his exchange with Athena while he is still mad, he describes
Odysseus as TouTiTpITTTOV Kivados (103), and, later, he says that the Atreidae have
given the arms of Achilles pcoTi TavToupy S ppévas (445). When Odysseus speaks for
himself in 4jax, however, he appears to be a very different figure than the one described
by Ajax and the chorus, who blame him for spreading Adyous wiBUpous throughout the
camp (148).” Odysseus is pragmatically inclined to consider his own interests, as he
explains when he tells Agamemnon to allow the burial, kal yap autos évBad’ iEoual
(1365), but his brand of pragmatism pushes him not towards the underhanded tactics of
which he is accused by others but rather towards a willingness to compromise with those
who oppose him.” Neither the Odysseus described by Ajax nor the Odysseus who
appears before the audience ascribes to Ajax’s view of heroism, but the two versions of
Odysseus suggested in the play occupy very different places in the world.

In the Homeric epics, as they are in Sophocles’ play, Achilles and Odysseus are
sharply contrasted with each other, and the contrast between the two Homeric heroes
shapes the interaction between the Sophoclean Ajax and Odysseus. Not only does
Odysseus in the Odyssey exhibit a very different kind of heroism than Achilles does in the

lliad, but, more specifically, in the embassy scene in lliad 9, Achilles responds to

%% Schein 2006:132-134 comments on the Odysseus of Philoctetes as a typical fifth-century construction; at
134n.16 he notes that the version of Odysseus who appears in Philoctetes is consistent with the versions of
Odysseus that appear or are described in Euripides’ Hecuba, Trojan Women, and Iphigenia at Aulis.

%9 Knox 1961:22 notes that Odysseus is only described by his enemies. Burian 2012:72-73 comments on the
divergence between Odysseus’ actual behaviour and the expectations set up in the prologue.

7 Goldhill 1986:158-159 argues that this controlled and tactful Odysseus represents another side of the fifth-
century interest in rhetoric.
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Odysseus with the comment, éx0pos y&p ol kelvos Opcds Atdao mUAnow | & X’
€Tepov HEV Keubn evi ppeoiv, GANo d¢ it (11. 9.312-313); although this comment
serves ostensibly to explain the bluntness of his coming response, it also lays out the key
differences between himself and the diplomatic Odysseus.”' In Sophocles, Ajax at several
points identifies himself with Achilles, and suggests through his descriptions of Odysseus
that that the enmity he feels is not just a matter of a personal slight, but also a matter of
fundamentally different beliefs about the behaviour that is suitable for prominent members
of the army.”” Having staked his position in the Greek army on his claim to be both the
best of the Greeks and the rightful recipient of Achilles’ arms, however, Ajax fails to
maintain an Achillean stature amongst the Greeks; although he dies for the sake of his
own tarnished honour, the aftermath of his death is taken up by a series of arguments not
about whether or how to mark his heroic status but about whether he should be granted a
proper burial at all. Although Odysseus speaks about Ajax’s past service to the Greek
cause, his perspective differs from that of Ajax, and the other Greek leaders of Sophocles’
play have no use for a hero whose pursuit of Achillean stature made him unable to
function within the army and the wider world.”

Even beyond Ajax’s failure to live up to the Achillean model which he claims as
his own, however, there is the suggestion throughout Ajax that Ajax’s interpretation of
Achilles is incompatible with the world of the play. In the world of 4jax, Achilles is
problematic; his arms are at the root of the conflict which destroys Ajax, and, more
importantly, his mode of heroism has dangerous consequences for the entire Greek army.
Achilles sticks to his principles at great cost to those around him, and Ajax’s anger against

the Greek leaders is similarly destructive. In a tragic world in which figures like Achilles

! Edwards 1987:222.
72 Knox 1961:22.
3 Cairns 2006:115 notes that ‘Odysseus’ values endorse, but at the same time negate those of Ajax’.
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and Ajax can defend their values only by placing their friends and dependants at great risk,
Odysseus, as he encourages one character after another to behave with moderation, grows
proportionally more admirable.”* Although he and Ajax are never on stage at the same
time after Ajax recovers from his delusion, Odysseus provides a third model for heroism
in addition to the more obviously similar models provided by the Homeric Hector and
Achilles. By the end of the play, three different models of heroic behaviour have been
suggested, and it is part of Ajax’s tragedy to have failed, in different ways, to live up to all
of them. His life in the Greek army was defined by the interactions between these models,
and his death is, at least in part, a way of acknowledging the ascendance of models which

he cannot endorse.

RECURRING SOPHOCLEAN INTERACTIONS

Although Ajax is briefly mentioned in Philoctetes (410-415), and Sophocles is
known to have treated Ajax’s family in other tragedies, Ajax himself, like Deianeira,
appears in only one Sophoclean tragedy.”” Many other Sophoclean characters, however,
have counterparts not only in Homer and elsewhere in myth, but also in other plays by
Sophocles. Odysseus appears—and behaves very differently—in both Ajax and
Philoctetes; Heracles appears both as a dying hero in Trachiniae and as a deus ex machina
in Philoctetes; and many members of Oedipus’ family occur in two or even three of the
Theban plays.” When the same figure appears in multiple plays, it raises questions of to

what extent multiple instances of that figure can be considered to be the same character

" Burian 2012:80-81.

7> Finglass 2011:34-35 discusses the evidence of Sophocles’ lost Teucer and Eurysaces.

7% See above (notes 68 and 70) on the flexibility of Sophocles’ treatment of Odysseus. Although the deified
Heracles in Philoctetes behaves very differently from his counterpart in Trachiniae, the relationship between
Heracles and Philoctetes originates with an event which immediately follows the end of Trachiniae in
mythological time, and hints at Heracles’ coming heroization in Trachiniae may indicate a connection
between the versions of Heracles that appear in the two plays; see Holt 1989 on the issue of Heracles’
heroization. The interactions between various versions of different members of the Theban royal family will
be treated below.
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and how those instances interact with each other. Although the differences between
Sophocles’ versions of Odysseus are striking enough that it is relatively easy to identify
them as two different characters, other cases are not so clear-cut. Is Antigone in her
eponymous play the same Antigone who appears in Oedipus at Colonus, or are the two
versions of Oedipus’ daughter so disconnected as to be entirely different characters who
happen to share the same name and mythological background? Perhaps more importantly,
how does the audience’s awareness of an earlier Antigone shape their perception of
Oedipus’ daughter in the later play?

Interactions between different versions of a figure created by the same author are a
specific subset of the more general interactions which take place between any particular
version of a traditional character and the broader mythological tradition. Although
Sophocles is not obliged to use the same version of any given traditional story throughout
his career, he will still have been well aware of his own previous treatments of the story,
which makes both parallels and divergences between versions likely to be meaningful.”’
He is also likely to have been able to expect that some members of the audience of a later
play will have seen earlier plays dealing with the same myth or, at the very least, will have
been acquainted with the version of the story told in earlier plays; the possibility that the
ending of Seven Against Thebes was modelled on Antigone, for example, suggests that the
particular story told in Antigone, although largely a Sophoclean innovation, remained in
wide circulation well after the play’s original production.”® The interactions between
Sophoclean instances of a given figure, moreover, can work with other mythological
interactions in order to further complicate what the audience thinks they know about that

figure. An audience aware of both the Homeric poems and Sophocles’ 4jax will have to

" Mastronarde 1994:19 argues that Euripides can use different versions of myths at will. Where we have
multiple Sophoclean treatments of the same myth, divergences are less violent than those between, say,
Euripidean versions of the Helen story, but they are nonetheless noteworthy.

"8 Griffith 1999:7. On the likely inauthenticity of the ending of Seven Against Thebes, see, among others,
Thalmann 1978:137 ff. and Hutchinson 1985: ad 1005-1078.
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square two very different ideas of Odysseus with the Odysseus they see in Philoctetes, for
example, and their memory of the more self-reflective versions of Odysseus in earlier
works may help to temper their judgment of Philoctetes’ villainous Odysseus.”

When figures recur in multiple plays, they often do so at different stages in their
lives and under very different circumstances. Oedipus at Colonus, which was produced
after Sophocles’ own death and written long after Antigone and Oedipus Tyrannus, takes
place at a point in mythical time between the events of the two earlier plays. The Oedipus
who is the central figure of Oedipus at Colonus has already been through the traumatic
events of Oedipus Tyrannus, and the figure of the aging, blind Oedipus interacts in
complicated ways with the part of his story told in the earlier play. Although the plots of
the two plays do not match perfectly, the character of Oedipus in the later play is defined
in part by the knowledge which the earlier Oedipus acquired over the course of Oedipus
Tyrannus, and the interaction between Oedipus and Creon at Colonus echoes the dispute
between the two men which Sophocles depicted in the earlier play.* Oedipus at Colonus
also looks forward in mythological time to Antigone, and both Creon’s behaviour and
Oedipus’ curse of his sons look even more ominous to an audience who know how things
will turn out after Polyneices leads his army against Thebes.®' Similarly, Oedipus’
relationship with his daughters at the end of his life provides a new framework for
thinking about the interaction between Antigone and Ismene in both plays.

In this section, I will examine two different relationships which are portrayed in
both Oedipus at Colonus and one of Sophocles’ earlier plays about Oedipus and his

family. I will begin by looking at the confrontation between Oedipus and Creon in

7 Goldhill 1986:159 argues that there are strong Homeric elements present in the Odysseus of Philoctetes,
while Schein 2006:134 suggests that Sophocles draws attention in Philoctetes to ‘the contrast between the
fifth-century, tragedic Odysseus and the Odysseus of the Odyssey’.

% On the relationship between the past as it is presented in Oedipus at Colonus and the events of Oedipus

Tyrannus, see, e.g., Winnington-Ingram 1980:261-262; Markantonatos 2002:32-33, 52-53; Kelly 2009:45-
49, 53-59.

8! Burian 1978:426; Winnington-Ingram 1980:255.
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Oedipus at Colonus in light of the strain in their relationship which develops over the
course of Oedipus Tyrannus. 1 would like to suggest that, in Oedipus at Colonus, the two
men characterize each other not just on the basis of their own present conflict, but also on
the basis of past events which are represented in Oedipus Tyrannus; the implied continuity
in their relationship, however, reveals different aspects of their respective characters in the
later play. I will continue by looking at how the different temporal relationship between
Oedipus at Colonus and Antigone influences the portrayal of Oedipus’ daughters in the
later play; although the relationship between Antigone and Ismene in Oedipus at Colonus
is not particularly notable in and of itself, it becomes striking when viewed as a precursor

to their considerably more fraught interactions in Antigone.

Recurring Interactions 1: Oedipus and Creon

Insofar as it dramatizes the end of Oedipus’ life, Oedipus at Colonus, as is
frequently noted, ends the story begun in Oedipus Tyrannus.** Oedipus Tyrannus ends
with uncertainty about what will become of the blinded Oedipus—Oedipus has begged to
be cast out of the city (1436-1437), but Creon sends him back into the house, pending
oracular guidance (1442-1443, 1515, 1518); Oedipus at Colonus begins with Oedipus in
the exile which he demanded at the end of the earlier play, an exile which is no longer
what he wants.*> Throughout Oedipus at Colonus, the events of previous chapters in
Oedipus’ life, especially those which were depicted in the earlier play, cast a long shadow
over the events and figures depicted onstage. In particular, the relationship between
Oedipus and Creon in Oedipus Tyrannus provides a useful lens through which to look at

their dispute in Oedipus at Colonus. The later play reprises the rhetoric of the earlier one,

%2 ¢.g., Bowra 1944:308; Seidensticker 1972:255; Winnington-Ingram 1980:261; Kelly 2009:45.

%31 take the final scene of Oedipus Tyrannus, up to 1524, as largely genuine, contra Dawe 2006 and Kovacs
2009. For recent discussions of the reasons, both linguistic and thematic, for retaining much of the end of
the play more or less as we have it, see Budelmann 2006, Finglass 2009, and Sommerstein 2011.
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but the characters involved are different, and their arguments therefore reflect very
differently on both Creon and Oedipus.

The dispute between Creon and Oedipus in Oedipus at Colonus has at its heart the
question of the relative authority of the two men, and, as such, it matters who gets the first
and last word. Before Creon arrives in the second episode of Oedipus at Colonus, both
Ismene’s warning to her father that Creon is planning to bring Oedipus back to Thebes and
Oedipus’ subsequent increasingly emphatic warnings to Theseus, N§ouvo avdpes—
(653) and ouk ofo®’ aTelAds— (656) suggest, particularly to an audience familiar with
Oedipus Tyrannus, that the interaction between the two men is unlikely to be cordial.*
The comments which precede Creon’s arrival, however, are vague, and the nature of the
relationship between Oedipus and Creon does not really become clear until Creon arrives
in person. Oedipus responds to Antigone’s announcement of Creon’s arrival by telling the
chorus that they now have a chance to prove the extent of their good will (724-725), but,
once again, he says nothing specific about Creon. In his opening speech, then, Creon has
the first chance to define the terms of the interaction between the two old men.

In light of Oedipus’ reaction to Creon’s arrival, an audience familiar with Oedipus
Tyrannus will expect some immediate signs of tension between Creon and Oedipus.
Creon, however, begins his first speech with an address to the chorus, in which he assures
them that his intentions are peaceful, and he follows this initial explanation with a direct
address to Oedipus.® Creon supports his position by drawing on his own relationship to
Oedipus and Oedipus’ relationship to the city of Thebes, and he paints an initially rosy

picture of both relationships.*® After saying that he has been sent to fetch Oedipus ouk &€

% Kelly 2009:116 notes that Ismene’s first reference to Creon, in which she explains that he handed over the
rule of Thebes to Oedipus’ sons when they came of age (367-370) suggests a perfectly responsible, civic-
minded Creon; her later warning about his plans, however, marks Creon as untrustworthy.

% Halliwell 1997:138 draws attention to the fact that Creon at first avoids addressing Oedipus directly.

% Markantonatos 2007:94 and Kelly 2009:116-117 note the initially appealing aspects of Creon’s first
speech.
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EvOs oTeIAavTOs, AAN &o TGV UTTO | TAvTwv KeAeuoBeis (737-738), Creon explains
why the task fell to him, telling the chorus that he was sent on the mission oUvex’ fké pot
Yével | Ta ToUde TevBeiv TMUaT eis TAeioTov oAews (738-739). Creon’s mention of
Yévos here is the first direct reference in the play to the familial relationship between
himself and Oedipus; previous references to Creon have touched upon his role in the city
of Thebes, but have left unstated his peculiar status as Oedipus’ uncle and brother-in-
law.*” Creon’s references to Oedipus’ family in his first speech are all relatively vague; he
calls his own description of Oedipus and Antigone a mark of shame és o€ Kaue kai TO
T&v yévos (754) and urges Oedipus dopous HOAETV | Tous cous TTaTpeous (757-758),
but he never refers directly to the complicated status in the house of his fathers which is
Oedipus’ most obvious source of shame.

Creon’s rhetorical strategy of alluding vaguely to the circumstances which led to
Oedipus’ exile allows him to elide much of the story told in Oedipus Tyrannus, in which a
conflict between himself and Oedipus emerged in tandem with Oedipus’ discovery of his
own identity and actions; Creon’s elision of this past conflict gives him a clean slate upon
which to draw both his own character and that of Oedipus. When Oedipus begins to
speak, however, he immediately revises Creon’s implied version of the past, drawing
attention to the fact that he and Creon do not have the history of friendly interaction which
Creon’s speech seems to imply.*® Where Creon had avoided mentioning specific events,
Oedipus wades directly into the story of what he calls his ‘household evils’ (765). Under
the current circumstances, Oedipus tells the story of his family troubles and his expulsion
from Thebes as a history of his own interactions with Creon, and, in this history, he looks

back at the events which were depicted at the very end of Oedipus Tyrannus. When he

%7 Halliwell 1997:138 notes that although Creon tries to present his mission as a civic matter, he eventually
cannot avoid mentioning his familial relationship to Oedipus.

% Markantonatos 2001:65; see also Halliwell 1997:139, who comments on the rhetorical importance of
Oedipus’ ability to tell the story suppressed by Creon.
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tells how Creon treated him, TpéoBev Te y&p He Toiow oikeiols kKakois | vooouvl’, o1’
NV Kol Tépwis EKTeceiv XBovds (765-766), his account accords with the request to be cast
out of the city made by the Oedipus of Oedipus Tyrannus, which he makes first to the
chorus at 1410-1411 and restates more strongly to Creon, begging, piydv Ue y1is €K THod’
doov Taxiob’, dmou | BunTddv pavouual undevos pootyopos (OT 1436-1437).%
As Oedipus looks back to the events of the earlier play, the audience is encouraged to
think about the characters of Oedipus at Colonus as they appeared in Oedipus Tyrannus.
Oedipus’ attacks on Creon in Oedipus at Colonus are tied to his efforts to establish
himself as a figure with more authority than Creon can possibly have. After revealing
Creon’s plan to use Oedipus to gain an advantage in the coming war (OC 784-786),
Oedipus asks Creon, &p’ oUk &petvov Tj oU Tav Oriais ppova; (791), and goes on to
explain that he must know better than Creon inasmuch as he has access to better sources
(792-793).”° Although this comment seems to refer most directly to the oracles which
Oedipus and Ismene have mentioned over the course of Oedipus at Colonus, Oedipus’
insistence here upon his superior knowledge echoes his tendency in Oedipus Tyrannus to
associate questions about his knowledge with threats to his political authority. When in
the earlier play he first accuses Teiresias of having been hired by Creon to topple Oedipus’
rule, Oedipus sarcastically refers to himself as 6 undev eidcos Oidimous (OT 397) in
order to denigrate Teiresias’ authority, and, somewhat later, he asks Creon, @ép’ ite
TPOs Becov, delAiav fj pwpiav | idcov Tv’ év pot Tal T éBouAevow ToEeiv; (536-
537).°" Oedipus’ emphasis in Oedipus at Colonus on his own authority, particularly at the

expense of Creon’s, calls to mind the knowledge which long ago helped him to the Theban

% Hesk 2012:187. The version of his initial desires which Oedipus tells at this point differs from that which
he told in the earlier scene with Ismene; on this discrepancy, see Kelly 2009:63-64.

%0 Markantonatos 2001:67-68 comments on the rhetorical importance of Oedipus’ claim to privileged
knowledge at this point.

I Segal 2001:80 comments on the importance of Oedipus’ claims for his own knowledge in the scene with
Teiresias.
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throne, and which became a recurring issue in his attempts to retain control in Oedipus
Tyrannus. By drawing on the association between knowledge and power which has been
a factor throughout his life, the aged Oedipus reminds Creon that his authority remains a
force to be reckoned with.

While Oedipus insists on his continuing authority even in exile, the Creon who
appears in Oedipus at Colonus has no formal standing in Thebes as of the time of the play;
while he held the throne for some unspecified period of time after the beginning of
Oedipus’ exile (OC 367-370), the throne has now been assumed by Eteocles, and it is
ostensibly as a representative of Eteocles and the rest of the city that Creon has now come
to Colonus in search of Oedipus.”® Over the course of Oedipus Tyrannus, however,
Oedipus suggested that Creon was a potential rival for the throne, and, after Oedipus’
discovery of his identity as the killer of Laius, Creon seemed to step into the resulting
power vacuum.”> When Oedipus addresses Creon in Oedipus at Colonus as & T&vTa
TOAUGV KATTO TTavTOs GV PéPwV | Adyou Sikaiou unxavnua moikidov (OC 761-
762), his description of Creon calls to mind the accusations which were levelled at Creon
in Oedipus Tyrannus, when Oedipus accused Creon of trying secretly to drive him from
power with the help of Teiresias (OT 385-389). As the scene in Oedipus at Colonus
continues, the interplay between the current encounter between Oedipus and Creon and
their encounters over the course of Oedipus Tyrannus allows the aged Oedipus to paint a
thoroughly villainous picture of Creon.

Although he tries to suggest that his relationship with Creon has remained constant
over the years, the Oedipus who appears in Oedipus at Colonus has a very different

perspective on the world than the Oedipus who was king in Oedipus Tyrannus. He begins

%2 Bernard 2001:129-130 comments on Creon’s claim to be acting as the representative of the Theban
people. See also Guidorizzi 2008:xxiv.

%3 Segal 2001:115 comments on the ambiguity of Creon and Oedipus’ roles in the exodos of Oedipus
Tyrannus. Beer 2012:107 comments on the irony of the fact that, despite Creon’s claim that he would not
wish to rule, he ends Oedipus Tyrannus as the ruler of Thebes.
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the later play by explaining that that experience has taught him to endure his troubles (OC
7-8), and as the play continues he offers some sense of the form that his endurance has
taken over the years. In the time following his discovery of his identity, as Oedipus says
at two different points in Oedipus at Colonus, he revised his opinion of the appropriate
response to his actions; although he initially wanted either to be killed or to be expelled
from the city, his desires mellowed over time, and he wished instead to live out his life at
home (OC 433-439, 765-771).”* The violent attitudes which Oedipus says he used to have
are those which he had throughout Oedipus Tyrannus, both when he threatened exile for
the killer of Laius (OT 236-254), and, even more strikingly, after he learned about his own
deeds and begged to be killed or expelled from the city (OT 1410-1411).”> The older
Oedipus has mellowed in other ways as well; the willingness to endure his fate which he
mentions at the beginning of Oedipus at Colonus is a striking departure from his insistence
in the earlier play on going to any length to learn first the identity of Laius’ killer and,
later, the story of his own birth.

Although, in Oedipus at Colonus, Oedipus draws on a history of past interactions
with Creon which has much in common with the events of Oedipus Tyrannus, Creon too is
different in the later play. In Oedipus Tyrannus, Oedipus was, broadly speaking, wrong
about important aspects of Creon’s character; although Creon seemed perfectly ready to
step into the void created by the collapse of Oedipus’ rule, there is no evidence that he had
anything to do with bringing Oedipus’ rule to an end.”® In Oedipus at Colonus, however,
Creon is guilty of the crimes of which he is accused; Ismene reveals Creon’s plan well

before Creon arrives, and, when Oedipus resists being taken back to Thebes, Creon

* When exactly Oedipus’ change of mind took place is uncertain; see Markantonatos 2001:59-62, 65-66.

*> Guidorizzi ad 765 ff., 766.

% Even Ahl 1991:103 admits that ‘there is no evidence to substantiate Oedipus’ assumption that Teiresias is
plotting with Creon against him’. Segal 2001:85 describes the Creon of Oedipus Tyrannus as ‘reasonable
and even a little pedantic’.
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confirms Oedipus’ depiction of his villainy by kidnapping Antigone and Ismene.”” The
Creon who boasts, Traidolv duoiv cot Thy PEv apTiws €y | EuvapTaoas Emepya,
™Y O & Taxa (OC 818-819), is a very different figure from the Creon who argued in
Oedipus Tyrannus that no sensible man in his position would want more formal authority
(OT 583-602). When employed against a Creon who really is as villainous as Oedipus
once mistakenly believed him to be, the rhetoric of knowledge and power which pointed
to the lapses in Oedipus’ own authority in the earlier play now hits much closer to the
mark, making both Creon and Oedipus into the figures which Oedipus would have them
be.

When Sophocles make Oedipus and Creon reprise their old quarrel in Oedipus at
Colonus, the rhetoric of the earlier play informs their interactions and, in turn, shapes their
characters. The two old men who face off in Oedipus at Colonus are no longer the men
who debated issues of rulership in Oedipus Tyrannus, but, watching them quarrel in the
later play, the audience is encouraged to consider the path which led them to their
confrontation at Colonus. Despite his age and his exile, Oedipus in Oedipus at Colonus
has in the years between the two plays gained the authority which he tried so hard to
defend in Oedipus Tyrannus.”® The once reasonable Creon, on the other hand, has
somewhere along the way become the scheming authoritarian which Oedipus once
accused him of being.” Although Oedipus emerges victorious from his confrontation

with Creon in the later play, the audience will remember that his rhetoric has not always

7 Bernard 2001:130; Bernard is, however, generally more willing to excuse Creon’s behaviour in the play,
arguing that although Creon is willing to use violent and deceptive means to achieve his ends, such tactics
are not uniformly condemned in Greek literature (81).

% Winnington-Ingram 1980:256 suggests that ‘old emotions stir in the once masterful king of the Tyrannus’.
% contra Bernard 2001:81, who argues that Creon is acting not out of self-interest, but to defend Thebes as
best he can, by whatever means necessary. Although Kelly 2009:118 likewise acknowledges that Creon
appears to believe that he is doing the best he can, Kelly concludes that, for a variety of reasons, ‘Creon does
not come out well’.
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been infallible; his new authority is a product not only of individual character, but also of

time and circumstance.

Recurring Interactions 2: Antigone and Ismene

Where Oedipus at Colonus can be taken as a kind of sequel to Oedipus Tyrannus,
Oedipus at Colonus represents a step backwards in mythological time from Antigone,
occupying part of the interval between the two earlier plays. Although the story of the
attack of the Seven, led by Polyneices, against Thebes and their defeat by the Thebans, led
by Eteocles, goes back at least as far as the Theban cycle of epic poems, it is likely, as I
discussed at the beginning of this chapter, that important elements of the plot of Antigone
were Sophoclean innovations.'”” Most notably, although the names of Oedipus’ daughters
seem to predate Sophocles, there is no pre-Sophoclean evidence either for Antigone’s role

101 Before

in the burial of Polyneices or for Ismene’s attempts to dissuade and protect her.
Sophocles, it does not seem that the figure of Antigone was of great importance to the
story of Oedipus and his family, but she is prominent in later tragic treatments of the
myth; her role in the probably interpolated ending of Seven Against Thebes suggests that
Sophocles’ version of her story became the canonical one, but she also figures in
Euripides’ Phoenissae and was the subject of his lost Antigone.'” In Oedipus at Colonus,
Antigone is mentioned by name in the first line of the play, drawing the attention of an

audience either directly familiar with Sophocles’ Antigone or at least familiar with the plot

of the earlier play.'” Although Antigone remains a relatively minor character throughout

"% Griffith 1999:6-8.

100 Griffith 1999:8-10. Further detail can be found in Zimmermann 1993 (see note 4 above).

192 On the ending of Seven Against Thebes, see Thalmann 1978:137-141 and Hutchinson 1985: ad 1005-
1078; for her role in Phoenissae, see Mastronarde 1994:29-30. Collard and Cropp 2008:156-157 discuss the
relationship between Euripides’ Antigone and Sophocles’ play.

1% The intertextual links between Oedipus at Colonus and Antigone are frequently discussed; on connections
between the plots of the two plays, see, e.g., Markantonatos 2001:161-165; Markantonatos 2007:216-224;
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Oedipus at Colonus, over the course of the play, through her interactions with her father
and particularly with Ismene, Antigone grows into the role which she occupied in the
earlier play, and which, if the two plays are continuous, she will occupy later in her own
life.

Before Ismene’s arrival in the first episode of Oedipus at Colonus, Antigone is
defined almost entirely in terms of her role as her father’s guide. Oedipus first addresses
her as Tékvov TupAoi yépovtos AvTiydvn (OC 1), and, throughout the early part of the
play, the details that are offered about Antigone deal with her habitual fulfilment of that
role. When Oedipus asks her to help him to a seat and then to watch over him, Antigone
reminds him somewhat sharply, xpdvou pev oUvek’ oU pabeiv pe det TOde (22), but then
she largely fades from view until the entrance of the chorus. When Oedipus asks her,
BUyaTep, ol Tis ppovTidos EAB; (170), and she replies that they must listen to the
local people (171-172), Oedipus appears to grant a degree of authority to Antigone. Later,
when the chorus claim that they have no obligation to keep the promise which they made
in ignorance of Oedipus’ identity, Antigone solidifies her own authority by pleading both
on both her father’s behalf and on her own (237-254).'""* As well as being her father’s
guide and physical protector, she is also his advisor and advocate; although this Antigone
may so far be less outspoken than her namesake from the earlier play, her role as a staunch
defender of her immediate family will come as no surprise to an audience watching
Oedipus at Colonus with the earlier tragedy in mind.'®’

Until Antigone announces the arrival of Ismene at 310, there is no indication that

Oedipus has any friends in his exile except for Antigone, and she seems to be, by default,

Kelly 2009:49-50; Hesk 2012:184-186. Kelly 2009:110 also suggests that the character of Antigone is
largely consistent in the two plays.

1% Kelly 2009:108 comments on the authority granted to Antigone early in Oedipus at Colonus.

1% Guidorizzi ad 237-253 notes that, while Antigone’s mediating role in the early part of Oedipus at
Colonus seems to clash with the inflexibility which she displayed in Antigone, her deep filial loyalty to
Oedipus is entirely consistent with her behaviour in the earlier play.
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the most loyal member of his family. When Ismene arrives, then, her active support of her
father may come as something of a surprise, particularly to an audience mindful of her role
in Antigone, in which familial loyalty was tempered by a reluctance to run desperate
risks.'” In Oedipus at Colonus, however, while Antigone has been assisting Oedipus in
his wanderings (345-352), Ismene has been looking out for his concerns in Thebes and
bringing news of relevant oracles (353-356).'"” Antigone gets slightly more space in
Oedipus’ praise of his daughters than Ismene, but Ismene’s lot seems to have been no
easier than her sister’s. On her arrival, Ismene says that she barely managed to find

Oedipus and Antigone (325-326), and she begins her account with the comment,

€yco Ta pEv abripad’ amabov, maTep,

CnToloa TNy oV ToU KaToIKoINg TPOPriv,

Tapeio’ éaow (361-363),
explaining that it would be too painful to tell the story of her trials (363-364). It soon
becomes clear that Ismene has an important part to play; this is not the first time she has
brought news to her father, and, although it is unclear just how much of Ismene’s latest
report is new to Oedipus, it seems to allow him to put together a number of important
pieces.'”

For most of the time that the two sisters are onstage together in Oedipus at
Colonus, one speaks while the other is silent. Antigone’s announcement of Ismene’s
arrival is enthusiastically emotional, but it is also in the third person, and Antigone says
nothing more once Ismene begins to deliver her news. Neither sister addresses the other

until Ismene, on her way to perform the rites of purification mandated by the chorus,

instructs her sister,

1% Reinhardt 1979:202 comments on the surprising aspects of Ismene’s arrival in Oedipus at Colonus,

although he does not link them to her role in Antigone.

197 Jebb ad 354 suggests that Ismene’s role as messenger was invented by Sophocles to give Ismene a role in
supporting her father; Guidorizzi ad 354, following Jebb, comments on the extent to which Ismene’s role
raises her to Antigone’s level of filial piety.

1% Although Oedipus comments at 403 that he could have known without an oracle that his tomb would be
SuoTuxv to his enemies, Gellie 1972:164 notes that the reaction of Creon and Oedipus’ sons to the oracles
is news, while Burian 1974:412, Bushnell 1988:91, and Kelly 2009:66 suggest that Ismene’s new oracles
contribute to Oedipus’ evolving understanding of his fate.
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AvTiydvn, oU &’ evBade
PUAacoe TaTépa TOVSE: TOIS TEKOUOL yap
oud’ €l Tovij Tis, del Tévou pvnuny éxev (507-509).
Antigone does not reply, and Ismene does not speak again until the sisters’ shared lament
at the end of the play; she returns to the stage at 1099 after her rescue, at which point she
and Antigone are several times referred to collectively by Oedipus in the dual (1102, 1107,
1113), but she remains silent throughout the rest of Oedipus’ time on stage.'”” As Ismene
stands silently onstage between her rescue and her departure with Oedipus, Antigone, and
Theseus at 1555, Antigone finally takes up the role of Oedipus’ more outspoken daughter.
Although this contrast between the sisters is not at first emphasized, it nevertheless allows
an audience familiar with Antigone to begin to map the sisters onto their roles in the earlier
play. As Oedipus’ power and authority increase near the end of his life, undertones of
Antigone remind the audience that, in the aftermath of Oedipus’ death, his hostility
towards the city which cast him out will have implications not only for his enemies.' "
Until their return to the stage after the end of Oedipus’ life, there is no direct
conflict between Antigone and Ismene; they have played different roles in supporting their
father, but Ismene’s mild admonition to Antigone at 507-509 is the closest either sister
comes to suggesting that the other’s role is inadequately fulfilled.'"' Nonetheless, over the
course of Ismene’s long silence, the contrast between their roles grows into an implicit
contrast between their characters. When Antigone and not Ismene intervenes to convince
Oedipus to hear Polyneices (1181-1203), connections with Antigone come to the forefront
of Oedipus at Colonus. Although the events which provide the background for the earlier

play have been implicit in all discussion of the growing conflict between Eteocles and

Polyneices, Antigone’s willingness to become involved with Polyneices’ cause brings the

1% Kamerbeek ad 1102-1105 attributes Oedipus’ inconsistent use of singular, plural, and dual in addressing
his daughters to Ismene’s status as a silent actor.

" Winnington-Ingram 1980:255 describes Antigone as ‘a tragedy which is the direct—and unforeseen—
consequence of Oedipus’ curse on his sons’. See also Hesk 2012:184.

" Kelly 2009:109, in fact, takes these lines as an indication of the sisters’ shared perspective.
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connections between the two plays to a more specific and ominous level.''> After Oedipus
comes to the end of his curse against his son, Polyneices, addressing his sisters in the
plural as ¢ ToU®’ Suaipol maides (1405), asks both of them, prj W’ aTipdonTe ye, |
aAX’ év Tapolot BéoBe kav kTepiopaotv (1409-1410). The fact that only Antigone
responds can be explained in part by theatrical convention—Ismene at this point is
portrayed by a non-speaking actor—but Ismene’s silent presence while Antigone pleads
with their brother is striking in light of their perspectives on the burial in Antigone.'"’
When the sisters return at the conclusion of the messenger’s speech, their shared
lament forms their first real verbal exchange in the play. As they mourn the passing of
Oedipus and wonder what lies in store for them, the implicit differences which have been
developing since Ismene’s arrival gradually begin to be expressed in words.''* At first,
the sisters seem united in their grief and their uncertainty; when Antigone says, TaAawa,
vV & dAebpia | v e’ Sdupactv BéBake (1683-1684), and asks where she and her
sister will find support now, Ismene replies, oU kaToda (1689), and expresses a wish to
be taken into Hades instead of living out her life (1689-1692). In the second strophe,
however, differences between Antigone’s and Ismene’s attitudes begin to emerge. When
Antigone expresses a desire to return to Oedipus’ resting place, the exchange between the
sisters that follows is reminiscent of the argument which follows Antigone’s
announcement of her plan to bury Polyneices in Antigone; in Oedipus at Colonus, Ismene
replies, Bépis O€ s TGS’ 0Tl v&V; | oux Opds; (OC 1729-1730), just as in the earlier

play she explains her reluctance with the claim that Antigone’s intentions are aTTOppTTOV

12 Winnington-Ingram 1980:252-253 comments on Antigone’s growing importance from her speech on

Polyneices’ behalf until his final exit. Guidorizzi ad 1181 argues that Antigone’s support for the brother for
whose burial she will eventually die would have attracted the attention of an Athenian audience.

'3 Kelly 2009:107 comments on the importance of the three-actor rule in Ismene’s silence.

4 Kelly 2009:110.
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TONel (Ant. 44).'"> When Antigone responds to Ismene’s objection with the plea, AYE WE,
Kal TOT émevapi§ov ( OC 1733), the willingness to put her life on the line for her cause
which she displays in contrast to her more prudent sister suggests an affinity between the
two versions of her character presented in Oedipus at Colonus and the earlier play.''®
Throughout Oedipus at Colonus, echoes of Antigone have allowed Oedipus’
daughters to draw a level of attention disproportionate to their overall stature in the play,
and as Oedipus at Colonus nears its end, moving gradually closer to the temporal setting
of Antigone, the roles of Antigone and Ismene begin to diverge and crystallize into the
sharply contrasting roles which the two play in Antigone. Their disagreement in Oedipus
at Colonus does not lead to the open hostility which follows in Antigone; after Antigone
asks to be led to Oedipus’ tomb and slain there (1733), Ismene falls silent again after
wondering once more where she will live out her unfortunate life (1734-1736).'""
Although Ismene never actually assents to Antigone’s desire to see Oedipus’ tomb,
Antigone takes her silence as tacit agreement and tells Theseus, TUuBov BéAopev |
TPOCIBETY auTal TaTpOs NUeTEPou (1756-1757), on behalf of both herself and Ismene.
Theseus denies this request, first echoing Ismene’s objection with the comment, AN’ oU
BeTOv KETO™ <€oTi> HoAeiv (1759), and then explaining that Oedipus left special

instructions that the location of his tomb should remain secret (1760-1767)."'* When

Antigone accepts that Oedipus’ wishes ought to be requested, and asks instead that she

"5 Markantonatos 2007:220 comments that ‘the difference of opinion between the weeping girls over

returning to the hidden burial place of their father enacts vicious conflict of the earlier tragedy in
microcosm’.

16 Markantonatos 2001:162; Hesk 2012:185-186.

"7 Markantonatos 2007:220 notes that Antigone’s devotion to her cause leads to less severe conflict in
Oedipus at Colonus than it does in Antigone.

'8 Kelly 2009:110 draws a parallel between Antigone’s request for an explanation from Theseus at 1759 and
Oedipus’ earlier scepticism of Theseus’ protection.
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and her sister be sent home to Thebes, Theseus raises no objection, implicitly agreeing to
send Oedipus’ daughters to the tragic world of Antigone.'”

Although suggestions of the events which will follow in Antigone grow
increasingly frequent as Oedipus at Colonus draws to a close, the plots of the two plays
are not entirely continuous. Antigone contains a number of references to the past of the
Labdacids and, more immediately, to the conflict between Eteocles and Polyneices, but
none of the characters of the earlier play speak about the events between the end of
Oedipus’ rule and Polyneices’ attack against his native city.'** Antigone contains no
suggestion that Antigone and Ismene may have spent years travelling outside of Thebes at
the behest of their father, but since the entire period of mythological time in which
Oedipus at Colonus takes place is elided in the earlier play, the events of Oedipus at
Colonus are not entirely ruled out; the frequent echoes of Antigone near the end of
Oedipus at Colonus, moreover, suggest that the plot of the later play should be imagined
as leading to that of the earlier one.'*' By offering one possibility for how part of the
temporal gap between Oedipus Tyrannus and Antigone might be filled, Sophocles
provides an extra layer of potential background for some of the characters he began to
develop in Antigone. None of the figures who appear in both plays is exactly the same in
both Antigone and Oedipus at Colonus—Antigone is less strident in Oedipus at Colonus
than she is in the earlier play, Ismene plays a surprisingly active role carrying news to her
father and sister, and Creon has yet to be tested by the events which will follow the death

of Oedipus’ sons. At the same time, the words and actions of the characters in Oedipus at

119
120

Winnington-Ingram 1980:255.

The lack of explicit connection between the past of the Labdacids and the conflict between Oedipus’ sons
prompts Kyriakou 2011:12 to omit Antigone in her study.

2l Mastronarde 1994:30 notes, in reference to Euripides’ decision to have Antigone follow Oedipus into
exile at the end of Phoenissae, that in Antigone ‘there is no hint that she has been abroad at an earlier time’.
On the end of Oedipus at Colonus as a lead-in to Antigone, see Winnington-Ingram 1980:255, Hesk
2012:184-185.
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Colonus leave room for the possibility that they may one day grow into the roles which

they will play in Antigone—roles which the audience knows that they have played already.

CONCLUSION: MYTHOLOGIES, OLD AND NEW

When a figure appears onstage in a play, the audience will immediately begin to
speculate about that figure. In a genre such as tragedy which draws heavily upon
traditional material, the question of a character’s identity will be bound up in related
questions of where that particular character fits into a broader network of myth and of how
that character copes with her mythological circumstances.'”> The audience, may,
moreover, look beyond the character’s own myth for interpretive help; it has often been
noted that many Greek tragedies conform to one of a relatively small number of ‘story
patterns’, and the audience may take figures from other instances of the same story pattern

as models for the figure they see before them.'*

The presence of mythological precedents
and paradigms gives the audience clues for the issues which may be important in the
dramatic life of a character, and the various ways in which that character interacts with her
mythological precedents, in turn, can provide a framework for assessing the ability of the
character to function within the world of the play.

Within this general framework of mythological interaction, the interactions which
take place between Sophocles’ successive versions of Antigone and Ismene are somewhat
different from those between his versions of Oedipus and even further from the
interactions between Ajax, Odysseus, and Deianeira and their respective Homeric

precedents. As I mentioned earlier in this chapter, Antigone and Ismene, as characters

who are more than just names attached to a myth, are both thought to be Sophoclean

22 Lowe 2000:158 comments on myth as a source of familiarity in tragic plotting.

123 See especially Lattimore 1964; c.f. also Burian 1997:186-190 and Lowe 2000:159-162.
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creations, and this affects the ways in which they interact both with the broader
mythological tradition in which they are situated and with successive versions of their own
story.'** On the one hand, interactions between versions are more likely to occur at the
level of specific allusions than they would be for characters with a longer mythological
history; Sophocles had relatively few versions of Antigone to consider as he wrote
Oedipus at Colonus, and it seems, moreover, that his own Antigone had remained the

. . . . 125
dominant version of its heroine’s story.

More generally, as relatively novel figures
within the familiar myth of Oedipus, Oedipus’ daughters immediately raise questions in
the minds of the audience. By Sophocles’ time, other members of the Labdacid family
will have been well known for being rash, misguided, or, at the very least, ensnared by
fate; Antigone and Ismene can be expected to be shaped by the family into which they are
born, but Sophocles has free reign to decide how Oedipus’ daughters react to each other
and their shared circumstances.

At the same time, although there is no epic Antigone to resonate with Sophocles’
interpretations of her figure in Antigone and Oedipus at Colonus, Antigone is still, by the
end of the later play, a figure of mythological proportion. In part this is due to the
familiarity of the mythological tradition of which she is a part; the story of Oedipus and
his family is at the core of one of the most prominent strands of Greek mythology, and the
figure of Antigone becomes weighty by association with the versions of her family’s story
which have been in circulation at least since the time of Homer. More importantly, over
the course of her eponymous play, Antigone becomes a figure to be reckoned with.'*

Although she goes to her death just over two-thirds of the way through the play, she

remains at the play’s centre of gravity even after she has left the stage for the final time;

% Griffith 1999:9-10.

12 See note 102 above on the influence of Sophocles’ Antigone on later versions.

126 Knox 1964:62 comments on the fact that, while Creon is eventually broken by his misfortunes, Antigone
maintains her resolve to the end. In a similar vein, see Kirkwood 1958:127.
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throughout the rest of the play she remains the subject of much of what is said by both
characters and chorus.'”” As Teiresias warns Creon of the consequences of his treatment
of Antigone (1064-1076), and the messenger tells the chorus and Eurydice the story of
Antigone’s death and that of Haemon (1192-1243), Antigone becomes, even before the
end of her own play, a part of the city’s mythology. By the time she reappears in Oedipus
at Colonus, she is a figure with her own mythological baggage, and the audience, aware of
the importance of her actions in Antigone, will pay attention to her role in the later play.
Oedipus at Colonus, situated as it is between Oedipus Tyrannus and Antigone in
mythological time, models the different ways in which Sophoclean characters can interact
with myth. On the one hand, Oedipus at Colonus is the end of the story of Oedipus, and,
as such, the figure of Oedipus who appears in that play interacts with various other
versions of himself and his story. Oedipus, in Sophocles’ final play, interacts on a
specific, intertextual level with the version of Oedipus which Sophocles himself presented
in Oedipus Tyrannus; the aged former king of Thebes also interacts with other versions of
his story told by other poets. Oedipus’ curse against his sons in Oedipus at Colonus is
striking not only because Sophocles had already depicted the aftermath of the curse in
Antigone, but also because it helps to locate Sophocles’ story of the end of Oedipus’ life
within the broader tradition of stories about the attack of the Seven against Thebes.'*® At
the same time, while Sophocles draws Oedipus’ story to a close, he also lays the
groundwork for the part of Antigone’s story that is still to come. One mythical figure has

reached the end of his life—a particular end which may, in fact, be a Sophoclean

27 Carter 2012:114-115 comments on the way in which Antigone dominates the scenes in which she is on
stage and notes that, although Antigone can be described as a ‘diptych’, ‘the panels overlap’ (115).

128 Burian 1974:427 suggests that Oedipus’ curse against his sons springs in part from the fact that
Polyneices’ pleas remind Oedipus of ‘the dreadful intertwining of their fates’.
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innovation'*—while another mythical figure—a figure who is largely Sophocles” own

invention—is present onstage, ready to begin the best known part of her own story.

1% Rosenmeyer 1952:94-95, 99.
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CHAPTER 2 — INTERACTING WITH ROLES AND REVERTING TO TYPE

Haemon arrives onstage in the third episode of Antigone in order to make a case to
Creon for Antigone’s release; both the chorus and Creon initially ask whether he is
enraged by the imminent loss of his betrothed, and, although Haemon claims at first that
no marriage could ever be more important than his father’s good opinion, he does go on to
argue that Creon has erred in his treatment of Antigone. Creon’s reaction to the burial of
Polyneices, however, triggers a further-reaching dispute between father and son. As they
debate the appropriate response to Antigone’s actions, Creon and Haemon each draw
attention to the various ways in which the other is not behaving as he should under the
present circumstances. As Haemon presents the matter, the crucial problem is not just that
Creon is being unjust in the specific case of Antigone, but that Creon’s inflexibility in
Antigone’s case suggests that he is failing more widely at the task of ruling Thebes.
Creon, similarly, sees Haemon’s reaction to the situation in terms of social
insubordination.'

When Creon and Haemon speak about appropriate behaviour, they both frame their
arguments in terms of established familial and political roles which carry with them
certain obligations. In their first words to each other, both Creon and Haemon mention
their familial relationship and suggest that it has implications for their behaviour; after
addressing Haemon as & mrai, Creon’s question about whether Haemon has come matpi
Aucoaiveov suggests that such a reaction on Haemon’s part would be out of line (632).

Haemon, similarly, begins his first speech with the statement, TTaTep, cos €ipt (635), and

! Carter 2012:116: suggests that, by objecting to Creon’s treatment of Antigone, Haemon mounts a political
challenge’ against his father.

* Griffith 1998:33 notes the rarity of onstage father-son interactions in Greek tragedy, and comments that
amicable father-son interactions are rarer still. See Strauss 1994 on the interaction between fathers and
sons—which Strauss claims is always both personal and political (12)—in fifth-century Athens more
broadly.
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goes on to elaborate, saying that since it is Creon’s place to advise his son, éuol yap
oUBEls &E1croeTal Y&uos | ueilwov pépecbal ool kaAdds fyoupévou (637-638).
Although Creon and Haemon agree both about which roles—father and son, king and
subject—are at issue and about the basic responsibilities which accompany those roles,
however, it quickly becomes clear that their interpretations of their respective
responsibilities differ in crucial ways.”

Creon defines the ideal relationship between fathers and sons by saying that all
men hope to have dutiful children, cos kal TOV €xBpov dvTapivwvTal Kakors, | Kai
TOV pidov Tin&ow €€ Toou aTpi (643-644).> Haemon, on the other hand, has
somewhat different ideas about filial duty. As the king’s son, Haemon is neither so
conspicuous nor so intimidating as his father is, and he claims that this difference in
political status gives him a useful perspective on public affairs, since, TO y&p cov Supa
Bewodv avdpl dnudTn | Adyols ToloUTols ofs ou un Tépwyn kAU (690-691).°
Haemon, however, hears what Creon does not (692), and he suggests that he is, both as
son and as subject, obligated to advise his father about those aspects of public opinion
which may be hidden from Creon.” Both men play multiple roles in the current situation;
Creon connects his familial and political responsibilities with the comment, év Tois yap
oikeiolow SoTis €0’ avnp | xpnoTds, paveiTal kav TOAel dikatog v (661-662), and
Haemon, in turn, treats Creon not only as his father, but also as his king.8 As they hold

each other to standards of behaviour dictated by their conflicting views of their various—

? Griffith ad 635-638 notes that Haemon’s statement of belonging to Creon leaves room for multiple
interpretations.

* Blundell 1989:117 notes that Haemon ‘refrain[s] from questioning Creon’s views, simply suggesting that
others may deserve equal attention’.

> Blundell 1989:120 notes that Creon’s insistence on Haemon’s filial loyalty conflicts with his earlier claims
that the polis should be valued above blood ties.

® Carter 2012:122 argues that these lines hint at problems in Creon’s rule of Thebes.

7 If we read oot 8’ oUv Té@uKa at the beginning of 688, along with Jebb and defended by Griffith ad 688,
688-689 provides a more definite statement of Haemon'’s filial duty.

¥ Griffith 1998:65 discusses their interaction in terms of linked sets of roles, with Haemon as
‘son/slave/citizen-subject’ and Creon playing the part of ‘father/master/ruler’.
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and not always compatible—roles, Creon and Haemon’s ability to interact with each other
gradually breaks down.

As they attempt to interact with each other within the framework of their various
socially prescribed roles, Creon and Haemon, like other Sophoclean characters, also
interact with the constraints imposed by those roles. They criticize each other according
to their ability to fulfil their roles appropriately, and, as they do so, they also develop their
own working definitions of appropriate role behaviour. In some cases, these definitions of
particular roles are shaped not only by personal perspective but also by a sense of how
those roles are or have been fulfilled differently by others; when Creon first begins to
speak about Haemon’s filial responsibilities, he supports his case with an account of the
miseries suffered by 6oTis &’ ave@éAnTa eiTUel Tékva (645). Similarly, in asserting his
right to sentence Antigone as he sees fit, Creon interacts with an abstract idea of kingship,
which is related to, although not entirely the same as, the vision of civic duty which he put
forward in his first speech, and which is connected in various ways to the recent history of
kingship in Thebes.” Creon’s interaction with the notion of kingship, in turn, prompts a
similar interaction on the part of the audience, who are encouraged to measure Creon’s
performance of his role against that of other mythical and historical rulers. In this chapter,
I will be exploring the ways in which interactions of various kinds between Sophoclean
characters and their social roles help to define individuals, both in the world of the play

and in the minds of the audience.

? Creon’s assimilation of familial and political power is frequently noted; see, e.g., Blundell 1989:125-127
and Griffith 1998:67-70. Podlecki 1966a:363-364 discusses the ways in which Creon’s interaction with
Haemon serves to reveal aspects of his attitude towards kingship which were only suggested in his opening
speech.
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ROLE PLAYING, FROM DRAMA TO SOCIOLOGY AND BACK AGAIN

In exploring the importance of social roles—that is, familial relationships and
political positions—in the construction of character in Sophocles, I will be focusing on
only one of the several prominent and interconnected types of role playing which occur in
drama. As well as playing particular social roles within the world of the play, some
dramatic characters are more broadly defined by their roles; as, for example, nurses or
tutors, messengers or heralds, these figures fall into the category of ‘type characters’, and
an experienced audience will expect them to behave in certain ways and perform certain
dramatic functions.'® Even more broadly, all drama is a matter of role playing, insofar as
any play involves actors taking on certain roles over the course of the performance.
Although I will not be primarily concerned with the importance of acting or the portrayal
of type characters in Sophocles, I would like to suggest that our understanding of these
general types of role playing informs our thinking about the performance of more specific
social roles both onstage and off.

Throughout the last fifty years, the concept of role playing has been important to
many models of social interaction. As a term used in sociological and psychological
analyses of human behaviour, ‘role’ is borrowed from the realm of dramatic performance.
In its most basic form, role theory suggests that, in most social situations, the participants
play roles which correspond to certain kinds of expected behaviour."' Beyond this basic
premise—that role playing takes place in most social situations—however, the connection
between the role and identity remains complicated. On the one hand, the theatrical

associations of role playing carry with them certain connotations of artificiality—when an

Y oon 2012:9-38 discusses the several different classes of anonymous characters who appear in tragedy;
Rutherford 2012:289-295 discusses the importance of typology in the presentation of dramatic character.
Ebbott 2005 provides a relatively recent discussion of the importance of socially marginal figures in tragedy,
most of whom are defined in large part by their conformity to various character types.

' Secord 1982:33; Burr 1998:45.
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actor performs a role onstage, that role is assumed by the audience to be part of a
temporary dramatic illusion—and it is easy to assume that social roles are assumed
consciously and can therefore be put aside at will.'> At the same time, not all social role
playing is deliberate, and, moreover, people often consider roles which they play on a
regular basis to be an important part of their identity."

The question of whether—or to what extent—roles are assumed on top of an
essentially fixed identity or whether roles are, instead, constituent parts of any person’s
identity is further complicated by the fact that most people play multiple roles. Most roles
are, at least to some extent, dependent on context and interaction with others; as Knowles
observes, ‘Certain interactions will lead us to label ourselves as male or female, mother or
daughter, clerk or customer, and will lead us to learn sets of behaviours associated with

*!* Within limits, people play different roles under

these and complementary labels.
different circumstances; sometimes one role can be put aside altogether, but sometimes
people must play multiple roles at the same time. In the case of the roles of mother and
daughter mentioned by Knowles, for example, the division may not be clear-cut; when a
woman is with her children rather than her parents, she will put aside the role of daughter
and instead perform the role of mother, but she may still think of herself as her own
mother’s daughter, and, if her parents as well as her children are present, she may have to
perform the roles of parent and child simultaneously. Although some roles can coexist

peacefully, under other circumstances people may struggle to perform the demands of

conflicting roles."

2 Eiser 1986:285.

3 Eiser 1986:284-285; Goffman 1961:77-79. Goffman draws a distinction between commitment to a role, in
which external forces lock a person into continuing performance of the role, and attachment to a role, in
which a person develops a cognitive and emotional connection to her role.

' Knowles 1982:6. See also Athay and Darley 1982:56-57.

"> MclIntyre 2011:126-127.
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Along with contributing to a person’s sense of her own identity, roles provide a
framework according to which others may understand—and possibly judge—her. The
social roles which a person plays are often some of the most immediately apparent facts
about her, and the fact that a person is playing a given role may encourage others to draw
certain conclusions about her likely traits.'® At the same time, how a person performs a
given role matters; others often express approval when a role is performed well and
disapproval when an individual deviates from her expected role.'” This connection
between role performance and social approval or disapproval can exacerbate the difficulty
of deciding which role to play or of figuring out how to juggle several roles
simultaneously. Different roles bring with them different expectations for behaviour,
which may conflict with each other; given the likelihood that the unsuccessful
performance of a role will lead to negative judgements on the part of others, someone with
conflicting roles may find herself subject to painful scrutiny no matter how she chooses to
act.

When these sociological and psychological aspects of role playing are brought
back into the realm of theatrical performance, they can have important implications for the
interpretation of dramatic character.'® As I mentioned above, theatrical role playing takes
place on several different levels, and these levels work together to allow the audience to
develop a sense of the figures they see onstage. The most basic theatrical role playing,
that in which an actor assumes a part, depends on a degree of cooperation from the

audience; for the duration of the play—or, in productions in which single actors take on

16 7ebrowitz 1990:15. The importance of roles in social perception varies across cultures; Zebrowitz notes,
‘US adults’ descriptions of friends focus relatively more on personality traits, whereas descriptions of
strangers focus more on context’.

" Burr 1998:41.

' Role playing in Greek drama has been discussed by various scholars from various angles; on
metatheatrical role playing, see, e.g., Lada-Richards 1997 and 2002, Falkner 1998, and Ringer 1998; on
social roles as important aspects of tragic characterization see, e.g., Zeitlin 1996, Hall 1997, Griffith 1998
and 2005, Foley 2001, Mossman 2005, Ebbott 2005, Yoon 2012.
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multiple roles, so long as the actor is playing a given part—the audience views the actor
not only as an actor, but also as the character being depicted.'” The actor speaks and is
addressed as his theatrical character, and various elements of stagecraft, including costume
and mask, further encourage the identification of actor and role.”® At the same time, even
as they are complicit in the identification of the actor with the figure that he represents, the
audience remains aware that the actor is playing a part.*! Being aware both of the role
playing in which actors engage whenever they are onstage and of the tension inherent in
that role playing, I suggest, primes the audience to consider the complexities of the other
roles which are performed within the world of the play.

The audience’s ability to interpret the roles performed by figures in a play is
influenced both by their knowledge of theatrical convention and by their awareness of role
playing in everyday life. On the one hand, the social roles performed by figures in a play
may correspond to some degree to established dramatic character types; many characters
in Greek tragedy, for example, are defined primarily by their occupation, and for these
characters the link between dramatic function and social role within the world of the play
is particularly strong.** At the same time, roles often imply particular relationships
between individual characters, and the audience’s prior experience of such relationships
will inform their expectations.23 In the world of Electra, for example, the audience, on
learning about the Tutor’s status as an old family servant, will expect him to perform a
certain function in the development of the plot; the Tutor himself, however, speaks of his

own role in terms of his personal history with successive generations of Agamemnon’s

19 Barranger 1995:13, 16; Goldman 2000:53; Bell 2008:12.

%" Devlin 1989:53, 63-64.

*! Goldman 2000:14. On the ancient audience’s awareness of the theatrical illusion, see Easterling
1997a:166; Lada-Richards 1997:68; and Hall 2006:37-38.

*>'Yoon 2012:10-25 discusses the primacy of dramatic function in the characterization of tragic servants.

* Blundell 1989, in assessing the ways in which Sophoclean characters live up to the requirement to help
friends and harm enemies, in effect describes characters as they take on the roles of ‘friend’ and ‘enemy’—
roles which are inherently relational—at different points.
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family.>* The social roles which characters perform within a play can be determined not
only by occupation and status, but also by familial relationships, and individual characters
may play various roles within the social structure of the drama. In Antigone, therefore,
Creon has obligations both to the city as ruler of Thebes and to his family as Antigone’s
uncle and Haemon'’s father, while Haemon, in turn, has slightly different roles as subject
and as son.

As it is in real life, the relationship between roles and identity in Greek tragedy is
variable; all characters in Sophocles play social roles within their plays, but the amount of
emphasis placed on the performance of these roles varies from character to character and
sometimes from scene to scene. In the introduction to his commentary on Antigone,
Griffith suggests that, rather than exhibiting individual personalities, the figures in the play
‘embody and articulate the most typical and generalized characteristics of their precisely
defined social roles’.”> According to this view, all of Antigone’s actions are motivated by
her joint status as unmarried woman and loyal sister; perhaps more importantly, however
Antigone behaves, she will be judged by the audience according to her performance of her
social roles. At the same time, while Antigone and many other Sophoclean characters
justify their actions in terms of role performance, others suggest that it is possible to place
the wrong kind of emphasis on a given role. Thus when Electra explains her constant
mourning as her duty to Agamemnon, the chorus remind her that Agamemnon’s other
children do not seem to be obsessed with filial piety the same way that Electra is (EL 153-
163).2°

The question of how Electra ought to fulfil her role as her father’s daughter—a

question which is of crucial importance for the assessment of Electra’s character, both by

**Yoon 2012:4 notes the tendency to refer to anonymous servants in Greek tragedy in terms of the named
characters to whom they are most closely connected.

> Griffith 1999:37.

* Winnington-Ingram 1980:336; Blundell 1989:179.
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the audience and by other figures in the play—illustrates the complex system of
interactions which are triggered by social role playing in Sophoclean tragedy. Although
all Sophoclean characters have roles to perform within the world of the play, they do not
always perform those roles as they might be expected to, either by the audience or by
other characters in the play. Given the sometimes conflicting demands imposed by social
roles, many tragic figures comment on their own success or failure as performers of roles;
while Electra holds herself to an idiosyncratic ideal of daughterly loyalty, Deianeira
judges herself according to her own ideas of appropriate wifely behaviour, and Ajax
laments his own status as a failed hero.”’ The audience, meanwhile, brings to the play
their own expectations for appropriate role performance, and they too can therefore assess
how well or poorly characters onstage live up to those expectations. As characters
comment on the successes or failures of their role performance, the audience is
encouraged to view the figures in a play in terms of their roles, and, as they do so, perhaps
to revise their ideas about both character and role.

The social roles played by Sophoclean characters constitute one of many ways of
situating characters both in the world of the play and in the minds of the audience, several
of which might be described in terms of role performance; not only is role performance
important to the portrayal and interpretation of type characters, but the mythological
interactions which I discussed in the previous chapter can also be considered in terms of
role playing—at various points, for example, Ajax can be seen as playing the opposing

roles of Hector and Achilles.” In this chapter, however, I will be looking at a narrower

*7 Electra’s conception of herself as daughter will be discussed more thoroughly in the following section.
Kirkwood 1958:114-115 discusses the completeness of Deianeira’s wifely devotion; Conacher 1997:24
refers to Deianeira’s ‘domestic virtue’ as a motivating force in her actions; Patterson 2012:390 notes that,
despite the focus on marriage throughout Trachiniae, the marriage between Deianeira and Heracles is
‘unhappy and incomplete’. On the despair occasioned by Ajax’s loss of status, see, e.g., Winnington-Ingram
1980:27; Cairns 2006:112.

¥ Schein 2012:428-429 discusses the fact that most Sophoclean heroes are both versions of epic characters
and versions of contemporary Athenian figures.
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subset of the roles performed by Sophoclean characters. Rather than focusing directly
either on type characters, who are defined almost entirely in terms of their social roles, or
on the large-scale role playing which occurs when Sophoclean characters are mapped onto
mythological prototypes, I will be looking at the familial and political roles occupied by
named Sophoclean characters within their plays. The tension between the familiarity of
such roles to the audience and the idiosyncratic ways in which they are performed by
tragic characters makes these otherwise ordinary social roles into a complex factor in
Sophoclean characterization.

In the following sections of this chapter, I will explore several different patterns of
role interaction which can be seen in the plays of Sophocles. Many interactions with roles
take place at the level of interaction between individual characters; as characters interact
with each other, their interaction illuminates their relationships with their respective social
roles. At the same time, the audience brings their knowledge of social roles to bear on
their interaction with the figures they see onstage. Since the presence of multiple
characters with similar roles can highlight differences in role interpretation, I will first
look at several instances where two or more characters play—or are meant to play—
similar social roles within a play. I will then examine the ways in which encounters
between characters of different social rank can reflect on the role performance of everyone
involved. Finally, I will return briefly to the scene with Creon and Haemon with which I
began the chapter, taking that scene as a model for the importance of roles in the

presentation of Sophoclean character.

DOUBLING OF SOCIAL ROLES

All Sophoclean characters can, to a greater or lesser degree, be described in terms

of their social roles within their plays, and these roles trigger expectations on the part of
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both the audience and the characters of a play.”” What it means to perform a given role
properly, however, is not always clear, and many Sophoclean characters refuse in various
ways to conform to the expectations imposed by their social roles.”® Often, in fact, those
characters who describe themselves most consistently in terms of their own roles are
particularly anomalous in their performance of those roles; Electra throughout her play
describes herself emphatically in terms of her filial relationship to Agamemnon, but all of
her encounters with others in the first half of the play involve some suggestion that she has
misjudged the requirements of that relationship. In particular, the gaps between how
Electra is expected to behave and how she actually behaves as Agamemnon’s daughter are
highlighted by the presence of Chrysothemis, who performs the same social role as
Electra, but in a very different way.”!

Interactions such as that between Electra and Chrysothemis, in which two
characters not only occupy the same or similar social roles, but also engage actively with
the ways in which those roles ought to be performed, occur relatively frequently in
Sophocles. A contrast similar in many ways to that in Electra is established in Antigone
between Antigone and Ismene, and I will begin this section by examining the interactions
between Electra, Antigone, and their respective sisters. Although different issues of role
performance are raised in the interactions between the two pairs of sisters, the parallelism
between their roles is relatively straightforward; after examining the tensions brought to
light by these two clear cases of role doubling, I will go on to examine the interactions
which take place between Oedipus and Creon in Oedipus Tyrannus. Oedipus in Oedipus
Tyrannus is consistently discussed in terms of his role performance, and I will be returning

to Oedipus in the following section to discuss his interactions with those of markedly

* Griffith 1999:37.

3 Knox 1964:15-17 discusses the frequent attempts of others to persuade Sophoclean heroes to yield to the
requirements of their situation and behave like normal members of society.

*! Griffiths 2012:76-77.
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lower rank.*? In the case of Oedipus and Creon, however, I will be looking at Creon as a
figure who does not yet occupy the same role as Oedipus, but might have an interest in
doing so in the future, and I will be suggesting that Oedipus’ growing sense that Creon is
trying to infringe upon his role as king sheds new light on Oedipus’ interaction with his
own kingship.

In Electra, family roles are important from the first lines of the prologue, in which
the Tutor explains that, since saving Orestes after Agamemnon’s murder, he has raised
him Toodvd’ &5 1iBns, TaTPl TIHWPOV PSvoU (14).> Although the Tutor suggests a
straightforward view of Orestes’ familial duty, ideas about family loyalty gain a new
dimension when Electra enters. As she sings about her grief, Electra describes her own
role within the family; just as Orestes’ identity was bound up in the revenge plot, Electra
identifies herself first and foremost as her father’s daughter. It soon becomes clear,
however, that, as a child of Agamemnon who has lived out her life in the household of
Clytemnestra and Aegisthus, Electra’s familial role has problematic aspects.”* Electra
connects her obligation to Agamemnon with Clytemnestra’s role in his death and her own,
albeit unwilling, connection to Clytemnestra; she calls upon her sleepless bed to bear

witness,

Soa ToOv duoTnvov Euov Bpnvdd
TaTéP’, OV KaTa pev BapBapov aiav
potvios Aprs oUk EEEVICEY,

TP & TUN X KOWOAEXT)S
AlyioBos 1reos dpuv UAoTouoL
oxiCouol k&pa povicy TeAékel (94-99).

*? Oedipus is defined by his role in the long version of the play’s title. Sommerstein 2010:14-15, arguing for
the overall stability of ancient titles for tragedy, notes that the expanded titles Oedipus Tyrannus and
Oedipus at Colonus are not recorded before the Hellenistic period and that the creation of those titles most
likely occurred in connection with the book trade in order to distinguish the two plays from each other; it
remains worth noting that, in distinguishing Oedipus Tyrannus from Oedipus at Colonus, a subtitle which
reflects the hero’s rank was chosen for the earlier play.

%3 Dunn 2012b:98 notes that this initial focus on the actions of Orestes and the Tutor raises the expectation
that the revenge plot will move forward swiftly, as it does in Choephoroe, with Orestes at its centre.

3% Blundell 1989:152-155 comments on the confusion of roles in the household at the start of the play.
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The chorus, when they arrive, likewise address Electra as the daughter of a most terrible
mother (121-122). These early references to Clytemnestra suggest that Electra’s role in
the household is a matter of choice—she had no choice in her parentage, but she has
decided where her loyalties lie and she must decide how to be her father’s daughter
accordingly.

In the first part of the play, while she waits for Orestes’ return, Electra’s options
for fulfilling her role as Agamemnon’s daughter are limited; insofar as she suggests that
constant mourning is both a matter of duty and the only possible occupation for her
father’s daughter, she does not yet speak of a version of filial duty that involves taking
vengeance into her own hands.>> All she can do, she suggests, is mourn for her father, and
this state of constant mourning keeps her isolated from those around her; she laments to

the dead Agamemnon,

KOUBEIS TOUTwWV OlkTOs &Tr’ &AANS

T "HOU PEpPETal, OOU, TTATEP, OUTWS

aikéds olkTP&S Te BavovTos (100-102).
It gradually becomes clear, however, that some of Electra’s isolation is a product of her
own personal interpretation of her role; when she prays that Orestes will come home soon
and relieve her of some of her burden (117-120), she ignores the existence of any other
siblings. When Electra claims that a child who is forgetful of slaughtered parents must be
vrmios (145-146), the chorus reply by reminding her that her behaviour goes far beyond
that of Chrysothemis and Iphianassa (155-158), whose obligations to Agamemnon are
presumably the same as Electra’s own.>® Although Iphianassa is never mentioned again in

the play, Chrysothemis becomes an important foil to Electra. Their interactions centre

around issues of role performance as, over the course of the play, each sister argues that

> Foley 2001:148-149 argues that Electra’s ongoing lamentation is itself a form of revenge against
Clytemnestra and Aegisthus.

% Kells ad 154 ff. compares the chorus’s reminder to the question asked of Hamlet by Gertrude, ‘Why
seems it so particular with thee?’ (1.2.75).
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the other has wrongly—or at the very least foolishly—interpreted their shared familial
role.”’

Given her initial introduction by the chorus as a sister of Electra’s who has
managed to move on from Agamemnon’s death, Chrysothemis’ loyalties are at issue as
soon as she enters at the end of the discussion between Electra and the chorus about the
possible return of Orestes. When they introduce Chrysothemis as Trv onv dpatuov, €k
TaTPOs TauTou guoty, | XpuodBeuv, €k Te unTpds (325-326), the chorus draw
attention—as they did when they mentioned Chrysothemis as an example of restrained
daughterly behaviour—to the fact that Chrysothemis and Electra ought to occupy the same
position in their family.”® This statement of the sisters’ shared role, however, comes
immediately after a warning to Electra not to say anything further in the presence of
Chrysothemis (324-325), and this warning, like their earlier comment on the extremity of
Electra’s behaviour, suggests that Electra and her sister have in the past decided to fulfil
their roles differently. The known disconnect between the sisters casts a slightly different
light on the chorus’ introduction of Chrysothemis in terms of her parentage. Having
drawn attention to the conflict inherent in Electra’s familial identity when they greeted her
as Clytemnestra’s daughter, the chorus now suggest that Chrysothemis too must decide
whether to act as Clytemnestra’s daughter or Agamemnon’s.””

Throughout their first exchange, both Electra and Chrysothemis draw attention to
the fact that their position is similar—or that it could be if they made the same choices.
Although Chrysothemis stands by her own pragmatic choice, she nonetheless admits,
KaiTol TO pév dikatov oux 1) "y Aéyw, | aAN’ 1) oU kpivels (338-339). Electra, in her

response, picks up on the obligations to which she and Chrysothemis are subject as

*7 Finglass ad 157 notes that Chrysothemis and Iphianassa are mentioned as daughters of Agamemnon in
1liad 9, in which Electra and Iphigenia are not mentioned. Winnington-Ingram 1980:336 suggests that
Iphianassa has ‘been introduced merely in order to make us think of Iphigenia’.

> Blundell 1989:157.

*° Finglass ad 325-326.
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Agamemnon’s daughters, saying, deivdv Y€ 6” oUcav TaTpos oU oU Trais €pus | Keivou
AeAfioBal, Tijs 8¢ TikTouons péAev (341-342). According to Electra, Chrysothemis’
decision to yield to those in power is a sign that she has treacherously abandoned her
proper role, and as the scene continues, Electra explains what she thinks it means to be a
loyal daughter to Agamemnon.* She accuses Chrysothemis of trying to teach her Tofg
@iAots eivatl kakrjv (395), and then claims that she would rather, if necessary, fall TaTpi
Tidwpoupevol (399). Later, after warning her that it would be wrong to bring
Clytemnestra’s offerings to Agamemnon’s tomb (432-434), Electra provides
Chrysothemis with more specific instructions for how to be a good daughter to
Agamemnon: instead of taking Clytemnestra’s offerings, Chrysothemis ought first to bring
humbler offerings from herself and Electra and then to pray for Agamemnon’s help in
avenging his own death (448-458).

Although the sisters grow closer together over the course of their first encounter,
with Chrysothemis accepting Electra’s advice about Clytemnestra’s offerings, the
enduring rifts in their perspectives on filial duty become clear after the supposed death of
Agamemnon, when Electra suggests taking the revenge into their own hands.*' As
Chrysothemis describes it, Electra’s plan would constitute a twofold failure to perform her
daughterly role. In the first place, she suggests that violent action is generally
inappropriate to women, and therefore incompatible with being a good daughter (997-
998). More importantly, the plan is doomed; although Chrysothemis’ reference to gender

hints at questions of propriety, her comment in 998 refers more directly to the practical

“ Foley 2001:150-151.

*! On the tentative alliance between the sisters which develops over the course of the scene, see Kirkwood
1958:137-138, Winnington-Ingram 1980:239-240, Kitzinger 1991:310-311, Nooter 2011:408. Finglass ad
871-1057 notes that the second scene with Chrysothemis follows a trajectory opposite to the first, with the
sisters growing increasingly hostile over the course of their encounter; see also Segal 1966:502-503. Foley
2001:160 comments on the way in which Orestes’ supposed death changes Electra’s calculations and notes
that, in explaining her new plan, ‘Electra...expects a recognition normally afforded to male heroes’. See also
Goldhill 2012:242-243.
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difficulties the sisters would face.*> Attempting revenge and failing would constitute a
second failure of daughterly duty insofar as, by risking her own life and that of
Chrysothemis, Electra would be threatening the continuation of Agamemnon’s line, and

Chrysothemis begs her sister,
Tpiv TavwAéBpous TO Tav

Nuas T dAéoBal kaEepnucdoal yévos,

KaTaoxes opymv (1009-1011).
Although Electra claimed that she and Chrysothemis could be the saviours of their family,
Chrysothemis suggests that the opposite is the case. If she and Electra are willing to live
prudently, yielding to those in power, the family may yet survive, but if they attempt to
carry out Electra’s plan for revenge, they will lose the little that they have left.” Unlike
her sister, Chrysothemis suggests that they will fulfil their obligations best if they can
preserve what is left of their family.

Although Chrysothemis has won little sympathy from critics—Kirkwood says that
she ‘can hardly be said to have any moral perception of her own’, Woodard describes her
outlook as ‘feeble and rather ignoble’, and Blundell comments on her lack of moral
strength—she, even more than the chorus, draws attention to the troubling aspects of
Electra’s role performance.** The role which Electra imagines for herself, both in the first
episode, when she declares herself willing to defy Aegisthus’ wishes so as to die
honouring her father (399), and after the false news of Orestes’ death, when she suggests
that she and Chrysothemis should take the revenge plot into their own hands, does not
accord with Chrysothemis’ idea of what it means to be a good daughter. Although Foley

has argued persuasively from the existence of Balkan cultures in which woman do take on

traditionally masculine roles in family vendettas in the absence of eligible male relations

2 Blundell 1989:160 notes that Chrysothemis’ insistence upon the impossibility of Electra’s plans is more
convincing here than in the previous scene with the sisters; Blundell asks, ‘must justice be pursued however
slight the chance of success?’.

* Kitzinger 1991:320-322 argues that the possibility of death and failure is implicit in Electra’s speech, and
that it is in part her attempt to gloss over this possibility which causes her to fail to persuade Chrysothemis.
* Kirkwood 1958:138; Woodard 1965:199; Blundell 199:158.
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that Electra’s suggestion may not have sounded totally alien to an Athenian audience,
Chrysothemis’ arguments against Electra’s plan represent an attempt to draw her sister
back to a more traditional, and probably more comfortable, idea of dutiful daughterhood.*

Throughout the play, Chrysothemis serves as a vivid reminder that Electra’s
behaviour is not the only option.*® The sisters’ different choices can be traced to their
divergent interpretations of their shared familial role; although she initially acknowledges
that Electra is, strictly speaking, right to continue her resistance, Chrysothemis explains
her own willingness to cooperate not so much as a decision to ignore her duty as a
decision to do the best she can under the current circumstances. Saving herself,
Chrysothemis suggests, does not constitute a failure to perform her role; when Electra
speaks of her willingness to die for her cause, Chrysothemis, claiming that Agamemnon
would understand her prudence (400), suggests that Electra is not only self-destructive, but
also fails in her main goal of honouring the dead. For Chrysothemis, the activities which
she ought to perform in her role as Agamemnon’s daughter are limited by the activities
which she can perform in her parallel role as an unmarried woman in someone else’s
household, and she suggests that Electra is foolish not to view her own role in the same
light. In Electra’s interaction with her more cautious sister, the familial role which she has
used to define herself becomes less clear, and Electra herself becomes harder to
characterize simply as Agamemnon’s loyal daughter.

As is often noted, Antigone and Ismene form a similar pair of unmarried sisters,
one of whom chooses life—and possibly death—in heroic isolation, while the other

chooses to adapt to the situation at hand.”’ Antigone and Ismene, however, are bound by a

* Foley 2001:161-164. Goldhill 2012:243-244, after commenting on Athenian discomfort with the idea of
armed women, notes, ‘For Chrysothemis, the two sisters can never live out the role of the two brothers’
(244).

* Griffiths 2012:76-77.

*" Easterling 1977:124 and Blundell 1989:158n.38 both note that Chrysothemis and Ismene are very
different characters with similar dramatic functions; Kirkwood 1958:137-139 discusses the difference at
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more complex web of familial obligations than that which binds Electra and
Chrysothemis, and they therefore engage differently both with their roles and with each
other. As Ismene points out in the prologue, the fates of the individual members of their
family have been unusually closely connected since the time of Oedipus (49-60, an
expansion of 14-15). Both sisters identify themselves in terms of their familial roles,
starting with Antigone’s address to Ismene as () kowov auTadeApov lounvns k&pa
(1), and, as Antigone explains Creon’s edict and her determination to bury Polyneices, she
draws attention to the fact that she and Ismene ought to share the same role.*® Although
she emphasizes her own involvement when she tells her sister, TolaUT& pact TOV
ayabov KpéovTta ool | kapol, Aéyw yap kaué, knpuEavt’ éxewv (31-32), Antigone
suggests that she and Ismene have the same stake in Creon’s decree.” As it becomes clear
that [smene may not be willing to help with the burial, Antigone interprets her hesitation
as a failure of sisterly duty; when she says that she will bury Tov youv éudv, kal Tov
odv, Tjv oU U1 BEATS, | aBeApdv- ou yap 8 podoic’ aiddooual (45-46), she
suggests that Ismene is not acting as a true sister to Polyneices. Ismene, however,
suggests that the requirements of the role which she shares with Antigone are not as clear-
cut as they appear to her more decisive sister.

Whereas Antigone speaks about her role almost exclusively in terms of her
obligations to Polyneices, Ismene draws attention to the other familial pressures to which
she and Antigone ought to be subject. She and Antigone, Ismene observes, are both the
last survivors of an unfortunate family and politically subject to Creon’s rule, and, after
recounting the troubles which destroyed their parents and their brothers, she urges

Antigone,

greater length, although I am sceptical of his claim that ‘Chrysothemis is more girlish and less aware of the
implications of what is going on than Ismene’(139). Goldhill 2012:242-245 looks at the differences between
the two pairs of sisters in terms of their political roles.

* Foley 2001:173-174.

** Griffith ad 31-32 comments on Antigone’s expansion on her own feelings about the decree.
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Vv 8 al udva 8n veo AeAeiupuéva oKOTTEL

00w KAKIOT' dAoupued’, el vouou Bia

WYIPOV TUPAVVIV T| KP& TN TTapEEIEY (58-60).”°
This suggestion that she and her sister ought not to add to the woes already experienced by
the rest of their family is, for Ismene, linked to the sense—similar to that expressed by
Chrysothemis in response to Electra’s plan—that resistance to Creon’s edict would be
both inappropriate for a pair of women (61-62) and unlikely to succeed in any event (63-
64).>' Although Ismene says nothing about the possibility of marriage for herself or
Antigone before her first reference to Antigone’s betrothal to Haemon in the second
episode (568), her suggestion that the sisters might be obligated to save themselves,
followed shortly by her reminder, évvoeiv xpr ToUTo UEv yuvaix' STt | Epupev (61-62),
suggests a conception of filial duty according to which, as the surviving members of their
immediate family, Oedipus’ daughters ought to marry and bear children.>

In her interactions with Antigone, Ismene pays attention to a different set of social

pressures than those which Antigone acknowledges; Ismene refers to the complex
demands of their family as a whole, while Antigone concentrates on her singular role as a
loyal sister to Polyneices.”> Throughout her efforts to persuade her sister, Ismene speaks
about herself in conjunction with Antigone, asking Antigone to consider a set of
circumstances that affect both sisters equally. In Ismene’s view, she and Antigone still

have the same place in their family and the city, and Ismene suggests that they both must

balance the demands of multiple—possibly conflicting—roles. When Ismene, after her

%% Brown ad 49-68 notes that Ismene’s focus on survival does not suggest that she feels the family’s
misfortune any less strongly than Antigone does.

> Sourvinou-Inwood 1989:140 argues that Ismene’s warnings to her sister would have reminded an
Athenian audience of the extent to which Antigone, in going against the edict of Creon, a man to whom she
owes both civic and familial allegiance, has overstepped the bounds of acceptable female behaviour.

> Foley 1993:111 notes that this aspect of Antigone’s socially sanctioned role is further emphasized in her
final lament, although Foley 1995:140 argues that the audience would have had multiple frameworks for
judging Antigone’s behaviour and that it is therefore unclear how they would have judged Antigone.
Sourvinou-Inwood 1989:139-141 maintains that the audience would have seen Antigone as a dangerously
transgressive woman.

>3 Bennett and Tyrrell 1990:446-447 note that, in describing her own actions as both noble and singular,
Antigone appropriates fopoi which were common in Athenian funeral oration.
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comment, ETEITa &’ oUvek’ ApxOUECH’ €K KPEIOOOVWV | Kal TaUT  AKOUEWY KATL TEVYS’
aAyiova (63-64), begins to refer to herself in the singular at line 65, the effect of this
change is not so much to separate herself from Antigone as to demonstrate, in speaking
about her own choice, a course of action which is also open to Antigone. Ismene
acknowledges that it would be better for Polyneices to be buried—she expresses hope that
ToUs UTto xBovds will pardon her actions, not that she will be considered totally
blameless (65-66)—but she argues that, under the circumstances, she and Antigone should
prioritize their roles as dependent women and protect the family interests by keeping
themselves alive.™

When Ismene refuses to help with the burial, Antigone immediately draws a sharp
distinction between herself and her sister, arguing that, while she has chosen to do her
duty, Ismene has chosen to dishonour her brother and the gods (76-77). Ignoring Ismene’s
focus on the wider needs of the family, Antigone claims that from now on the sisters will
perform conflicting roles, with Ismene looking after her own interests and Antigone
apéokouc’ ols n&dAiob’ adetv e xpri (89). Antigone’s decision to reject Ismene,
however, is not generally accepted; although their perspectives on the roles in question
differ, both Ismene and Creon maintain that the two women share their roles as daughters
of Oedipus and sisters of the fallen brothers. Creon suggests that, because they are
Euvaipos and therefore share a familial role, the sisters must have acted together (488-
490), and Ismene tries to confirm his suspicion by claiming equal responsibility for the
burial (536-537). When Antigone denies Ismene’s claim, saying, aAA’ ouk é&oel TOUTS
vy’ 11 8ikn o, émel | oUT’ HHBéANCas oUT’ éyco "kovwoaunv (538-539), she suggests a

different idea of role performance than that which Creon and Ismene have been

54 Blundell 1989:111.
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assuming.”> For Creon and Ismene, roles are imposed from the outside, by means of birth
or status, while for Antigone, roles are taken on when individuals choose to perform the
duties associated with those roles. Since Ismene chose not to help with the burial,
Antigone suggests that she no longer deserves the role of sister, either to Polyneices or to
Antigone herself.

In this way, although Antigone, Electra, and their sisters perform roles that they
were born into, Antigone and Electra emphasize the choices they have made in fulfilling
those roles, and, in doing so, suggest that their sisters cannot be said to perform the same
role at all. Both sets of sisters are paired from early in their respective plays, and their two
pairings encourage the audience to think not only about the particular roles that the sisters
are meant to play, but also about how characters acquire and manipulate their roles.
Elsewhere in Sophocles, pairings of characters with the same or similar social roles often
develop gradually or are merely suggested by the juxtaposition of characters of similar
social status; in Oedipus at Colonus, Theseus and Creon, both of whom are implicitly
contrasted with the king Oedipus once was, provide different models of civic authority,
while, in Philoctetes, Odysseus and Philoctetes are juxtaposed as possible role models for
Neoptolemus.”® Just as Ismene and Chrysothemis provide their respective sisters with a
natural context in which to discuss role performance, the less explicit pairings that occur
in other plays encourage questions about what it means to take on a role. How such
pairings develop, moreover, is important; in Oedipus Tyrannus, it is not so much the

actual doubling of Oedipus and Creon which raises questions about how Oedipus interacts

33 Winnington-Ingram 1980:134, on Antigone’s denial of Ismene, notes, ‘This kind of love—and this kind of
death—Antigone rejects: coming at the wrong time and in the wrong way, they do not arise out of the
complex of emotions by which she has herself been actuated—her feelings about the family, about burial,
about death’.

> On rulership in Oedipus at Colonus, see, e.g., Easterling 1984a:41 on Theseus, Blundell 1993 on the civic
structure of Athens, and Kelly 2009:110-118 on Theseus and Creon. On Odysseus and Philoctetes vying for
Neoptolemus’ loyalty, see, e.g., Nussbaum 1976, Winnington-Ingram 1980:281-289, Blundell 1989:184-
220, Roisman 1997; Schein 2006 frames the competition in Homeric terms.

111



with his role as Oedipus’ fury when he comes to believe that Creon is encroaching upon
that role.

From the beginning of Oedipus Tyrannus, Oedipus is identified in terms of his role
as king, and his kingship is much discussed by characters, chorus, and critics.”” His rank
gives him certain responsibilities towards the city, and it also distinguishes him from those
around him; when he first identifies himself as © ao1 kAewos OidiTrous KaAoUuevos
(8), he separates himself from those to whom he is renowned.” As the play continues,
however, it becomes less clear to what extent Oedipus really is alone in his civic role. In
particular, Creon over the course of the play becomes a possible double for Oedipus.”
The potential doubling between the two men comes in part from Oedipus’ own suspicions,
but Creon has a degree of civic power at the beginning of the play, and, as Oedipus’ rule
collapses in the aftermath of his realization of who he is and what he has done, Creon
gradually takes on some of the authority Oedipus has lost. As Oedipus first grows
convinced that Creon is trying to usurp the throne and later must come to terms with the
loss of his own authority, his interactions with Creon draw attention both to how he fulfils
his civic role and to what he thinks it means to rule a city. Over the course of the play,
Oedipus, who is so often defined by others in terms of his kingship, negotiates the
requirements of that role and defines himself through his own interaction with civic
authority.

Oedipus’ initial accusation of Creon and Creon’s response are both shaped by their
respective ideas about Oedipus’ role in Thebes. In his accusation, Oedipus speculates that

Creon must have thought him cowardly or foolish (536), inattentive or unable to defend

> On the immediate identification of Oedipus with his kingly status, see Knox 1957:53, Reinhardt 1979:95-
96, Segal 2001:73, Beer 2012:97.

> Dawe ad 8 notes Oedipus’ identification of himself in terms of status, but claims that it is not unusual for a
person of his rank. Knox 1957:21 likewise calls Oedipus’ description ‘a boast that is merely a statement of
fact’.

%% Beer 2012:97 suggests that Creon poses a threat to Oedipus authority from the moment of his arrival from
Delphi.
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his own position (538-539)—in short, Creon must have thought him an ineffective king.*
By questioning Creon’s expectations, Oedipus suggests that he is not that sort of king, and
he argues further that kingship cannot be won by the means which he suspects Creon of
employing, asking,

ap’ oUxi HEOPSY 0TI TOUY XEipNU& COu,

aveu Te TAOUTOU Kal piAwv Tupavvida

Bnpav, 6 TAN0el xpriuaciv 6’ aliokeTal; (540-542).
In response, Creon contests not only Oedipus’ accusations, but also his conception of
kingship. He begins with a series of questions about the power structure in Thebes,
ending with, oUkouv icoUpal opédv €ycd duoiv TpiTos; (581). As the acknowledged
equal of the king and queen—Oedipus suggests at 582 that Creon’s privileged position
makes his betrayal even worse—Creon is in a position to remind Oedipus that his power is
not so absolute as he suggested it was in his speech against Creon. According to Creon,
moreover, the difference between Oedipus’ role and Creon’s is not so much a difference in
power as it is a difference in level of worry; while Creon enjoys all the benefits of elevated
public position, it is Oedipus, as king, who must be constantly on guard (584-591).°'

Although Oedipus frames his comments about his own rule in terms of Creon’s

potential usurpation, various ideas about kingship are also at stake, including both the
relatively abstract question of what it means to rule and the more specific question of
Oedipus’ performance as leader. Oedipus suggests that Creon will keep him from
achieving his goals (618-621), but when he says, €i &’ 1joux&lcov TTPOCHEVED, T& TOUdE
HEV | TIEMPayUéV’ EoTal, Taua & NuapTnuéva (620-621), he seems to be speaking of
personal rather than public goals.”> As Oedipus grows increasingly determined to have

Creon killed, Creon suggests that Oedipus’ concern for his own well-being may be a

problematic trait in a king; when Oedipus claims to be sane as far as his own interests are

% Knox 1957:18 draws attention to the emphasis which Oedipus places on his own intelligence in this scene.
o1 Segal 2001:84-85 notes that, given Creon’s role in Thebes, Oedipus’ suspicions are not entirely senseless.
62 Burian 2009:111 identifies in Oedipus a ‘complete confusion of his own interest with that of the state’.
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concerned, Creon replies, AN’ €€ Toou del kaudv (627). Oedipus’ behaviour, as Creon
presents it, poses a threat not just to Creon, but also to the well-being of the city; when
Oedipus responds to a question about his judgment by saying that the city must be ruled
(628), Creon answers first, oUTol Kakdds y’ apxovTos (629), and then, kapol TTOAews
HETEOTIV, oUxi oot Hdveo (630).° Although Creon speaks here ostensibly as any citizen
might, his criticism of Oedipus’ rule gains force both from Oedipus’ suggestion that Creon
would like to rule for himself and from his own recent comments on the dangers inherent
in kingship.

In the first half in the play, then, as Oedipus begins to fear that Creon might try to
usurp his throne, the presence of Creon as a possible alternative to Oedipus encourages a
level of heightened focus on Oedipus’ interpretation and performance of his public role in
Thebes. As Oedipus’ role comes under increased scrutiny, his performance of that role
seems to change; in the prologue, there is nothing to suggest that he is anything but a good
king, motivated by a desire to do what is best for the people of Thebes.”* As he worries
about the perceived threat from Creon, however, Creon’s warnings against autocratic
behaviour become more and more apt; when Creon accuses him of folly, Oedipus replies,
TO Youv €udv (626), suggesting that his own interests take priority over all else. In the
second stasimon, at the conclusion of the scene between Oedipus and Jocasta, the chorus
comment, UBpis puTeVel TUpavvov (873), and their words are an apt description of the

trajectory of Oedipus’ rule.”” Oedipus’ UBp1s, which was not an issue so long as he felt

%3 Segal 2001:85 notes Oedipus’ movement towards the dangerous sort of tyranny over the course of the
scene, drawing attention to the parallels between this exchange and that between Creon and Haemon in
Antigone.

% See, e.g., Reinhardt 1979:95-96, Easterling 1984a:44.

8T follow Lloyd-Jones and Wilson in keeping the nominative UBp1s and an accusative TUpavvov of the
manuscripts, contra Dawe ad 873, who follows Blaydes in reading URpv puTevel Tupavvis, arguing that
the chorus are worried about the corrupting influence of power on Oedipus. Winnington-Ingram 1971:122,
who reluctantly accepts Blaydes’ emendation, suggests that the chorus can refer to Oedipus ‘though they can
hardly yet be regarding him as, in act, a hubristic ruler’. Carey 1986:176-177 argues that the chorus cannot
have Oedipus in mind here.
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his rule to be unchallenged, is rapidly making him into a very different sort of king than he
was at the beginning of the play; although he tells Creon in their dispute, dpkTéov y’
Ouwas (628), in his subsequent interactions with the men who hold the key to his identity,
ruling seems to be as much a matter of asserting his authority as a matter of taking care of
the city.

Whereas much emphasis is placed in the prologue on Oedipus’ kingship and what
he must therefore do for the city of Thebes, emphasis shifts over the course of his disputes
with Teiresias and Creon from the fact that Oedipus is king to what kind of king Oedipus
is and should be. The public part of Oedipus’ identity is bound up in his performance of
the role of king, and therefore, even before the issue of Oedipus’ birth comes to the
forefront, the threat which Oedipus sees in Creon calls into question important aspects of
Oedipus’ identity.® Over the course of the conversations in which Oedipus becomes
aware of his killing of Laius and of the incestuous nature of his marriage, it further
becomes clear that his public identity as king cannot be separated from his private identity
as his father’s son and wife’s—and mother’s—husband; at the same time, it becomes clear
that Oedipus can no longer play the role of king.%” Into the resulting power vacuum steps
Creon, whom the chorus describe as xcopas AéAeiTTal poivos avTi oot pUAag (1418),
and, as he and Oedipus negotiate the roles which are left to them, the questions
surrounding what it means to rule and be ruled which shaped their earlier interactions
resurface and take on new dimensions.®®

In his first address to Creon after Creon enters at 1416, Oedipus, who has spent
much of the play defending himself against a perceived threat from Creon, now places

himself at Creon’s mercy, describing Creon as &ptoTos éABcov Tpos KAKIGTOV &Gvdp’

% Beer 2012:94 discusses Oedipus’ kingship in terms of ‘the mask of Oedipus as the great ruler’, an illusion
which is destroyed over the course of the play.

%7 Liapis 2012:89.

%% See Chapter 1 above (note 82) for my views on the authenticity of the final scene of Oedipus Tyrannus.
Segal 2001:115 notes the ambiguity surrounding who is really king in the final scene of the play.
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3 ’

¢ué (1433) and promising to speak in Creon’s interest, and not his own (1434).* As the
scene continues, however, Oedipus seems increasingly to chafe against his new inability to
dictate his own fate.” When Creon tells him that he has grieved enough and now must go
inside, Oedipus answers reluctantly, TreiloTéov, kel undév 1dY (1516). After Creon urges
Oedipus once again to obey, reminding him that all things have their proper time, Oedipus
pushes back against Creon’s authority, asking, oic6’ €@’ ofs ov el (1517). By trying to
name the conditions for his compliance, Oedipus implies that Creon, however much his
power may have increased, still ultimately lacks the power to make Oedipus do anything
against his will.”' Although Creon is willing to hear Oedipus’ terms (1517), he refuses to
make any promises (1520), and, when Oedipus finally asks that his daughters not be
separated from him, Creon answers, Tavta ur BoUuAou kpaTeiv: | Kal yap akp&Tnoas
ol ool Té Biey EuvéomeTo (1522-1523).”% As he reminds Oedipus that their respective
roles have changed, Creon suggests in the same breath that Oedipus’ power was never as
stable as it appeared.

Throughout Oedipus Tyrannus, Oedipus and Creon never simultaneously play the
same role in the city of Thebes. Even at the very end of the play, when rule over the city
seems to pass to Creon, it is not clear that Creon’s new role is exactly the same as the role
which Oedipus has just vacated.”” Nonetheless, as Oedipus moves closer to the discovery
of his actions, Creon is increasingly presented not only as another prominent figure in the
city but also as a potential alternative to Oedipus. Just as Antigone and Electra’s
performance of their social and familial roles is highlighted by the very different choices

made by their respective sisters, Oedipus’ personal interaction with his public position

* Burian 2009:107.

7% Budelmann 2006:51 sees Oedipus trying to regain control of his future after the entrance of Creon.
"'Segal 2001:116 comments, ‘Despite the reversal of roles, however, something fundamental in the two men
remains unchanged’.

7 On the gaps between Oedipus’ real authority and the authority which he thinks he still has, Taplin
1983:173 notes that, at the end of the play, ‘Oedipus is free with imperatives, but they are not obeyed’.

¥ Segal 2001:115.
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becomes somewhat clearer in the presence of Creon. Implicit in the threat to his own
power which Oedipus sees in Creon is the idea that Creon might be a very different sort of
king than Oedipus is, and, when Oedipus’ rule finally collapses at the end of the play,
Creon’s immediate assumption of power draws attention to the ways in which Oedipus

and his kingship have defined each other throughout the course of the tragedy.

ENCOUNTERS BETWEEN ROLES

When one character interacts with another who is performing essentially the same
social role, the particular ways in which both characters interact with their common role
can be thrown into relief, and these interactions can shape the audience’s understanding
both of the role in question and of the characters who play it. While the doubling of roles
is one means of drawing attention to the ways in which characters perform their social
roles, role theory also provides a framework for interpreting interactions between figures
with different roles in a given situation, and interactions between Sophoclean characters of
different social status can shed light on the ways in which those characters perform their
roles. In some interactions between characters of different rank, all of the figures involved
accept the existence of a power differential; in other interactions, however, characters are
shown to be uncertain about how to behave towards a person of a different status or, more
drastically, to question the importance of prescribed roles.”* In the following section, I
will look first at the encounter between Oedipus and the old servant of Laius and then at
Neoptolemus’ very different interactions with Odysseus and Philoctetes in order to see
how differences in social standing can illuminate the ways in which different Sophoclean

characters interact with the constraints imposed by social position.

7 Griffith 2005 draws attention to the importance of different types of authority figures—and their
interactions with those with less authority—throughout Greek tragedy.
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Over the course of Oedipus Tyrannus, Oedipus’ kingship—and thus Oedipus
himself—appears in several different lights: in the prologue he is a monarch trying to
protect his people, while in subsequent scenes he tries to preserve his own power and,
finally, to come to terms with what he has lost.”” Although Creon reminds Oedipus that he
and Jocasta essentially share the rule of Thebes with Oedipus (578-581), most of Oedipus’
interactions are nonetheless with figures who are subordinate to him in one way or
another. He treats these figures with varying degrees of respect, but his exalted status is
always prominent, and his interactions with people of different rank therefore require the
negotiation of shifting ideas about the rights and responsibilities associated with his
kingship. Shortly before his final realization of his identity and his past deeds, Oedipus
meets with the old servant of Laius who was both the only survivor of the incident in
which Laius was killed and also, as Oedipus soon learns, the servant who once gave him
as an infant to the man who brought him to Corinth where he was raised by Polybus and
Merope. As he tries to extract the old man’s story, Oedipus’ behaviour and the servant’s
reactions to it are illustrative both of Oedipus’ ideas about kingship and of his ability to act
in accordance with those ideas.

By the time the servant enters, several of Oedipus’ roles have been called into
question—having earlier been told by Teiresias that he does not know who he is (414-
415), Oedipus has been forced to confront the possibility that he is the killer of Laius, and,
while examining that possibility, he has revisited the suspicion about his birth which was

raised before he left Corinth.’® These areas of uncertainty have implications for Oedipus’
Y p p

¥ Knox 1957:53 comments, ‘the motivation for many of [Oedipus’] decisive actions is to be found precisely
in his attitude towards his political responsibility’. I would argue that this statement can also be reframed
from the perspective of the audience, who are encouraged to interpret Oedipus’ actions in terms of his
performance of his public role.

® Segal 2001:83 comments on the way in which the scene with Teiresias ‘prepare[s] us for Oedipus’
growing anxieties later’, noting that Oedipus himself will look back on the seer’s words in the later scene
with Jocasta; see also Edmunds 2000:59. Beer 2012:102 argues that Oedipus’ identity really begins to
unravel in the scene with Jocasta.
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kingship, both outwardly in terms of whether or not he can continue to rule in Thebes and
inwardly in terms of whether or not he can count himself a good king. As the chorus sing
UBp1s puTevel TUpavvov in the second stasimon (873), warning against the dangers of
arrogance, they tap into general uncertainties about kingship which are likely to have been
shared by the play’s Athenian audience.”” The chorus, like most of the characters in
Oedipus Tyrannus and, to a different extent, the audience, look at Oedipus’ rule from the
outside; they are not kings, but they have seen how kings may be tempted to behave.
Although they do not say that kingship is necessarily evil, they do suggest that the

consequences can be dangerous,

€l O€ TI§ UTIEPOTI TG XEPOIV

Nl Aoy TTopeveTal,

Alkas a@dPnTos (883-884)."°
Oedipus’ kingship, as I discussed in the previous section, is at this point heading on a
dangerous trajectory, and the chorus suggest that some of the danger in which Oedipus
finds himself is connected to the simple fact that he is king.

As Oedipus interacts with a succession of characters of lower rank over the course

of the play, he grows increasingly vulnerable to accusations of the kind of arrogance
which the chorus warned might be dangerous in a king; in particular, as his political

position becomes less certain, Oedipus seems to become increasingly invested in

maintaining the distinction between his rank and that of those around him.” In his

" The implications of the term TUpavvos here and elsewhere in the play are difficult to identify with
certainty; although the term TUpavvos eventually took on negative connotations, it is unclear whether those
connotations were the dominant ones at the time of Sophocles’ writing. Winnington-Ingram 1971:126
(=1980:192) argues that Tupavvis in the play and in Greek tragedy in general is a neutral term for kingship;
Knox 1979 argues that the play’s insistent identification of Oedipus as TUpavvos draws attention to his
status as a king who was granted political power rather than inheriting it, but Knox also argues that Oedipus’
behaviour as an absolute ruler suggests the negative aspects of the term. Carey 1986:176 acknowledges that
many usages of Tupavvis in Greek tragedy are neutral, but marshals fifth-century examples of negative
usages in order to argue persuasively that the use of the term in Oedipus Tyrannus can easily be negative,
depending on its context.

"8 Carey 1986:177, following on from his claim that line 873 cannot refer, even obliquely, to Oedipus,
argues that the warning in the second strophe is entirely generic.

7 Easterling 1984a:44 notes that ‘he is driven very near to behaving like a tyrant in the painful process of
finding out the truth’.
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encounter with the old servant of Laius, Oedipus makes their difference in status clear
from the outset; his first words to the old man, oUtos oU, TTpéoPu, deipd Hot Pcovel
BAémwov | 80” &v 0’ EpwTé. Aatou ToT fioba oU; (1121-1122), establish a power
dynamic in which Oedipus will direct the conversation. When the old man answers with,
7, doUAos oUk covnTds, aAN’ oikol Tpageis (1123), he refines the view of his
subordinate role suggested by Oedipus’ initial address, and, in the first part of the
exchange which follows, he holds onto the degree of dignity claimed in his opening lines;
he answers Oedipus’ questions, but also asks questions of his own (1139), and he says
nothing about Oedipus’ superior rank.*’

When Oedipus re-enters the conversation at 1147, after an interval in which the
Corinthian messenger reminds the old servant of Laius of their shared history, he rebukes
the old man for trying to make the Corinthian be silent. Despite Oedipus’ reprimand, the
Corinthian drops out of the conversation, and the dialogue between Oedipus and the old
servant becomes increasingly focused on what they believe to be their respective
obligations. Oedipus’ suggestion that the old man’s words merit punishment serves as a
reminder that Oedipus is in a position to inflict such punishment, and the servant, despite
his earlier claim to a degree of autonomy, draws attention to Oedipus’ superior authority
when he asks, Ti 8, & pépioTe BeoToT@V, duapTave: (1149).°" As the dialogue
continues, Oedipus grows more menacing, threatening physical violence against the old
man at 1154, 1158, and 1166. Over the same span of time, the old servant addresses
Oedipus in terms of his rank more and more frequently; after first addressing Oedipus as
PéploTe deomoTV at 1149, the servant calls him déo1ob’ at 1165, &vag at 1173, and

déoToB’ again at 1178. At the beginning of the play, the priest called upon Oedipus in the

% Payne 2000:406.
81 Knox 1957:97 suggests that Oedipus’ threat of punishment has legal connotations; Payne 2000:407 sees
an affirmation of social roles along with echoes of Athenian legal practice.
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hope that he might help the people of Thebes (46-57), and Oedipus used his rank to
explain his obligation to the city (258-268); now, Oedipus’ kingship seems to be, both in
his eyes and in the eyes of the old servant, mostly a licence to punish those who hesitate to
obey him.

Although there is little to suggest that Oedipus’ behaviour is entirely unacceptable
for a man of his rank, his treatment of the old servant, which is highlighted by the
servant’s plea, un dfjTa, TPos Becdv, TOV yépovTd W aikion (1153), for him not to harm
an old man, suggests that Oedipus may not quite be fulfilling his kingly obligation to
protect his people. This suggestion that Oedipus is an imperfect king in turn draws
attention to the issues surrounding both his rule and the possibility of good kingship which
have been raised so far; as he bullies the old servant into speaking, Oedipus seems to have
succumbed in part to the thirst for power of which Creon accused him directly and against
which the chorus warned in general terms.*” Starting with the supplication of Oedipus in
the prologue, the audience have been primed by Oedipus’ interactions with others to
consider how he behaves in his public role as ruler of the city. Although the Athenian
audience’s feelings about monarchy—even in the mythical world of tragedy—were
probably ambivalent, the prologue presented them with a king admired by his people and
apparently doing his best to keep them from harm.*> As the play continues, however,
Oedipus’ interactions with his subjects become increasingly tense, and the tension in these
interactions reflects a parallel tension in Oedipus’ perception of himself as king. By the

time the old servant is pressured into telling Oedipus the truth about his birth, Oedipus is

%2 Raaflaub 2012:484 suggests that the audience are encouraged to think about Oedipus as a political figure.
% For discussions of the uneasiness surrounding monarchy in Athenian drama, see Winnington-Ingram
1971, Knox 1979, Easterling 1984a, Carey 1986, Griffith 1998, and Seaford 2003, Raaflaub 2012. On
Oedipus’ care for the people of Thebes, see Knox 1957:23-25, Segal 2001:73-75.
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behaving less like an exemplar of the possibility of good kingship and more like a warning
against the risks associated with monarchical power.**

The difference in rank between Oedipus and the old servant of Laius is a sharp
one, and Oedipus’ treatment of the servant highlights the fine line between the exercise of
legitimate authority and the abuse of power. Matters are more complicated in the
beginning of Philoctetes, where, although Odysseus is clearly in charge, his control over
Neoptolemus seems to depend on age and experience and to some extent military rank
rather than birth and social standing. This combination of age, experience, and rank does
not quite add up to a set of clearly defined roles for the two men: although Odysseus
successfully exploits his status as Neoptolemus’ superior in order to convince
Neoptolemus to go along with the deception plot, it is never entirely clear what formal role
Neoptolemus plays in the Greek military enterprise.”> Neoptolemus’ noble birth,
moreover, is a significant stumbling block, insofar as it both makes him reluctant to
participate in the deception and also gives him some authority of his own.*® The
interactions between the two men in the prologue constitute a negotiation of their
respective roles, with Odysseus angling for Neoptolemus’ obedience while at the same
time making sure that he treats Neoptolemus’ with the respect to which Achilles’ son
might feel he is entitled. Later in the play, Neoptolemus’ role becomes even more
complicated, and both Odysseus and Philoctetes must figure out how to interact with a
Neoptolemus who does not seem committed to any single social role.

As soon as the play begins, it becomes apparent that the respective roles of

Odysseus and Neoptolemus are a possible source of tension. In his opening speech,

% Easterling 1984a:44.

% As is frequently noted, the presence of Neoptolemus in Philoctetes seems to be a Sophoclean addition to
the myth (see, e.g., Reinhardt 1979:162-163, Woodruff 2012:127, Schein 2013:5-6, 23), which adds a degree
of uncertainty to his formal role.

8 Blundell 1989:185. Reinhardt 1979:163 notes that ‘Neoptolemus, as his father’s heir, is intent on victory’
and that this desire for military renown conflicts with his desire to have nothing to do with the deception.
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Odysseus addresses the younger man as kpaTioTou TaTtpos EAATveov Tpagels |
Ax1AAécos Tai NeomrtdAepe (3-4), identifying him with a role which he will soon admit
to be incompatible with the task at hand.®” He then hints at his own relationship to the
Greek cause by saying that he marooned Philoctetes TaxBeis TOS' Epdelv TV
avaoodvTwv Utro (6). Although he is subordinate to the Atreidae, Odysseus nonetheless
suggests that he is entitled by rank and superior experience to instruct Neoptolemus;
before outlining the plan, he urges Neoptolemus to do what he is told, however unusual it
may sound, cos UTnEéTns wépet (53).*¥ Neoptolemus’ role as Odysseus’ surrogate in the
deception of Philoctetes, as Odysseus acknowledges, is contrary to his usual role as the
son of Achilles, and Odysseus must work to convince Neoptolemus that the two roles can
be reconciled. Although the deception plot will require Neoptolemus to say and do things
that run contrary to his nature (79-80), Odysseus argues that the temporary disgrace of
participating in the scheme will be outweighed by the lasting glory that will come from the
sack of Troy. Even if the reputation which Odysseus predicts for Neoptolemus when he
says, 0oQos T’ av aUTos Kayabos KekAf)” aua (119), is not entirely Achillean, the
achievement of glory through military exploits is suggested to be consistent with
Neoptolemus’ role as his father’s son.*’

As he urges the younger man to accept a somewhat unsavoury present role in the
interest of future glory, Odysseus manages never to identify himself in terms of a specific

familial or military position.”® While he encourages Neoptolemus to obey orders as a

%7 Schein ad 4 notes that ‘the combination of proper name and patronymic is unusual in Soph., and limited to
formal addresses and self-identifications’. Odysseus’ address to Neoptolemus here is the only time anyone in
the play addresses him by name; the addition of his patronymic, by which he will be addressed frequently
over the course of the play (L. 4, 50, 260, 540, 1237), suggests that his status as Achilles’ son will be
important.

* Blundell 1989:185.

% Winnington-Ingram 1980:283 and Blundell 1989:191-192 both comment on the Odyssean aspects of the
reputation which Odysseus promises Neoptolemus. Roisman 1997:140-141 comments on Odysseus’
exploitation of Neoptolemus’ inherited values; on the disconnect between Neoptolemus’ nature and the task
at hand, see, e.g., Alt 1961:146-147, Nussbaum 1976:32-33, Hawkins 1999:338-339.

% For Odysseus’ consistent focus on the future results of present actions, see Chapter 4 below.
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means of forwarding his own interests, Odysseus says little about his own motivations and
desires, presenting himself instead as part of a larger enterprise.”’ His concerns are with
ends rather than means; since he knows that he cannot himself succeed in capturing
Philoctetes (74-76), he suggests that he is willing to give up to Neoptolemus the main part
of the glory which is to be won from the success of the mission. At this point in the play,
Odysseus’ leadership is relatively understated, and, although he reminds Neoptolemus that
the younger man’s job is to assist as necessary (53), he presents himself more as
Neoptolemus’ mentor than as his commander.”> Odysseus’ deliberately constructed role
as mentor is clearest when he explains to Neoptolemus that, although he once was eager to
rely on deeds rather than words, viv &’ eis EAeyxov €€1cov Opd BpoTois | Thv
YAdooav, oUuxi Tapya, Tavd’ nyoupévny (98-99). By drawing on his personal
experience rather than dwelling on his official position, Odysseus can encourage
Neoptolemus to obey without drawing unnecessary attention to the subordinate role which
he must play in the process.

After Odysseus leaves Neoptolemus to play his part in the deception,
Neoptolemus’ role appears in a different light. Without Odysseus at his side, there is no
one to emphasize Neoptolemus’ status as a junior member of the Greek force; the chorus,
although older than Neoptolemus, ask him for orders, addressing him in the parodos not
only as Tékvov (141) and Trai (201), but also as déomoT’ (135) and &vaf (150).”* In
their first strophe, in fact, the chorus dwell on Neoptolemus’ authority, first describing the

wisdom that can be expected to reside with kings (139-140) and then adding, o¢ &,

°! Winnington-Ingram 1980:286 comments on Odysseus’ lack of personal stake in anything except success.
%2 Blundell 1989:190 describes Odysseus as ‘taking advantage of Neoptolemus’ youth and respect for
authority’.

% Winnington-Ingram 1980:284 notes that Neoptolemus’ interaction with the chorus ‘brings out at once his
youth and his responsibility’. Schein ad 135-218 comments on the chorus’s respect for and obedience to
Neoptolemus.
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Tékvov, TED' EARAUBEY | &V Kp&Tos oy Uylov (141-142).°* This image of an
authoritative Neoptolemus is reinforced by his interactions with Philoctetes; although
Philoctetes too draws attention to Neoptolemus’ youth, his reaction to Neoptolemus’
parentage suggests that Achilles’ son is automatically worthy of respect (242-243). Later,
Philoctetes’ supplication of Neoptolemus assumes a degree of power on the young man’s
part (468-506), and Neoptolemus, until shortly before he reveals the plot, seems to accept
Philoctetes’ respect as his due.”” The authority which Neoptolemus assumes in the
absence of Odysseus is to some extent part of the deception—in order to play the role
which he has been assigned, Neoptolemus must put aside the role which he is accustomed
to play in his interactions with Odysseus—but it nonetheless has important ramifications
both for his character as it appears to Philoctetes and the audience and for his interactions
with Odysseus after the revelation of the plot and the return of the bow.

The revelation of the plot forces Odysseus and Neoptolemus to redefine their roles
in relation to each other. By going against the instructions which he was given in the
prologue, Neoptolemus has rejected Odysseus’ pragmatic approach to achieving fame and
therefore implicitly rejected Odysseus himself as a mentor. Odysseus must adjust his
behaviour towards Neoptolemus accordingly; when he reappears shortly after the
revelation and manages—for a time—to keep Neoptolemus from returning the bow, he
speaks differently about his own role than he did in the prologue. Although Odysseus
claims, ZeUs £06°, (v’ €1diis, ZeUs, O TRode yTis kpaTav, | Zeus, & dédokTal Tauh’
UTTEPETE O’ €y cd (989-990), and refers to the overarching goals of the Greek expedition
when he says that it is necessary for Philoctetes to come to Troy (997-998), he also leans

more heavily on his own authority than he did before. When, after Philoctetes’ accusation

% Kitzinger 2008:80.

%% Roisman 1997:148-149 sees Philoctetes’ pleas to Neoptolemus both as an acknowledgement of
Neoptolemus’ superior status and as a way of establishing a kind of familial bond in which Neoptolemus, in
the role of a son, has an obligation to care for Philoctetes, in the role of an aging father.
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that he is responsible for the theft of the bow, he says, ¢y, ca@’ 106’, oUk &AAos-
OpoAoyd Tade (980), Odysseus draws attention to the extent to which he has dictated
Neoptolemus’ actions.”® Shortly before he and Neoptolemus leave at the end of the scene,
when Odysseus in his commanding role warns Neoptolemus not to look at Philoctetes,
Yewwaids Tep €OV, | UGV ST W THv TUXNV diapBepets (1068-1069), his dual
reminder that Neoptolemus’ fortunes are bound up in those of the army and that the
outcome of the Greek plan ought to matter more than Neoptolemus’ inherited tendencies
calls to mind a version of the power dynamic which was established in the prologue.’’

In Odysseus’ last two appearances, Odysseus and Neoptolemus speak more
pointedly about the role which Neoptolemus has forsaken. Neoptolemus, when
questioned by Odysseus, says that he erred, coi mM6ouevos TG Te CUUTTAVTI OTPATED
(1226), drawing attention to his subordinate role in the deception. As he tries to convince
Neoptolemus not to return the bow, Odysseus too focuses on Neoptolemus’ place in the
Greek hierarchy, although his emphasis, rather than absolving Neoptolemus of
responsibility, serves to remind the young man of his duty to his leaders.” After
reminding Neoptolemus that there is a force which will prevent him from going against
orders (1241), Odysseus specifically identifies himself as Neoptolemus’ superior when he
explains that the restraining force is EUpTas Axaiéov Aads, év O Tois ey (1243);
where Odysseus acted at the behest of the other Greek leaders in marooning Philoctetes
(6), he now suggests that it is Neoptolemus’ turn to do as he is told.” Over the course of
the next scene, Odysseus suggests that both morality and pragmatism ought to keep

Neoptolemus from abandoning the plan laid in the prologue and the role required by that

% Pucci ad 981-983 comments on Odysseus’ assertion of his own power.

7 Winnington-Ingram 1980:289 draws attention to the way in which Odysseus uses this warning to group
himself and Neoptolemus.

°* Blundell 1989:212.

% Schein ad 1243 suggests that the epic tone of Axaiéov Aads allows Odysseus to inflate his own status.
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plan; he first asks Neoptolemus, kal s dikatov, a y’ éAaPes Boulals éuais, | TaAw
pebetval Talta (1247-1248), and then, when this moral argument carries no weight, asks,

oTPaTOV 8" AxXalddv oU pofi, Tpdoowv T&de (1250).'"

Immediately after
Neoptolemus returns the bow to Philoctetes, Odysseus reappears and restates his threat to
restore the hierarchy, saying, £€yco 8" amaudd y’, cos Beol EuvioTopes, | uép T’
ATped&Y ToU Te oUUTTavTos oTpaTol (1293-1294).

Although Odysseus attempts to treat Neoptolemus as if their roles have not
changed materially since the beginning of the play, Neoptolemus’ decisions to reveal the
plot and return the bow constitute a refusal to play the part which he was assigned in the
prologue. His new role is partially apparent while Odysseus is still offstage, but the real
ramifications of his change in role only become clear in his interactions with Odysseus in
the last scenes of the play. Whereas, in the prologue, the interaction between Odysseus
and Neoptolemus was guided by a shared general understanding of their respective roles,
even if those roles were never explicitly defined, Neoptolemus’ rebellion makes their

subsequent interactions unpredictable.'"’

In the play’s final scenes, Neoptolemus still
performs the role of Achilles’ son; from the revelation of the deception onwards, however,
he performs the version of that role which Odysseus advised against in the prologue. By
ceasing to act as Odysseus’ subordinate, moreover, Neoptolemus has challenged not only
his own role, but also that of Odysseus: without Neoptolemus’ cooperation, Odysseus is
unable to fulfil the role which he set out to fulfil on behalf of the Greek army at Troy.'”?
In both Philoctetes and Oedipus Tyrannus, interactions between characters with

different social roles serve as a flashpoint for a range of different issues of character. In

Philoctetes, what might be a clear distinction between Odysseus as a military commander

100
101
102

Blundell 1989:212 comments on Odysseus’ joint appeal to morality and fear.

Roisman 1997:160-161 comments on Neoptolemus oscillating loyalty to Odysseus and Philoctetes.
Falkner 1998:46-47 draws attention to the authority which Odysseus loses along with his ability to direct
Neoptolemus’ role performance.
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and Neoptolemus as his subordinate is complicated both by Odysseus’ refusal to define
their respective roles in so many words and by the various pressures to which
Neoptolemus is subject as Achilles’ son; depending on how Neoptolemus interprets his
familial role, he may or may not be capable of fulfilling his role within the Greek army as
it is construed by Odysseus.'”® Once the deception plot has been set in motion, moreover,
the distinction between the role which Neoptolemus played in the prologue and the role
which he has been asked to assume for the purposes of deceiving Philoctetes blurs,
although both his real and his fictive roles suggest that he ought not to be following
Odysseus’ orders.'” Odysseus, at least in the prologue, is aware of the complexity of
Neoptolemus’ situation, and, as he tries to direct Neoptolemus’ behaviour, he himself
oscillates between different versions of his own role. As he shifts from commanding
officer to mentor and back again, Odysseus attempts to construct a relationship with
Neoptolemus in which the younger man will feel bound to participate in the deception,
even against his judgment.'®

The social distinctions in Oedipus Tyrannus between Oedipus and those around
him are, for the most part, somewhat clearer than those between Odysseus and
Neoptolemus, but they still trigger a range of behaviours on Oedipus’ part. Although
Oedipus remains king throughout the scene with the old servant—just as Neoptolemus is
never anything but the son of Achilles—his encounter with a social inferior at a moment

when his status is already under threat causes him to show a side of his kingship that was

not visible earlier in the play. A king’s rule is measured in large part by the fate of his

19 Nussbaum 1976:43-44 notes the conflicting ideas of goodness and nobility to which Neoptolemus is

subjected over the course of the play, and which he must use to decide on the appropriate course of action.
Schein 2006:137 notes that Philoctetes encourages Neoptolemus to live up to a particular version of
Achilles.

1% On the difficulties of separating Neoptolemus’ real and fictive roles, see Calder 1971:158-159, Reinhardt
1979:171-172, Blundell 1989:195, Roberts 1989:170.

195 Roisman 1997:136-136 suggests that the obligation which Neoptolemus is meant to feel is essentially
familial, while Blundell 1989:185 focuses on its public, military aspects.
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subjects, and the Oedipus who jumps quickly to the threat of force in his interactions with
an old man with a history of loyal service to the royal family seems like a very different
king than the king who told his subjects in the prologue that their suffering was his own.'*
In Philoctetes, Odysseus’ shifts in self-presentation and Neoptolemus’ changing reactions
to Odysseus’ authority raise questions about both about their individual characters and
about appropriate leadership in general; in Oedipus Tyrannus, similarly, changes in
Oedipus’ approach to his own rule encourage the audience not only to consider whether or

not Oedipus is a good king, but also to consider whether or not such a thing is possible.

CONCLUSION: CREON AND HAEMON REVISITED

In this chapter, I have looked at several different ways in which social roles shape
the interactions between Sophoclean characters. Along with being shaped by the different
social roles held by various characters, the interactions between characters actually help to
define those roles; in Electra, for example, the concept of daughterhood is defined in large
part by the interactions between Electra and the rest of her family, including
Chrysothemis, who provides an alternative view of what it might mean to be a daughter of
Agamemnon. The interpretation of roles, moreover, takes place both within and outside of
the world of the play, and an audience may very well come to different conclusions about
daughterly duty than either Chrysothemis or Electra does. Although characters often have
clear ideas about their own roles and the obligations imposed by those roles, many onstage
interactions are complicated by the fact that individual characters are playing—or can be
interpreted as playing—multiple roles at the same time. When more than one role is at
stake in a given interaction, both characters and audience must decide which role ought to

take priority.

1% Easterling 1984a:44.
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In the encounter between Haemon and Creon with which I began this chapter,
Haemon and Creon are defined by a relatively complex system of social roles, each of
which carries with it certain expected beliefs and behaviours. The two men share one
important role: they are both members of the ruling family of Thebes, and, as such, they

107 Within this basic framework of

ought to have some of the same interests at heart.
similarity, however, Creon and Haemon occupy a number of opposing roles. On the
familial level, Creon is a father and Haemon is a son, whereas on the political level, Creon
is king and Haemon is one of his subjects. None of their various roles are in dispute, but,
over the course of their encounter, their argument about Antigone’s fate crystallizes into a
conflict about broader issues of kingship, filial piety, and which of their various
obligations are most important.'”®

The political situation in the Thebes of Antigone complicates the familial
interaction between father and son. Although Creon’s right to the throne seems to be
generally accepted—Antigone refers to him in her first speech as a cTpatnyds (8), but
he is elsewhere called BaoiAeUs (155) and, more commonly, &Gvag (223, 278, 388, etc.)—
his rule is still new, and much of what he says throughout the play is concerned with his
understanding of the rights and obligations conferred upon him by his new political

role.!”’

For the members of Oedipus’ family, perhaps even more than for the members of
other ruling families, the political is also personal; Creon rose to power in Thebes after the

death of his sister’s sons, and his edict against the burial of Polyneices is broken not by an

ordinary member of the citizen body, but by his own niece, who is also betrothed to his

' Haemon’s opening comment, T&Tep, ods it (635), highlights the shared perspective which ought to

come from their familial relationship. On the implications of this comment, see Blundell 1989:121-122 and
Lardinois 2012:65, both of whom see it as a straightforward statement of loyalty, and also Griffith ad 635-
638, who points out that Haemon’s statement leaves room for interpretation.

1% Griffith 1998:65.

1% Knox 1964:84 describes Creon’s opening speech as ‘a sort of inaugural address’. Podlecki 1966a:360-363
discusses the gradual revelation of Creon’s ideas about political power. Carter 2012:122 suggests that
Antigone, inasmuch as she never refers to Creon as a king, questions his right to rule, but the other figures in
the play seem to accept his position.
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son.''’ Although when Haemon says, T&Tep, 06s et (635), he suggests that his first
loyalty must be with his father, his personal role as Creon’s son is also a political role as
the king’s son. It is in his public capacity as king’s son that he begins to criticize his
father’s decision to punish Antigone, explaining that he is aware, as Creon cannot be, of
the public support for Antigone’s actions (690-695).

As their argument circles around the specific aspects of Antigone’s case, it
becomes apparent that Creon and Haemon hold different ideas about the importance of
roles in structuring society. Creon’s ideas about his several roles are, for the most part,
strictly hierarchical, while Haemon argues for a degree of flexibility in the fulfilment of

" When Creon, for example, tries to argue that, as king, his opinion can

any role.
overrule that of the city, Haemon responds, TTOAis yap ouk €06’ 11Tis avdpds 06’ evds
(737), and goes on to suggest that Creon’s idea of rule would work best in an empty city
(739).'"* On a more personal level, although Haemon agrees in principle with Creon’s
idea that good children are those who defend their fathers’ interests (643-644), he also
suggests that Creon may not be fully aware of what is best for him (701-709). Although
Haemon admits that the social roles which he and his father perform provide some initial
guidance for how they ought to behave towards each other, he argues that the interactions
between father and son and ruler and subject ought to be much more flexible than Creon is
willing to admit.'"> Creon is right to expect help from his son and his subjects, but
Haemon suggests that such help may take an unexpected shape.

As the conflict between Creon and Haemon plays out onstage, it calls to mind

other similar conflicts, both real and dramatic. An audience confronted with the angry

" Blundell 1989:119-120 discusses Creon’s repudiation of his blood-tie to Antigone as the natural

conclusion to his insistence upon loyalty to the good of the city in his opening speech.

! Griffith 1998:67.

"2 Goldhill 2012:60 sees Haemon as appropriating and adapting his father’s political language.

' Blundell 1989:121 comments on Creon’s “failure to grasp the reciprocal nature of authentic philia’ as a
point of contrast with Haemon.
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Creon sees not only Creon, but also a whole range of fathers and kings. Although Creon
grows increasingly harsh and autocratic as the scene continues, Creon and Haemon both
rely on ideas about authority and loyalty which are likely to resonate with the experiences
of the audience.''* Neither Creon’s position nor Haemon’s is obviously correct on all
counts, and the complexity of their particular interaction calls up more general questions

of what it means to rule a city or what it means to be a good son.'"

When Creon speaks
about the good fortune of the unspecified man who has good children (641-644), the
audience is encouraged to think not only about possible models for that fortunate man, but
also about possible opposites—fathers whose children, one way or another, do not live up
to their parents’ expectations. Although nothing is said in this scene about Oedipus, it is
entirely possible, given the Theban context of the play, that the audience will be inclined

to think both about the father and son who preceded Creon on the throne and about the

disastrous consequences of their conflict.

' Griffith 2005:342.

"5 Haemon is generally considered to have the stronger case throughout the scene (see, e.g., Blundell
1989:120-123, Griffith ad 726-765), but Goldhill 2012:62 is right to note that Haemon’s moral high-ground
is damaged by his increasing reliance on threats and insults as the scene continues.
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CHAPTER 3 — INTERACTING WITH MEMORY: REMEMBERING THE SELF

When Deianeira, at the very beginning of Trachiniae, sets out to disprove the
ancient proverb which states that one cannot judge a mortal life before it has come to a
close, she looks to her own experiences in order to do so.' After claiming that she knows
her own life to be unfortunate, she begins her explanation with a memory from her youth,
saying, ‘While still living in the house of my father Oeneus in Pleuron I had a terrible fear
of marriage, if ever any Aetolian woman did’ (6-8). From her current position as a mature
woman and the wife of Heracles, she remembers not only her girlhood in Pleuron, but also
her courtship by Achelous and Heracles and her subsequent life as a married woman.
What Deianeira remembers and how she remembers it provide the audience with their first
view of Deianeira’s character; along with allowing her to identify herself as the daughter
of Oeneus and the wife of Heracles, Deianeira’s account provides some insight into her
usual behaviour and patterns of mind.

As Deianeira remembers the past, she looks back not only on past events, but also
on herself as she once was; although both Achelous and Heracles play important roles in
her story, what Deianeira remembers is not so much their courtship of her, but her own
emotional reactions to that courtship. The past which Deianeira remembers interacts with
the present in complex ways; the grown woman who looks back on her youth is no longer
the girl who once feared the courtship of Achelous, but she retains the ability to see the
world through the eyes of her past self.” At the same time, it becomes apparent over the
course of her first speech that Deianeira’s emotional view of the past is shaped by her

current circumstances. Her past, as she remembers it, is marked by a continuous series of

! Deianeira’s particular interaction with this proverb, and with gnomic statements in general, will be
discussed in detail in Chapter 5 below.
* Kraus 1991:81 comments on the essential continuity of Deianeira’s experience.
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fears which have continued up to the present day.” This series of anxieties is the story of
Deianeira’s life, and, as she looks back on her past, her remembered emotions become part
of her present identity.

Deianeira is not the only Sophoclean character to be shaped by her memories, nor
is she the only character to remember the past through the filter of more recent experience.
In every play, characters assemble their memories of themselves and their past interactions
with others into personal narratives, and characters draw upon these narratives in order to
make sense of current situations. In this chapter, therefore, I will be examining the various
ways in which characters’ memories of the past influence present constructions of identity.
I will begin by looking at a few contemporary theories about the workings of memory and
their possible application to Sophoclean tragedy, and I will go on to explore the
importance of the construction and presentation of memory in the delineation of character

in Sophocles.

INTERACTIONAL MEMORY

As it is understood today, memory consists of a variety of interactional processes.
Individual memories rarely exist in a vacuum; the communication of memory to others is a
crucial step in the processing of remembered events, and memories are therefore tied to
the interaction between the rememberer and her audience.* More generally, memory is a
social phenomenon as well as an individual one; although individuals form their own
memories from personal experience, they also partake in the collective memory of various
groups. Just as groups are often defined in large part by collective memory or the sense of

a shared past, membership in such a group can be an important facet of individual

’ Winnington-Ingram 1980:75; March 1987:66; Conacher 1997:23; Levett 2004:48.
* Kirk 2005:3.
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identity.” Individual memories can highlight both similarities and differences between
personal and collective experience and, in doing so, can allow people to define their own
relationship to their social context.® Collective memory provides a framework within
which individuals can process their own experiences, but, since individual experience is
subjectively perceived and remembered, personal memories can also impose a degree of
separation between the individual and the group.

Although metaphors for memory often describe memories as permanent records of
past events—the standard ancient metaphor of the wax tablet has, over time, been replaced
by the photograph, the tape recorder, and the videotape—various studies have indicated
that, however vividly they may be perceived, memories are not fixed.” Instead of
remaining unchanged over time, memories are constantly reconstructed through the
processes of recollection and retelling. Every time we remember something, our new
recollection, which can be influenced by more recently acquired knowledge, takes the
place of the original memory.® Memories that are revisited frequently change relatively
slowly, although they are nonetheless gradually adjusted over time. If memories are not
revisited and retold, however, they tend to fade, and accounts of an event which has not
been recalled recently, since they require substantial reconstruction, tend to bear a weaker
resemblance to the original event.” As we form and reform memories of the past, we thus
often adjust our memories in order to take into account our understanding of ourselves and

the world around us.'® Throughout this process, the evolving memory can remain
g p g ry

® Kirk 2004:4.

® Favorini 2008:2 on the individual and social elements of memory.

7 Neisser 2009:80 on standard metaphors for memory.

s Casey 2000:271-272; Foster 2009:14 comments on the importance of reconstruction in the process of
retrieving a memory.

? Neisser 2009:87-88.

1" Searleman and Herrmann 1994:250.
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perfectly distinct; we recall each successively rewritten memory with confidence, unaware
that our memory has changed."'

Some of the flexibility of memory can be attributed to the connection between
memory and emotion. Although the precise role of emotion in the production and
subsequent retrieval of memory remains uncertain, it is generally agreed that memories are
often highly emotionally charged. According to one model of the relationship between
memory and emotion, stored memories remain tied to the emotional state in which they
were formed, and can best be recalled when the rememberer is once again in a similar
emotional state. The evidence for this kind of dependency, however, remains somewhat
equivocal. Importantly, a much higher correlation has been shown when memories are
themselves happy or sad than when memories have no emotional charge; neutral events
that took place when a person was sad are not noticeably easier for that person to recall
under sad conditions than under happy ones.'> In light of this difficulty, memory
researchers have moved towards a theory of mood congruence, which suggests that people
are generally much more likely to recall memories that match their current emotional
state.”” In Sophoclean terms, the unhappy Deianeira who spends her days waiting and
worrying about her husband’s safety is, when she looks back on her past, more likely to
focus on unhappy events, suppressing any happy memories she may have of her early life.

Mood congruence, which is primarily a factor in the retrieval of memories,
manifests itself in several ways. In its most basic form, it causes people to remember
selectively according to their mood; when asked to recall incidents from their past, people
who are depressed are likely both to remember sad incidents and to have difficulty calling

to mind happy memories. Current emotional states, however, affect not only which events

' Casey 2000:20-21 comments on the general tendency not to think about the particular workings of
memory; see also Neisser 2009:82.

2 Baddeley 1990:392; Singer and Salovey 1993:136-137.

" Baddeley 1990:391; Hertel 2004:193.
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people remember, but also how they remember certain events.'* When neutral events—
events which either had no particular emotional charge at the time or have both positive
and negative elements—are remembered, they tend to be remembered with an emotional
charge that matches the rememberer’s current mood. Depending on the emotional state in
which it is remembered, the same event can be perceived as variously happy or sad."
When this aspect of mood congruence is combined with the fact that memories get
rewritten as they are recalled and retold, it becomes apparent that the emotional charge of
a given memory can evolve over time. If a relatively neutral event is repeatedly recalled
under unhappy present circumstances, the memory of that once neutral event will
gradually come to be aligned with those unhappy circumstances, and the original event
will come to be seen as an unhappy event. Thus in the case of Deianeira, her memory of
the arrival of Heracles as a rival to Achelous—in itself a relatively happy event—is
coloured by her current emotional state such that it becomes an ominous precursor to
further troubles.

The aspects of memory discussed above—its subjective nature, its flexibility over
time, and its close connection to emotion—all depend on interactions between
rememberers and aspects of their past and present context. These interactions combine to
play an important role in people’s ability to develop coherent personal narratives. Studies
of subjects being interviewed about their personal history have demonstrated that people
tend to organize their memories of past events in such a way as to give their own lives a
unified narrative structure.'® In recounting a past event, a speaker will typically try to
describe the event as it appeared to her when it first took place. This remembered

perception of the event, however, interacts with subsequent changes in perspective, and

' Singer and Salovey 1993:122.

' Baddeley 1990:391.

' McKechnie and Korner 2009:67-68. Kraus 1991:76 comments, ‘Telling a story is one way of making a
judgment about the meaning of experience.’
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narrators often qualify their remembered perceptions, commenting on the things which
they came to understand only after the event had already happened.'’ This kind of self-
reflexive memory is important to the construction of identity in personal narratives;
speakers define themselves not only in terms of what they have experienced, but also in
terms of their ability to make sense of their experiences after the fact.'® Such an ability—
or inability, as the case may be—to reflect on their own memories becomes particularly
important for the many Sophoclean characters—among them Deianeira, Philoctetes, and
Electra—whose perception of the past is dominated by the memory of a few key events to
which they return repeatedly in thinking about their present circumstances.

In drama, the interactional nature of memory becomes even more complex. On the
one hand, there is a similarity between drama and memory in that plays, which are acted
out over a period of time, can function like memory in their ability to produce a structured
representation of a sequence of events."”” When memory is represented onstage, moreover,
it interacts with the generic status of drama; performing a play requires an act of memory
on the part of the actors, and, as Sullivan notes, ‘for playwrights to emphasize memory
and forgetting is for them to reflect upon the conditions of dramatic representation’.*’
While these metatheatrical connections between drama and memory lead to interactions
between the action represented onstage and the generic expectations of the audience, the
performance of memory also allows both characters and audience to interact with events
which take place outside the timeframe of the play itself, and it is this aspect of dramatic
memory on which I will primarily focus. Narratives of remembered events give the
audience access to parts of the story which are not played out on stage, but this access is

selective, filtered as it is through the perspectives of characters and chorus. As they

"7 King 2000:1-2.

' King 2000:2.

" Favorini 2008:2.

2% Sullivan 2005:5. Favorini 2008:2-3 likewise comments on the connection between theatre and memory.
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process not only the events that take place over the course of the play but also those which
have already taken place as of the beginning of the play, characters can often be seen to be
grappling with their own memories.

As memory has grown increasingly important to theories of psychology, dramatic
criticism has grown proportionally concerned with the presentation of the memory on
stage. In particular, much has been written about the importance of memory in early
modern drama; many of Shakespeare’s plays are full of admonitions to remember and
accounts of the remembered past. Characters in Shakespeare are acknowledged both to
have particular ways of viewing the past and to have an interest in shaping the memories
of others. Along with illustrating the thought processes of individual characters, the act of
remembrance in early modern drama is seen to have a social element; characters interact
with the world around them through the things they remember and forget.”' Studies of
memory in early modern drama have acknowledged the complex interactions triggered by
the performance of memory onstage, but considerably less attention has been paid to the
importance of memory in Greek tragedy. Although several studies have identified links
between myth and social memory in tragedy, moreover, little has been said about the

complex role of memory in the construction of individual character.”

SOPHOCLEAN MEMORY AND GREEK THOUGHT

Memory figures prominently in various aspects of Greek thought, particularly

those related to the production of poetry and to history. Hesiod, for example, identifies the

1 On memory in early modern drama, see, e.g., Sullivan 2005, Tribble 2009 on The Tempest, Favorini
2009:24 on Hamlet as a memory play, and Wilder 2010 on the metatheatrical elements of memory in
Shakespeare.

> Gould 1999 discusses the general importance of the tragic chorus as a repository of shared memories, and
Christophorou’s 2009 DPhil thesis examines the connection between Euripidean tragedy and Athenian
collective memory, while Grethlein 2010 looks at collective memory in Aeschylus’ Persians. Although
Hutchinson 1999 notes the tendencies of individual characters to look forward and backward in time, he
does not specifically speak about memory.
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Muses as the daughters of Memory (74. 53-55), while Herodotus, having announced in his
first sentence that he has embarked upon the writing of the Histories lest the great deeds of
the Greeks and the barbarians should become akAéa, often refers to elements of his own
task in terms of the creation of pvrjun.” Simonides’ lasting fame as the inventor of
mnemonics and Plato’s claim that all knowledge is a form of recollection offer further
proof of the importance attached to memory in ancient Greece.** The concept of memory
implied by these examples, however, differs somewhat from that of memory as it is
discussed today. In contemporary thought, the word memory covers a variety of cognitive
processes that can range from the deeply subjective to the purely objective; we can
remember objectively that a certain event took place, but we can also, subjectively,
remember that event as having had a certain effect or emotional charge.” Everything
from the personal experience of a life-changing event to a list of tasks to the date of a
distant historical incident can be discussed in terms of memory. At least in earlier periods,
however, the Greek words for memory and remembering refer most commonly to the
objective end of the range of current meanings for memory; pvrjun, like kAéos, exists
regardless of human perception.

When memory is discussed in the context of Greek poetry or rhetoric, it is most
often important insofar as it facilitates the correct retrieval and ordering of information.
When a poet invokes the Muses, the daughters of a deified Memory, he calls upon them
not so much to provide him with artistic inspiration as to give him access to authoritative

information about his subject.*® In many cases, the Muses are called upon to remember

 Herodotus refers to the creation of uvnun at 1.15, 1.184, 1.193, 2.102, 4.16, 5.74, 6.20, and 6.55. His
initial statement about ensuring kA£os picks up on Homeric ideas about the kAéa &vBpcv as a subject of
song (see, e.g., 1. 9.189).

2 0On memory in the ancient world, see Yates 1966, Shrimpton and Gillis 1997, Small 1997, Mackey (ed.)
2007, and Grethlein 2010. Plato discusses recollection most famously in the Meno; the Simonides story is
told in Cicero, de orat. 2.86.351-353.

% Casey 2000: ch. 3.

26 Jensen 1980:80; Thomas 1992:115.
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the subject of a poem or to help the poet remind his audience about the subject; as
preservers of memory, the Muses ensure that subject’s fame will not die out.*’ Thus the
poet of the /liad famously reinvokes the Muse at the beginning of the catalogue of ships,
saying that he would never be able to name all the leaders of the Greek expedition, ei ur)
‘OAupmades Motoat Aids aiyidxoto | BuyaTtépes pvnoaiad’ doot Utd “IAov HABov
(1. 2.491-492). In Nemean 1, the Pindaric speaker claims that the Muse loves to
remember great contests (Nem. 1. 11-12), while in Olympian 6, after describing Aeneas as
ayyehos 6pBds, | Nikduwv okuTaAa Molcav, he orders the chorus leader to remind
his audience of Syracuse and Ortygia (Ol. 6.90-92). Poetic memory is suggested to be for
the most part a matter of objective truth, and the support of the Muses renders individual
interpretation unnecessary.

Memory, in the guise of the officials called mnemones who were attached to
courts, also played a role in Greek legal practice. There is some debate about what these
official rememberers were meant to remember, and their duties seem to have changed over
time; Aristotle mentions mnemones as officials responsible for maintaining a record of
legal transactions (Politics 1321b34-40), while the mnemones in Hellenistic inscriptions
appear simply to be scribes.”® Earlier mnemones, however, seem to have been responsible
for remembering—although not necessarily writing down—various aspects of legal cases.
Thomas argues that the mnemones were meant to remember the details of past court
proceedings, while Carawan suggests that, as witnesses, the mnemones were responsible
for identifying the people and properties involved in past disputes.”’ Whatever it was that
they remembered, the mnemones were granted considerable authority; a fifth-century

decree from Halicarnassus, known as ‘The Lygdamis Decree’, states, ‘whatever the

¥ Detienne 1996:48.
2 Thomas 1995:67.
* Thomas 1995:67-68; Carawan 2007:172-173.
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mnemones know shall prevail’ (20-21).>° The authority of the mnemones, it seems, rested
in their status as accurate rememberers tasked with providing impartial testimony about
the matters at hand.”!

The conception of both Muses and mnemones as purveyors of accurate
remembered information suggests an ancient Greek tendency to associate memory words
with the more objective and strictly factual aspects of memory. To a certain degree, the
tragedies of Sophocles reflect this general tendency; when the old servant of Laius in
Oedipus Tyrannus says that he does not recognize the Corinthian messenger, oUx cO0Te
Y’ el eIV €v Taxel pvrjuns Uto (1131), he seems to speak of his memory as an essentially
independent force which might be able to supply him with information.’® At the same
time, even when characters suggest that their memories are a matter of objective fact, the
things which they claim to remember are filtered through personal biases. When, near the
end of 4jax, Agamemnon urges Odysseus, HEUVNO’ OTTOl PLOTI TNV X&pv didwos
(1354), he suggests that the facts of the case will speak against Ajax. When Odysseus
replies, 88’ éxBpos avnp, aAA& yevvaids ot fv (1355), he too speaks of Ajax’s
character as a matter of objective truth; unlike Agamemnon, however, Odysseus takes into
account not only his own undeniably hostile prior relations with Ajax, which, while they
made Ajax €xBpds, were also a matter of personal perception, but also the equally
undeniable fact that Ajax was, for all his faults, yswaTog.3 > In Odysseus’ memory of
Ajax, the personal animosity which he once felt towards the dead hero interacts with his
awareness of Ajax’s nobility and his own sense that, now that Ajax has fallen, hatred is no

longer appropriate (1347).

%% The Lygdamis Decree is published as Meiggs and Lewis no. 32 and discussed at Meiggs and Lewis
1969:71-72, where the mnemones are said to be connected to property disputes. The translation of lines 20-
21 is taken from Carawan 2007:163-164.

*! Carawan 2007:173.

32 Jebb ad 1131 comments on Uro as indicating the prompting force of the old servant’s memory.

*3 Finglass ad 1355.
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Words for memory and forgetting occur thirty-three times in Sophocles, but these
direct references comprise only a relatively small portion of the remembering that is done
by Sophoclean characters; whenever a character speaks about her own past experiences,
she is necessarily engaged in an act of recollection. These recollections are rarely limited
to the objective recall of information; instead, when characters in Sophocles speak about
the past, their memories trigger a complex network of interactions. On the one hand,
memories of the past interact with characters’ current knowledge of themselves and their
situations insofar as what characters say about their past experiences often depends on
subsequent changes in perspective. As they speak about past experiences in order to make
sense of present circumstances, moreover, characters construct their own versions of the
past, and these subjectively remembered pasts often highlight important differences in
perspective between individuals. In remembering the past, characters not only situate
themselves within a broader mythological storyline, but also establish themselves as
individuals with identifiable ways of interacting with the world.

Although the remembered past plays an important role throughout much of
Sophocles, different characters in Sophocles interact with their memories in different
ways. In the sections that follow, I will examine the importance of memory for four
Sophoclean characters, all of whom display a tendency to live in their own versions of the
past. After looking at the various ways in which Deianeira, Philoctetes, the elderly
Oedipus, and Electra interact with and are shaped by their memories, I will return to the
general concept of interactional memory outlined above in order to discuss the importance
of memory in the shaping of Sophoclean characters as figures who interact not only with

each other but also with their own ideas about the world.
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DEIANEIRA REMEMBERS

From the very beginning of Trachiniae, Deianeira’s memories play an important
role in the construction of her character. Deianeira is the play’s first speaker, and, as she
begins to describe her current situation, she turns immediately to her memory of the events
which preceded her exile in Trachis as Heracles’ wife. By the time the play begins, the
most important interactions in Deianeira’s life are all a matter of memory, and her
memories of Achelous and Heracles and Nessus populate the first half of the play.’* All
of the characters in Deianeira’s memory, however, are defined in terms of their effects on
Deianeira herself. As Deianeira looks back on herself as she once was, her remembered
self interacts with characters and events in the past as well as with the world as she sees it
now. Deianeira continues to reflect upon the past throughout the play, but her reliance on
the past shifts with her current circumstances; as her memories change, so too does the
version of herself which Deianeira presents to the audience and those around her.

Throughout her prologue speech, Deianeira focuses as much on her emotional state
at successive stages in her history as she does on the actual events of her past. After citing
the ancient proverb according to which it is impossible to judge mortal life before it is
over, Deianeira immediately claims that she knows her own life to be marked by
misfortune. In the lines that follow, it becomes clear that Deianeira measures good and
bad fortune largely in emotional terms, and that fear is her dominant emotion.” Her first
example of her misfortune is the vupgeicov TAov | &AytoTov which she felt while still
living in her father’s house (7-8), and, after describing Achelous, the specific cause of her
fear, she comments, dSUoTnvos ael KaTBaveiv ETnuxdounv, | Tpiv THode KoiTns

eumreAacbijvai oTe (16-17). When her story reaches the arrival of Heracles, Deianeira

** On Deianeira’s status as a woman past her prime, which becomes increasingly important over the course
of the play, see Winnington-Ingram 1980:80, 86 and Segal 1981:74.

%> For the importance of fear to Deianeira’s worldview, see Winnington-Ingram 1980:75; Easterling ad 6-35;
March 1987:66; Conacher 1997:23; Levett 2004:48.
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first lists her own reaction and then goes on to explain the reason for her gladness (18-19).
Her gladness, however, is swiftly replaced by more anxiety, and, rather than offering an
account of the fight between her suitors, she describes her own emotional state as she sat
and waited for news, struck with fear lest her beauty should be a source of misfortune (24-
25).°

Deianeira introduces the story of her past as a way to support her present belief in
the misery of her own life, and the past experiences which she narrates therefore lead
seamlessly into her present existence.”’ Although her marriage to Heracles relieved her
immediate fear of having to marry Achelous, it marked the beginning of a new series of
repetitive and undifferentiated fears, and these fears are her main impression of what it
means to be married to Heracles.”® As she describes her married life, she returns several
times to the serial nature of her troubles; after saying, aei T’ ék pSPou péPov Tpépw, |
kelvou Tpoknpaivouoa (28-29), she immediately goes on to add, v yap eiocayel | kal
VU amreobel diadeypévn mdvov (29-30). Deianeira switches for the most part into the
present tense after telling about the conclusion of the fight, but, except for her passing
reference to her children, she describes no changes brought about by her marriage. As she
awaits Heracles’ return from his most recent labour, Deianeira is still subject to the same
sort of paralytic fear with which she responded to the fight between her suitors.”

The interaction between Deianeira’s current and remembered emotions goes both
ways; even as she describes her present as continuous with her past, Deianeira also views
her past experiences through the filter of her current anxieties, and the difficulties which
she has faced since her marriage cast a shadow on her account of her early life. When she

qualifies her statement that Zeus brought the fight between Achelous and Heracles to a

%% Kraus 1991:79-81 sees Deianeira as drawing attention to her own distance from the events of her life.
" Kraus 1991:79; Carawan 2000:191 claims that Deianeira ‘uses her narratives of the past to dispose of
puzzling events at hand’.

*¥ Conacher 1997:23; Hutchinson 1999:48-49 discusses the imperfective nature of Deianeira’s fears.

* Lawrence 1978:290; Heiden 1989:28.
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good conclusion with ei 81} kaAdds (27), she contrasts her current doubt with the joy that
she felt when Heracles first arrived. Although Heracles’ arrival initially seemed like the
solution to Deianeira’s fears, now, with the benefit of hindsight, Deianeira questions
whether or not she really gained anything when she was saved from marriage to
Achelous.”” Had Deianeira’s story ended with the defeat of Achelous, her initial terror
would have supported the proverb with which her speech began—Deianeira’s eventual
release from her fears, that is, would have gone to show that fear of Achelous was not
reason enough to consider her whole life miserable. Once Deianeira explains what she has
suffered since her marriage to Heracles, however, the fear which she once felt, as the first
in a lifelong series of misfortunes, does indeed support her claim that the proverb can be
disproved.

Although Achelous and Heracles figure prominently in Deianeira’s prologue
speech, she seems to have little to do with them—she hopes to avoid marriage to
Achelous, watches the fight from afar, and now sees Heracles only rarely. When she
describes her most recent parting from Heracles, however, it becomes clear that
Deianeira’s remembered interactions with others are filtered through her current
perceptions. Although Deianeira prefaces her account with a description of the emotional
state which she claims to share with every married woman, pos avdpos 1] TEKvwv
poBoupévn (150), Deianeira’s memories of Heracles’ departure seem to focus primarily
on Heracles’ behaviour at the time and on what that behaviour suggested about his
perception of the situation. As he departed, Heracles left Deianeira with a tablet, the
contents of which, she says, he had never before brought himself (ETAn, 158) to explain.
Deianeira speaks about Heracles’ decision to abandon his previous reticence about the

tablet in terms of a change in his mental state; when he departed for previous labours, she

*0 Kraus 1991:81.
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says, ¢35 Tt 3pd&owv elpTe kol Bavoupevos (160).*" This apparent change in attitude is
related to the prophecy contained on the tablet; knowing that after fifteen months he is
fated either to die or ToUB’ UTekdpapudvTa ToU Xpodvou TéAos | TO Aottrov 1dn Cijv
aAutiTe Biw (167-168), Heracles this last time told Deianeira what to do in the event of
his death.”

Even as Deianeira appears to offer some insight into his thoughts, however, the
remembered Heracles interacts with Deianeira’s present fears. When she compares
Heracles’ latest departure, cos €T’ oUk cov (161), with his earlier departures, she describes
Heracles not as he might describe himself, but as he appeared to her at the time or, even
more likely, as he now appears to her in hindsight. Now that the time specified by
Heracles has elapsed without any news, the possibility of his return is looking increasingly
slim, and it is from this perspective that Deianeira recalls his parting advice.*” When
Heracles left, he listed his death after fifteen months as only one possibility; from
Deianeira’s current perspective, however, his instructions about the division of his
property seem like the actions of a man who really is as good as dead. Just as Deianeira
claimed in the prologue to be already certain of her own misery, Heracles, in her
memories, is doomed even before the end of his life. When Deianeira returns to her
present fears at the end of her speech, she returns to a present that is active in her
memories of the past.

Although Deianeira reassures Lichas by telling him that Heracles has loved other
women before (459-460), the introduction of lole into her home seems to be a unique
event in Deianeira’s experience of marriage.** Throughout the prologue and the beginning

of the first episode, Deianeira has looked back on a continuous past which both shapes and

*! Easterling ad 158.

*> Bowman 1999:341.

# Kraus 1991:83 suggests that Deianeira’s recollection of Heracles’ parting words is triggered by the
information about his current whereabouts which she has recently received from Hyllus.

* Carawan 2000:203-204.
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is shaped by her perception of her present circumstances. Now, as it becomes clear that
Heracles’ latest infatuation is about to destroy the usual patterns of her life, Deianeira’s
interaction with her remembered past changes accordingly, and she begins to speak about
a single event which has no parallel elsewhere in her experience. She twice describes
receiving the charm from the dying Nessus, first telling the story as she explains her plan
to send the robe to Heracles and then revisiting the incident after seeing the effect of the
poison on the tuft of wool.* As her understanding of her present circumstances changes,
Deianeira focuses on different aspects of the past encounter, offering contrasting
perspectives on both the centaur’s motivation and her own involvement. Although the
event itself remains vividly present to her mind, what she remembers about it changes
along with the needs of the moment, and two slightly different Deianeiras emerge from
her changing memories.

Deianeira begins her first story of the encounter with Nessus by announcing her
intention to tell the chorus about the means of release which she has at hand (553-554).
Coming at the end of an account of her growing distress, this introductory claim is
surprisingly confident, and much of the rest of Deianeira’s account is similarly definite.*®
As she begins her story, she narrows in on the precise moment of her encounter with
Nessus; having first described the charm as a TaAaidv déopov (555), she then explains
that she received it Trats €1° oUoa (557), when she first left her father’s house as the wife
of Heracles (562-563).* However unwillingly, Deianeira figures differently in the story
of her encounter with Nessus than she has in her previous narratives; although she remains
passive insofar as she must be rescued by Heracles, heeding the centaur’s instructions and

collecting the poison requires a kind of decisive action which she has not demonstrated

* Bowman 1999:342 notes the piecemeal delivery of the story of Nessus, but does not comment on the
differences between Deianeira’s two accounts.

* Kraus 1991:88-89 comments on Deianeira’s emphasis on the finality of various aspects of this story.

*" The emphatic location of the encounter with Nessus in Deianeira’s distant past is noted by Easterling ad
555-8, Kraus 1991:88, Bowman 1999:345.
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previously.*® Even though Deianeira says little at this point about Nessus’ instructions,
the fact of their existence implies, as nothing else in the play has previously implied, that

she is in a position to influence her own fate. When Deianeira tells the chorus,

ToUuT évvorjoac’, & giAal, déuois yap v

keivou BavovTos eykekAnUEVOV KaAdds,

XITGva Tovd' éBaya, TpooPaioic’ doa

Ccov keivos eime (578-581),
she looks back on a past in which she was not entirely helpless, and the memory of this
past allows her to move forward with her new plan.

When she returns to the same incident in the following episode, Deianeira’s
perspective has changed. Her new account of receiving the charm is interwoven with her
description of an event from the much more recent past—the effect of the poison on the
tuft of wool-—and what Deianeira has just seen shapes what she now says about her
encounter with the centaur. Even as she grows increasingly certain of what she has done,
Deianeira’s latest version of the encounter with Nessus emphasizes her passivity. After
promising the chorus that she will expand upon her initial story of the disintegration of the
wool, cos & €idfis amav (678), she spends much of the next fifteen lines explaining how
closely she followed the centaur’s instructions for the use of the charm.* She follows her
claim to have retained the instructions as faithfully as if they were inscribed on bronze
with the summary, kai pot T&3’ Ay TpdppnTa kKai TolaiT’ é8pwv (684),”" and she
concludes her report of the instructions (685-687) with another statement of how carefully

she has followed the centaur’s orders, k&dpwv TolaiTa (688). Along with suggesting

that she is not entirely responsible for the outcome of her actions, Deianeira’s insistence

* Hall 2009:85 comments on Deianeira’s general inability to take autonomous action.

* Bowman 1999:343-344 suggests that Deianeira endows Nessus’ instructions with a kind of oracular
authority.

% follow Jebb and Easterling in keeping this line, against Lloyd-Jones and Wilson, who think that it
‘interrupt[s] the flow of the narrative’ (1990:165), on the grounds that the line’s emphasis on Deianeira’s
dependence on and obedience to her instructions fits well with her narrative strategy elsewhere in the play.
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on the care with which she preserved and followed the centaur’s instructions establishes a
sense of continuity between her current situation and her long-ago encounter with Nessus.
After her extended description of the disintegration of the wool, Deianeira returns
to the subject of Nessus, this time in a more reflective mode.”' Having earlier recounted
the instructions given by the centaur, Tovéov | TAeupav mikp& yAwxivi (680-681), and
her own obedience to those instructions, Deianeira now finally pauses to wonder why the
dying centaur should have wished to do her a favour (707-708). When Deianeira first
mentioned her encounter with Nessus, she supported her story with a verbatim account of
some of his dying words (569-577).>> As she returns to her memory of the incident,
however, Deianeira no longer takes those words at face value, and, instead of recounting
what the centaur said, she speculates about what he must have been thinking when he said
it. Revising her earlier interpretation of the incident, Deianeira comments, oUK €0TIv,
aAAa Tov BaAdvT’ amogbical | xpnlwv éBeAyé w’ (709-710). Now that she knows
that what she thought was a love-charm is in fact a poison, Deianeira must revise her
memory of the moment when she received the blood of the dying centaur.” Her revised
memory forces her to think differently about her present actions; although the encounter
with Nessus is long past, it is the Deianeira of the present—the Deianeira who has spent
years fearing for Heracles’ safety—who has been fatally deceived by the centaur’s words.
Deianeira’s rethinking of her encounter with Nessus fills her last extended speech;
after finishing her account, she speaks only nine more lines before finally leaving the
stage. In her last words to the chorus, Deianeira rejects their attempts to comfort her,
saying, TolaUTA Tav AéEelEy oUx O TOU Kakou | Kolwwvds, aAAN’ i undév éoT’ oikol

Bapy (729-730). As she cuts herself off from the chorus, Deianeira also sums up her own

>! contra Heiden 2012:133-134, who argues that Deianeira jumps from one certainty to another without

questioning her own beliefs.
2 Lawrence 1978:297; Kraus 1991:88.
33 Kraus 1991:90.
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past experience, echoing her initial assessment of her life as duoTuxi] Te kal Papuv (5).
In between these two assessments of her life, much of what Deianeira has said has been
concerned with the past. Even as she relies on past experiences in order to explain her
present anxieties, she remembers a past which matches her current circumstances. It is
through interacting with what she once did and who she once was that Deianeira can best

express who she is now and what may happen to her in the future.

PHILOCTETES REMEMBERS

At the beginning of their respective plays, both Deianeira and Philoctetes have
lived for some time in states of largely undifferentiated unhappiness, and, in their
memories, they both focus on the monotony of their existence and the continuity of their
emotional states. At the same time, Philoctetes’ memory is importantly different from
Deianeira’s, and the differences between their memories result not only in different stories
of suffering, but also in different ways of drawing on memory under trying present
circumstances. While Deianeira’s misfortune pervades all of her remembered past,
Philoctetes’ misery has a definite starting point; since the vast majority of his misery over
the past ten years has been a result of his abandonment on Lemnos, Philoctetes returns
over and over again to the moment of his abandonment in his reflections on his own
unhappiness.” Depending on the circumstances under which Philoctetes remembers it,
however, his abandonment figures differently in the overall trajectory of his life as he
expresses it to others.

Unlike Deianeira’s prologue speech, Philoctetes’ first account of his past has a

stated addressee; although the Nurse is probably onstage throughout Deianeira’s first

>* Schein 2013:27-28 notes that the recollection of his treatment at the hands of the Greeks is, along with his
disease, one of the key realities of Philoctetes’ existence, and that these realities are equally painful.
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speech, Deianeira never acknowledges her presence.” Philoctetes, on the other hand,
begins to speak about his past in response to specific cues from Neoptolemus, and the
story of Philoctetes’ abandonment is an important part of the early stages of the interaction
between the two men.”® After having been deprived of most human contact for the past
ten years, in fact, Philoctetes interacts with Neoptolemus largely through the filter of his
memories. He begins his story in the present, lamenting the obscurity that makes
explanation necessary (255-256), and only then goes on to identify himself.>’ The present
moment—in which Philoctetes is solitary, disease-ridden, and mocked by his former
comrades (257-258)—is connected to two different aspects of his past, both of which he
explains to Neoptolemus. At first, he looks to the time before he came to Lemnos,
suggesting that, even if the Greek leaders remember him mostly because of the suffering
which they have inflicted upon him, Neoptolemus ought to have heard about him for
reasons that have nothing to do with his abandonment. Before he was left to rot on
Lemnos, it mattered that Philoctetes was the son of Poias and that he had been given the
bow of Heracles, and Philoctetes draws upon his sense of what Neoptolemus ought to
recall about him when he finally introduces himself (261-263).®

As things stand now, however, both Philoctetes’ memory of his heroic past and his
sense of who he is now are contaminated by his memory of what has happened to him
more recently, and he follows his statement of his parentage by identifying himself as the
one whom the Atreidae and Odysseus cast out with only his disease for company (263-
267). This second reference to his mistreatment seems to prompt him to recall the
circumstances of his abandonment more vividly than he did in his initial lament, and, as he

explains how he ended up alone on Lemnos, he presents his personal history as a series of

> Easterling ad 1-48.

%% Knox 1964:128 and Winnington-Ingram 1980:291 comment on Neoptolemus’ stated ignorance as a
trigger for Philoctetes’ story.

>7 Schmidt 1973:70 comments on the importance of Philoctetes’ sense of himself as forgotten.

> Roberts 1989:168.
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interactions with the leaders of the Greek expedition.” Moving back in time from the
point when he was wronged by the Greeks, he now puts his story in context, explaining
that he had come to Lemnos from Chryse with the rest of the fleet. As he describes the
actual moment of his abandonment, Philoctetes speculates again about the thoughts of his
former allies, saying that, &opevol (271), they left him behind when they saw that he had
fallen asleep on the shore. Philoctetes, having been abandoned in his sleep, can have no
real idea of the attitude of the Greeks as they departed, but over the years he has come to
view the Greek leaders as completely antithetical to himself, and as he remembers the
misery caused by their actions, he assumes that they carried out those actions with glee.”
Over the course of his account, Philoctetes moves from the recollection of what
was done to him to the recollection of his own reaction when he discovered what had
happened. Although his disease plays a prominent role in his story, Philoctetes’ account
of his misery goes beyond the physical misfortune which is visible to Neoptolemus.®'
Philoctetes’ focus on his own mental processes allows him to encourage Neoptolemus to
see life on Lemnos through his eyes; he expresses the horror of his abandonment by
asking Neoptolemus to imagine how he felt when he first awoke, oi” ékdakpUoatl, ot
aTmoludEal kaka (278). In the following lines, Philoctetes describes his gradual
perception of his situation: first he saw that the fleet had departed (279-280), then he saw

that there was no one to help him (280-282), and finally,

T&VTa O¢ OKOTICOV
nupiokov oudev ATV aviaobal Tapdv,
ToUTou 8¢ TTOAATY elu&pelav (282-284).%
His abandonment and his reaction to finding himself alone on the island are the only

distinct events of his story, which stretches over his entire time on Lemnos; his days are

> Blundell 1989: 94 notes the importance of Philoctetes’ changing relationship with his former allies.

% Pucci ad 271-5.

%1 contra Inoue 1979:223, who claims that ‘his words merely substantiate what Neoptolemus has already
witnessed’.

62 Schein ad 282-283 notes that Philoctetes describes his realization of his abandonment in terms of
‘repeated, unending action’.
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undifferentiated except by the occasional arrival of sailors, and even these arrivals do not
stand out from one another because they always end the same way, with Philoctetes still
alone on Lemnos, brooding about his abandonment.”® As Neoptolemus meets Philoctetes
for the first time, he must interact not only with the hero who stands before him, eager for
contact with the Greek world, but also with the hero who has become resigned to the
successive disappointments of the last ten years.

Philoctetes’ initial telling of his abandonment is highly repetitive; in the ten lines
in which he describes the way he was left on Lemnos, he uses a high concentration of
words describing his own solitude and the departure of the Greeks (éptjuov, 265 and 269;
¢oxovT’, 269 and 273; MimdvTes, 273).** This network of repetition suggests that that the
memory of his abandonment is one to which Philoctetes has returned many times and that,
in telling his story to Neoptolemus, Philoctetes is using the same words with which he has
told the same story to himself over the course of his years alone on Lemnos. As the play
continues, the grip of this one story on Philoctetes’ imagination becomes even clearer;
although Philoctetes refers obliquely to other past episodes in his questions about the fate
of various members of the Greek army, his abandonment on Lemnos is the only story
about his own past which he relates at any length and the only story to which he returns on
multiple occasions. From his first telling of the story until he learns that Neoptolemus has
been in league with Odysseus, in fact, much of what Philoctetes says to Neoptolemus
interacts with his memory of being abandoned by men who used to be his allies.

Just as he defines himself partially through the memory of what was once done to

him, Philoctetes defines his new interaction with Neoptolemus partially in opposition to

% Roberts 1989:168-169 notes the lack of distinguishing features in Philoctetes’ account of his time on
Lemnos.
%% Pucci ad 271-5 comments on the verbal repetition in Philoctetes’ story.
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his past interactions with the Greek leaders. In his first plea to Neoptolemus, when he

asks,
un AlTms W oUtw pdvov,
EPTIHOV €V KaKOIOL TOIo®’ olols Opas
oootol T éEnkovoas évvaiovta e (470-472),

Philoctetes returns to the same words with which he first described his abandonment on
Lemnos.® Similarly, in the scene with the False Merchant, Philoctetes’ insistence that he
could not possibly be persuaded to help Odysseus serves both as a reminder of the wrongs
committed in the past by the Greeks (622-625, 628-632) and as a suggestion of how
Neoptolemus ought to behave under the present circumstances.’® In these condensed
references to his initial story of his abandonment, which take place while he is still
establishing his relationship with Neoptolemus, Philoctetes focuses on himself as a victim
with little control over the events of his past. By invoking this particular remembered
version of himself, Philoctetes draws attention both to his own need for Neoptolemus’
help and to Neoptolemus’ chance to prove himself nobler than Odysseus and the Atreidae.

As his present relationship with Neoptolemus is thrown into confusion by the
revelation of the deception plot, however, Philoctetes’ interaction with his memories of his
own past seems to change as well. In the presence of Odysseus, Philoctetes draws even
more attention to what was once done and said by the Greek leaders. Some elements
remain the same; in an echo of his initial narrative, Philoctetes describes himself as
YEACOUEVOS TTPOS GOU Te Kal TEdW ATpéws | SITAGY oTpaTtnydv (1023-1024).°7 As
he moves further into the past, though, he supplements his first account. Now that he is

openly competing with Odysseus for the loyalty of Neoptolemus, whom he has just

described as ava&iov pev oo, kata&lov & éuot (1009), Philoctetes brings to light a

6 As well as echoing his own earlier words, Philoctetes’ appeal to Neoptolemus at this point is reminiscent
of Odysseus’ tactics in the prologue, on which see Winnington-Ingram 1980:285 and Blundell 1989:199.

% Garvie 1972:217 claims that it is in the False Merchant scene that the real extent of Philoctetes’ bitterness
against the Greeks becomes clear.

57 Schein ad 1023-1024 comments on the weight attached by tragic heroes to the laughter of enemies.
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new aspect of Odysseus’ history: where Philoctetes joined the fleet willingly, bringing
seven ships, Odysseus had to be compelled to fight (1025-1027).°® As he tells about his
abandonment this time around, he highlights the pervasive dishonesty of the Greek

leaders, reminding Odysseus,
EUE B¢ TOV TTavabAiov

EKOVTa TTAeUoavd’ EMTa vauol vauBaTtnv

aTipov EBalov, cos ou eris, keivol Ot o€ (1026-1028),
and challenging the pretext for his abandonment (1031-1034).° In his first interactions
with Neoptolemus, when he was overjoyed just to hear the sound of Greek (234),
Philoctetes focused on the desolation which Neoptolemus might bring to an end. Now,
having seen his hopes destroyed by the recent actions of Odysseus, Philoctetes remembers
new details about his past interactions with Odysseus.

As Philoctetes reacts first to the revelation of the plot and then to Neoptolemus’
return of the bow and subsequent attempts to convince him to come willingly to Troy, his
memories of his abandonment and years of solitude start to interact with his new
understanding of the immediate past. When Neoptolemus suggests that he has
Philoctetes’ best interests at heart, Philoctetes, who is having trouble putting aside the
memory of Neoptolemus’ betrayal, reminds him, kai T& Tpiv yap ék Adywv | KaAdv
kakéds Empata, cols elobeis Adyors (1268-1269).”° Even after Neoptolemus has
proven his good faith by returning the bow, Philoctetes struggles against his memories;
although he claims that his continued reluctance is not based on T&Ayos TéV
TapeABovTov (1358), this claim follows a series of questions about how he could

possibly coexist with the Greek leaders, who, he says, u* &mcoAecav (1356).”" As

Philoctetes earlier defined himself in terms of what was done to him in the past (263-267),

% Roberts 1989:172.

% Reinhardt 1979:186; Hesk 2001:191-192.

" Minadeo 1993:104; Blundell 1989:214 notes that Neoptolemus ‘has by now exhausted his persuasive
capital’.

"I Winnington-Ingram 1980:296-297.
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he now defines the Greek leaders in terms of the past actions which stand out most
prominently in his memory. Odysseus and the Atreidae will always be for Philoctetes
primarily the cause of his ten years alone on Lemnos, and his memory of their past
behaviour shapes his imagination of his own likely future at Troy; unable to forget his past
sufferings, Philoctetes now assumes that the future will follow similar patterns (1359-
1361).”

Philoctetes, like Deianeira, has had a long time to consider the events of his past,
and Philoctetes” memory, like Deianeira’s, interacts with his perception of his current
circumstances. As of the beginning of the play, Philoctetes’ present situation can be
traced to a single past event, and that one event, in different ways, forms the basis for
much of what he says throughout the play about himself and the Greek leaders. When
Neoptolemus and his men arrive, Philoctetes interacts with this sudden incursion of the
outside world through the filter of his own memories, measuring the young man against
the other Greeks he used to know. Over the course of the play, however, Philoctetes’
memory seems to evolve; after an initial focus on his own perceptions of and reactions to
being abandoned, Philoctetes increasingly speaks about the past in terms of the actions of

the Greek leaders and the implications of their past actions for his own future behaviour.

OEDIPUS REMEMBERS FROM COLONUS

Although they ascribe different levels of agency to themselves at various points,
both Philoctetes and Deianeira are shaped by memories of a past over which they had, at
best, limited control. In Oedipus at Colonus, Oedipus’ relationship to his past is
somewhat more complicated. Although both the killing of Laius and Oedipus’ marriage to

Jocasta imply a degree of active participation, as Oedipus over the course of the play

7 Kyriakou 2012:157 comments on Philoctetes’ reliance on the past to predict the future.
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revisits both these events and his subsequent expulsion from Thebes, he seems to
remember a past in which he was an essentially innocent victim of circumstance. This
view of Oedipus’ past, however, is not the most obvious one, and he therefore spends
much of the play trying to bring others around to his opinion.” His accounts of the past
therefore blend memory and rhetoric; as his circumstances and audience change, he draws
attention to certain aspects of his past and elides others, using his selective version of the
events at Thebes to guide his present and future interactions with Theseus and the people
of Colonus.

Unlike Deianeira, Oedipus does not reminisce about his past without prompting,
and, unlike Philoctetes, Oedipus does not immediately turn to his remembered past when
called upon to identify himself. Nevertheless, as becomes clear when the chorus press him
to speak of his origins, Oedipus’ identity is impossible to separate from his past
experiences and actions, and he tends to describe himself in terms which interact with his
memories of the past.”* Moreover, his interactions with his memories—how he looks at
his past and how his view of the past changes over time—shape his interactions with other
people over the course of the play. When, after much questioning, Oedipus finally begins
to identify himself by asking, Aatou {oTe Tiv'— (220), he assumes rightly that this
reference to his parentage will be enough to acquaint the chorus with the rest of his story.
Oedipus’ perception of the key events of his life, however, differs from the version of his
story that has made its way to Colonus, and he immediately sets about trying to correct the
chorus’ impression. In doing so, he draws attention to what he knew and thought at

various stages; his several arguments that he cannot be blamed for killing Laius and

7 Winnington-Ingram 1980:261; Markantonatos 2002:29-30.
™ On Oedipus’ attempts to delay identifying himself, see Blundell 1989:230 and Guidorizzi ad 207.
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marrying Jocasta depend on his portrayal of himself as simultaneously acting without
knowledge and being acted upon by others.”

Oedipus’ first extended narrative reveals some of the complexity of his usual
interactions with memory. When he addresses the Eumenides after the departure of the
Athenian Stranger, Oedipus looks back not on the events which will dominate subsequent
discussions of the past but on his receipt of the oracle of Apollo many years before.”® As
he remembers receiving the prophecy, he reflects also on the process which led him to
Colonus; when Oedipus says that he now knows that he was not led to the grove by an
unreliable omen (96-98), his new knowledge prompts him to revise his understanding of
the process by which he arrived at the grove of the Eumenides, starting with the oracle
itself. He refers only in passing to the time between his receipt of the oracle and his
arrival at Colonus, first mentioning the many evils which he was destined to suffer
according to the prophecy (87), and later describing himself as aet | pox6ois AaTpevcov
Tois UTepTaTols BpoTdov (104-105). He ends his account of the past with an appeal to
the Eumenides; although Oedipus may remember himself as always enslaved by grievous
troubles, he asks that the Eumenides look to his future. He closes his speech with the
comment, oU yap 81 16y’ apxaiov déuas (110), suggesting that whatever troubles the
past may hold, a line must be drawn between Oedipus as he once was and Oedipus as he is
now.”’

Oedipus’ particular interactions with his own memory are illuminated throughout
the play by his selective narration of his past; even when he is forced to speak about his
personal experiences, Oedipus pays attention only to a limited segment of his own history.

With the exception of his account of the oracle, Oedipus speaks about only three incidents

> Knox 1964:150, 158; Winnington-Ingram 1980:261.

7% Burian 1974:411. Winnington-Ingram 1980:214 suggests that Oedipus’ memory of the oracle is triggered
by finding out that he is now in the grove of the Eumenides, while Bushnell 1988:91 observes that Oedipus’
recognition of the grove’s importance does not mean that he understands how the oracle will be fulfilled.

77 Knox 1964:149 suggests that Oedipus’ comment at 110 looks forward to the end of his life.
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in his life before the beginning of the play—his killing of his father, his marriage to his
mother, and his expulsion from Thebes. The rest of his history is almost entirely elided;
although Oedipus refers once to having done some service to Thebes (539-541), he does
so only by way of explaining his marriage to the queen.”® As Oedipus is periodically
reminded of or questioned about the events which led to his expulsion from Thebes,
however, he gives several different accounts of the three major events of his life.” While
the basic framework of each event remains the same in successive accounts, a number of
details change on further recollection under changing present circumstances; in his first
account of his expulsion, he says that his initial wish was to be stoned to death (434-435),
while in his account to Creon he says only that he wished at first to be exiled (766).%
Perhaps more strikingly, he shifts the blame for his expulsion between accounts; whereas
his sons were the initial target of his rage, he later places all of the blame on Creon and
ignores the role of Eteocles and Polyneices, only to blame Polyneices again when he
arrives asking for his father’s support.

Oedipus’ accounts of his personal history are for the most part accounts of the
behaviour of others and the effect of that behaviour on Oedipus himself. His tendency to
remember primarily the agency of those around him first becomes apparent when he tells
the chorus, viv & oUdtv eidcos ikOuNV v’ ikéuNy, | Up’ v & émacyov, eiddTwv
ATTWAAUUNY (273-274). As he hears about the present actions of his family, moreover,
Oedipus several times revises his perspective on his past interactions with them. When
Ismene says of her brothers, e{o” oUTrép eior dewa Tav keivols Taviv (336), Oedipus

derides their idleness but expresses no particular anger (337-343).8" As Oedipus learns

"8 Markantonatos 2002:32 acknowledges that ‘some story elements are left unspecified’, but otherwise
maintains that ‘Oedipus presents the full backstory’.

7 Hesk 2012:187.

50 Kelly 2009:63.

¥! Easterling 1967:3-4, however, notes that the contrast between Oedipus’ sons and daughters in this speech
lays the groundwork for subsequent attacks against Eteocles and Polyneices.
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about their present quarrel, however, Eteocles and Polyneices grow increasingly culpable
in his memory (429-430, 441-444). When Creon arrives, Oedipus’ memory of his
expulsion seems to shift again, and he tells Creon that when he wished to remain at home,
TOT €EecoBers ka&éPaAAes (770). This focus on Creon’s actions is short-lived; by the
time Polyneices appears and makes his own case for Oedipus’ support, the threat from
Creon has been neutralized and Oedipus can once again focus his anger upon his sons.**
His present rage colours his views of both past and future, and, rejecting Polyneices’
statements of pity, he says, éuol Hgv oioTéa | T&d’ EwooTep av Cd, 00U PovEWS
MeMVNUEVE (1360-1361). While his opinions have so far been somewhat flexible,
Oedipus suggests that this final judgment of Polyneices will be permanent; as Oedipus
now recalls, Polyneices has always been guilty and will always be remembered as such.
The counterpoint to Oedipus’ focus on the actions of others is his memory of
himself as both passive and unwitting in the events which preceded his expulsion from
Thebes. In Oedipus’ memories of his past, ignorance and involuntary action go together;
in his successive speeches of defence, Oedipus suggests not only that he did not know
what he was doing, but also that he had no choice.* In his first justification, Oedipus
urges the chorus not to fear his pollution, éTel Ta y’ épya pe | TeTovdOT’ 1061 paGAAOV
1 dedpakdTa (266-267), going on to explain that he did what he did without knowing
what he was doing (273). When he is subsequently questioned by the chorus, Oedipus
draws further attention to his ignorance, saying that the city bound him in marriage oUudev
i®p1v (525) and concluding his defence of the patricide with &18pis &5 TSS' ABov (548).

In his second speech to Creon, Oedipus likewise says that he acted akcov (962-964), both

%2 Easterling 1967:9n.1 suggests that this shift in blame is a matter of Oedipus’ emotional response rather
than a misrepresentation of the facts. Kelly 2009:125 similarly describes the inconsistencies between
Oedipus’ accounts as the necessary consequences of ‘absolute self-belief’.

% Knox 1964:158.
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in marrying Jocasta and in killing Laius.** At the same time, his remembered ignorance
and powerlessness stand in contrast to his repeated claim to hold privileged knowledge of
another sort; it is shortly after first mentioning his ignorance of his own deeds that
Oedipus promises some benefit to the city, telling the chorus that when the local leader
arrives, TOT elcakoUwv TavT’ emoTtnoT (290). As he implicitly contrasts his present
knowledge with his past ignorance, Oedipus suggests that he is not now as he remembers
himself to have been.

However much Oedipus may argue that he cannot be held responsible for the
patricide and incest, his involvement in both certainly once preyed upon his mind, and his
periodic reworkings of the two events suggest that he has not yet fully established the
terms of his own innocence. In both of his extended accounts of his expulsion, Oedipus
describes his violent initial reaction to the discovery of his own deeds in terms of mental
or emotional disorder, first saying that when he first learned what he had done €Cel Bupuds
(434), and later describing himself to Creon as Toiowv oikeiols kakois | voooivd’ (765-
766).85 This initial rage abated while he was still living in Thebes, and, after some
unspecified length of time, he wished to be allowed to remain at home in seclusion rather
than being stoned or driven into exile (768-769). He describes his change of heart to
Ismene as a matter of both healing and learning, explaining that he was driven out of the
city only

XPOve &, T 1dn méas 6 udxbos Ny mémwv,
KapavBavov Tov Bupodv ékdpaudvTta pot
Heilco KOAQGTHY TGV TPIV HUaPTNUEVGY (437-439).%
How he thinks about the patricide and the incest at the moment of either of these tellings is

not made explicit, but his expression of his change of mind as a matter of learning (438)

¥ Kelly 2009:57-58 discusses the difficulties of Oedipus identification of himself as &kcov.

% Guidorizzi ad 766 comments on the importance of the medical metaphor in Oedipus’ account; ad 434,
Guidorizzi notes that Oedipus’ description of his seething 6upds distances him from his violent initial
reaction.

% Jebb ad 437 comments on the medical implications of Témcov.
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suggests that he now sees his later, milder position as the one which he ought to have held
all along.*” As Oedipus explains his prior thoughts and actions to successive audiences,
his perspective on his own guilt shifts as he interacts with the remembered past.

Although Oedipus spends much of the first half of the play trying to avoid
speaking about his past, he nonetheless interacts throughout the play with his memories of
the events which preceded his arrival at Colonus. Oedipus himself is shaped by his past
experiences, as is clear from his opening speech to Antigone, and, moreover, his unique
perspective on the Theban past shapes his interaction with everyone else in the play. Most
of those who encounter Oedipus are far more eager than he is to bring up the events of his
past, and, as Oedipus reacts to their questions, he looks back on his own experiences and
draws upon his memories in support of his own interpretation of past events. As he tries
first to convince the chorus not to shun him for his past deeds and then to discredit Creon
and Polyneices, Oedipus’ defends his memories of the past, often drawing a sharp
distinction between his own experience and that of those around him. Over the course of
the play, Oedipus’ memories grow rhetorically more and more important, and, as they do,
it also becomes increasingly clear that they are not static; as he hears more and more about
the current situation at Thebes, Oedipus gradually determines which aspects of his past
have most bearing on his present and future role at Colonus, and his memory shifts

accordingly.®®

%7 Winnington-Ingram 1980:256.
% Kelly 2009:64 comments on the importance of ‘context and rhetoric’ in Oedipus’ accounts of the past.
Hesk 2012:187 notes that no one in the play draws attention to the inconsistencies in Oedipus’ narrations.
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ELECTRA REMEMBERS

Of all the characters in Sophocles, Electra is most openly concerned with the fact
of her memory.*” Like Antigone, Electra describes herself as being duty-bound to give
appropriate honours to a dead member of her family; unlike Antigone, who can carry out
the physical burial of Polyneices, however, Electra’s ability to honour her father is
confined to her ability to preserve his memory in a household ruled by Clytemnestra and
Aecgisthus.” As she carries out her prolonged mourning for her father while awaiting the
return of Orestes, Electra looks back on the killing of Agamemnon and the moment when
she sent the young Orestes into exile. She expresses the retention of her memory as both
conscious and deliberate and, as she explains over the course of the play, it defines the
terms of her interaction with other members of her household. Perhaps more importantly,
Electra, even more than the aged Oedipus, actively suggests throughout her play that she is
who she is in large part because of what she remembers and those around her do not.

Electra speaks less about her actual memories than about her refusal to forget, and
it is this refusal to forget which, in her view, makes her a good daughter to her murdered
father. In her first lament, Electra claims that no one else grieves for Agamemnon, but
that she will never cease from mourning his death (100-109).”" When the chorus try to
convince her to moderate her grief, Electra begins to speak about her mourning as a lack
of forgetting; in response to the chorus’ insistence that she is destroying herself needlessly
(140-141), Electra replies, vijTrios 05 TV OIKTPGS | Ol XOHEVWV Yovéwv EMA&BeTal
(145-146). This general criticism gains specific force in the following strophe; when the

chorus look forward hopefully to the arrival of Orestes, Electra says, 6 8¢ Adbetal | cov

% Of the thirty-three instances of words for memory and forgetting in the extant plays of Sophocles, twelve
occur in Electra, of which eight are spoken by Electra herself (146, 168, 342, 346, 933, 1126, 1247, 1287).
% Foley 2001:148 identifies Electra’s lamentation as a way of avenging Agamemnon’s death while she waits
for Orestes to take action.

I Nooter 2011:403 comments on the power of Electra’s ongoing lamentation, noting that ‘Electra’s voice
alone has the power to maintain the past as a threatening present’.
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T €mab’ v T €ddn (168-169), taking Orestes’ absence as a sign that he has forgotten
the family troubles. She launches a similar, and somewhat better grounded, accusation
against Chrysothemis in the next episode. When Chrysothemis urges Electra to learn
Bund HaTaie un xapiCeobal keva (331), Electra takes her plea for moderation as a sign
that she has forgotten Agamemnon, saying, dewvdv y¢é 6° olcav TaTpds oU OV Tais Epus
| kelvou AeAfioBal, Tijs 8¢ TikTovons uéAew (341-342). A few lines later she suggests
that Chrysothemis must choose, 1] ppoveiv Kakés, | 1 TGV piAwv ppovolica un
pHvnunv éxewv (345-346). Chrysothemis’ primary failing, as Electra presents it, is that,
faced with a choice, she has chosen to forget.”

Electra’s memory, which she sees as so important in distinguishing her from the
rest of her family, is nevertheless somewhat selective. Like Philoctetes, Electra reduces
her past to what she sees as its most important elements; in her first solo lament and the
kommos that follows, the only event that Electra describes with any detail is the death of
Agamemnon.” To this event she returns several times, first comparing the noble death
which he did not have at Troy with his miserable death at the hands of Clytemnestra and
Aegisthus (95-99), and then, in the kommos, describing the effect of Agamemnon’s death
on the subsequent course of her own life, claiming that, when they killed Agamemnon,
Clytemnestra and Aegisthus TOv éuov efAov Biov | TpddoTtov (207-208). It is not until
her confrontation with Clytemnestra that Electra speaks about any other specific past
event, offering a rival story of the motivation behind the sacrifice of Iphigenia in response
to Clytemnestra’s justification of her killing of Agamemnon.”

In her agon with her mother, Electra looks back on events which she did not

witness, and she interacts differently with those events than she has with other memories

%2 Alexanderson 1966:82.

% Solmsen 1967:19; Kitzinger 1991:305.

% Blundell 1989:167 notes that ‘neither [Electra] nor her mother disputes the facts’ of what happened at
Aulis.
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earlier in the play. When, after suggesting that Clytemnestra ought to ask Artemis why
she held the fleet at Aulis (563-564), Electra says, 1} "y ppaow: Keivns yap ou Béuig
HaBeiv (565), she presents her account as an acceptable alternative to the explanation
which might be supplied by Artemis, implying in the process that she has information
which Clytemnestra either lacks or has chosen to ignore.”” She qualifies her account with
@5 £y o KAUwW (566); although this comment to some extent distances Electra from her
own story and might therefore cast doubt on the validity of her account, it also allows
Electra to suggest that the story she remembers is the generally accepted one.”® After her
initial admission that her information is only second-hand, Electra grows increasingly
authoritative in her speech; when she says, oU yap v AUots | &AAN oTpaTS TPos
oikov oUd’ eis "IAov (573-574), claiming that Iphigenia was not sacrificed for Menelaus’
sake (576), she does not seem to allow for the possibility that her view of the situation
might be incomplete. By the time she agrees to use Clytemnestra’s version of the story as
a test case for the morality of the killing of Agamemnon (577-594), Electra has already
established to her own satisfaction the weakness of her mother’s account.

Along with her vivid memories of the killing of Agamemnon and her second-hand
memory of the events at Aulis, Electra remembers Orestes. When she speaks about her
absent brother, Electra’s memories of Orestes interact with her hope that he will someday
return from exile and avenge Agamemnon’s murder.”” From the first time the chorus
mention Orestes in the kommos (159-164), Electra contrasts her own state of constant
memory with Orestes’ supposed forgetfulness of his own—and Electra’s—familial
misfortunes. Before the arrival of the Tutor bearing the false report of Orestes’ death,

however, Electra does not mention any specific memories of Orestes, focusing instead on

% Segal 1966:537 comments on the presumption of Electra’s claim to speak for Artemis.

% Kells 1973:126-127 and Winnington-Ingram 1980:220 see Electra as distancing herself from her account.
Finglass ad 566-576, however, comments, ‘It is not the kAUco, but the €y, that is stressed’. Kitzinger
1991:315 notes that Electra tells the traditional version of the story.

%7 Seale 1982:59 refers to Electra’s ‘obsessive longing for Orestes’.
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his present forgetfulness and his continually delayed return.”® In the account of
Clytemnestra’s hostility that follows the kommos, Electra provides a little more detail
about how she thinks of her absent brother than she did in the kommos, but she still says
little about Orestes himself. Instead, Electra looks back on her own role in saving Orestes
through the reported speech of Clytemnestra; Electra imagines Clytemnestra remembering
Orestes’ departure and demanding of Electra, ou cov TS’ é0Tl ToUpyov, TTIS €K XEPCOV
| KAéwao’ ‘Opéotny TGV Eucdv utreEéBou; (296-297). At this stage in the play, when all
of her hopes rest on the possible return of Orestes, Electra’s memory of her brother and his
departure is inseparable from the threat he now poses to Clytemnestra and Aegisthus.
Electra’s memories of Orestes are thrown into sharper relief when she hears that he
has been killed. Electra receives the urn that is supposed to contain Orestes’ ashes after
asking the disguised Orestes to give it to her O énauTnv Kal yévos TO T&v OUov |
EUv Tiide KAaUow Kamodupwual omodd (1121-1122), and, as she mourns over the urn,
she looks back over the entire history of her relationship with Orestes. In the first lines of
her lament, Electra addresses the urn as & @IAT&TOU HVTHETOV GVBPCOTTCOV EUOI |
wuxiis ‘OpéoTtou Aormrdv (1126-1127). Although the urn is not what Electra thinks it is,
it nonetheless triggers memories of Orestes; as a pvnueiov, the urn is a tangible reminder
not just of Orestes himself, but also, it seems, of Electra’s feelings about her brother and,
in particular, the hopes she had pinned on his return.”” As she receives the urn, she
remembers Orestes as she last saw him; comparing the urn she now holds to the boy she
once sent away, Electra describes Orestes briefly as he was on that day, saying that he was
Aaumpds when she sent him from the house (1130). Orestes’ remembered brightness

matches the hopes which have centred around him in Electra’s mind, and what she

% Schein 1982:72 takes Electra’s general comment about those who forget their parents to be a reference to
Orestes’ more specific forgetfulness.
* Seale 1982:69; Nooter 2011:410-411.
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remembers of him now is probably less indicative of how Orestes really was when he was
sent into exile than it is of how he appeared to Electra at the time, and, more importantly,
as he has appeared in her memory over the intervening years.'”’

Electra’s recollection of sending Orestes away now also interacts with her newly
acquired knowledge of his death; as she recalls her parting from Orestes, Electra
remembers the expectations which she held on that day; when she comments, cos <o’>
am’ éATTideov | oUyx covrep eEémepTrov eioedeCaunv (1127-1128), she looks back on
herself looking forward into a future which she now believes to be impossible.'"’
Alongside her memory of Orestes’ departure she presents a hypothetical scenario
illustrating what might have happened if Orestes had died before she managed to send him
away to safety (1131-1135). Then, she explains, Orestes would at least have been able to
share in his father’s death, rather than dying alone, éxTOs oikeov kaTi yiis GAANS puyas
| Kakéds atmeoAov, ofis kaotyvntns dixa (1136-1137). She shifts from this distant
imagined past—which she knows to be false—in which Orestes was killed along with
Agamemnon, to a more immediate imagined past—which she believes to be true—in
which strangers provided Orestes with the funeral rites which Electra ought to have
carried out (1138-1142). For Electra, the scenario which should have happened but did
not and the scenario which ought not to have happened but did nonetheless are equally
vivid; since his departure, Orestes has existed entirely in the realm of the hypothetical.
Now that she has learned of her brother’s death, she has to adjust her memories to allow
for an end of his story in which he never returns.

After imagining the distant funeral rites of Orestes, Electra once again looks back

to his childhood, this time in greater detail. As she does so, she focuses on her own daily

100 Segal 1966:492 and Nooter 2011:411n.43 both note that Electra, in describing Orestes as Aapwpds,
describes him as he described himself in the prologue (66).

1T Ringer 1998:188 comments on the connection between Electra’s memory and the destruction of her
hopes.
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interactions with her brother, commenting both on how she cared for Orestes and on how
he responded to her care.'”” Her description of Orestes’ childhood, like her account of
sending him into exile, is foregrounded in the knowledge that he will never return; she
first mentions her care for Orestes in lamenting that all her care was in vain.'” From the
position of her present grief, Electra remembers an ideal relationship with her brother; not
only was Electra’s care given freely, méve yAukel (1145), but Orestes repaid her
kindness with equal affection. When Electra says, oUTe y&p moTe | unTpds oU y’ foba
H&AAov 1) kapol idos (1145-1146), however, her comment has a bitter edge, reflecting
the deeper conflict between Electra and her mother that has filled the years since
Agamemnon’s death and Orestes’ departure.'™ When she goes on to remind the dead
Orestes, oUB’ ol kaT’ oikov Noav &AN’ £yco TpoPds, | Eyco & adeAgr) ool
mpoonudcounv aei (1147-1148), moreover, she seems to suggest an obligation on her
brother’s part, which must now remain unfulfilled. For years, Orestes has been Electra’s
only hope; now that she believes him to be dead, she remembers a relationship in which
the young Orestes was as dependent on her care as she has been until recently on the hope
of his return.

Electra, looking back on the childhood of Orestes, recalls a relationship with her
brother that was first interrupted by Orestes’ exile and has now been destroyed by the
news of his death. Although it is impossible to gauge the accuracy of her recollection, she
describes a relationship with her brother which might have been normal under other
circumstances; as she remembers the past and imagines hypothetical alternatives, she
highlights the strangeness and misery of her current existence. When Orestes reveals his

identity, his sudden presence interacts both with Electra’s memory of him and with her

192 Nooter 2011:411 notes Electra’s focus on her own actions in her account of Orestes’ past.

103 Solmsen 1967:53; Finglass ad 1126-70 notes ‘all that her rescue of the child has achieved is to ensure that
Orestes did not receive funerary rites at her hands’.
1% Segal 1966:517.
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recent conviction that her past hopes were in vain. As Electra rejoices and Orestes tries to

contain her joy and move forward with the revenge, a clear disconnect between the

105

siblings’ experience appears. ~ When Orestes warns Electra that women too can be

warlike, she replies that he has reminded her of her sorrow, which is &vépelov...oUToTe
KaTaAvuoiyov, | oudé rote Anoduevov (1246-1249). He cuts off her reminiscence,
telling her that he knows what she means, aGAX’ dtav Tapoucia | ppaln, TOT épywv

TV Uepviiodal xpecov (1251-1252).'%

Electra, however, remains stuck in the years
which have elapsed since she last saw Orestes, and the lyric dialogue closes with her

comment,
TPOUPAavNS d¢
PIATATAV XV TTPOCOWIV,
&s Eyco oud’ av év kakois AabBoipav (1285-1287).
After years of preserving the memory of Agamemnon, Electra must now remind Orestes

of her years of remembrance.

As the play moves towards its conclusion, Electra’s past—both the death of
Agamemnon and its aftermath—fades somewhat from prominence. Her memory surfaces
briefly when, after being reintroduced to the Tutor, she launches into an account of the
role he has played over the course of her life (1354-1360). The Tutor, however, cuts off

her desire to reminisce much like Orestes did, saying,

QPKETV DOKET HOLI* TOUS yap €v péoe Adyous—

ToAAai KukAoUvTal vUKTeES Nipépal T {oat,

al Tauta oot Seifovoiv, HAékTpa, oa@ri (1364-1366).
From this point onwards, Electra’s role diminishes, and as the responsibility for avenging

107

Agamemnon’s death passes to Orestes, Electra’s preservation of the past ceases to matter
as much as it did before Orestes’ return. Although Electra still cannot and will not forget

the past, as becomes apparent when she reminds Clytemnestra, AN’ oUk €k 0€Bev |

1% Winnington-Ingram 1980:229-230; Kitzinger 1999:323-324.

196 Segal 1966:517 notes that while the reunion with Orestes reminds Electra of what she has suffered while
waiting for him to return, Orestes himself ‘recalls her to the kaka in which they both live’ in the present.

%7 Segal 1966: 14-515 notes that the Tutor is harsher than Orestes was.
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QKTiped’ oUTos oUd’ O yevvrioas TaTnp (1411-1412), her reminders now, if anything,

delay the completion of the revenge plot.'*®

In the final scenes of the play, Electra’s
tendency to interact primarily with the remembered past and to remind others insistently

of that past interferes with her ability to interact with an Orestes who is present not only in

her memories, but also in the flesh.

CONCLUSION: MEMORY AND THE DELINEATION OF SOPHOCLEAN CHARACTERS

The four characters discussed above all, to some extent, live in their memories; at
the start of their respective plays, all have been shaped by traumatic past events, and, as
their plays progress, they all revisit the memories of those events and communicate those
memories to others. In speaking about their personal histories, they all provide context for
their present actions and situate themselves in relation to other figures in their respective
plays. Within this basic framework of similarity, however, these four characters—like
other characters in Sophocles—interact with their memories in importantly different ways;
not only do they remember different pasts, but they also focus on different elements of
their pasts and express those elements differently. Deianeira dwells more on her past
emotions than many other Sophoclean figures, while the aged Oedipus is unusual in the

199 philoctetes is

extent to which he deploys his memory in an explicitly rhetorical fashion.
defined not only by his prior interactions with the Greeks but also, and more importantly,
by the way he remembers and speaks about that interaction ten years down the line, while

Electra uses her memories of the past to separate herself from the more forgetful members

of her family.

'% On Electra’s role in the murder of Clytemnestra, Kitzinger 1991:326 comments, ‘Elektra’s words fill
Orestes’ silence, but in doing so distract from, rather than complete, our experience of the murder’.

19 See Connacher 1997:23-24 on Deianeira’s remembered emotions; Halliwell 1997:139-140 and Hesk
2012:187 on Oedipus’ rhetoric.
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Memories of past events influence the ways in which characters interact with each
other in the present, and, in some cases, past memories place limitations on these present
interactions. Many characters use their understanding of the past as a way to distinguish
themselves from others; as he looks back on the past glories of his time at Troy, for
example, Ajax remembers himself as having once been a hero such as the Trojan
landscape will never see again (421-426), and his memory of his past glory supports his
belief that he has more recently been treated unjustly.''® When the chorus in Trachiniae
try to soothe Deianeira’s fears about the effect of the poison (723-724), she separates
herself from them on the grounds of her personal experience, telling them that advice such
as theirs could only be given by someone who has never known trouble (729-730).
Similarly, after Theseus tries to reassure Oedipus about the possibility that men will come
to Colonus in search of him, Oedipus implicitly calls upon his own experience when he
tries to rebuke Theseus, saying, ouk oio8’ ameidds— (656).'"" Oedipus’ experience has
given him a unique perspective, and, over the course of the play, he draws upon his
memories of past events as well as his more recent claim to prophetic insight in order to
prove his authority over a series of both friendly and hostile figures. No matter how
earnestly others may try to change his opinions, Oedipus’ remembered experiences—Ilike
those of Ajax and Deianeira—keep him from interacting with those around him on a
completely even footing.

Even characters who have experienced the same past events remember those
events differently. Subjective memories of the past are often a source of tension in present
interactions, particularly when differences in memory result in one character challenging

another’s account of an event. These conflicts of memory often concern questions of

"% Winnington-Ingram 1980:14-15, commenting on the tradition that Ajax was the second best of the

Greeks at Troy, after Achilles, suggests that Ajax’s memory of his past glory is unlikely to be shared.
Finglass ad 421-426 likewise notes, ‘Ajax speaks of himself in terms which no one apart from him could
accept’.

"1 Kelly 2009:112 comments on Theseus’ efforts to defend his own knowledge and experience in this scene.
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justification and motivation; when Philoctetes points out the flaws in the pretext for his
abandonment put forward by the Greek leaders (1028), the fact of Philoctetes’
abandonment is not up for debate, but the blameworthiness of his former comrades is. In a
similar vein, when, near the end of 4jax, Odysseus is asked whether he remembers what
kind of man Ajax was, his response, 85’ éx0pds avrp, aAA& yevvaids ot fv (1355),

1.''2 Even when facts

is not something that Agamemnon can challenge on a factual leve
are not at stake, however, clashes of memory can have serious implications; when Electra
challenges Clytemnestra’s justification for killing Agamemnon, their conflicting views
underpin the central problem of Electra’s existence in her mother’s household.'"” In
Oedipus at Colonus, Oedipus’ disagreement with Creon about the responsibility for the
patricide and incest is similarly far-reaching, even though Creon’s rival account is implied
rather than stated in full.''* Just as shared memories can be an indicator of present
sympathy, an inability to agree about past events is often a sign of a more general
breakdown in communication.

Closely connected to the subjective aspect of Sophoclean memory is the fact that,
in remembering past events, characters often focus on their own past perceptions of those
events. When Oedipus remembers the events leading up to his expulsion from Thebes, he
twice describes the progression of his own desires after the patricide and incest came to
light; when he explains his current resentment against Creon, he focuses on the fact that,
although Creon could have given him what he wanted long ago, Creon’s supposed aid has
now come too late, now that Oedipus’ feelings have changed, and 1’ oUdev 1) X&pis

115

Xapw @épot (OC 779)." > Philoctetes” memory of his abandonment is similarly focused

"2 Blundell 1989:98 notes that Odysseus here expresses the superiority of his understanding of ‘the

distinctions... between enmity and nobility’ over that of Agamemnon; see also Finglass ad 1355.

"> Blundell 1989:151-152, 167.

"4 Halliwell 1997:139 suggests that the rival accounts demonstrate ‘that Oedipus has a narrative to tell
where Creon had none at all’ (Halliwell’s emphasis).

'* Burian 1974:219.
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on his own perception; after stating the objective truth that he was abandoned on the
shores of Lemnos by the leaders of the Greek fleet, he looks back on his realization that he
had been left behind (276-284).''® Philoctetes’ memory of how it felt to wake up on
Lemnos, focusing on Toi” ékdakpUoal, Tol” amoludal kaka (278), is more emotional
than either of Oedipus’ accounts of his past desires, but their accounts are similar in the
extent to which they focus on the way things appeared at a particular moment in the past.
Perhaps more importantly, both Philoctetes and Oedipus speak about their past perceptions
not in moments of casual reminiscence, but in order to gain ground in their present
interactions with other characters.

Characters’ present circumstances often interact with their memories of the past,
with the result that interpretations of past events may depend at least in part on the mental
state in which characters reflect on the past. This is particularly true when characters
focus on their own perception of past events or when past events have a strong emotional
charge; when Oedipus refers to his initial desire to be exiled in terms of disease (765-766),
his harsh assessment of his past desire reflects his present anger at Creon for trying to
bring him back to Thebes against his will. Although Deianeira remembers a continuous
emotional state stretching from her girlhood to the present, her interpretation of the past at
the beginning of Trachiniae is related to her current fear for Heracles’ safety. Not only
does her personal history of fear and unhappiness suggest that life is generally unhappy,
but also, at the same time, her current anxiety suggests that her past fears were more
justified than they might have appeared.'’” This interplay between Deianeira’s memory
and her perception of the present distinguishes her from other characters in the play, most

notably Hyllus, who, ignorant of the prophecy about the end of Heracles’ labours, explains

16 Schein ad 276-284; see also Blundell 1989:194.
"7 Lawrence 1978:290; Kraus 1991:81.
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that he had not worried about his father because Heracles had always in the past emerged
from his labours unscathed (88-89).'"®

Memories of events often interact with new pieces of information acquired
between a remembered event and its recollection or even between individual recollections
of the same event. Sometimes memories seem to shift in accordance with the needs of a
given moment, as when Philoctetes, having learned that the deception was orchestrated by
Odysseus, adds new details about Odysseus’ history of despicable behaviour to his second
account of abandonment (1025-1028). Similarly, although his changing stories have a
rhetorical impact, Oedipus’ tendency in Oedipus at Colonus to blame his expulsion on
whoever poses the most immediate present threat need not imply a deliberate

119 .
Under other circumstances, however, characters are

reinterpretation of past events.
more active in revising their memories of past events. Electra, who has been remembering
Orestes constantly since she sent him into exile, looks back on her parting from Orestes in

a new light after hearing that he has been killed at Delphi.'*

When Electra says that she
has received Orestes a1’ EATIBcov | oux covtrep eEémeptov (1127-1128), her new
knowledge interacts with the hopes which have comforted her over the years, and she now
remembers those hopes as delusions. Even more strikingly, when Deianeira revisits her
encounter with Nessus after seeing the effect of the poison, she corrects her previous
interpretation of the incident, explaining that she now understands—however belatedly—

that she was deceived to think that the centaur could have meant her anything but harm

(707-711)."*!

'8 Easterling 1977:123 notes that Hyllus’ attitude towards Heracles’ continued absence is the intuitive one.
"% Easterling 1967:9 n.1; Kelly 2009:64 draws more attention to the rhetorical aspects of Oedipus successive
accounts.

20 Ringer 1998:188.

! Kraus 1991:90-91.
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As they reflect upon their past experiences, characters rely on their memories in
order to construct coherent narratives of their lives.'*> In constructing these personal
narratives, characters interact not only with past events, but also with versions of
themselves as they once were. At a few points, Philoctetes describes himself as he was
before his abandonment, and the Philoctetes whom he describes, who once was given the
bow of Heracles and later set out for Troy with seven ships, is a far cry from the
embittered cripple who has spent the last ten years alone on Lemnos (261-263, 1027).

This disconnect between his glorious past and his obscure present existence is a major part
of Philoctetes’ anger; if it had not been for Odysseus and the Atreidae, Philoctetes would

still be identifiable as the hero who sailed with the fleet.'*’

The contrast between Ajax as
he is at the beginning of his play and Ajax as he remembers himself is equally stark.
When he laments, oipot yéAcotos (367), he suggests that he will be mocked not only for
his recent madness, but also, more specifically, because his madness represents the wreck
of his past glory. His disgrace, as he presents it, began well before his attack on the
livestock; when he first came to Troy, Ajax built an identity for himself that was
compatible with his father’s prior deeds, and that identity was destroyed at a stroke when

he was insulted by the Greek leaders.'**

Even in his disgraced state, however, Ajax, like
Philoctetes, continues to measure himself against what he once was.

When Ajax and Philoctetes complain about their diminished heroic status, they
suggest that changes in their identities have been forced upon them from without. Other
characters, however, are willing to criticize their past selves on occasion; while the
Deianeira who now fears that the tablet will bring her trouble closely resembles the

Deianeira who once feared that her beauty would be a cause of harm (47-48; cf. 24-25),

she later casts a critical eye on the naiveté which let her believe that the centaur’s poison

122 Kraus 1991:76 comments on the importance of being able to impose narrative structure on events.
12 Knox 1964:128 and Roberts 1989:168-169 discuss Philoctetes’ outrage at his current obscurity.
'2* Winnington-Ingram 1980:27-28.
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could be a harmless love charm. Similarly, in Oedipus Tyrannus, Oedipus’ relationship
with his past self changes as he tells Jocasta about his past. When he begins to tell the
story of his youth, he distances himself from the version of himself who figures in the
early part of his story.'*> At several points, he questions his own past behaviour, first
describing the event that eventually drove him from Corinth as Bavudoal pév agia, |
omoudris ye HévTol Tijs Eufis ouk afia (777-778), and later suggesting that the rumour
which, even after reassurance from Polybus and Merope, Sucos 8 | exkwilé p’ ael (785-
786) need not have bothered him as much as it did. Later in the same speech, however,
much of Oedipus’ critical distance disappears; when he says that he learned &AAa &
aBAie | kai dewa kail duoTnva (789-790), he describes the oracle as it appeared to him
at the time and still appears to him many years later. By the time he describes the killing
of Laius, Oedipus has shifted into the present tense, collapsing the distinction between
who he is now and who he was before he came to Thebes.'*°

As Sophoclean characters remember the events of the past and the mental and
emotional states in which they experienced those past events, then, they interact with their
memories in a variety of ways. On the one hand, characters—whether deliberately or
not—shape their own memories, and many of the accounts of the past which are delivered
throughout the plays can be seen to shift as characters look at prior events from new
angles, as when Philoctetes describes his abandonment before and after learning about the
deception. On the other hand, how characters remember the past can be indicative of
underlying differences in personality; while Heracles, like Deianeira, speaks a number of
times about his past experiences, he, unlike his wife, says almost nothing about his
remembered emotions and comments on his past perceptions only when he explains his

initial interpretation of the prophecy (1171). In this way, memories of the past can be

12 Gregory 1995:141 sees Oedipus particularly distancing himself from Polybus and Merope.
120 Segal 2001:90 comments on the vividness of Oedipus’ narration of the killing.
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important both in the development of individual characters and their interactions with each
other. As Oedipus looks back on his expulsion from Thebes and tells his story to a series
of different audiences, he refines both his position on his own past behaviour and his
relationship with the various members of his family who have played a part in the events
of his story. By the time he arrives at Colonus, Oedipus, like many other Sophoclean
characters, is defined not only by his personal experiences, but also by the particular ways

in which he remembers and formulates those experiences.
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CHAPTER 4 — TEMPORAL INTERACTIONS: HABIT AND CHANGE

Ajax begins his so-called Deception Speech with the statement, ‘Long and
measureless time brings forth all hidden things and hides them away once they have
appeared’ (646-647). When Theseus asks the aged Oedipus how conflict could ever
develop between Athens and Thebes, Oedipus replies in a similar vein, telling him,
‘Dearest child of Aegeus, only for the gods is there neither old age nor death; all-powerful
time washes away all the rest’ (OC 607-609). These two comments about the power of
time come from two very different Sophoclean heroes, both of whom have undergone
drastic changes in fortune. Change, for Oedipus, can be either good or bad; as of the
middle of Oedipus at Colonus, Oedipus is a wandering beggar who was once a king and is
now hoping for his fortunes to change once again so that he may obtain the protection of
Theseus and, in turn, confer the protection of his tomb upon those who have received his
supplication.' Ajax, on the other hand, has only one perspective on change; once one of
the great heroes of the Greek army at Troy, he has now, in his madness, failed to revenge
himself upon his former allies for the dishonour he suffered at their hands.

Although both Ajax and Oedipus speak eloquently about time as an unavoidable
part of human existence, Sophoclean heroes are not, as a general rule, known for dealing
well with the pressure to change, and their intractability is frequently discussed, not only
by critics, but also by the other characters with whom they interact.” Antigone is criticized
by Creon for her refusal to bend in the face of authority (4nt. 473-478)—much as Creon is
later criticized by Haemon (712-717)—while Neoptolemus interprets Philoctetes’ refusal

to go to Troy to be cured as a sign that he has grown savage in his years on Lemnos (Phil.

! Burian 1974:408 notes that Oedipus’ change from beggar to hero happens before the eyes of the audience.
% On the stubbornness of the Sophoclean hero, see most influentially Knox 1964, but also Whitman 1951 and
Kirkwood 1958; Winnington-Ingram 1980 and Blundell 1989 both also address the issue of heroic
intractability in various ways.
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1321-1323).> Even when characters admit to the need for change, moreover, their ways of
reacting to this necessity vary considerably.* Ajax himself, for example, has a particular
reputation for rigidity, even for a Sophoclean hero; his refusal to yield is discussed in one
way or another by every other figure in his tragedy, and one influential scholarly reading
of his character suggests that Ajax, as the last of the traditional, Achillean heroes, has been
rendered obsolete by the growing influence of persuasive speakers like Odysseus.” His
suicide, according to this view, constitutes a final refusal to adapt to a world in which even
he would be forced in time to learn moderation.’

The problems faced by Sophoclean characters are often of long duration,
moreover, and extended suffering often acts upon the minds of characters in important
ways.’ In particular, as they try to balance the often conflicting demands placed upon
them by their personal circumstances over an extended period of time, Sophoclean figures
often develop idiosyncratic ways not only of interpreting those demands, but also of
interacting with the passage of time.® Individual ways of interacting with the passage of
time can manifest themselves in both word and action; characters can over time become
entrenched in certain habitual patterns of behaviour or thought, and, at the same time,
characters can also be defined in part by how they see themselves moving through time.’
While some characters, like Odysseus in Philoctetes, move purposefully towards their
goals, looking beyond present difficulties in the interest of future gains, other characters,

like Ajax or like Heracles in Trachiniae, fight against the forward motion of time by

? Griffith ad 712-718 comments on the differences in tone between the two passages in Antigone; Kyriakou
2012:150-151 and Schein 2013:26 comment on the savagery of Philoctetes’ refusal to yield.

* de Romilly 1968:103 comments on the fact that most of the characters who comment on the need for
change over time have difficulty following their own advice.

> See, e.g., Knox 1961:20-21; Rosenmeyer 1963:171-172. Winnington-Ingram 1980:19 argues that Ajax
‘carries the implications of the heroic code to the extreme possible point, as no one in Homer, and perhaps
no one in real life, ever did’.

% Rosenmeyer 1963:176 argues that Ajax ‘destroys himself in his heroic stand against time’. See also Golder
1990:21-22.

7 Hutchinson 1999:48 notes the frequent ‘portrayal of imperfective suffering’ in Sophoclean tragedy.

¥ de Romilly 1968:111 comments that time in Sophocles is ‘an internal and psychological experience’.

’ Hutchinson 1999:48.

180



remaining fixated on past events. Still others, like Deianeira and Philoctetes, exist in a
kind of temporal limbo, in which they remain fixed in an undifferentiated present, from
which they can only watch as time moves forward for the rest of the world.

The various kinds of temporal behaviour—their habits, their thought patterns, the
personal trajectories along which they move through time—exhibited by Sophoclean
characters constitute, on the one hand, interactions between characters and their
perceptions of the passage of time; characters perceive themselves to be acted upon in
various ways by the passage of time, and they resist, develop coping strategies, or yield
accordingly.'’ On the other hand, temporal behaviours also provide a locus for various
kinds of interactions between characters. Most obviously, Sophoclean figures frequently
describe each other—often, though not always critically—in terms of their typical or
habitual behaviour. More generally, although characters rarely comment explicitly on this
type of interaction, opposing temporal mindsets can indicate major differences in
perspective between characters, and can, in turn, lead to difficulties—and sometimes total
breakdowns—in communication between those characters. As characters with different
temporal behaviours try to interact with each other, their often strained personal
interactions shed light on the ways in which characters can be defined by their ways of

interacting with the passage of time.

THINKING ABOUT TIME, IN AND OUT OF SOPHOCLES

Time in Greek literature can be handled in various ways; like many abstract nouns,
sometimes ‘time’ is treated as a purely abstract concept, but often it is—at least to a

degree—personified. In her study of the role of time in Greek tragedy, de Romilly argues

1% de Romilly 1968:87 argues that according to Sophocles’ worldview, ‘the misery of man comes from the
mutability of things, and his greatness comes from the way in which he answers it’.
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that the common tragic view of a personified time is emblematic of a development in
Greek thought; although xpdvogs is never the subject of a sentence in Homer, it receives a
degree of personification in Pindar, where it is often the subject of verbs indicating
movement.'' While the Pindaric semi-personification of xpévos as something that moves
forward is retained in tragedy, tragic time can also be more vividly personified as
something which lives with mortals and brings about change in their lives. It is to this
personified time that the chorus in Electra refer when they say, xpdvos yap eupaprs
Beds (EL 178), and Oedipus mentions a similarly active, if less explicitly personified, time
when he lists xco xpdvos Euvcov | pakpos as one of the things that has taught him
endurance (OC 7-8). When they speak about the passage of time, tragic characters and
choruses can be seen to engage in different ways with the status of time itself.

The extent to which xpdvos is personified has important implications for how
people interact with time and its passage. A personified time, most importantly, is an
active force; the deified time mentioned by the chorus in Electra does things to people,
and people must respond accordingly.'? The deification of time, however, is only partial;
time is not, it seems, the kind of god one can pray to with any hope of intervention or
appeasement.” While this may seem an obvious point, it nonetheless matters in terms of
human interactions with time: time can act upon people, and it does act upon all people,
but people cannot act upon time. As Oedipus says to Theseus and as Ajax says to
Tecmessa and the chorus, the passage of time is both unavoidable and, as far as mortals

are concerned, even-handed. Human interactions with the passage or time must therefore

" de Romilly 1968:34-42. On time in Pindar, see also Gerber 1962 and Vivante 1972; Pavlou 2011
discusses the relationship between past and present in Pindar’s cult songs.

"2 Rosenmeyer 1963:159 comments on time in tragedy as an active force.

1 de Romilly 1968:55, on tragic passages, including EL. 179, which seem to be concerned with a deified
time, notes, ‘They give to time a semidivine status. They do not really suggest the image of a person, with a
psychology of his own and features of his own’.
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be a matter not of action but of reaction to changing circumstances of which mortals have
no control."*

In this way, although Oedipus can credit time with having taught him good sense
and the chorus can promise Electra that time will ease her present troubles, the potentially
good effects of time are not the result of a specifically benign agenda, but are instead only
one possible outcome of a general tendency of time to bring about change, both good and
bad. In fact, when time is treated at length in Sophocles, in the speeches of Ajax and
Oedipus, the focus is as much on the unavoidability of change as it is on the specific
power of time in bringing about that change."” Easterling notes that ‘time is a tragic force’
insofar as an awareness of the passage of time necessitates an awareness of ‘the
inevitability of change and death’.'® Such a view of time—whether or not xpdvos is
explicitly mentioned—underlies a number of Sophoclean comments about human fate,
including the proverb with which Deianeira begins her prologue speech in Trachiniae.
Deianeira, however, cites the proverb only to refute it in her own case, revealing an
attitude towards fate and contingency which is not unusual among Sophoclean characters.
However much Ajax, Oedipus, and most tragic choruses may acknowledge the
inescapable power of time, Sophoclean heroes often seem to respond to the possibility of
change by digging in their heels and insisting, one way or another, that their own case is
different.'’

Discussions of time in tragedy have for the most part either focused on the

treatment of time in tragic narrative or made a broad distinction between time as it applies

' Knox 1964:25-26 notes the frequency with which other Sophoclean figures express the hope that the
heroes of their respective plays will learn over time to moderate their behaviour.

!> Heath 1987:185-186 on Ajax 646, followed by Finglass ad 646-647.

' Easterling 2004:153.

"7 Knox 1964:27 argues, ‘Time and its imperative of change are in fact precisely what the Sophoclean hero
defies.’
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to tragic heroes and time as it applies to the rest of the world.'® Faced with, on the one
hand, the inevitability of change, and, on the other, a profound difficulty accepting that
change, however, individual Sophoclean figures interact with the passage of time in
different ways. The temporal behaviours which they display vary in their level of
purpose; when Deianeira expresses doubt about the likelihood of change in her own life,
for example, her scepticism does not imply an active resistance to progress. Although she
has spent most of her life in a state of constant waiting and fearing, this suspension of her
personal trajectory is, as she expresses it, something which she would change if she
could.” Other characters are more directly resistant to change, but their resistance too
takes different forms. Electra’s refusal to forget Agamemnon manifests itself in habitual
action; both her continued mourning and her regular interactions with those around her are
part of a general inability to move on. Ajax, on the other hand, responds to his changed
status first by attempting to kill the Greek leaders and then by committing suicide—both
actions which, if successful, can only be performed once. These different reactions are
character points; although Deianeira, Electra, and Ajax might agree that, for the rest of the
world, time continues without interruption, their responses in the face of change suggest
very different interactions with the world at large.*’

Despite the fact that their notorious difficulty in coping with change is one of the
traits which sets Sophoclean heroes apart from the rest of humanity, the behaviours which
Sophoclean characters exhibit as they interact with the passage of time are often similar to

behaviours exhibited by more ordinary people under analogous circumstances.”’ Electra’s

' Goward 1999:21-37 discusses the specifically narrative aspects time in tragedy; Lowe 2000:164-169
discusses the flow of tragic time more generally. Knox 1961 and 1964, Rosenmeyer 1963, and Golder 1990
discuss slightly different versions of ‘heroic time’.

' Hutchinson 1999:51 notes that Deianeira’s waiting and suffering are ‘imposed on her by circumstance’.

* Rosenmeyer 1963:161-162 draws a distinction between ‘the popular, the non-heroic perspective’ on time
and the perspective held by Ajax.

*! Easterling 2004:151 notes the tendency of drama to represent ‘the patterns of behavior that are observed as
normal and meaningful in a particular culture’.
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habitual mourning of her father, as she describes it to her sister and the chorus, is in many
ways similar to the kinds of compulsive behaviours and repetitive cycles of thought which
can develop when people are trapped in certain situation for an extended period of time.*
Similarly, Deianeira’s reluctance, after years of disappointed hopes, to consider taking
decisive action to bring about change in her own life suggests a mental state which is
common in people whose goals have been repeatedly frustrated.”> Although the versions
of these behaviours exhibited by most Sophoclean characters are extreme, and although
the circumstances which inspire them are often outside the realm of normal human
experience, the behaviours themselves are nonetheless likely to be familiar to the
audience. This level of familiarity encourages speculation; as they see familiar behaviours
played out onstage, and, in particular, as these behaviours are discussed by figures in the
play, the audience are encouraged to consider the mental states which might lead to such
behaviours and the personalities which might be most susceptible to them.

In this chapter, I will be looking at a number of different behaviours displayed by
Sophoclean characters as they interact with the passage of time and at what those
behaviours reveal about the characters who exhibit them. As I discuss Sophoclean
characters in terms of their habitual actions and the trajectories along which they see
themselves moving through time, I will be drawing upon some recent psychological
research into such phenomena, not with a view towards diagnosing Sophoclean characters,
but instead with a view towards drawing out the dimension which characters gain when

the audience consider—as I suggest that they are encouraged to do—the reasons for their

*2 On the link between context and habit formation, see Ouellette and Wood 1998:55; on the tendency of
some people to become trapped in cycles of thinking about their own mental state, see Nolen-Hoeksema
1991:571, Teasdale and Barnard 1993:180-181.

> Gilbert 1992:374 and Keedwell 2000:65, 93 discuss the gradual development of feelings of hopelessness.
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particular interactions with the passage of time.”* After examining these types of temporal
behaviour separately, as they occur across the tragedies of Sophocles, I will then go on to
look at how multiple types of temporal behaviour and idiosyncratic attitudes towards the
passage of time shape the key figures in Electra and influence the interactions between
those figures. In the final section of this chapter, I will return briefly to the idea of
resistance to change in order to consider what exactly change looks like when it happens

to Sophoclean characters.

REPETITIVE ACTION AND INTERACTION

Many characters in Sophocles behave, or are expected to behave, in predictable
ways. Their actions are predictable partially because they are the actions dictated by myth
or appropriate to characters in a given social role—Heracles must perform his labours,
Creon and Oedipus must rule over Thebes—but they are predictable also because they are
shown or said to be repeated over time.”> As of the beginnings of their respective plays,
Electra, Ajax, and Heracles all have established patterns of behaviour, as becomes clear
from comments made by other characters; when Tecmessa describes Ajax’s madness, she
compares his recent actions to his normal behaviour, while the chorus, Chrysothemis, and
Clytemnestra all comment on the duration and consistency of Electra’s mourning.*® As
characters speak about their own habits and those of others, it becomes increasingly clear

that repeated actions are an important way for characters to situate themselves in their

** The interest in individual perceptions of time shown by Hutchinson 1999 has much in common with my
approach here, but Hutchinson does not go into detail about what the temporal perspectives of Sophoclean
characters tell the audience about those characters.

> On the limitations imposed by myth, see Chapter 1 above. Roberts 2005:140-141 notes the ability of
tragic prologues to alert the audience to characteristic patterns of behaviour.

*® Murnaghan 1989:180 notes that Athena and Odysseus also comment on Ajax’s departure from his usual
patterns of behaviour. On the immediate focus on Electra’s ongoing behaviour, see Kitzinger 1990:305-306
and Hutchinson 1999:51-54.

186



dramatic context. What Sophoclean characters always do, that is, is a vital part of who
they are.

In the non-dramatic world, habits develop in a variety of ways, and two aspects of
habit-formation will be particularly relevant to my discussion of the habitual behaviours of
Sophoclean characters. The first important aspect for my purposes is the tendency for
habits to become automatic over time. In their early stages, habits are often intentional,
inasmuch as many of the behaviours which eventually become habitual are initially
repeated because they contribute—or are thought to contribute—to the achievement of
various goals.”” Once a habit has been firmly established, however, it becomes largely
automatic; while a habit, such as getting up at a certain time in the morning, may start out
as a consciously identified means to an end, such as getting to work on time, after a certain
point one simply gets up at a consistent time because that is what one has done in the
past.28 Individuals, however, are not always aware of the extent to which their habits have
become automatic; even when a habitual behaviour can be demonstrated to be almost
completely automatic, people still tend to associate that behaviour with the goal which led
to the habit.*> When Electra says that she is mourning her father so as not to be one of the
vrimmiot who forget their slain parents (145-146), it is also clear even this early in the play
that she is mourning Agamemnon partially because mourning Agamemnon is what she has
done for years.

The other relevant feature of habit-formation is the close connection between
habitual behaviour and consistency of context. It is not just the repetition of a given action
which leads to the formation of a habit, but also, more specifically, the repetition of that

action in a given context.’’ A variety of different kinds of context can be associated with a

" Neal et al 2012:495 note the importance of goals in the initial formation of habits.
¥ Ouellette and Wood 1998:56.

* Neal et al 2012:495, 497.

% Ouellette and Wood 1998:55; Neal et al 2012:492.

187



behaviour that eventually becomes a habit; some habitual behaviours are typically
repeated in the same physical location, while others are repeated with the same group of
people or as part of the same sequence of actions.”’ Over time, the typical context of the
habit grows to be in itself sufficient to trigger the habitual behaviour. Related to this idea
of a habit as a standardized response to a context is the idea of a ‘script’ which specifies
the sequence of actions that typically take place within a stereotyped situation. Even
though particular situations covered by a script may differ from each other in various
ways, having an internalized script for situations of the same general type allows people to
make sense of any given version of the situation.”> Both consistency of context and the
recurrence of similar situations are part of the experience of many Sophoclean figures; as
Philoctetes tells Neoptolemus about the sailors who have arrived occasionally during his
years at Lemnos (305-313), his words suggest that he has an established pattern for
reacting to the appearance of strangers.

In everyday life, we can become aware of people’s habits over an extended period
of time; sometimes people speak about their own habits or those of others, but often we
classify a behaviour as a habit only after seeing someone perform that behaviour
repeatedly under similar circumstances. Greek tragedy represents only a short segment of
its characters’ lives, and, as such, the audience’s awareness of characters’ habitual actions
develops differently; most often, the audience become aware that a character is engaging
in a habitual action because another character comments on the fact that the action is
typical of the character who performed it.”’ Interactions between Sophoclean characters
are shaped by the habitual actions of the characters involved, inasmuch as characters both

frequently describe each other in terms of their habitual behaviour and also temper their

*I' Wood and Neal 2007:844.

2 Schank and Abelson 1977:40-41.

33 Aristotle (Poetics 1449b) comments that the events of a tragedy are typically limited to ‘one revolution of
the sun’. Lowe 2000:164-165 comments on the limitations caused both by the restricted scope of tragic time
and by the fact that tragic time ‘runs at a fixedly literal rate’ (164).
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behaviour towards each other on the basis of their perceived habits. At the same time,
characters interact with their own habitual behaviour when they speak about themselves in
terms of what they always do, commenting both on the extent to which they choose their
behaviour and the extent to which that behaviour is linked to their conceptions of their
own identity.

In Sophocles, as in the non-dramatic world, being familiar with a character implies
a degree of familiarity with that character’s typical behaviours, and knowledge of the
behaviours which a character has exhibited on a regular basis in the past often guides the
interactions in which that character can be expected to be involved in the future.** In this
way, the encounter between Creon and Teiresias in Antigone is shaped in large part by
Creon’s shifting assessments of the seer’s typical behaviour; when Teiresias enters, Creon
describes him as someone who has always been of service to the city in the past, but, as it
becomes increasingly clear that Teiresias’ current advice will go against Creon’s
inclinations, Creon revises his account of both the habitual behaviour of Teiresias and that
of seers in general.”> As soon as Teiresias offers a piece of advice which seems to be
contrary to Creon’s personal interests, that is, Creon integrates his current advice into a
previously unmentioned habit of corruption and self-serving behaviour on the part of
Teiresias.

In the first part of his encounter with Teiresias, Creon does not directly connect
Teiresias’ past behaviours with the seer’s supposed habits, but he does seem to count his
own previous interactions with Teiresias as proof that whatever Teiresias is about to say
will be trustworthy. In this initial exchange, Creon focuses as much on his own past

reactions to Teiresias as on Teiresias’ actual behaviour; when Teiresias suggests that he

** Ouellette and Wood 1998:54 comment on the usefulness of knowing about someone’s past behaviour for
predicting that person’s likely future behaviour.

*> Blundell 1989:131 suggests that the audience are meant to see Creon’s initial statement about Teiresias’
past behaviour as true.
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ought to listen (992), Creon replies with a comment about his own past acceptance of the
seer’s advice, OUKOUV TT&POS YE OT]§ ATTECTATOUV PPEVOS (993).°° The seer’s reply and
Creon’s next line are both similarly focused on what Creon has gained from his past
interactions with Teiresias; Teiresias tells Creon, Toryap 8’ 6pbiis Trivd’ évaukAripels
TSAW (994), and Creon admits that he can indeed bear witness to the benefits brought by
Teiresias.”” Neither Teiresias nor Creon offers any detail about their past interactions, but
their imperfect verbs suggest a pattern in their past interactions.”® This sense that the two
men are accustomed to cooperating with each other on issues of great importance to the
city provides the background for Creon’s current decision to hear what Teiresias has to
say.

As soon as Teiresias has reported on the sinister omens throughout the city (1001-
1022) and urged Creon to allow the burial of the corpse (1029-1030), Creon begins to
paint a very different picture of Teiresias’ habitual behaviour. He begins by accusing
Teiresias of trying to harm him in the present instance (1033-1035), but quickly moves on
to claim that Teiresias’ current prophecy is only the latest piece of unfavourable advice
from the seer. After saying, elliptically, that he is being worked against by Teiresias and
his prophecy (1034-1035), Creon continues, Tédv &’ Utral yévous | éEnumdAnual
KakTepOpTIopatl TaAal (1035-1036). As in the earlier exchange in which he was
establishing Teiresias’ credibility, Creon says nothing about the particular circumstances
under which he has previously been betrayed by prophets; it is enough for him to claim
that there is a precedent for what he sees as Teiresias’ treacherous conduct. As Creon

continues with his accusations against the seer, he begins to build Teiresias’ actions into a

%% Brown ad 993-995 comments, ‘these lines emphasise that Creon is not habitually impious or sceptical’.
>’ Blundell 1989:131.

*¥ Griffith ad 993-995 notes that ‘the imperf. tenses imply long-term policy-making’, but also notes that
Teiresias’ claim at 1058 ‘suggests a specific event’, although it is unclear what that event might be. On the
possibility that 995 refers to the story of the sacrifice of Megareus, Brown ad 993-995 remarks, ‘one would
not expect Creon to feel very grateful for advice leading to the death of his son’.
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pattern of self-serving behaviour. Only at the beginning of the scene, Teiresias was
someone with a history of acting for the good of the city, but Creon is now willing to cast
him as a member of a group whose habitual behaviour serves no one’s interests but their
own, suggesting that Teiresias cannot now be anything but harmful.*

Although Creon famously changes his mind over the course of the play, he does
not acknowledge the possibility of such change before the moment when he gives in after
the departure of Teiresias, and, in the scene with the seer, he displays a related desire to
attribute consistent behaviour to others.* Creon assumes that Teiresias’ current actions—
whether good or bad—are part of a general pattern of behaviour, and he uses what he
takes to be Teiresias’ habitual behaviour in order to establish the seer’s moral character.*'
Creon’s assessment of Teiresias’ past behaviour changes violently over the course of the
scene, and, although the audience expect that Teiresias’ current prophecy will be proven
right, the scene itself provides no information about the seer’s reliability on previous
occasions.”> On the matter of Teiresias’ habitual behaviour in the city, it is Creon’s words
against those of Teiresias—and his own at the beginning of the scene. Although he
provides no specific evidence for either of his assessments of the seer, Creon’s interaction
with Teiresias throughout the scene is dictated by what he identifies as Teiresias’ usual
habits; Creon is willing to hear advice offered by a Teiresias who is habitually beneficial
to the city, but, once Creon decides that Teiresias is now and always has been corrupt, he

tries to cut off all further interaction with the seer.

%% Blundell 1989:131 comments on Creon’s tendency immediately to assume the worst of whoever questions
him, regardless of the questioner’s rank.

% On Creon’s changes of mind, see, e.g., Knox 1964: 72-75, Carter 2012:111-114; Roisman 1996:35 notes
that Creon’s changes of mind happen when his adversaries are offstage.

*! Winnington-Ingram 1980:126 notes that Creon accuses Teiresias of working for profit because self-
interest is ‘a level of motivation within his comprehension’.

** Griffith ad 1033-1047 comments that ‘in tragedy Teiresias will not err (any more than the Soothsayer in
Julius Caesar, or the ghost of Hamlet Sr), and the man who shouts insults at him must be doomed’.
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In Ajax, the habitual action of the hero likewise emerges through the assessments
of others. Throughout the play, other characters speak about who Ajax is or was in terms
of what he has always done. Both before and after Ajax’s death, the hero’s usual
behaviour is a contentious issue; the initial enmity between Ajax and the Greek leaders is
framed in terms of the behaviour that was typical of Ajax before the play began, and, after
his death, the debate over his culpability hinges to some extent on the question of whether
or not his attempt on the lives of Odysseus and the Atreidae aligns with his other
contributions to the Greek cause at Troy.” As is the case with Teiresias’ habitual
behaviour in Antigone, Ajax’s habits can be adapted for rhetorical purposes; Ajax’s
habitual behaviour, however, is described from a variety of different angles, and these
different depictions of the hero’s usual behaviour interact with each other in order to
provide the audience with a complex perspective on Ajax’s place among the Greeks.

Ajax begins with a focus on a single action which has recently been performed by
Ajax—that is, the slaughter of the livestock which the hero believed to be the Greek
leaders—and with the implications of that action for Ajax’s character.** Ajax’s view of
his own situation in the army has recently changed—he has been denied the arms of
Achilles and interprets this decision as a major blow to his status—but he nonetheless has
an extensive prior history of interaction with the Greek leaders, which is debated
extensively over the course of the play.* Those who support Ajax argue that his slaughter
of the livestock was anomalous, while those who are against him try to integrate the attack
on the livestock into an ongoing pattern of behaviour, arguing that, rather than

representing a departure from his usual habits, the attack was the sort of thing one might

* See Rosenmeyer 1963:175 on Athena’s role in acquainting the audience with Ajax’s typical behaviour.
Murnaghan 1989:171 discusses the perspectives on Ajax and his behaviour offered by others after his death.
* Reinhardt 1979:9 comments on the fact that Ajax, in beginning after the slaughter of the livestock,
‘plunges right into the middle of the catastrophe, or its consequences’.

* Blundell 1989:69-70 comments on Ajax’s understanding of his changed interactions with the Greeks.
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expect from a figure like Ajax.** Both Ajax’s friends and Ajax’s enemies tend to speak
about his habitual behaviour in general terms, with the hero’s supporters suggesting that
his history of noble deeds should outweigh his final deluded attack on his former allies,

and with his enemies suggesting—as Creon does about Teiresias—that Ajax has been a

danger to the Greek force all along.

The question of Ajax’s usual behaviour first arises in the prologue, as Athena
reminds Odysseus of his established enmity with Ajax, and it becomes more pressing in
the parodos and the following scene with the chorus and Tecmessa.”” Ajax’s allies have
good reason to draw a stark distinction between Ajax mad and Ajax sane; when the chorus

comment,

OUTTOTE yap PPevObev Yy’ e’ aploTepa,

Tai Tedaudvos, éRas

TOOoOOV €V Trolpvals TiTvav (182-184),
they distance Ajax from his actions, and they later seem to ignore altogether the possibility
that the Ajax they know could have done the deeds of which he is accused (196-199).** A
little later, when Tecmessa first comes outside, the chorus grant her the authority to
explain what has happened, saying oUk av &dpis Umeitrols (213). Although this
comment may mean simply that Tecmessa is likely to have witnessed Ajax’s recent
behaviour, the chorus seem also to credit her with reliable knowledge of Ajax’s usual
character. In light of the rumours which are flying around the camp, Tecmessa’s
familiarity with Ajax’s usual habits is important, and the chorus suggest that it is those

who are nearest and dearest to Ajax who have the best chance of making sense of his more

recent behaviour.

% Athena is to some extent an exception to this pattern, insofar as she points out Ajax’s past good sense to
Odysseus at 119-120, on which see Cairns 2006:101.

47 Winnington-Ingram 1980:24 draws attention to the need for those around Ajax to understand his
behaviour, and notes, ‘Ajax’s problem is a social problem, his situation is—or should be—social’,

* Winnington-Ingram 1980:21-22. Burian 2012:73 suggests that the chorus ‘acknowledge the truth of the
rumour’, even as they try to deny the possibility of Ajax’s madness.
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In Tecmessa’s account, her interpretation of Ajax’s actions is juxtaposed with what
she has seen of his own growing awareness of what he is done. On the one hand, the mad
Ajax is not entirely unlike himself; Tecmessa says that, when asked where he might be
going with his sword in the middle of the night, 6 & e{1re wpds ye Bai’, &ei &’ Uuvolueva
(292), and urged her to be silent. Although Tecmessa may mean that Ajax replied with a
commonplace expression, she also suggests that such words are more or less characteristic
of Ajax, and her account of her own response—«kayco pafouc’ EAng’ (294)—likewise
suggests that his behaviour was not unusual enough to merit much suspicion.” At the
same time, when Tecmessa describes Ajax kaka devvaloov pripad’; a daipcov | koudels
avdpcov edidatev (243-244), she suggests that his mind has undergone some sort of
drastic change. This sense that things are no longer normal grows more intense as she
begins to describe Ajax’s grief on realizing what he has done; he responds to her account,
as she tells the chorus, with oipcoyas Auypas, | as oUToT’ auTtol Tpdobev eiorikouo’
¢y> (317-318).>° She contrasts Ajax’s new cries with his past habits; on all previous
occasions, says Tecmessa, TTPOS yap Kakou Te kal Papuyixou ydous | Tolouod’ ael
ToT avdpods eENyeiT’ Exew (319-320), but would instead express his grief ayopnTos
0EEwv kwkupaTwv (321). Even beyond Ajax’s deluded attack on the livestock,
throughout which some of his typical behaviours remained, Ajax’s departures from his
usual speech patterns suggest to Tecmessa the damage done by his madness.”’

Tecmessa and the chorus, whose wellbeing is tied up with Ajax’s, focus on the

extent to which Ajax’s changed circumstances—both his loss of the arms and his

* Garvie ad 292-293; Finglass ad 292 comments, ‘Uuvéco implies frequent repetition (by people in general,
and Ajax in particular)’.

> Finglass ad 317-318 comments on ‘the ominous nature of unprecedented behaviour’ and compares
Tecmessa’s description to Deianeira’s remark at Trach. 157-158.

> See Hesk 2003:56 on the importance of Ajax’s ‘relationship to human language and communication’.
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delusion—have led him to abandon his former habitual actions.”* In the debate over
Ajax’s body, on the other hand, his enemies present him as a character who habitually
engaged in destructive behaviour. When he arrives, Menelaus focuses at first on the
recent attempt on his life, explaining his initial claim that the Greeks found Ajax to be
ex0ico Opuydv (1054) with an account of the attack against the livestock (1055-1061).
Later in the same speech, however, when Menelaus speaks about how Ajax was
accustomed to behave before the attack, he tells Teucer, oU yap €06’ dmou | Adywv
akovoal {év ot nBéANc’ éucov (1069-1070). When Teucer asks whether Ajax was
ever really Menelaus’ enemy, Menelaus replies, uilooGvt’ éuicel kal ou TouT’
fmioTaco (1134), presenting Ajax’s hatred as ongoing and habitual.”> Agamemnon
likewise highlights Ajax’s supposed history of hostile behaviour when he questions
Odysseus’ willingness to support the burial.>* A few lines after cautioning Odysseus,
HéUVN O’ OTTole Tl TNV Xapv didws (1354), Agamemnon comments, TOl0i1de
HéVTOLl PAOTES oUMTIANKTOL BpoTddv (1358), suggesting that Ajax’s usual behaviour
towards the Greeks—a key factor in determining what sort of man he was—was enough to
qualify him as dangerously unstable.”

Throughout the play, Ajax’s usual behaviour is used by others to support implicit
or explicit claims about his personal qualities. Ajax’s allies and, eventually, Odysseus
argue that his character ought to be defined by his previous courageous behaviour—when
Agamemnon questions Ajax’s value to the army, Teucer replies with a catalogue of Ajax’s

noble deeds (1273-1289)—and they draw attention to his more recent behaviour mostly

32 Burian 2012:73 draws attention both to the extent to which the chorus’s sense of themselves depends on
Ajax and to the extent to which this dependence makes it difficult for them to accept his madness.

>3 Cairns 2006:116 notes that, while Menelaus can be assumed to be biased against Ajax, his assessment of
Ajax’s past behaviour ‘none the less constitutes an accurate assessment of the latter’s disregard of his
obligations to his fellow soldiers’.

>* Finglass 2012:69.

> Finglass ad 1358 lays out the reasons that Agamemnon must be referring to Ajax and not Odysseus here.
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insofar as it represents a departure from the norm.”® The Atreidae, however, are eager to
suggest both that Ajax’s recent attack on the Greek leaders was entirely consistent with his
previous behaviour and that the delusion which led to the attack was of a piece with
Ajax’s habitual lack of self-control.”” Except for the recent attack against the Greek
leaders and Teucer’s list of his brother’s exploits, neither Ajax’s friends nor his enemies
have much to say about specific incidents. Instead, they make broad statements about
Ajax’s typical actions, moving easily between statements about what he used to do and
assessments about what he used to be.

Ajax’s habitual actions are, with very few exceptions, the rhetorical property of
other characters in the play; although Ajax makes a few references to his prior exploits, he
does not for the most part generalize about how he always used to behave. Moreover,
although Ajax’s assessment of his past interactions with the rest of the Greek army is more
or less consistent with the assessments of his allies, the audience do not see him exhibiting
any of the habitual actions—either good or bad—with which he is credited, except perhaps
when he appears in the prologue under Athena’s delusion.”® Some Sophoclean characters
whose behaviour is a subject of frequent comment, however, speak extensively about their
own usual behaviour, and when they do, their comments likewise serve a rhetorical
purpose. In speaking about their own habits, characters can make various points both
about their current circumstances and about how they can be expected to behave in the
immediate future. In Trachiniae, Heracles’ actions—both specific and habitual—are
mentioned by various characters from the prologue onwards; the focus on Heracles before

his arrival by other figures is in some ways similar to the nearly constant focus on the hero

*® Murnaghan 1989:184 draws attention to the fact that the final, favourable judgement of Ajax looks back to
him as he was before the play began.

> Blundell 1989:91 suggests that Menelaus’ assessment of some of Ajax’s faults is accurate, ‘But the
content of Menelaus’ words is vitiated by their ugly authoritarian tone’.

*¥ Ajax and his allies are focused on his past greatness, on which see, e.g., Winnington-Ingram 1980:14-15,
but Cairns 2006:99 notes, ‘It is a premise of Sophocles’ 4jax that the eponymous character begins the play a
loser’.
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on the part of most other characters in Ajax.”® When Heracles finally enters, he speaks as
explicitly about his typical behaviour as anyone in the play so far, using his several
accounts of his labours both to define his own character and to mourn his own downfall.
By the time Heracles is carried onstage, he is debilitated by the effects of the
poisoned robe, and his usual actions are all things of the past. As he complains about his
current suffering and blames Deianeira for his downfall, however, he still defines himself
by his past deeds; Heracles is accustomed to being someone who performs certain kinds of
actions, and he presents himself as the same person even now that his fortunes have
shifted and he has lost the power to perform the great deeds which helped to form his
identity.”” When he begs for someone to put him out of his misery, he justifies his request
as part of the debt of gratitude he is owed by the Greeks in general, calling those who are

unwilling to come to his aid

"EAAaves TAVTwWY ABIKGOTaTOol AVEPES, ofs O

TOAA& HEV év TOVTwW, KaTd Te dpia TavTa kabaipawv,

wAekéuav 6 TaAas (1011-1013).
As Heracles presents the matter, the number and variety of his services contributes to the
debt of the Greeks; he deserves their help not because he helped them once, but because
he made a habit of his heroic deeds.®!

Later, as he rails against Deianeira, Heracles says more about what he used to do

before he received the poisoned robe, but the sheer number of his labours remains an
important element in his assessment both of his old prowess and of his current debased

situation. Over the course of the speech that begins at 1046, Heracles at three different

points comments on the many heroic deeds which he has performed to date (1048-1049,

> McCall 1972:144-145 and Kitzinger 2012:117 discuss the importance of the audience’s anticipation of
Heracles, as triggered by the speech of Deianeira and the chorus. See also Winnington-Ingram 1980:81-83
and Nooter 2012:63-66 on the ways in which the audience’s perception of Heracles before his arrival is
mediated through the accounts delivered by other characters.

% Reinhardt 1979:58 comments that Heracles ‘is only able to measure the present by the standards of what
his life up until that day had appeared to tell him makes sense’.

°! Heiden 1989:138.
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1058-1061, 1089-1102).°* By cataloguing his labours repeatedly, Heracles focuses not so
much on his specific tasks as on the fact that there were many of them; although he
mentions individual labours, no single episode—except for what he identifies as his recent
betrayal at the hands of Deianeira—stands out in his account. What matters to Heracles at
this point is the fact that, after a lifetime of apparently uninterrupted heroic deeds,
Heracles has now been forced to break with his past habits, and can only weep, kai TOd’
oud’ av eis ToTe | TOVS Gudpa pain TPdod’ 1deiv Bedpakdta (1072-1073). Although
he has in the past been accustomed to overcoming incredible challenges, he has now been
unexpectedly (TupAfis U’ &tns, 1104) destroyed by his own wife.

When he refers to his past habitual actions, Heracles builds up a version of his own
character which goes beyond what is currently visible onstage.”” As he interacts with the
habits which defined him before his downfall, the debilitated Heracles portrays himself as
someone accustomed to succeeding in his ventures and, in particular, beating anyone who
might challenge him. Just as Tecmessa’s account of Ajax’s former control over his
emotions highlighted the magnitude of his fall, Heracles’ description of the man he used to
be suggests that his destruction at Deianeira’s hands is not just a physical matter.* Now
that he has been defeated by a weaker adversary, Heracles has lost an important bit of his
identity, insofar as his identity has up until now been wrapped up in his ability to perform
heroic labours without fail and thus to interact with the world from a position of
dominance.”® Heracles’ repeated and successful labours, like Ajax’s restraint or

Odysseus’ history of adapting himself to his changing circumstances, constitute a pattern

62 Kitzinger 2012:118 comments on Heracles’ tendency to make lists, arguing that ‘the impulse behind the
rhetoric is competitive’.

%3 The Heracles who is visible onstage is not entirely different from the Heracles whose actions have been
recounted throughout the play; Winnington-Ingram 1980:83 rightly notes that he savagery of Heracles desire
to avenge himself on Deianeira is reminiscent of his earlier reported actions first against Iphitus and then
against Lichas.

%% Heracles’ physical destruction is closely linked to his loss of heroic stature; on Heracles’ address to his
own limbs, Nooter 2012:76 comments, ‘in taking apart his own body for evaluation and glorification,
Heracles has also illustrated his undoing’.

65 Reinhardt 1979:58 notes that Heracles’ ‘environment consists of his deeds’.
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of behaviour that defines who he is, both as he sees himself and as he is perceived by
those around him. Now that he is forced to break this pattern, he must also admit defeat,
even before Hyllus has a chance to explain about the connection between the long-dead

centaur and the poisoned robe.

TEMPORAL MINDSETS AND PERSONAL TRAJECTORIES

By developing and maintaining habitual behaviours, characters interact implicitly
with the passage of time; as Ajax and Heracles spend years under circumstances which
call for heroes of their magnitude, they gradually become accustomed to responding to
those circumstances with great deeds—or with great arrogance, according to Ajax’s
detractors.® Elsewhere in Sophocles, the interactions between characters and the passage
of time play out in different ways. As they move through their lives, characters describe
themselves as variously active or passive; some present themselves as actively in control
of their own experience, while others describe themselves as constantly acted upon by a
world which for the most part moves on without them.®” This tension between active and
passive, which is typically shown to develop over a matter of years, is related to the more
general fact that Sophoclean characters move through time in different ways; some look
forward to the future, while others find it difficult to escape the past or to look beyond an
indefinite, unchanging present.®® These different temporal perspectives, like the habitual

actions of characters, help to define who they are, and, moreover, they help to shape the

% Murnaghan 1989:172 comments on the different modes which are available for evaluating Ajax and other
heroic figures.

%7 The contrast between Heracles and Deianeira is often framed as a contrast between activity and passivity;
on this contrast, see, e.g., McCall 1972:143-145 on Deianeira as she appears at the beginning of the play,
and, more broadly, Kitzinger 2012 and Nooter: 2012:63-77.

% Hutchinson 1999:48; at 51-52 Hutchinson comments on the distinction between active and passive in
comparing the imperfective states of Electra and Deianeira.
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interactions not only between characters and the passage of time, but also between
individual characters with different temporal perspectives.

Although there is no single psychological process which accounts for how people
perceive themselves moving through time, the temporal mindsets—particularly those
which imply a static and unchanging existence—of Sophoclean figures share some
characteristics with identifiable psychological phenomena, and these phenomena can
provide a useful framework for considering the movement of Sophoclean characters
through time. The tendency to dwell upon their own unhappiness and its implications
exhibited by Electra, Deianeira, and Philoctetes, for example, resembles the patterns of
ruminative thought which are shown by some depressive patients. Most people can get
temporarily stuck in ruminative states, but people vary both in their susceptibility to
rumination and in their ability to escape from cycles of ruminative thought.” Dwelling on
the state of their emotions does not tend to depress experimental subjects who are not
already depressed, but ruminative responses to depression have been shown to lead to
cycles in which depressive thoughts contribute to the maintenance of a depressed mood,
which, in turn, encourages further rumination.”’ The identification of the exact
psychological processes that lead to rumination has a cultural element, but both the fact
that rumination is essentially an extreme version of a normal psychological process and its
cyclical nature have important implications for Sophoclean characters. Although the
chorus express some sympathy for Electra’s mourning for her father, they find it difficult
to see why she has taken it so far; Electra, in turn, as she comments on the repetitive
nature of her behaviour, suggests that her ongoing mourning feeds her cycle of grief.

Connected to the idea of rumination, and also important to the ways in which

Sophoclean characters speak about their movement through time, is the possibility of

% Nolen-Hoeksema 1991:571; Teasdale and Barnard 1993:203.
" Teasdale and Barnard 1993:180-181.
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moving from a fixation on one particular idea or goal to a widespread sense of
hopelessness. People who tend to ruminate also often credit certain goals with
disproportionate importance in their overall assessments of their lives; when these goals
turn out to be unattainable, people with a tendency to ruminate, rather than giving up or
setting new goals, fixate on their own failure to attain the goals to which they have
attached such importance.”' After an extended period of frustration and ruminative
thinking, moreover, some people acquire a more general sense of hopelessness which
covers not only the specific goals which have already been frustrated but also the
possibility of achieving other, future goals. Although they may still be unable to
consciously give up on the possibility of achieving their frustrated goals, and although
they may still speak about eventually attaining those goals, people who have gradually
acquired such a sense of helplessness often eventually stop exerting energy in other areas
of their lives.”” Thus after years of waiting for Heracles and seeing no change in her life,
it does not occur to Deianeira at the beginning of 7Trachiniae that there might be anything
she could do, and she has to be reminded by the nurse to send Hyllus in search of news of
his father. Although critics have frequently pointed to Deianeira’s lack of agency, her
hesitancy to act is a natural extension of the mental state in which she has persisted
throughout her marriage.”

Sophoclean characters, many of whom spend extended periods of time in situations
which either repeat indefinitely or change very little, vary in their tendencies to view
themselves as hopeless or as passive figures in their own life. Heracles, who has, prior to
his receipt of the poisoned robe, had a lengthy history of successful labours, seems to view

himself as an active participant in the events of his own life, and he draws attention to the

" Teasdale and Barnard 1993:159, 196.

2 Gilbert 1992:374; Keedwell 2008:65, 93.

> On Deianeira’s passivity, see, e.g., McCall 1972:143-145, Lawrence 1978:290; on the need for the nurse’s
prompting, see Hall 2009:85.
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active role which he is accustomed to playing in his lament for his current,
uncharacteristic helplessness.74 His several lists of heroic deeds, in fact, focus almost
entirely on the related facts that the tasks were completed and that he was the one who
completed them.”> When he begins his last and longest catalogue of labours with an
extended address to his own body,
& XEPES XEPES,
@ v&OTa kal oTéPY’, & pilol Bpaxioves,
UMETs Ekeivol dn kabBéoTab’ (1089-1091),
the drawn-out list of body parts, ending with & piAol Bpaxioves, concentrates attention
on Heracles’ physical connection to the labours which he once performed.”® The labours
themselves, as he describes them, had no lasting effect on Heracles, and they function
mostly as a context for the sense of invincibility which Heracles has recently lost.
Philoctetes, on the other hand, situates himself very differently in relation to the
past experiences which dominate many of his speeches. Where Heracles portrays himself
as an active force in his own past to such an extent that the events he describes fade from
view, Philoctetes, touching only occasionally on the heroic deeds which preceded his
abandonment, looks back for the most part on a past in which he is a passive victim.”’
Rather than concentrating on what he did in the past, Philoctetes focuses instead on what
he felt when he realized what had been done to him. Philoctetes’ past, as defined by his
abandonment, has present consequences, but none of those consequences are in
Philoctetes’ control. He follows his initial description of what he found when he woke up

alone on the island with the comment, 6 pév xpovos vuv dia xpdvou Tpoufaivé pot

(285), suggesting that the passage of time is something which, like his abandonment, has

™ Reinhardt 1979:58-59; Heiden 1989:138-139 comments on Heracles’ tendency to draw attention to the
incongruity of his present sufferings.

> Kitzinger 2012:118.

7% Easterling ad 1089-1090. See also Kitzinger 2012:119 and Nooter 2012:76.

" The fact that Philoctetes used to be active and must now be passive is a crucial part of his sense of
grievance; on the interaction between his pitiable present state and his memory of his past glory, see Chapter
3 above.
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happened to him with no involvement on his part.”® By the time Neoptolemus arrives,
Philoctetes’ sense that he has been for years an essentially passive participant in his own
life has grown into a more general feeling of hopelessness, and has no reason to expect
Neoptolemus to be any different from the other occasional visitors to Lemnos.

The sense of helpless passivity which fills Philoctetes’ account of his life on
Lemnos has implications for the more obviously temporal aspects of his interaction with
the world around him. Although Philoctetes’ understanding of the world is shaped by
constant reflection on past events, he lives out his life not so much in the past as in a kind
of indefinite present, with little possibility of change; his interactions with his memories of
past events constantly bring him back to the subject of his present circumstances.” This
sense of suspension in an ongoing state with no apparent endpoint is relatively common
amongst Sophoclean characters, and, at the beginning of Trachiniae, Deianeira exists in a
similarly suspended state. Like Philoctetes, she explains her present circumstances in
terms of the past events which made them possible; her understanding of her present
circumstances interacts with her memories of her courtship and eventual marriage. Even
as she traces her troubles to the time before her marriage, however, Deianeira’s existence
is not entirely backward looking.*® In refuting the proverb with which she begins her first
speech, Deianeira claims a degree of knowledge about her future: her life has been bad so
far and will continue that way until its end.®" At the same time, the future which Deianeira
fears is indistinct; speaking about her current fears for Heracles’ safety, she says, oxedov
O’ émioTapal TL AW €xovTd viv (43), but she cannot explain what sort of Trfjua she

thinks he must have suffered.

78 Jebb ad 285 comments that it is time which moves in Philoctetes’ description.

7 O’Higgins 191:37 comments on the ‘breakdown of barriers between past and present” in the play.

% Hutchinson 1999:48 comments, ‘Deianeira’s experience is not imperfective simply in its long duration; it
is dominated by emotion towards a possible event in the future, by fear of her husband’s death’.

81 Jebb ad 4 comments that Deianeira’s refutation ‘depends less on retrospect than on presentiment’.
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Deianeira’s existence, as she expresses it in her opening speech, is defined by a
mixture of recollected past suffering and indefinite fears for the future. At the intersection
between her past and her future is a present about which she has nothing specific to say;
she spends night after night in continuous fears, but no specific night or day has any
defining feature. Although she is capable of looking both forward and back, all she sees in
either direction is more of the same. Her marriage to Heracles—one of the few specific
events in her narrative—only marks the division between two different phases of worry,
and, after years of continual anxiety, she seems incapable of imagining a future in which
this anxiety will come to an end.*” Within this version of the present, in which nothing
has changed in the past and nothing will change in the future, Deianeira is insulated both
from all interaction with the outside world and from the change which is inherent in most
human existence.”> Until the Nurse suggests that she send one of her sons in search of
news, it seems never to have occurred to her to take any action, even just to find out more
about her own situation.** As the Nurse introduces her suggestion, she implies that, left to
her own devices, Deianeira would remain indefinitely as the Nurse has seen her many
times before, Tavdakput’ ddUpuaTa | TNV HpdkAeiov éEodov yowpévnv (50-51).

The temporal suspension which marks the experience of characters like Deianeira
and Philoctetes is, in fact, less a way of interacting with the passage of time than it is an
inability to acknowledge and interact with the changes brought about by time. Characters
who, accustomed to powerless inaction, remain in this kind of temporal limbo can be
distinguished from other Sophoclean characters who acknowledge the need to move
forward and thus interact with the passage of time in very different ways. Philoctetes’

mindset, developed as it has been over the course of years of solitude, appears in contrast

52 Winnington-Ingram 1980:75-76 comments on how Deianeira’s fears lead into each other.

%3 The lack of change in Deianeira’s own life is particularly striking given that her fears, so far as they are
specified, deal with instability; on Deianeira’s fear of change, see Heiden 1989:27-29 and Kitzinger
2012:115.

% McCall 1972:143; Hall 2009:85.
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to the temporal mindsets of Odysseus and Neoptolemus, both of whom, despite their
different attitudes towards the task at hand, depict themselves in the prologue as men of
action.” When Odysseus points out in his opening speech, &kpT} y&p oU Hakp&dV 1uiv
Aoy wv (12), his comment both lends a sense of urgency to the scene and provides a piece
of information about his current priorities. Odysseus’ concern with the present moment

returns in a slightly different guise later in the prologue, when he urges Neoptolemus,
viv & eis avaides nuépas pépos Ppaxy
845 pot oeauTov, KATa TOV AotTTdv Xpovov
KéKANOO &V TV eUceRéoTaTos BpoTav (83-85).%
This injunction is supported by a statement about the value of victory (81-82); for
Odysseus, what happens now is of vital importance, but only insofar as it will lead to
eventual success.”’

Whereas Odysseus consistently emphasizes future results, Neoptolemus’
interaction with the passage of time seems to change along with his view of the deception.
Although he is unmoved by Odysseus’ comment about the brevity of the deception, he
agrees to participate when he hears that present success will lead to an even greater future
victory (111-120), thus seeming to adopt Odysseus’ pragmatic temporal attitude.*® Early
in his dealings with Philoctetes, Neoptolemus continues to stress the need for prompt
present action as a way of achieving goals, confirming his supposed determination to sail
with the comment, ka1pOs yap KaAel | TAoTV ur) '€ amdémTou uaAAov 1 "y yubev

OoKOTIEIV (466-467). As he moves progressively closer to the revelation of the plot,

however, the significance of the present moment seems to change for Neoptolemus.

% Heath 1999:145-146 comments on Neoptolemus as a military man of action, who is quite happy to resort
to force to achieve his ends; Nussbaum 1976:32-33 explains Odysseus’ pragmatism as a matter of
privileging states of affairs over the actions which bring them about; see also Podlecki 1966b:138, Kyriakou
2012:154.

% Schein ad 83 argues that Odysseus’ reference to “a brief part of a day’ refers to the typical timescale of a
tragedy and therefore draws attention to the metatheatrical elements of Odysseus’ ‘staging’ of the deception;
I believe that Odysseus’ reference to the brief duration of the deception is mainly important insofar as it
reveals his pragmatic desire to balance the needs of the present with Neoptolemus’ scruples.

7 Blundell 1989:187-188 comments on Odysseus’ focus on future victory.

% As is frequently noted, Neoptolemus” interest in future glory allies him with his father Achilles; see, e.g.,
Podlecki 1966:137-138, Roisman 1997:140-141, Kyriakou 2012:154-155.
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When the False Merchant tells him to watch what he is doing, Neoptolemus replies,
OKOTIG K&y TéAat (589).% Later, as he expresses his sympathy for Philoctetes and
hesitates before revealing the deception, Neoptolemus echoes this comment several times,
claiming that he has been concerned about various aspects of the situation not just now,
but &Aat (806, 906, 913). Although Neoptolemus’ present behaviour remains important,
and although he still expresses an interest in the future, he increasingly speaks of his
present and future as grounded in the immediate past. Over the course of the play,
Neoptolemus’ temporal mindset grows more complicated, and different temporal moments
interact with each other in his assessment of what he ought to do.

The present, for Philoctetes, is an indefinite state, with a remembered beginning
but no foreseeable end. Neoptolemus’ present moment, on the other hand, is always
connected to its past and future context. What he identifies as important at any given time
is usually said to depend on something he has seen or heard in the preceding moments,
and his present priorities are almost always tied to their likely future consequences. While
Odysseus too is interested in the future results of present actions, Neoptolemus interacts
with the possibility of a more complex future than that which figures in Odysseus’
arguments. Whereas Odysseus claims that present success leads inevitably to a good
reputation (117-119), Neoptolemus expresses the fear that victory may not in itself prevent
dishonour, saying to Philoctetes, aioxpds pavoiual: TouT avidpal TéAat (906).”
Neoptolemus does not yet appear aioxpds , but he sees that, depending on his present

actions, such shame is a distinct future possibility. As Neoptolemus tries to decide what to

% Easterling 1997:170 notes that this comment can be read either as a plain statement that Neoptolemus is
playing his part well, or as a suggestion that he is having qualms; his use of w&Aat perhaps looks back to his
uncertainty in the prologue.

% Goldhill 2012:69 discusses the fact that, although Neoptolemus’ use of Té&Aat suggests that his doubts
have developed gradually, it is not clear when he began to question his actions.
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do, different possible futures—some dependent on the same present course of action—
interact with each other and complicate the decision with which he is faced.”!
Neoptolemus’ tendency to think about the future in terms of its interaction with the
past and the present is also typical of other Sophoclean characters who must decide how to
act in the present moment. When she first tells Ismene about Creon’s decree and hints at
her resolve to bury Polyneices, Antigone admits that death will be the likely immediate
result of her choice, but she also suggests that the prospect of this future result will not
deter her. Like Neoptolemus, Antigone draws attention to how she will appear in the
longer term, asserting, ou yap d1) mpodouc’ aAcdooual (46). When Ismene urges her
sister to consider the past misfortunes of their family and act prudently in the present (49-
60), Antigone turns decisively towards the more distant future.”” Having first explained

that death will reunite her with her brother, she further explains her acceptance of death,
el TAelcov Xpdvos

Ov Jel W' & PECKEIV TOTS KATW TGOV €vBAade.

€Kel yap aiel keloopal (74-76).
Faced with several possible futures, Antigone’s interaction with them is selective,
inasmuch as she looks past the risks of the immediate future in order to concentrate on an
eternity in which her actions will be appreciated.”” By choosing the future which best fits
her goals, moreover, Antigone distinguishes her personal trajectory from that of her sister,
who remains firmly rooted in the present and its immediate consequences.

Antigone’s focus on the burial of her brother is, in its way, as single-minded as

Heracles’ focus on his past labours or Philoctetes’ focus on the injustice he suffered at the

hands of the Greeks. The object of Antigone’s focus, however, is of a different sort than

that of Heracles or Philoctetes, and Antigone therefore interacts differently with her

°I Blundell 1989:206 discusses Neoptolemus’ efforts to avoid various distasteful outcomes.

o2 Winnington-Ingram 1980:128 notes the different reactions of the two sisters to their shared familial past;
Blundell 1989:111 calls attention to Ismene’s use of past disaster to justify the need for prudence.

%3 Carter 2012:126 discusses Antigone’s privileging of dead philoi over living ones and her resulting choice
of an alternative future among the dead over the possibility of living out the rest of her natural life. See also
Foley 2001:174 on Antigone’s reasoning.
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personal trajectory than Heracles and Philoctetes do with theirs. For one thing, Antigone
is more focused on action than either Philoctetes or Heracles; although Heracles presents
himself as an active force in his life, he is powerless by the time he arrives onstage, and
Philoctetes’ hatred is, by necessity, passive.”* At the same time, while Heracles and
Philoctetes have both had years to consider their own roles, Antigone’s need to bury her
brother is a recent development. When she speaks to Ismene in the prologue, the decree
has been put forward apTicos (8); Antigone announces her decision to bury her brother at
line 43, and by the time the guard arrives in the middle of the following episode the burial
has taken place. Although Antigone never speaks about the need to act swiftly, her
behaviour puts her in the same temporal category as characters like Odysseus or
Neoptolemus, who do what they can in the present to bring about a future of their own
choosing.”

As characters move through the real time of their respective plays, then, they also
progress along temporal trajectories of their own, and their interactions with those
personal trajectories are reflected in their interactions with those around them.”® Insofar as
not all characters respond in the same way to the same situations, temporal trajectories
often emerge over the course of interactions between characters, and, moreover,
characters’ awareness of their own trajectories often manifests itself in attempts—
conscious or not—to draw others along with them as they move through their lives.”’
Some characters keep pace with the action of the play and drive it—and other figures—
further along; Antigone, having tried and failed to persuade Ismene to join her in her plans

for future glory, rushes to bury her brother shortly after hearing that his burial has been

% Blundell 1989:112 comments, ‘Antigone demands not affection but action, and that of the most extreme
variety’.

% Carter 2012:114-115 comments on the concentration of Antigone’s part and notes that she ‘reaches her
tragedy with ruthless determination’ (114).

% See Lowe 2000:164-169 for a discussion of the amount of time which can pass on the tragic stage and the
strategies by which tragedians can depict events which take place outside the temporal span of a play.

7 de Romilly 1964:98 notes the effect of time on characters’ awareness.
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forbidden, while Odysseus warns Neoptolemus that he will send someone to check on the
progress of the plot éav pot ToU xpdvou dokrTé Tt | kaTaoxoAalew (125-126). Other
characters, on the other hand, live in a state of suspension while the action of the play and
the trajectories of other characters threaten to go on without them. Temporal trajectories
are thus deeply rooted in the attitudes of the characters who move along them, but they
can under some circumstances change over the course of a play, and, when they do,
changes in trajectory can shed new light on the characters involved.

When he first appears in Antigone, Creon does not seem to be subject to a specific
temporal standpoint. He begins his opening speech by looking back at the process by
which he ended up on the throne, but he moves quickly from his summary of past events
to a description of his own opinions about government and citizenship. These opinions, as
Creon presents them, are not just of the present moment; of the man who stays silent out
of fear, Creon says, K&KIOTOs elval viv Te kai T&Aat Soket (181).”® In a similar way, his
injunction against the burial of Polyneices looks both forward and back. Before
explaining the edict in full, he looks back in slightly more detail on the quarrel between
the two brothers (194-202), and then he looks forward in time in order to promise
punishment for the wicked and honour for doTis elvous Tiide 11 TdAel (209). Creon’s
initial temporal perspective, in other words, is both pragmatic and relatively
unremarkable; he remembers the past without being dominated by it, and he plans for the
future without losing track of his present situation.

Although Creon mentions both other individuals and the needs of the city in his

opening speech, the temporal perspective which emerges from that speech does not

* Winnington-Ingram 1980:122-123 notes the efficiency with which Creon handles past events and goes on
to discuss the fact that Creon has come to the throne, and therefore been put to the test of leadership, only
late in life. Since he is new to the throne at the beginning of the play, he has had little opportunity to
exercise his supposedly long-standing opinions.
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depend on any personal interactions with others.” His subsequent interactions with
Antigone and Haemon, however, shake both his authority and his temporal perspective,
and, as his world collapses around him in the final scene of the play, his personal
trajectory undergoes a drastic change. When he first appeared, Creon was accustomed to
controlling not only his own future, but also the futures of those around him; in his first
speech to Haemon, he comments on the future benefits brought by good offspring, saying
that men hope to have dutiful children, cos kai TOV éxBpov avTaulvwvTal Kakois, | kal

TOV pidov TIHGOW EE Toou TaTpi (643-644).'%

Later, after he has witnessed the death
of Haemon and heard of the death of Eurydice, Creon’s personal trajectory grinds to a
halt. Not only has he lost control of the events of his own life, but he has also, in losing
Haemon, lost the possibility of successful posterity for which he once hoped. When the
chorus respond to his prayer for death with the comment, uéAAovta TalTa. TV
TIPOKEIMEVOV T XPT| | TTPACOEW. HéAEL Yap TOVS' dTolol Xpt) HéAe (1334-1335),
Creon responds only by reiterating his prayer. A few lines earlier, Creon described
himself as TOv ouk dvta paiiov 1) undéva (1325), and, whatever the chorus may advise,
he now has no means of interacting with either present or future.'”!

The Creon who enters the house at the end of the exodos has, over the course of the
play, ceased to be a decisive ruler and become, instead, a man who must be led inside,
saying, oud’ £xco | oS ToTEPOV I8co, Ta& KAIBG (1341-1343).'% Creon’s despairing
uncertainty is not just an assessment of the present moment, but also an indication of a

new way of interacting with the passage of time; as he rejects the chorus’s attempts to

console him, dwelling instead on the hopelessness of his situation, Creon enters a state of

% Blundell 1989:117-120 discusses Creon’s attempt to devalue family ties in favour of the city as a whole;
by cutting himself off from the realm of familial obligations, Creon can move forward with his plans for
good governance without observing their effects in human terms.

1% Griffith ad 839-880 notes that Creon’s argument to Haemon is built in part around the assumption that
‘sons are extensions of their fathers’; Haemon’s future and Creon’s are thus intertwined.

"' Griffith 1999:65.

192 Knox 1964:75 comments that there is nothing left of Creon at the end of the play.
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temporal limbo similar to those in which Deianeira and Philoctetes live at the beginnings
of their respective plays. Both Deianeira and Philoctetes, however, first appear only
shortly before they emerge from their suspended states; Deianeira will soon take the action
which leads to her eventual death, and Philoctetes, at the end of the play, will leave
Lemnos for Troy—a future he could not have imagined when he first arrived onstage.'"
Creon’s state at the end of Antigone, on the other hand, is only just beginning. Since
Creon, although still alive, no longer has a future, his new state of helplessness can have
no foreseeable endpoint.

The change in Creon’s personal trajectory which occurs near the end of Antigone is
emblematic of more general changes in his ability to interact successfully with the world
around him. At the beginning and the end of the play, Creon interacts only minimally
with the passage of time—first he has no particular temporal viewpoint, and later he
actively tries to shut out the present and the future—and in both of these temporal states he
is, for different reasons, cut off from his family and the rest of Thebes. Between these
endpoints, however, he briefly opens himself to advice from the chorus and attempts to
take action to change the coming course of events, and the swift forward motion which
follows is very different from either his forward motion of the beginning of the play,
which seemed to require little action on Creon’s part, or his suspension of the end.'®* For
Creon, as for many Sophoclean characters, the ability to move purposefully forward
through time is an important indication of the ability to control the events of his life. As
characters interact with their personal trajectories, taking stock of where they are going

and what part they are playing in the events of their lives, the audience not only receive

1% Hutchinson 1999:51 notes that Deianeira’s death is reminiscent of the more active Heracles; Easterling

1978:30 observes that the audience know all along that Philoctetes will go to Troy, even when it seems
impossible.

1% Knox 1964:73-75 argues that Creon’s acceptance of Teiresias’ advice and his subsequent change of tack
make him unlike all other Sophoclean heroes; I would argue that although Creon’s change of mind is
anomalous, other characters undergo similarly drastic changes of temporal trajectory.
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new insight into the mindsets of the figures onstage, but also have a chance to see whether

those mindsets can lead to success in the world of the play.

ELECTRA AND THE PASSAGE OF TIME

The various temporal behaviours which I have been discussing in this chapter are
particularly important in Electra, in which Electra’s idiosyncratic way of interacting with
the passage of time is one of the main factors which set her apart from the other figures in
her play. Since the death of Agamemnon, Electra has existed in a state of temporal limbo,
and her refusal or inability to move forward is the subject of much discussion; throughout
the first half of the play, other characters describe Electra in terms of her habitual actions,
and the repetitive nature of her behaviour shapes all of her onstage interactions.'” As she
speaks to the chorus, Chrysothemis, and Clytemnestra early in the play, her single-minded
focus forces them all to share temporarily in her suspended state. Perhaps more
interestingly, the same stubborn refusal to change which makes Electra a thorn in the side
of Clytemnestra and Aegisthus also puts her in a peculiar kind of conflict with Orestes and
the Tutor, who arrive urging prompt and decisive action to avenge the murder of
Agamemnon.'

Whereas the suspended states in which Deianeira and Philoctetes live at the
beginning of their respective plays are defined by ongoing inaction, Electra’s temporal
suspension is marked by repeated action.'’” In fact, whenever a person or group who has
interacted with Electra in the years since her father’s death enters while she is onstage,

they comment immediately on the repetitive nature of her behaviour. The chorus ask in

1% Foley 2001:148-149 observes that Electra ‘freezes time | and blurs the division between day and night,
past and present, with her endless lamentations’.
1% Woodard 1966:125-126 notes Electra’s alienation from the main revenge plot throughout most of the
play, arguing that ‘she lives out her own history while the men are making history in another sense’ (126).

In comparing Electra’s waiting for Orestes to Deianeira’s waiting for Heracles, Hutchinson 1999:51 notes
that Electra’s waiting ‘is seen more emphatically as Electra’s own choice’.
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their first sentence why Electra is always (aei, 122) crying out in mourning for her father,
while Chrysothemis and Clytemnestra both say that Electra is outside mourning once
again (a0, 328 and 516).'”® Electra too comments on her mourning as a series of repeated
actions; in her first lament, delivered while she is alone onstage, she calls upon the light

and air to remind them

€S Hol
TOAAGS pEV Bprveov wdas,
ToAAas & avtnpels fjobou
OTEPVWY TTAayas ailaCOOOUEVIV,
oméTav dvopepa VUE UtroAelpbij (87-91).
The repetition of ToAA&s in lines 88 and 89, followed shortly thereafter by 6méTav in 91
gives the sense that Electra’s existence is characterized by an endless and unvarying

. 109
sequence of acts of mourning.

The death of Agamemnon is the only clearly defined
event which emerges from her lament, and it seems that all other events in Electra’s life
have been more or less indistinguishable.' "

Although they agree that she is constantly repeating the same kind of actions,
Electra and those around her speak differently about her habits, and it quickly becomes
clear that her habitual mourning not only makes her intolerable to Clytemnestra, but also
threatens to alienate her from those who might tend to be sympathetic.''’ Over the course
of the kommos, the chorus challenge Electra’s ongoing grief from a variety of different
angles, reminding her that her mourning serves no purpose (137-144), that her other
siblings have managed to move on (156-163), that justice will come eventually (174-184),

and that her drastic behaviour is only making the situation worse (214-220). When

Chrysothemis arrives, she too criticizes Electra’s behaviour, commenting viv &’ év Kakois

1% Finglass ad 516-633 notes that the chorus’s, Chrysothemis’, and Clytemnestra’s successive references to
the ongoing nature of Electra’s lamentation are increasingly critical and vehement.

1% 0On the continuity of Electra’s lamentation, Foley 2001:156 comments, ‘What is ordinarily a temporary
identification with the dead has become for Electra a living death’.

" Schein 1982:73 describes Electra as ‘not so much living in the past as keeping the past with her in the
present’.

" Electra is shown to be aware of this risk; Winnington-Ingram 1980:223, Blundell 1989:170, and Foley
2001:149-150 discuss the shame which Electra tells the chorus she would feel if her behaviour should seem
excessive to them (254-255).
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Hot TTAETV UQEIpEVT) DOKET, | Kal un Sokeiv uev dpav Ti, Tnuaivev d¢ ur (335-336).
After Electra delivers a withering criticism of Chrysothemis’ willingness to compromise,
Chrysothemis responds by locating Electra’s abuse in the broader temporal context of the
sisters’ interactions, explaining to the chorus, £y co pév, @ yuvaikes, N0&s eipi TS |
TV Tiiode pUboov (372-373). Every time she speaks to Electra, their differences are
apparent, and this has been the case for a long time.

Electra’s habitual behaviour limits her contact with those around her; all of her
interactions early in the play reinforce what Electra is—as determined by what she does—
and what the chorus, Chrysothemis, and Clytemnestra therefore are not. Despite this
divide between Electra and the rest of her world, she displays a tendency to make those
around her part of her state of temporal suspension. Although they try at first to persuade
Electra to change her behaviour, the chorus at the end of the kommos tell her, €1 8¢ un)
KaA@ds | Aéyw, oU vika: ool yap eyduecd’ aua (252-253), in effect agreeing to join
with her in her static mourning for Agamemnon.''? Similarly, although Chrysothemis
claims not to mind what Electra says, by the end of her first scene with her sister she has
been persuaded to substitute her own and Electra’s offerings for Clytemnestra’s, and thus
to some extent joins Electra in her disobedience.'”’ Even Clytemnestra is made to
participate in Electra’s repetitive behaviour; after Electra enacts a typical encounter with
her mother for the chorus, recounting how Clytemnestra pcovoioa To1ad’ eEoveldilel
kaka (288), Clytemnestra arrives and plays the role which she has already been
assigned.''* Near the end of their confrontation, Electra comments, oU y&p TroeTs |

ToUupyov- Ta &’ épya Tous Adyous eupiokeTal (624-625); by holding her mother

"2 Kitzinger 1990:306; see also Foley 2001:149.

'3 Nooter 2011:408 comments, ‘In the first episode with Chrysothemis, Electra’s potential for derailment of
others’ plans is made actual’.

"4 Ringer 1998:144 discusses the established patterns of interaction between mother and daughter in terms
of theatrical role playing.

214



responsible for her own ongoing mourning and hostile speech, she makes her part of the
endless cycle in which she lives her life.

Electra’s dual habits of remaining static and drawing those around her into her
static state put her at odds with Orestes, who is throughout the play primarily concerned
with the forward motion of the revenge plot.'"> Orestes begins to be associated with
urgency and forward motion in the prologue, and the conflict between his personal
trajectory and that of Electra grows increasingly apparent over the course of the play, first
when the forward momentum of the prologue halts with the entrance of Electra, and then,
even more strikingly, during Electra’s lament over the urn and the subsequent recognition
scene. In the prologue, both Orestes and the Tutor are concerned with the need for action
in the present moment. The Tutor closes his first speech by telling Orestes to act without
delay, explaining, cos évTalif’ Téuev | v’ oUKET’ OKVEIV Kalpds, AN’ Epycv akun (21-
22); according to the account of Orestes’ life which preceded this injunction, moreover,
this present moment, the épycov akun, is a chance for Orestes to fulfil the purpose for
which he was raised. It soon becomes clear that Orestes and the Tutor share this sense of
urgency; after asking to be set right €i ur T1 KalpoU Tuyxavw (31), Orestes closes his
speech with an even more explicit echo of the Tutor’s injunction, kaipos yap, Somep
&udpd&ow | péyloTos Epyou TavTés EoT EmoTa TN (75-76).'

Orestes leaves the stage a few lines after saying that it is now the moment to act,
and there follow just over a thousand lines in which the play moves—or, more accurately,

does not move—on Electra’s personal trajectory before Orestes and Pylades re-enter with

'3 Schein 1982:71 identifies the tension between the siblings’ two strands of the plot as an organizing force
in the tragedy.

¢ Orestes’ focus on the present moment in the prologue leads Alexanderson 1966:82 to describe him as
‘energetic and uncomplicated’. Smith 1990:342 in a discussion of the uses of kaipds in the play, similarly
comments, ‘The kaipds of Orestes is clearly associated with the taking of justice, yet it is a justice with a
pronounced antipathy to deliberation’.
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the urn at 1097."'"" Although Electra had, after hearing the Tutor’s false news of Orestes’
death, briefly developed plans to take her own revenge on Aegisthus, the apparent arrival
of physical proof of Orestes’ death brings her forward motion to a complete standstill.

Her lament over the urn is, from a temporal perspective, an even more extreme form of the
kind of static mourning in which she has been engaging since the death of Agamemnon;
having several times over the course of the play expressed a determination to continue
mourning until Orestes arrives to avenge their father’s death, Electra now wishes for death
herself. At the end of her speech over the urn, the only hope that Electra sees is that she
may die and thus spend eternity with Orestes (1165-1167). So long as Orestes was still
alive, she explains, EUv ool peTeTXoV TV iocwv (1168), but now that he is dead, the only
future which the siblings can share is death.

Orestes reveals his identity, then, just after Electra’s personal trajectory, which has
always been cyclical, has finally come to a complete halt. Although Orestes says that his
understanding has been changed by the sight of Electra’s misfortunes, 60’ ouk &p’ 1jdn
TV €UV £y Kakav (1185), he maintains in his interactions with Electra in the
recognition scene much of the forward momentum which he displayed in the prologue.
Almost as soon as Electra begins to rejoice over Orestes’ return, Orestes begins to urge her
to control herself, answering her first lines of lyric with the iambic line, T&peouev: aAAa
oy’ Exouoa pdopeve (1236).'" Although Electra, as she expresses her joy, seems to
be on the verge of entering an endless cycle of exultation to match her previous cycle of
mourning, Orestes is still concerned with keeping the revenge plot moving, and he tells

Electra, 6Tav mapoucia | ppaln, TOT épywv TAVSE pepvijoBal xpecov (1251-1252),

"7 Kitzinger 1990:304-305 notes the contrast between the trajectory of the prologue and that introduced by

the entrance of Electra.
"8 Wright 2005a:188-189 argues that Orestes’ repeated silencing of Electra suggests that Electra’s joy, like
her previous grief, goes beyond normal bounds.
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119 .
In restraining

and then, oU ur| "oT1 Kaipos un pakpav PovAou Aéyew (1259).
Electra’s expressions of past suffering and current joy, Orestes tries to draw her closer to
his own forward-looking worldview, according to which past and present matter only
insofar as they lead to the future.'*’

In contrast to her brother, Electra has since the death of Agamemnon lived in an
undifferentiated present state, in which her repetitive actions in the present constitute an
ongoing effort to preserve the memory of the past. As Orestes tries to keep Electra from
dwelling on past events, his efforts to change his sister’s trajectory have implications not
only for her interactions with the past, but also for her interactions with the present and the
future. For all their focus on the demands of the present moment, Orestes and the Tutor
say very little about Electra’s present role. When she tells Orestes that she would have
tried to get revenge on her own, T} yap av KaAdds | €000’ EuauTnv, 1) KaA&s
amwAdunv (1320-1321), Orestes ignores this piece of information altogether and tells
Electra to be silent. Nothing in the recognition scene, moreover, suggests that Electra has
an essential part to play in the revenge now that Orestes has finally returned. Electra’s
main task, in fact, is to remain—at least outwardly—in the same suspended state which
preceded Orestes’ arrival; after asking her to tell him how things stand in the house (1293-

1295), Orestes warns Electra not to let Clytemnestra see her joy, aAN cos €T0° &T1) T7

otéval’ (1298-1299)."*" Even now that Orestes has returned,

HATNY AeAeyuévr)

destroying one of the main reasons for Electra’s suspended state of mourning and waiting,

"% Schein 1982:76 comments on Orestes’ focus on efficiency in the recognition scene; Wright 2005a:191
comments on the temporal similarities between Electra’s lamentation and her joy.

"2 Hutchinson 1999:56 comments, ‘For Electra the decisive event has now occurred, and her life of waiting
and misery is over; for Orestes, who naturally has a different perspective, the most decisive event has still to
happen’.

2l Foley 2001:167 suggests that ‘Orestes is forced by Electra’s pain to offer his sister and the chorus a role,
however limited, in what was initially an all male adventure’; Foley does not, though, draw attention to the
fact that Electra’s limited role in the revenge involves the continuation of her past state of repetitive
mourning.
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it remains impossible for Electra to interact with her brother’s version of the present
moment.

Despite Orestes’ emphasis on the need for forward motion, moreover, it is unclear
what sort of future the revenge plot offers for Electra.'*> On the one hand, the forward-
moving trajectory towards which Orestes tries to draw Electra has little to do with the
temporal behaviours which have defined her throughout the play. Except for her
prediction of the glory which she and Chrysothemis would win if they were to kill
Aegisthus, Electra herself has never spoken of what might follow the revenge which she

. 123
desires.

In fact, while she has spoken frequently about her constant waiting, and she has
consistently linked her desire for Orestes’ return with her desire for revenge, most of her
references to the future have ended with the arrival of Orestes. Perhaps more worryingly,
although Orestes and the Tutor have throughout the play looked beyond the revenge itself
to the eventual restoration of the household fortunes, it is not clear what role, if any,
Electra will play in the restored household. Orestes’ initial plans said nothing about any
siblings, and, although he and the Tutor mention Electra’s presence as a future speaker and
listener (1251-1252, 1364-1366), their plans for her are indistinct at best. Having been
urged throughout the play to restrain her mourning and move on, Electra is now left
behind by the plot, encouraged to continue with her old habits as her brother moves
toward a future in which she has no part to play.

When Electra ends, the plot is still moving forward; as is frequently noted, the play

ends before the death of Aegisthus, and therefore with a sense that events are still in

122 Segal 1981:267 comments on the barrier between Electra and Orestes which becomes apparent after the
recognition.

1% Kitzinger 1990:320-322 suggests that, although it is Chrysothemis who insists on the probability of death,
it is apparent from Electra’s description of what will follow the sisters’ revenge that she too really believes
that death is the most likely outcome; according to this view, the glorious future which Electra imagines is
only a fiction designed to persuade Chrysothemis, and not a reflection of Electra’s real ambitions.
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progress.'** The play as a whole is now running on the trajectory which Orestes and the
Tutor introduced in the prologue, and Electra, having been shut out of her brother’s plans
and lost her chance to establish a forward trajectory of her own, fades gradually from view
over the course of the final scene. Electra’s story is not over, but it will not progress any

further.'?

The state of suspension in which Electra remains at the end of the play marks
her ongoing separation even from those who are ostensibly on her side, and it puts her,
finally, at odds with the overall plot of the play. At the end of the play, Agamemnon’s
death is finally being avenged, but the forward motion of revenge plot has already

destroyed the temporally suspended Electra who has waited so long for it to be set in

motion.

CONCLUSION: CHANGE COMES TO THE RELUCTANT

The ways in which Electra and other Sophoclean characters react—or refuse to
react—to changes in the world around them are frequently noted not only by readers and
audiences, but also by other characters. As they interact with the passage of time and fit
together their conceptions of past, present, and future, individuals develop characteristic
patterns of behaviour, and these habitual thoughts and actions are often associated,
sometimes in contradictory ways, with wisdom, learning, and other mental states; prudent
actions can be learned over time, but being able to change learned actions is usually taken
as a sign of good sense.'*® In trying to persuade Neoptolemus to take part in the deception
of Philoctetes, Odysseus explains that although he was once accustomed to relying on the

strength of his hands, he has since learned that he can accomplish more with words and

124 See, e.g., Easterling 2004:157, Goldhill:2012: 20-21.

125 Schein 1982:78 comments, ‘By the success of their scheme, Orestes and the Paedagogus have in a
moment done away with Electra’s very raison d’étre’.

126 Easterling 2004:160 discusses the importance of the uncertain connection between present and future in
tragedy.
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changed his ways accordingly (Phil. 96-99)."*” Although Oedipus says at the beginning of
Oedipus at Colonus that he has learned endurance over time (OC 7-8), Creon later asks
him, oUde TS Xpdve puoas pavi) | ppévas ToT , AAA& ATua TE yripa Tpépn (804-
805), accusing him of being unable to adapt to the passage of time.

When change does happen to Sophoclean characters, they often attempt to develop
ways of coping with change which fit with their previously established patterns of
behaviour. When, after the news of Orestes’ death, Clytemnestra asks Electra, oUkouv
‘OpéoTns kal ou ravoeTov Tade; (795), Electra replies, Temauued’ rfuels, oux OTmws
ot TTavoopev (796), and her answer reflects not only the desire to bring an end to
Clytemnestra’s arrogant behaviour which she mentions in the second half of the line, but
also her own personal trajectory.'>® Waiting for Orestes has for years been one of
Electra’s constant activities as well as a way for her to maintain autonomy in a household
dominated by her father’s murderers, and the death of Orestes thus represents a potential
turning-point in her life. When she hears of her brother’s death, Electra considers two
possible courses of action, both in different ways compatible with her previous habitual
behaviour; first she resolves to continue mourning outside the house from this point
onwards, welcoming the possibility that her actions may lead to death (817-822), and then
she proposes that she and Chrysothemis should make a desperate attempt on Aegisthus’
life.'" Although Electra’s plan to take the revenge into her own hands represents a
departure from her static state, Chrysothemis recognizes the plan as essentially consistent

with Electra’s long-standing and, in Chrysothemis’ view, irrational refusal to yield (992-

'*” Roisman 1997:130 comments on Odysseus’ portrayal of his stance as the wiser and more mature choice.

128 Segal 1981:262 suggests that Clytemnestra’s question shows her to be still trapped in an ‘atmosphere of
timelessness [which] reflects that inner world of guilt and anxiety in which she is caught, a world insensible
to the inflections of time and change’; this atmosphere of timelessness, Segal notes, is a function of
Clytemnestra’s regular interactions with Electra and the threat of Orestes’ arrival.

12 Foley 2001:160 comments on the way in which Orestes’ supposed death changes Electra’s calculations.
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994); now that her waiting has ended, Electra has diverted her resistance into another
channel.

Both of Electra’s resolutions in the aftermath of Orestes’ supposed death are
typical of attempts made by other Sophoclean characters to maintain some degree of
control over their personal trajectories as they try to interact with changes over which they
have no control. Throughout the first half of the play, Ajax, like Electra, has been
described by others in terms of what he usually does, and he fiercely resists the suggestion
that he ought to change his behaviour. Only fifty lines before he begins to speak about the
inevitability of change, in fact, he tells Tecmessa, HEOP& HOL DOKETS PPOVETV, | € TOUUOY
nbos &pTi Tadevelv voeis (594-595). By this point in the play, however, Ajax’s status in
the Greek army has already been destroyed, and he has already rejected several possible
courses of action (460-470); his denial of the possibility of personal change is thus similar
to Electra’s initial determination to continue mourning even now that her last hope is
gone."” For Ajax, as for Electra, a decisive change has already taken place, and he
attempts to convince Tecmessa that, although his pattern of heroic behaviour has come to
an end, his changed behaviour does not amount to a change in his identity.

Ajax’s usual behaviour, however, represents a personal trajectory that is very
different than Electra’s; Ajax the military hero is used to taking matters into his own hands
and moving forward to achieve his own goals. From the moment when he realizes what
he has done in trying to attack the Greek leaders until the beginning of the deception
speech, however, Ajax is essentially static, already living a life which has changed beyond
recognition. Tecmessa may not be able to change him, but circumstances beyond his
control are doing their best to do so, and Ajax’s warning to Tecmessa is also a warning to

the rest of the world around him. At the beginning of the deception speech, he

1 Blundell 1989:85 comments on the irony of Ajax’s insistence at this point that he cannot be changed.
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acknowledges the inevitability of change only to resist it in his own life; although his
suicide represents a definitive end for his personal trajectory, it is also a way for him to
take his fate into his own hands and, for the last time, to move forward as he always has in

the past."!

B! Murnaghan 1989:185 notes that the change in trajectory caused by Ajax’s suicide ‘underscore[s] the way

the play’s success in achieving formal closure comes at the expense of the hero’s life’.
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CHAPTER 5 — GNOMIC INTERACTIONS: GENERALIZING CHARACTER

Near the end of 4jax, at the conclusion of their dispute over Ajax’s right to burial,
Menelaus and Teucer exchange a curious set of fables. ‘I once saw a man’, says
Menelaus, ‘who was bold in speech, urging his sailors to sail through a winter storm, but
when he was stuck in the worst of the storm, you could no longer hear his voice, but,
hiding beneath his cloak, he freely allowed the sailors to trample on him’ (1142-1146).'
Although the compressed form of the narrative and the man’s anonymity give a sense of
general relevance, Menelaus makes sure that Teucer—and, by extension, the audience—
knows how the fable ought to be interpreted under the current circumstances: thus, he
explains, oUTco, Teucer’s grand claims are likely to be extinguished in the face of a real
storm (1147-1149).> By employing the fable as a metaphor for Teucer’s behaviour,
Menelaus can suggest that Teucer’s specific obstinacy in the matter of Ajax’s burial is part
of a wider pattern of foolish behaviour to which men can succumb if they are not careful.
At the same time, Menelaus suggests that he, unlike Teucer, knows how the world works
and will therefore avoid the trouble which Teucer is likely to face.

In his reply, Teucer assails not only the wisdom of Menelaus’ position on the
burial of Ajax, but also the rhetoric which he has employed in defence of his position.” In
a stinging parody of the fable which Menelaus has just told, Teucer comments, ‘Well, I
saw a man, full of idiocy, who was arrogant in the face of his neighbours’ troubles, and,
seeing him, a man very much like me and of a similar temperament said this to him, “Man,
do not do wrong against the dead, for if you do, know that you will suffer for it”” (1150-

1155). Where Menelaus had clearly emphasized the relevance of his fable in the final

" Garvie ad 1142-1146 suggests that Menelaus’ fable is related to the nautical fable told by Eteocles at

Aesch. Sept. 602-604.

* Heath 1987:200 argues that Menelaus’ use of the fable smacks of desperation and calls it “a rhetorical
device of low character’.

? Hesk 2003:116 notes that Teucer ‘mocks [Menelaus’] chosen mode and the banality of its execution’.
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lines of his speech, Teucer goes even further, concluding, ‘And I see this man, and, as it
seems to me, he is none other than you—or do I speak in riddles?’ (1157-1158). The non-
literal equivalence suggested by Menelaus’ oUTtco has been replaced by actual fact, and, in
the same breath, the power balance in the dispute has shifted.* By appropriating the form
of Menelaus’ fable, Teucer suggests that Menelaus is every bit as full of empty bluster as
he has accused Teucer of being; Menelaus’ idiocy, as Teucer presents it, lies not only in
his treatment of the dead, but also in his transparent attempt to use his fable to bolster his
own authority.

Although the fictionalized Teucer of the second fable warns the fictionalized
Menelaus that there will be consequences for dishonouring the dead, both fables are as
much concerned with rhetorical control as they are with the actual treatment of Ajax’s
body. Throughout his debate with Teucer, Menelaus has been concerned with
representing himself as speaking from a position of greater authority; his decision to
criticize Teucer’s behaviour by telling a fable constitutes an attempt to consolidate the
authority which he has been claiming all along. When Teucer caps Menelaus’ fable with
his own pseudo-fable in reply, he changes the terms of the argument; the authority which
Teucer claims at this point is not a matter of political power or military prowess, but,
instead, a matter of being able to think on one’s feet and to engage successfully in verbal
debate.” Although Menelaus may still have a degree of political power which Teucer
lacks, he is verbally outmatched by Teucer and can find no suitable reply to his fable.

Although Menelaus has been arguing all along that Teucer is not a suitable adversary, and

* Garvie ad 1150-1158 comments, ‘Avoiding the metaphorical language of Menelaus, he more directly, and
less imaginatively, says merely, “I have seen a man who...It is in fact you whom I have in mind”’. Hesk
2003:116-117, however, argues persuasively that Teucer’s parody is designed to undercut the rhetorical
force of Menelaus’ fable.

> Hesk 2007:128-129 draws attention to the importance of improvisation, or the appearance of
improvisation, in verbal duels.

® Collins 2004:ix-x comments that poetic contests in which speakers cap each others’ responses typically end
when one contestant is outmatched.
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although he departs after Teucer’s fable, claiming that it would be shameful for him to
continue debating with an inferior (1159-1160), Teucer’s pseudo-fable allows him to beat
Menelaus at his own game.’

The form of the fables allows the two men to move a little distance beyond the
specific circumstances of the play, but neither Menelaus nor Teucer shifts entirely into the
realm of generality—both men claim to be telling stories about specific individuals whose
behaviour they have themselves witnessed, and Teucer eventually admits that he has not
been telling a fable after all but has in fact been speaking about Menelaus all along.®
Nevertheless, the exchange of fables provides a framework for examining the function of
generalities in onstage interactions. Although Menelaus uses his fable to argue that he has
a level of general knowledge which Teucer lacks, Teucer’s reply suggests that attempts at
exemplarity are not in and of themselves a sign of authority or understanding; Menelaus,
according to Teucer, does not understand the main issue—‘Do not dishonour the dead’
(1154)—and, as such, his fable will not allow him to win the debate. That is, although
Menelaus may, by generalizing about the way of the world, lay claim to a degree of
privileged knowledge, his claim may not be validated by his listeners. Moreover, Teucer
suggests that Menelaus’ inability to apply appropriate generalizations to the matter at hand
is indicative of a more general lack of understanding on the part of Menelaus.”

Elsewhere in 4jax, and throughout the extant Sophoclean corpus, many characters
display a tendency to generalize in moments of heightened tension, particularly during
struggles for control or other moments in which important decisions need to be made.
Different figures interact with the truths contained in their own general statements in

different ways, and, similarly, different figures react differently to the generalizations of

" Hesk 2003:117. See also Rutherford 2012:395.

¥ Campbell ad 1150 notes that while Teucer ‘retains the form of allegory’, he ‘instead of seeking for an
illustration, puts the case as it stands’.

? Hesk 2003: 116 notes that Menelaus’ fable about the dangers of ‘speaking big’ actually works against him
in ways which he does not intend, but which are apparent both to Teucer and to the audience.
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others. Successful generalizations depend on a certain kind of relationship between
speaker and listener; I will therefore begin this chapter with a brief discussion of the
interaction between speaker and listener which is suggested when someone makes a
general statement and of the potential risk to this interaction when a generalization is
misused or misinterpreted. Keeping in mind the idea that the act of generalizing has
certain established rhetorical implications, I will go on to discuss the ways in which the
use of generalizations both allow Sophoclean characters to interact with each other and
their current circumstances and also allow the audience to interact with the figures

onstage.

WHAT IT MEANS TO GENERALIZE

The generalizations with which I will be concerned in this chapter share a few
main characteristics. On the most basic level, they are statements of broadly applicable
truth; they are typically linked to the specific dramatic circumstances under which they are
spoken, but their speakers nevertheless suggest that their words can be applied more
generally, whether in equivalent situations or in other situations which happen to involve
equivalent figures. The subjects of such general statements are therefore indefinite: most
general statements concern ‘a man’, a generalized second-person subject, or some other
abstract quantity such as ‘the divine’ or ‘truth’ or ‘justice’. For another thing, the general
statements discussed in this chapter are all relatively self-contained; although they are
often delivered in series, individual general statements spoken by Sophoclean characters
very rarely stretch over more than two or three verses.'’ Such brief generalizations can be

classified as ‘gnomic statements’ or gnomai; the Oxford English Dictionary defines a

' Brevity is often identified as a feature of such general statements; Abrahams 1972: 120 notes that most
proverbs fit in a single line of ‘folk verse’.
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‘gnome’ as ‘a short pithy statement of a general truth; a proverb, maxim, aphorism, or
apophthegm’.!" The idea of gnomai as statements of general truth extends into antiquity;
although the word yvcoun is often used to refer broadly to intellect, thought, or
judgement, Aristotle in the Rhetoric gives yvcoun a more technical definition, saying,
€01 81| yveoun amdpavals, oU pévTtol oUTe TePl TV Kab’ EkacTov, olov Toids Tig
lpikpdTns, aAAa kabBdAou, and going on to specify further that gnomai deal with how
one should or should not act (Rhet. 1394a21-25).

Throughout this chapter, I will be alternating between describing statements as
‘generalizations’ and as ‘gnomic statements’ or gnomai, taking ‘gnomic statements’ as a
particular subset of ‘generalizations.” Despite the OED’s linkage between gnomes and
proverbs, however, I will for the most part be avoiding the term ‘proverb’ in my analysis
of Sophocles. According to my definitions of the terms, proverbs are a subset of gnomai,
both share the self-contained form which I mentioned above, and both similarly claim to
be applicable to a variety of different people and circumstances.'> Proverbs, however,
have a traditional element which is often missing from gnomic statements; to call a
statement a proverb is to imply that it has been handed down in roughly the same form
through multiple speakers or writers over an extended period of time."* Although many
Sophoclean gnomai have a formal resemblance to proverbs, and although some
Sophoclean gnomai have roots in statements of traditional wisdom, relatively few

Sophoclean gnomai can be firmly identified as traditional, and it is not for the most part

their traditional aspect on which I wish to focus here.'* Nevertheless, since gnomai and

" OED Online 2014: gnome, n.1.

"2 My definitions thus diverge somewhat from those of Aristotle, who states that ‘some proverbs (Eviai Téov
Tapollicov) are also gnomai’. Kindstrand 1978:74 suggests that Aristotle only classes some proverbs as
gnomai because paroimia may lack the ethical element which is central to Aristotle’s definition of gnomai.
B Kindstrand 1978:77 notes that ‘antiquity and truth’ are the defining qualities of Greek proverbs. Proverbs
need not be repeated verbatim to count as traditional; see Slater 2000:104 and Easterling 2009:162-163.

' Lardinois 2001:94-95 discusses the flexibility of gnomai in archaic Greek poetry, noting that gnomai are
rarely repeated verbatim, but instead tend to be ‘a variety of renditions of the same basic thought’.
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proverbs are often deployed under similar circumstances and to similar effect, and since a
considerable body of scholarship exists on the use of proverbs, both in ancient Greek
literature, and in the literature and society of other cultures, I will be drawing on this
scholarship in order to support some of my arguments about the use of Sophoclean
gnomai. s

The successful use of a gnomic statement requires a degree of common ground
between a speaker and his or her listeners; since gnomai by definition contain few details,
their hearers must both have a general awareness of how such statements function and be
able to fill in whatever blanks need to be filled in in order to make a particular gnomic
statement applicable to the matter at hand. Part of learning to be conversant within a
culture is learning to understand that culture’s socially sanctioned use of proverbs and
gnomic speech; Seitel notes in particular that many cultures have traditional ways of using
and explaining proverbs in speech to children, designed to give young members of society
the tools which they need to understand proverbs later in life.'® Gnomai, like proverbs, are
spoken with the tacit assumption that their hearers will be able to interpret the statements
correctly; by making such an assumption, moreover, the speaker includes her listeners in
an imaginary community based on shared knowledge."’

Even more strikingly, the act of speaking in gnomai provides a degree of
information about the speaker—or at least about how the speaker wishes to be seen. A
hearer with some experience of the typical use of gnomic statements can be expected to
know that making gnomic statements is often the prerogative of speakers who have some

kind of special authority.'® By tapping into a store of collective wisdom, a speaker makes

' For a similar approach to the application of modern and cross-cultural studies of proverb usage to gnomai
in Greek poetry, see Lardinois 1997.

1% Seitel 1981:134.

' Foley 1994:89, writing about the role of proverbs in South Slavic epic, observes that both the singer and
his audience need to be ‘fluent in this special register’.

'8 Martin 2009:119 discusses the performance of proverbs as a way to lay claim to authority.
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a claim both to have understood that wisdom, and to be in a position to reinterpret it for
others."”” This connection between gnomic speech and socially sanctioned wisdom exists
across cultures; among the Apache, general statements with a traditional form are the
exclusive rhetorical property of men and women of advanced years and an established
reputation for wisdom and understanding, while Lardinois has observed in his study of
characterization through gnomai in the Iliad that gnomai containing advice for their direct
addressee are usually spoken by characters—Nestor is a prime example—who have some
degree of accepted political or moral authority.”® Not all speakers of gnomai, however,
are unequivocally authoritative; since speaking gnomically is often associated with
wisdom or authority, figures in Homer, tragedy, and elsewhere often speak in gnomai
when they wish to assert an authority which may not be recognised by all.

The act of speaking in gnomai thus has implications for the identities of both
speaker and listener as well as for the presumed relationship between speaker and listener.
As authoritative speech acts, both proverbs and the non-traditional gnomai with which I
will primarily be concerned contain implicit commands or injunctions; whenever they are
used, proverbs and other gnomic statements propose an answer to the question of what
ought to be done in a given situation.”! Importantly, the advice contained within a gnomic
statement can be directed at different figures depending on the circumstances under which
the statement is made. Seitel has borrowed the grammatical terms ‘first person’, ‘second
person’, and ‘third person’ to describe the intended recipient of a piece of proverbial
wisdom; a ‘first person’ use of a proverb includes advice for the speaker herself, a ‘second

person’ proverb suggests a course of action for the addressee, and a ‘third person’ proverb

' Abrahams 1972:122 notes that it is ‘the appearance of collective wisdom’ that makes proverbs
authoritative, not their actual reliance on tradition. Seitel 1981:126-128 argues that the relationship between
speaker and listener is an important element in proverb meaning.

Y Basso 1976:99 discusses ‘wise words’ among the Apache; Lardinois 2000:643, 649-650. On the
widespread use of gnomai in archaic Greek literature and thought, see Versnel 2011:221-231.

*! Seitel 1981:130.
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offers advice to some third party, who may or may not be present to hear the proverb.
Importantly, these categories are not reliant on the grammatical person used in the
proverb; a grammatically identical proverb can be first, second, or third person depending
on the circumstances in which it is used. Seitel’s categorization of proverbs according to
the person for whom their advice is intended has since been adopted by other scholars,
including Lardinois in his work on Homer, and it can often a useful perspective on the

speakers of Sophoclean gnomai and their interactions with the world around them.*”

DRAMATIC GENERALIZATIONS

Given that the use of proverbial statements in geographically and temporally
disparate societies seems to follow relatively consistent rules, several related sets of
questions arise when dramatic characters speak in proverbs or gnomic statements. The
first set of questions concerns the identity of the speaker in relation to her onstage
listeners: is the speaker the kind of figure who might be expected to speak gnomically, or
is she otherwise in a position to lay claim to a greater degree of verbal authority than that
held by her listeners?*® The second set of questions concerns the gnomai themselves and
their interpretation by both speaker and listener. For whom do the gnomic statements
contain advice, and how are they interpreted by their hearers, both on and offstage? The
question of who should heed the advice embedded in a gnomic statement is more
complicated than it may at first appear; just as the person of a proverb may vary depending
on the circumstances, it is entirely possible for a gnomic statement to be presented as

second or third person while at the same time containing useful advice for its speaker.**

> Seitel 1981:128-129; Lardinois 2000:643.

>* Martin 2009:119.

** Similarly, Lardinois 2000:644 discusses ‘indirect second person gnomai’, which ostensibly contain advice
for the speaker or a third party, but at the same time allow the speaker to make a comment about the
addressee.
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Moreover, dramatic speakers of gnomai do not always understand the implications of their
generalizations; in the case of the exchange of fables in 4jax, Hesk notes that Menelaus’
fable can also be read as a critique of Menelaus’ own behaviour.”

Linking several of these lines of questioning together is the issue of
appropriateness: is the gnomic statement under consideration appropriate for the
circumstances, and, if so, is it appropriate in the way that its speaker seems to imply?
Since gnomai are speech acts which imply certain patterns of interaction between speaker
and listener, their use carries a degree of risk.”® On a rhetorical level, if a gnomic
statement is used under the wrong circumstances or by a character who lacks the authority
to generalize, both the statement and the advice contained in it are likely to go unheeded.
Perhaps more importantly, inappropriate uses of gnomai—or uses of gnomai which are
considered inappropriate—can have personal consequences for a speaker, who may find
her authority called into question in ways that it might not have been had she not tried to
offer a piece of gnomic advice; in Antigone, Creon and Haemon hold opposing views
about who is entitled to offer advice, and the breakdown in communication between the
two stems in large part from the fact that Haemon has dared to offer advice, much of it
gnomic, to his father.”” Looking at the circumstances under which different tragic
characters use gnomai and the onstage reactions to those gnomai can provide important
insights about the interactions which take place, both between individual characters and
between characters and the wider issues at stake in the world of the play.

The choruses of Sophoclean tragedies’ are some of the plays’ most prolific users of

generalizations, and it is therefore easy to think of gnomic statements as largely within the

* Hesk 2003:116. More generally, Lardinois 2006:214 comments, ‘Gnomic expressions are notoriously
difficult to interpret because they are by definition polysemous and applicable to many different situations’.
2% Martin 2009:123-124 draws attention to several characters in tragedy who fit uneasily into their social
roles and also have difficulty using generalizations appropriately, suggesting that the misuse of gnomai is
often emblematic of a more general lack of authority.

*” Podlecki 1966a:362-364; Griffith 1998:69-70.

231



rhetorical purview of the chorus.”® Gnomic statements, like proverbs, are typically
associated with collective wisdom, and there is a sense in which the chorus, inasmuch as
they are a group, are therefore better placed to offer collective wisdom than most
individual characters are.”” The extent to which the chorus are detached from the action—
which varies from tragedy to tragedy—can also give them access to the breadth of
perspective which is implied by many general statements.”® The gnomic authority of the
chorus, however, does not go uncontested; being able to deliver successful gnomai
depends not only on access to collective wisdom, but also on applying that wisdom aptly
to the situation at hand, and individual Sophoclean characters with a tendency to
generalize often reject choral gnomai on the grounds that the chorus do not fully
understand the present circumstances.”’ Although choruses generalize under many of the
same circumstances which prompt Sophoclean characters to make gnomic statements, and
although choral gnomai provide insights into the interactions between the chorus, other
figures, and the events of the play which are in many ways similar to the insights provided
by gnomic statements delivered by characters, I will in this chapter, as I have throughout
this thesis, be focusing on individual characters.”> In my discussion of what happens when
individual characters appropriate collective wisdom by speaking in gnomai, I will be
concerned with the chorus mostly inasmuch as their generalizations provide a foil for the

different generalizations offered by named characters in moments of tension.

> Wolf 1910:24 suggests that gnomai contribute to the solemnity of the tone of many choral odes.

22 On the collective voice of the chorus, see, e.g., Burton 1980:3-4, Goldhill 2012:85-87, Rutherford
2012:221. Gould 1999:111 comments on the connection between choral gnomai and the collective memory
of the group. The tragic chorus also gains a degree of authority through association with the non-tragic
choruses who performed on other occasions; on the association between tragic and non-dramatic choruses,
see, e.g., Goldhill 1996:250-251; Gagné and Hopman 2013:23-25.

3% Rutherford 2012:389-390 comments on the variable importance of generalization to tragic choruses,
noting that the choruses of 4jax and Philoctetes, which are closely connected to individual named characters,
generalize much less than the more detached choruses of Antigone and Oedipus Tyrannus.

*! The reactions of Creon in Antigone and Deianeira in Trachiniae to the attempts at generalization by their
respective choruses will be discussed later in this chapter.

3% See the Introduction above for a brief discussion of my decision to limit my treatment of Sophoclean
characterization to the interactions which shape named, individual characters.
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Over the course of the rest of this chapter, I will be exploring the interactions
which take place when Sophoclean figures generalize about themselves and the workings
of the world around them. Although characters employ gnomic statements throughout the
plays of Sophocles, different characters in the plays use gnomai under different
circumstances and to very different effect.”® In the tragedies of Sophocles, characters use
gnomic statements both in order to come to terms with themselves and their place in the
world and in order to assert some kind of authority over their circumstances. This takes
place in the first instance in interactions between characters, but when characters interact
with each other by means of gnomic statements, they engage in a somewhat more
complicated version of the triangular interaction between character and concept which I
described in the Introduction; the interactions which take place between characters provide
a framework for interactions between those characters and a shifting third point, which is
not necessarily the gnomic statement in question, but instead encompasses the characters’
respective ideas about truth, collective wisdom, and authority. More broadly, characters’
use of gnomai—whether appropriate or inappropriate, conservative or eccentric—provides
a framework according to which the audience can interpret characters and their ability to
function in the world of the play.**

In the next three sections, I will examine the ways in which figures in three
different plays use gnomic statements differently to frame their interactions with the world
and how, in turn, their individual approaches to generalizing can be seen as important
character traits.”> In Trachiniae, Deianeira, a character who finds herself trapped in an
ominous chain of events, which spirals further and further beyond her control, uses

generalizations to come to terms with her changing circumstances and to lay claim to

33 Rutherford 2012:365-366 comments on the variety of contexts for tragic generalization. Seidensticker
1994:281 observes that many Sophoclean figures tend to express their heroic values in gnomai.

** Martin 2009:23-24 comments on the varying levels of success of different characters’ gnomai.

> Wolf 1910:19-20 draws attention to the importance of Sophoclean gnomai as illustrations of the mental
states of their speakers.
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some small amount of authority in the face of approaching disaster. In Antigone, the
connection between gnomic statements and authority is even clearer, as Creon establishes
his political position in Thebes with the aid of several speeches heavily laden with
generalizations, and, later, as Creon and Teiresias trade increasingly pointed gnomai in
their argument about Creon’s behaviour. Finally, over the course of 4jax, the ways in
which different figures generalize becomes a reliable metric for judging their respective

abilities to interact successfully with the world at large.

GNOMAI ARE ‘GOOD TO THINK WITH’: DEIANEIRA GENERALIZES

As many critics have pointed out, Trachiniae, perhaps even more than other plays
of Sophocles, is a tragedy in which much supposed knowledge is later discovered to be
false or, at least, misleading.’® Although Heracles’ ‘late learning’ plays a substantial part
in his eventual destruction, it is Deianeira’s evolving knowledge which is most visible to
the audience over the course of the play. At each stage in her understanding, Deianeira
generalizes about the world, and, throughout the play, Deianeira’s generalizations often
stand in counterpoint to other general statements on the human condition, particularly the
chorus’s frequent gnomai, which, although calculated to support Deianeira in her trouble,
are often at odds with her assessment of her situation. By correcting the generalizations of
the chorus, Deianeira makes a claim to be able to speak not only for herself, but also for
others who might be in analogous positions. As the play goes on, this ability to generalize
is one of the few sources of certainty left to the increasingly desperate heroine.

Trachiniae opens with an extended speech from Deianeira, which begins with one

of the most famous gnomic statements in the extant Sophoclean corpus. ‘It is an old

36 See, among others, Whitman 1951:103-121, Lawrence 1978, and Kraus 1991. Heiden 1989 and 2012
present a more extreme version of this view.
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saying among men’, says Deianeira, ‘that you cannot learn the truth about a person’s life,
whether it was a good one or a bad one, before that person dies’ (1-3). Deianeira
explicitly identifies her opening gnome as traditional when she introduces it with Adyos
HEV EoT’ apxaios avBpcdmav gaveis (1); although, in fifth-century Athens, the claim
that a man’s happiness cannot be judged until the end of his life was associated with the
wisdom of Solon, what is more important for my purposes here is the fact that Deianeira
initially locates her opening speech in the context of traditional wisdom.”” As her speech
continues, Deianeira judges the traditional saying with which she began and finds it
inadequate as an assessment of her own life. Deianeira’s interaction with the play’s first
gnome—she presents it, puts it to the test, and then moves towards her own formulation of
how her life ought to be judged—provides a useful model for the use of gnomic
statements in processing human events.®

When Deianeira presents the ‘ancient saying’ which dictates that one must not
judge a man’s life until it is over only to reject the proverb, commenting, éyco &€ TOV
EUOV, Kal Tpiv eis A1dou HoAEiv, | EEo1d’ Exouoa duoTuxi Te Kal Bapuv (4-5), she at
first suggests a rhetorical stance entirely at odds with the instinct to generalize about the
human condition.” Rather than accepting the wisdom put forth (pavels, 1) by earlier men
and supposedly applicable to all, Deianeira offers instead details about her own life, which
she claims is an exception to the rule.*” The highly individualized litany of suffering

which follows—Deianeira does not suggest that all human life is unfortunate, but merely

*7 Easterling ad 1 notes the connection with Solon, referring to Solon’s advice to Croesus at Herodotus 1.32.
Deianeira predates Solon in mythological time, so it would be anachronistic to say that Sophocles’ Deianeira
is actually quoting Solon, but it is nevertheless likely that an Athenian audience would have thought of
Solon.

*¥ Kitzinger 2012:113 notes that ‘the prologue introduces an idea which the action will elaborate and
complicate’; I would argue that this statement is true in terms of Deianeira’s rhetoric as well as the content
of her opening speech.

*% Heiden 2012:136 sees Deianeira as trying to distance herself from ‘the ungrounded commonplaces of
traditional belief’.

0 Kitzinger 2012:113.

235



that her own has been—is enough to disprove the proverb with which she began her
speech.’ Although Deianeira does not say so in so many words, her forceful denial of the
applicability of the proverb to her own circumstances hints at the difficulty of finding a
generalization which applies to all mortals.

By going against a piece of established wisdom, Deianeira makes a claim about her
own authority, suggesting that she knows more than the originators of the proverb or, at
the very least, is in a better position to judge in her own case. As the play goes on, it
becomes apparent that this initial attempt to assert her own authority by situating herself
with respect to another statement is a typical rhetorical move on Deianeira’s part.*”
Despite her initial rejection of the proverb, Deianeira does not give up on generalizations
altogether, but instead she uses them to support particular statements about the appropriate
course of action under her current circumstances. Although Deianeira often uses gnomai
to assert her authority over those around her, her gnomic statements retain throughout the
play a strong first-person emphasis; even when she is ostensibly advising Hyllus or Lichas
or the chorus, Deianeira’s generalizations reflect strongly upon her own life.

After her firm rejection of the proverb in her opening lines, Deianeira’s authority
falters over the course of the rest of the prologue. Deianeira does not know where
Heracles is, but is nearly (oxeddv, 43) sure that he has suffered some misfortune, and her
need for the Nurse’s advice emphasizes her lack of control over her own life; Hyllus,
when he arrives, also knows more than Deianeira does about the fate of Heracles, and his

access to what is said about his father (paoi, 70; cos €yco kAUw, 72; paciv, 74) suggests

I Heiden 1989:23 argues that Deianeira, by rejecting the proverb’s doctrine of change, gives her own life a
comforting appearance of stability, even if that stability is a matter of constant suffering.

2 Kraus 1991:79 likewise draws attention to the extent to which Deianeira’s rejection of the proverb is
typical, although Kraus focuses on Deianeira’s revision of a previously held truth in light of new
information.
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another limit to Deianeira’s power.” It is from this state of uncertain control that
Deianeira begins to generalize on her own behalf, and her gnomic statements from the end
of the prologue up until just before she sends the poisoned robe to Heracles serve to
reclaim and consolidate some of her lost authority. When, just before the parodos,
Deianeira delivers a gnomic statement to the departing Hyllus, her comment, kal yap
UoTépw, TO Y’ €U | Tpdooel el TUBoITo, KéPdos EUTTOAE (92-93), like many of her
gnomai, can be read in multiple ways. Most obviously, it spurs Hyllus on his way, but it
also suggests that Deianeira, despite her passivity up to this point, may yet regain
control.** It is the very ambiguity of Deianeira’s generalization, which can apply either to
Hyllus or to Deianeira herself, which allows her to interact with the complicated status of
her own authority at this point in the play.

Deianeira makes her first generalization after the conclusion of the prologue early
in the first episode, in response to the comforting advice given by the chorus in the
parodos.” She offers an extended description of the innocence of youth and the changes
in perception which occur along with marriage, arguing that the chorus, as a group of still-
unmarried girls, cannot understand the depth of Deianeira’s worry on behalf of her

husband:

TO yap vealov €v Toloiode BookeTal

XCOPOoLoIv auToU, Kai viv ou 8&ATros Beol,

oUd’ SUPPOS, OUdE TTVEUHA TV OUDEV KAOVET,

aAX’ ndovais auoxbov é€aipel Biov

€5 ToUB’, €cos Tis avTi TapBeévou yuvr

kA6, AaBn T’ év vukTl ppovTidwv Hépos,

fiTol Tpos avdpods 1| Tékvwv poPoupévn (144-150).

* Hall 2009:85 suggests that Deianeira’s need for the Nurse’s advice suggests that for years she has not even
begun to deliberate about the best course of action.

* Easterling ad 92-93 comments on a third level of meaning in Deianeira’s gnome, in that, ‘There is irony in
these words for anyone who knows from the story what kind of news Hyllus will in fact hear’.

* Although Hyllus and the Nurse exit at the end of the prologue, it is likely that Deianeira remains onstage
(Taplin 1977:246). The chorus could theoretically be apostrophizing an absent Deianeira when they address
her at 122 and 136, or Deianeira could re-enter during the epode, but the length of her response to their
consolation suggests that she has heard the entirety of the parodos.
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Deianeira’s generalization, which takes up seven full lines of iambic trimeter, is much
longer than the typical proverb described by Abrahams, who comments, ‘The length of the
sentence generally confirms to the common length of a line of folk verse’.*® Despite its
extraordinary length, however, Deianeira’s comment to the chorus conforms to her usage
of gnomai elsewhere in the play. It is a self-contained statement about the way of the
world, and it suggests a level of knowledge which Deianeira has and which the chorus
lack. Even more than the literal content of Deianeira’s generalization about youth and
age, it is her ability to make such a generalization which highlights Deianeira’s greater
experience.

Deianeira’s description of the innocence of youth is ostensibly a second-person
gnome, designed to shape her interactions with the chorus by convincing them that they
should not offer opinions about matters in which they are inexperienced. Its application in
the context of the play, however, is more complicated. Although Deianeira speaks in
general terms about youth as T6 yap vealov (144), and introduces her comment about
the transition to womanhood with the indefinite Tis (148), what Deianeira presents to the
chorus at this point is in large part a summary of her own life in general terms.*’
Deianeira’s account of the idyllic life of the unmarried girl has little in common with her
earlier account of her girlhood fear of marriage, but her comment that the married woman
NGB T’ v vUKTl PpovTidwv Hépos, | fiTol TPOs avdpos 1 Tékvwv poBounévn (149-
150) echoes her comment in the prologue that, since her marriage to Heracles, she has
been constantly fearing for his safety, vu€ yap eicayel | kai vUE aTmeobel diadedeypévn
évov (29-30).** Deianeira’s generalization, which is presented as a piece of advice to

the chorus, who have made the mistake of thinking that they are in a position to advise

 Abrahams 1972:120. See also p. 226 above on the usual length of proverbs and Sophoclean gnomai.

7 Wolf 1910:21 sees the passage as a lament for Deianeira’s own lost youth.

*% Easterling ad 149-50 notes the parallels between this passage and 27-30. See also Segal 1981:84 on the
contrast between Deianeira’s description of generalized maidenhood and her own past.
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her, is at the same time a first-person reflection on her own life. Deianeira’s experience,
which in the prologue was suggested to be an exception—albeit a negative one—to the
general uncertainty of life, has become the pattern of all human experience.*

Deianeira’s life of unbroken misery is disrupted by the news of Heracles’ plans for
Iole, and, as her personal circumstances grow increasingly complicated, it becomes
increasingly difficult to assign single meanings to her gnomai. In the speech in which she
tries to convince Lichas to tell the truth, Deianeira offers two gnomic statements, one
explaining her husband’s shifting affections, and another urging Lichas to speak honestly.
The first of these gnomai, on the power of Eros, has implications for Heracles, Deianeira,
and even Lichas. When Deianeira says, "EpcoTi puév vuv 60Tis avTavioTaTal | TTUKTNS
OTrws €5 XETPAS, OU KaAAGS PPOVeT (441-442), she refers most directly to herself and
Heracles: Heracles cannot be blamed for his infatuation with Iole, and Deianeira, by the
same logic, should not fight against Eros by reacting against the god’s power over her
husband.”® A few lines earlier, at the beginning of her speech to Lichas, Deianeira assures
Lichas that she is ‘not a base woman’ (438), and ‘not one who does not know the ways of
men’ (439); now, by gnomically distancing herself from the sort of person who oU kaAdds
ppovei (442), Deianeira reminds Lichas, that, if he respects her authority, he must not
expect her to react foolishly to the truth.’’ As she generalizes to Lichas about the power of
Eros, Deianeira simultaneously takes control of her own reaction to a piece of unwelcome
news and asserts the household authority which might seem to be threatened by the arrival

of Tole.>?

* Kitzinger 2012:115 comments that Deianeira’s description of youth ‘typifies a natural and universal
human desire for permanence in the defiance of death’.

%% Conacher 1997:25 notes the irony of Deianeira’s gnome in light of her actions in the following episode.
> Kitzinger 2012:116 draws attention to the importance of Deianeira’s self-characterization as she explains
her reaction to the news. McCall 1972:149-150 notes that Deianeira gets what she wants from Lichas
precisely by minimizing her own agency.

> Winnington-Ingram 1980:77 notes, ‘Deianira is still trying to make herself believe that the situation is
after all tolerable for the woman she thinks herself to be’.
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As Deianeira tries both to come to terms with Heracles’ behaviour and to settle
upon the appropriate course of action in light of that behaviour, her gnomic statements
offer a glimpse of her evolving personal interaction with issues of truth and reputation. In
her efforts to convince Lichas to speak the truth, she comments, cos éAeuBépe | Weudet
kaAeioBal knp TPOoECTIV oU KaAT) (453-454), beginning with a reminder of the sort of
person Lichas is—he is a free man—and then offering a general comment on how a free
man ought to behave and be perceived. Not much later, however, after telling the chorus
about her plan to send the robe to Heracles, she follows her wish that the chorus may keep
her secret with the gnomic statement, cos 0kOTe | Kav aloXpa TPAooTs, OUTTOT’
aioxuvn meot) (596-597). Since the end of her exchange with Lichas, Deianeira’s
personal interaction with truth seems to have changed.” When urging Lichas to tell her
the whole truth about Iole, Deianeira claimed that lying—which in Lichas’ case consisted
of claiming ignorance rather than inventing falsehoods—was incompatible with
freedom.”® Now that it is her own behaviour which she wants not mentioned, Deianeira
changes tack, claiming that it is not the doing of shameful deeds which leads a person into
shame, but having those deeds come to light.>

When it becomes apparent to Deianeira that her actions will almost certainly be
discovered—if not in the manner which she feared at first—she arrives at yet another
general assessment of the value of a good reputation. As she nears the end of the speech
in which she first describes the effect of the potion on the tuft of wool and then revisits her

encounter with the centaur, Deianeira’s fears about what the potion may do to Heracles are

>3 Kraus 1991:89 observes that Deianeira’s insistence that Lichas tell the full truth clashes with her own
habit of telling stories which, even if they are not deliberately deceptive, omit important elements.

>* Conacher 1997:25.

> Easterling ad 596-597 notes that Deianeira is not making ‘an absolute claim that all evil doing is
acceptable provided that it is done in secret’, but she also notes the irony of Deianeira’s statement in light of
her earlier speech to Lichas. See also Winnington-Ingram 1980:79.
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closely related to fears about the effect of the catastrophe on her own life.”® She closes her
speech with a resolution to die along with Heracles if the potion proves fatal to him, and
she explains her resolution with a gnomic statement, Cijv y&p Kakéds kAUoucav ouk
AVACXETOV, | T TIS TTPOTIUG UT) KaKT) TIEPUKEVQaL (721-722).%" In basic structure and
meaning, this first-person gnome is similar to the one which Deianeira used to urge Lichas
to tell the whole truth (453-454); in both cases a certain kind of reputation is said to be
incompatible with a certain kind of otherwise noble life. The two gnomai, however, have
different implications: Lichas could avoid being called a liar by telling the truth, but, now
that it is clear that her actions will be discovered, Deianeira gives up hope of salvaging her
reputation in life and resolves instead on death.”® Deianeira’s interactions with general
truth, it seems, are guided by specific circumstances; although she consistently describes
the world in general terms, she deploys her general truths to different effect depending on
the needs of the moment.

Both Deianeira’s resolution to die along with Heracles and the gnomic statement
with which she justifies this resolution bring to the forefront of the action the differences
in philosophy between Deianeira and the chorus which have surfaced periodically
throughout the play. In the short exchange between Deianeira’s speech about the likely
consequences of her actions and the entrance of Hyllus at 734, the chorus try to dissuade
Deianeira from her resolution; they argue that the situation may not be quite so dire as she
believes it to be, while Deianeira insists that there is nothing which can save her now.>”’

As the chorus try to make Deianeira heed their advice and she tries at the same time to

® McCall 1972:152-153 sees in Deianeira’s references to the possibility of Heracles’ death an implied
commentary on her own comparative weakness.

°" Deianeira’s comment that it is shameful for the noble to live with a bad reputation has parallels with
statements made by other Sophoclean heroes; Easterling ad 721-722 compares Aj. 479 and El. 989. For
Deianeira’s acknowledgement of her responsibility as a sign of heroism, see, e.g., McCall 1971:153,
Lawrence 1978:298-299, Davies ad 721. Segal 1981:106 associates her resolution with civilization.

> Winnington-Ingram 1980:80 reads Deianeira’s resolution as a return to her natural state of honesty.

% McCall 1972:153 sees the chorus’s first comforting gnome as a statement of total disregard of Deianeira’s
resolution to die.
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retain a degree of authority in the face of catastrophe, both parties speak almost entirely in
gnomic statements; the chorus offer generalizations which encourage patience, fortitude,
and continuing hope, and Deianeira replies with gnomai of her own focusing on the fact
that the past cannot be changed. On a basic level, everything which the chorus and
Deianeira say in this exchange is true, but their competing gnomai suggest incompatible
views of the world, which point to divergent courses of action. Despite their similar
rhetorical choices, this final exchange of gnomai constitutes a breakdown in
communication between Deianeira and the chorus; the multivalence of all gnomic
statements, which so far has provided Deianeira with room to manoeuvre in her
interactions with her changing circumstances, now makes it impossible for her to see eye-
to-eye with the otherwise supportive chorus.®

The chorus at first respond to Deianeira’s resolution with a gnome which echoes
sentiments Deianeira herself has previously expressed: their comment, TapBeiv pév épya
Belv’ avaykaiws €xel (723), refers most directly to the matter at hand, but also resonates
with Deianeira’s words of caution after she first heard of Heracles’ sack of the city of
Eurytus (296-297).°" The chorus follow this first gnome, however, with a gnomic
qualification, arguing that although a degree of fear is necessary, Tnv &’ €éATId’ oU xpn
TS TUXNS KPIVEWY TT&GpOS (724).%% Their note of optimism is restrained, insofar as they
use €AT(s in its neutral sense to refer to any expectation—good or bad—of what is to
come, but they nevertheless suggest that Deianeira’s resolution to die is premature.”’ As

far as Deianeira is concerned, however, it is no longer Tfjs TUXTS... TTapos, and she

% On the chorus’s general support for Deianeira, Conacher 1997:28 describes their reassurance after
Deianeira first decided to send the robe as ‘all too easily available’. See also McCall 1972:153.

%! Easterling ad 723-724 sees a protective element in the chorus’s generalization, and comments, ‘The
Chorus do not want to be too specific’.

62 Lawrence 1978:198 comments that the chorus here ‘criticise an unjustifiably gloomy éATris not based on
experience’.

% Both Jebb and Easterling ad 723-724 comment on the chorus’s neutral use of éATris here.

242



therefore has no reason to hold out hope.®* Her hope was destroyed when she sent the
robe to Heracles, and she answers the chorus with her own gnome about what happens to
hope under such circumstances, telling them, ouk €0Tv €v Tois un kahois BouAeUpaciv

| oUd’ éATris, HTis Kai Bpdoos Tt TpoLever (725-726).°° Deianeira, unlike the chorus,
uses in EATTis a strictly positive sense; her interpretation of the word allows her to write off
the chorus’s gnomic statement as nothing but ill-considered optimism, delivered at a
moment when she no longer has any use for words of comfort.

In their reply, the chorus once again seek to frame their interaction with Deianeira
in terms of common ground. They begin with an implicit concession to Deianeira; rather
than saying that she will not suffer for her actions at all, they offer a comforting gnome on
a slightly different theme, reassuring her, dAX’ &ugi Tois opaAeiol un g ékovoiag |
opyn mémelpa (727-728). They follow their gnomic statement with a comment on its
relevance to Deianeira; they say, Tfjs o Tuyxavelv pemel (728), and they have some
reason to hope that Deianeira will agree with their gnome, given that she earlier described
herself as having acted a1’ éATidos kaAfis (667). Deianeira’s answering criticism, in
which she finds fault both with the particular reassurance offered by the chorus and with
the presumption of their trying to comfort her at all, is likewise framed in general terms;
she explains, TolaUTa Tav Aé€elev oux O TOU KakoU | kKowwvds, AN & undev €01’
oikol Bapu (729-730). The chorus, who have throughout the play been Deianeira’s
supporters and confidantes—although she has always emphasized their relative lack of
experience—are suddenly placed at a great distance, reduced to the sort of person—who,

as a generic concept, is masculine and singular—who has not experienced trouble and has

64 Kraus 1991:91 observes that up until Deianeira realizes ueBUoTepov what she has done (710), she has
seen trouble in the past and vague hope in the future; even this vague hope is destroyed once she sees the
effect of the poison on the wool.

65 Lawrence 1978:199 notes that Deianeira assigns more responsibility to herself than she did to Heracles in
her earlier statement on the power of Eros.
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no difficulties in his own affairs. Since the chorus are oUx 6 ToU KakoU | Kowwvds
(729-730), they are also, by extension, not Kowvwvos to Deianeira, and, as such, they
cannot generalize about her world.

After her final refusal to be reassured by the chorus, Deianeira speaks only five
more lines, all of which are questions directed at Hyllus. Up to the entrance of Hyllus,
Deianeira has been able to maintain a level of tenuous rhetorical control over her situation;
her future in Heracles’ household has grown increasingly uncertain, but, despite the
deterioration of her situation, she has maintained the ability to integrate her specific
current circumstances into her general view of the way of the world.®® By expressing her
worldview at each stage in its development in gnomic statements delivered to those
around her, Deianeira has continued to assert her authority in the household; she may not
be in control of events, but she understands their implications, and is therefore in a
position to guide the responses of others.®” When Hyllus returns with news of the robe’s
effect on Heracles, Deianeira’s ability to process and generalize about events ceases to
matter. Hyllus is convinced of his mother’s culpability, and, as such, he has no use for
Deianeira as an interpreter of events.”® Throughout the play, Deianeira’s main asset has
been a belief in her own understanding of her circumstances; now that Hyllus has seen the
effect of the robe on Heracles, his understanding has outstripped his mother’s, and there is

nothing more that she can say to him.”

% contra Bowman 1999:344-346, who discounts Deianeira’s powers of interpretation, arguing that the
‘female sexual power’ which Deianeira tries to maintain by sending the robe is ‘the only power (via beauty)
she or any woman has in the play’ (346).

7 Wiersma 1984:51 identifies Deianeira’s ability to process events as one of her defining features,
describing her as a ‘perplexed but ultimately purposive personality’.

%% Segal 1981:97 notes, ‘Hyllus has his own logos to tell’.

% Lawrence 1978:299 comments on Deianeira’s questions as standing in contrast to Hyllus’ direct
knowledge.

244



GNOMAI' TN CONFLICT: AUTHORITATIVE GENERALIZATIONS IN ANTIGONE

Although Deianeira works to assert her authority over the course of Trachiniae,
she is never in direct conflict with her addressees—even Lichas has acted only out of fear
of upsetting her. Within the limited setting of Heracles’ household, Deianeira uses her
general statements to assure herself and those around her that established patterns of
interaction are working as they are supposed to. The situation in Antigone, on the other
hand, is different; although Creon’s power is greater than Deianeira’s, his role as the new
ruler of Thebes is less firmly established than Deianeira’s as the wife of Heracles, and,
throughout most of the play, Creon treats criticism of his actions as a direct affront to his
authority.”” From his own entrance until the exit of Teiresias, Creon has a series of
confrontations with figures whose views are increasingly difficult for him to discount. All
of these interactions are shaped by the authority granted to different individuals, and it
gradually becomes clear that, in the world of Antigone, authority is closely connected to
control of general truths.

Although the matters at hand—the burial of Polyneices and Antigone’s punishment
for her role in it—are specific, Creon’s confrontations tend to hinge on conflicting ideas
about how the world should work, which are expressed on both sides with gnomic
statements. Creon’s tendency to generalize is frequently noted; Podlecki identifies
Creon’s reliance on generalities as a way of covering up the tenuous nature of his power,
while Foley comments, ‘He approaches every dilemma that requires judgment through
descriptive and prescriptive generalizations about money, human types, and the behavior

571

expected from such types.””” Throughout the play, the gnomai of others are particularly

7 On the newness of Creon’s rule, see Knox 1964:84, Podlecki 1966a:360, Winnington-Ingram 1980:122-
124, Roisman 1996:26 Cairns 2013:ix-xx.

" Podlecki 1966a:362; Foley 2001:184-184. Wolf 1910:48 identifies Creon as the most prolific generalizer
in Sophocles; Kitzinger 1976:144 comments on the number of generalities which Creon issues, identifying
25 in 350 lines of text.
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threatening to Creon, and, in most of his interactions, he asserts his authority by replacing
other characters’ gnomai with generalizations of his own. His mode of leadership, it
seems, depends in large part on his ability to generalize for those in his power.

Creon’s reliance on generalizations becomes apparent in his first speech, in which
he lays out the principles according to which he believes that a man ought to rule.”” In
speaking to the chorus—with whom he has no obvious reason to be at odds—Creon
demonstrates many of the rhetorical strategies which will mark his subsequent interactions
with the guard, Antigone, Haemon, and Teiresias.”” After an initial summary of the events
which led him to assume the throne of Thebes (162-174), Creon begins the body of his

speech with a gnomic statement in which he claims,

aunxavov d¢ TavTos avdpods eKHabeiv

WUxXMV Te Kal ppovnua Kal yvaunv, mpiv av

&pxais Te kai vépolow évTpiRns eavi (175-177).
Although this statement applies to Creon as a new ruler, he says nothing about its
particular application to the present circumstances in Thebes. As he continues, however,
Creon connects himself more closely to his generalizations; although the man who does
not follow good advice remains an indefinite doTis (178), Creon’s personal opinion of
such a man is made clear by the comment éuoi yap... kdkioTos elval viv Te kal T&Aal
dokel (178-181). Throughout this first speech, Creon’s personal views take the form of

generalizations, and his closing statement, GoTis ebvous Tiide Tij TTOAeL, Bavcov | kai

Céov opoiws €k y’ énol TipnoeTat (209-210), would be gnomic but for the insertion of €k

2 Knox 1964:84 describes this speech as a kind of ‘inaugural address’ to the people of Thebes.

7 Foley 1996:60 notes that Creon does not adapt his mode of speaking to his audience.

"It is generally agreed that the sentiments expressed in Creon’s opening speech, beginning with this gnome,
are essentially acceptable, and only prove problematic when Creon takes them to extremes; Demosthenes
(19.247) quoted Creon’s description of good rule with approval, on which see Budelmann 2000:76-77. See
also Winnington-Ingram 1980:123-124, Blundell 1989:116-117, Sourvinou-Inwood 1989:141-142, Griffith
ad 162-210, Carter 2012:117-118.
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Y’ €uou. In the city which Creon rules, he is the driving force behind statements of
general truth.”

Although the chorus acknowledge that Creon has the power to do what he wants in
the city (211-214), his absolute control over general truth slips as soon as he stops
speaking. When Creon urges the chorus not to side with those who would attempt to
disobey his edict, they reply with their own gnomic statement, oUk €0TIv oUTw HEPOS Og
Baveiv épa (220). Creon agrees with the chorus in part, commenting, kai urv 6 pio6ds
Yy’ oUTos (221), but he qualifies their statement with a counter-generalization which
consolidates his rhetorical authority, explaining, &AX’ UTr” éEATridcov | &Gvdpas TO kKépdos
TOoAAGKIs SicoAeoev (221-222). The chorus may deserve some respect as loyal citizens
of Thebes—Creon trusts them enough to ask them to support his edict—and they may be
in a position to contribute usefully to a discussion of human tendencies, but Creon makes
sure to have the last word.”

When Creon speaks gnomically about the city and its rule, he mostly delivers
third-person gnomai; although he makes a few comments about what a good ruler should
do, which function as first-person gnomai with implications for Creon himself, most of his
generalizations are aimed at shaping the behaviour of others. This particular aspect of
Creon’s use of generalizations becomes apparent in his initial interaction with the chorus,
and grows even clearer after the entrance of the guard.”” The guard, like Creon, is a
frequent user of gnomai, but the guard’s generalizations, unlike Creon’s, are almost
entirely limited to the fate that he is likely to suffer as the bringer of unwelcome news;

when Creon presses him to reveal his news, he answers with a gnomic statement, T&

7 Winnington-Ingram 1980:123 suggests that Creon’s use of first-person singular pronouns may be
somewhat ‘too insistent’.

7 Segal 1981:163 notes, ‘for [Creon], as for the Atreids in the 4jax, communication is one-way: the leader
speaks and the subjects “hear” or “obey””’.

"Yoon 2012:56 observes that it is with the arrival of the guard that the principles laid out in Creon’s

opening speech are first put to the test.
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Bewd yd&p Tol TpooTibno” dkvov oAUy (243).”® He closes his account of the
mysterious burial of the body with another gnome explaining his reluctance, cTépyel yap
oUdEls &yyeAov kakdv TV (277). Faced with the unpleasant task of delivering
unwelcome news to the ruler of the city, the guard falls back on gnomai for comfort; he is
not alone in his fears, and he has behaved in the present situation just as anyone else
would under equivalent circumstances.

The news that someone has disobeyed the edict represents a crack in Creon’s
authority, and in his reaction Creon employs a variety of gnomic statements to repair the
damage. Faced with both the chorus’s worry that the gods may have been involved and
the possibility that the guard may not be willing or able to find the culprit, Creon must
enforce his moral authority in the face of the chorus and his civic authority in the face of
the guard.” After challenging the understanding of the chorus, he explains that the burial
originated, not in specific problems with his rule, but in the general human susceptibility
to corruption, and he supports this view with a series of gnomic statements, beginning
with, oUdtv ya&p avBpcomoioiv olov &pyupos | kakov vouol éBAaoTe (295-296),
and ending with the claim that money teaches men TavTos épyou SucoéPelav eidéval
(301).* On the one hand, this string of gnomai allows Creon to regain control of his
interaction with the guard, who has just brought an uncomfortable revelation, and the

chorus, who have offered an unwelcome explanation for that revelation.®' By speaking

78 Blundell 1989:139-140 notes the guard’s concern with his own well-being; while Blundell suggests that
the guard is implicitly contrasted with Antigone, Yoon 2012:59 rightly argues that the guard is primarily
important in his ability, through his interaction with Creon, to draw out the new ruler’s character.

7 Blundell 1989:122 identifies in Creon’s reaction to the guard’s news a ‘shift away from the more
persuasive criterion (soferia of the polis) to that of absolute obedience’.

% Winnington-Ingram 1980:126 notes that Creon ‘immediately finds a political explanation of a kind that he
can understand’. Lauriola 2007:400 observes that Creon question the wisdom of anyone who challenges
him.

1 On Creon’s comments about widespread corruption, Roisman 1996:28 notes, ‘The ascription of base
motives to others, especially by way of generalizations, is a major characteristic of the authoritarian
personality’. Reinhardt 1979:73 comments that Creon’s gnomai for the guard have little to do with the
reality of the situation.
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out about the evils of corruption, moreover, Creon places himself solidly on the moral
high ground before threatening dire consequences against those who have disobeyed him.

From this moral vantage point, Creon presents his threats against the guard as a
kind of lesson; he begins with the admonition, e ToUT’ émiotac’ (305), and explains that
the guard, if he does not reveal the doer of the deed, will suffer torture so that later he will
think more carefully before taking a bribe (310-311).** As he nears the end of the guard’s
lesson, Creon gives him several gnomai to learn; first he says that the guard must learn
that oUk €€ ammavTos el TO kepdaively @iAeiv (312), and he concludes by insisting, €k
TV Yap aloXpidv ANUUATwWY Tous TAgiovas | dTwuévous 1dols av 1) oEcwUévous
(313-314).% Faced with a world which is not working according to the rules which he laid
out in his opening speech, Creon works to inculcate those rules in his subordinates; if the
guard can be compelled to live by Creon’s gnomai, the authority which was threatened by
the news of the burial will be just a little more secure.

Although the guard and his news force Creon for the first time to confront the fact
that his authority is not absolute, the guard himself is a relatively minor challenge; the
guard’s fear shows that he knows very well that Creon is in charge.** With the chorus and
the guard, Creon has been able both to explain how things will work while he is in power
and also to stifle any objections; in the face of scepticism from the guard in the form of the
gnomic statement, 1} Sewdv, ¢ Bokij ye, Kai weudri dokeiv (323), Creon can simply
suggest that the guard is in no position to comment on 86Ea (324) and reiterate his earlier

threats (324-326).%> After the guard’s exit, however, Creon must interact with a series of

82 Griffith ad 308-309 notes that the punishment Creon threatens was ‘a familiar mode of execution, at least
for low-class criminals and traitors’.

%3 Cairns 2013:xxi, on the ways in which Creon’s gnomai reflect key themes in the play, observes that Creon
presents até as opposed both to safety and to kerdos.

¥ Yoon 2012:56. Sourvinou-Inwood 1989:142 argues that the guard’s fear would not have been taken by the
Athenian audience as a sign of excessive harshness on Creon’s part; see also Calder 1968:397n.41.

%1 read Sokij here, along with Griffith, in preference to Sokei, which is found in some mss. and printed in
Lloyd-Jones and Wilson, on the grounds that the particular criticism against Creon which would be implied
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figures whose interaction with him and his authority is more complicated.® As the first of
these figures, Antigone enters having already decided to live by a set of rules not espoused
by Creon and, even more problematically, remains throughout the scene unwilling to learn
Creon’s lesson and henceforth live by his rules.

Antigone interacts with general truth differently than Creon does, and her
justification for disobeying the edict calls into question not only the particulars of Creon’s
presentation of himself as ruler, but also his habit of generalizing not just for himself but
also for the city which he rules. Antigone generalizes very little; when she explains the
laws to which she does and does not feel herself to be subject, her statements, although
broad, provide not so much a declaration of her own worldview as a rejection of the
assumptions behind Creon’s rule, and she thus begins her speech with ten lines of negated
statements (450-460)."” When Antigone finally turns to the likely punishment for her
actions and explains that she does not mind the prospect of death, she does put her
explanation in general terms, suggesting that anyone in her situation would see death as a
benefit. Her generalization, however, is phrased as a question, 6oTi§ yap €v ToAAoICIV
@5 Ey o kakois | Cij, Téds 88’ ouxi kaThavcov képdos Peépel; (463-464), her
interrogative phrasing, the relative cos €y, and the indicative pépel all suggest that
Antigone’s view on death is a personal one, which may not be shared by all people under
all circumstances. Although she begins in general terms with an indefinite doTis,
Antigone is by the end of her question speaking for herself from her own experiences,

about which she is the ultimate authority.*®

by Sokel would be too dangerous for a man of the guard’s position and would also elicit a more forceful
response from Creon.

% Griffith 1999:23-24 suggests that, in the original production, Antigone, Haemon, and Teiresias would all
most likely have been played by the same actor; their shared voice would thus perhaps have emphasized the
serial nature of Creon’s confrontations.

%7 Foley 1996:52 notes that Antigone is much less inclined to generalize from personal experience than
Creon.

% Foley 2001:174 comments, ‘Antigone’s language pointedly personalizes the burial issue’.
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Antigone, like Haemon and Teiresias in the following scenes, is troublesome to
Creon because she disrupts his ideas about hierarchy.* Creon’s generalizations are, as a
rule, concerned with the establishment and maintenance of order, and Antigone’s refusal
to be bound by hierarchical human laws is a threat to his entire worldview. Creon
mitigates this threat by taking Antigone’s stubbornness as a sign of deficient knowledge,
beginning his response to her explanation with &AA’ {o81 (473) and launching from there
into a series of gnomic statements suggesting that it is the rigid who most often break
under pressure.”® Throughout this series of gnomai, Creon emphasizes both the lessons
Antigone must learn and his own superior knowledge; he says TTAeioT’ av eicidois the
tendency of hardened iron to shatter (476), and that he knows (oida, 477) the possibility
of subduing a spirited horse with a small bit. By delivering a string of second-person
gnomai to the disobedient Antigone, Creon can put her back in her rightful place; by
speaking to her from the same position of authority which he has previously used with the
guard and the chorus, Creon can maintain the role as ruler and educator of his subjects
which he established in his opening speech.

As he condemns her actions, Creon describes Antigone’s current rebellion as only
the latest episode in a long history of insolent behaviour (480-483).”' His authoritatively
gnomic interaction with Antigone, in which he tries to put her in the place where she
ought to have been all along, thus has a different starting point than his interaction with

Haemon in the following episode. When questioned about the issue of Antigone’s

punishment, Haemon answers that he remains loyal to his father, commenting further, kai

* Roisman 1996:29.

% Lauriola 2007:396 notes Creon’s criticism of Antigone’s way of thinking.

* Creon makes a similar suggestion at 561-562 when he says that Antigone has been mad all her life; see
Griffith ad 561-562 on the suggestion that there is a history of hostility between Antigone and Creon.
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oV HE YVoouas Exwv | XpnoTas atmopbois, als éywy’ épéyoual (635-636).”* Once
Haemon has thus declared himself not only obedient to his father’s wishes, but also
receptive to his father’s tutelage, Creon sets forth his full views on the current situation.
Having begun by reminding his son of the need to count all things less important than
yvoouns matpoas (640), Creon proceeds immediately to present Haemon with a list of
the gnomai by which he ought to live, starting with a pair of general statements about the
value of dutiful children and about the trouble which follows when a man has disobedient
children (640-647) and going on to explain in gnomic terms the connection between
domestic and civic weakness (661-662).”

As he works to educate his son, Creon’s interaction with his own gnomic wisdom
grows more complicated than it has been before. In previous scenes, Creon has offered
advice to others and suggested that his advice will benefit both its direct recipients and the
city as a whole. With Haemon, Creon has a closer personal stake in the effectiveness of
his own gnomai, and his opening generalizations about fathers and children make it clear
for whose benefit Creon is speaking. Although he does not say so in so many words,
Creon advises his son to be dutiful not so much because being dutiful will benefit
Haemon, but because Creon and his reputation will be strengthened if Creon retains the
ability to dictate his son’s behaviour.”* Later, as he moves on to the subject of Antigone,
Creon continues to use gnomic statements to sidestep his own role in the current situation;

after warning Haemon about the precedent which would be set by nurturing T& y’ €y yevi

%2 On the potential ambiguity of Haemon’s opening lines, Griffith ad 635-638 notes, ‘yvcuas €xcov
XpNoTas could be causal (“since you have...”) or conditional (“if you have...”)’; Creon’s response suggests
that he takes the phrase as causal.

%3 Creon’s opening speech to Haemon has been variously received; e.g., Winnington-Ingram 1980:127 and
Blundell 1989:120-121 suggest that it is in his interactions with Haemon that the flaws in Creon’s world-
view become most apparent, while Goldhill 2012:58 claims that ‘Creon welcomes [Haemon] with a long,
reasoned speech about social and familial order’.

% Blundell 1989:120 notes, ‘his language also suggests a one-sided and purely instrumental view of
parenthood’. Winnington-Ingram 1980:125 argues that this one-sided view is typical of Creon and
comments, ‘Creon speaks, mostly, of his office, but thinks of himself’.
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QUoEl | akoopa (659-660), Creon never mentions a personal connection with Antigone,
and, in the last lines of his speech, Creon speaks of her only in general terms, warning his
son, oUT§ AUUVTE’ EOTIL TOIS KOOHOUUEVOILS, | KOUTOL YUVAIKOs OUBAHEIS TOOT TEX
(677-678). By increasingly eliding his family relationship to Antigone, however, Creon
also diminishes the importance of the family relationship according to which he expects
Haemon’s loyalty.”

In his response to Creon, Haemon picks up on elements of his father’s rhetoric and
reshapes them in an attempt to convince him to change his plans.”® Like Creon, Haemon
draws attention to his own authority; Haemon, however, emphasizes the fact that his
verbal authority serves Creon’s political interests insofar as Haemon can report the things
which most Thebans are afraid to say in his presence. Haemon’s authority to some extent
comes at the expense of Creon’s, inasmuch as Creon typically insists that he can speak for
the whole city, but, by describing the awe which prevents the Thebans from speaking,
Haemon ostensibly leaves Creon’s power intact.”’ It is only after establishing his
credentials and reporting on public opinion that Haemon begins to advise his father, and as
he does so, he begins to generalize; with the rhetorical question, Ti yap TaTpos
BaAAovTos eUkAeiq Tékvols | dyalpa peiCov, 1) Ti Tpos Taidwv Tatpi; (703-704),
he offers a counterpoint from a son’s point of view to Creon’s earlier gnomai about the
value of good children.

Haemon’s advice to his father is largely gnomic, and, as such, it provides the
play’s first sustained challenge to Creon’s status as the sole authoritative dispenser of

general truth; like his father and unlike the guard, who relied on gnomai for his own

*> Blundell 1989:120.

% Foley 2001:185 comments, ‘Haimon uses generalization in a fashion that is far more responsive to the
circumstances than his father’.

°7 On Creon’s illusions about public opinion, see Carter 2012:122-123.
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comfort, Haemon directs his gnomai at others.”® After his first-person gnomic question
about the value of parental success, Haemon’s next gnomai approach Creon’s need for
advice from a slightly different angle. As Creon did with Antigone, Haemon moves into
the role of educator as he begins to deliver second-person gnomai; no man, says Haemon,
is right in thinking that he has a monopoly on speech and thought (707-709), and
therefore, even for a wise man, TO pavBavelv | TOAN” aloxpov oUdtv Kal TO ur| Teively
&yav (710-711).”> From this suggestion that Creon stands in need of advice, Haemon
moves into a pair of gnomai reminiscent of Creon’s earlier gnomai to Antigone about the
dangers of not yielding under pressure (712-717); Haemon’s examples—trees that cannot
bend in the wind and men who refuse to slacken their sails—are different from his

father’s, but their overall message is much the same.'"’

By offering a set of gnomai for his
father’s benefit, Haemon lays claim to a different kind of authority than that which he
suggested at the beginning of the speech—Haemon both knows what is going on and is in
a position to interpret the situation—and this claim shapes the rest of his interaction with
Creon, '

Although both Creon and Haemon touch on the subject of Antigone’s sentence, the
final debate between father and son focuses largely on whether Haemon has any right to
instruct Creon; when the chorus advise Creon that it would be appropriate for him to learn

from his son if his son should say anything worthwhile, Creon ignores the content of

Haemon’s speech and asks, oi TnAikoide kai S1dafouecba dr) | ppoveiv Tpos avdpos

% Foley 2001:187 notes that Haemon and Creon are similar in their reliance on generalizations.

% On Haemon’s rhetorical choices, Reinhardt 1979:86 comments, ‘Haemon’s first blindness, his false idea
of his own strength, is that he believes that he has the power to teach this father of his a lesson; his second
blindness is that he believes that his father’s mistake is simply the result of not knowing something that he,
the son, has discovered’.

1% Griffith ad 712-718 argues that both Haemon’s imagery and his language are gentler than Creon’s.

%" See Lardinois 1997:226-227 on the claim to authority implicit in second-person gnomic statements.
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TNAIKOUSE TNV PUCIY; (726-727).1*

From 730 until 745, the stichomythia between the
two consists of questions from Creon and answers from Haemon; although Haemon’s
comment, TTOALs yap ouk €08’ 1Tis avdpds €08’ £vods (737), is the only real gnomic
statement in the latter part of the scene, Creon’s questions all deal in one way or another
with Haemon’s right to offer advice to his father and king, advice which has already
manifested itself in general statements.'”> Despite the differences in tone between his
gnomai and his father’s, Haemon’s reliance on generalization at this critical juncture in the
play has marked him as very much his father’s son; nevertheless, when Haemon infringes
on his father’s rhetorical territory, communication between the two breaks down, and
general statements on justice and civic leadership give way to increasingly personal
insults.'"*

When Teiresias enters two hundred lines later, Creon’s interaction with the seer
raises further troubling questions about his presentation of himself as the arbiter of truth.
The first hint that Teiresias may prove problematic comes when, having been asked what
news he brings, he says £yco di1d&€w, kai oU T pavTtel mboU (992), taking on the
didactic role which Creon has previously adopted in his interactions with others.'” As the
scene continues, Teiresias continues to stress his own authority, ending his account with
the injunction, TaUT’ olv, Tékvov, ppovnoov (1023). By addressing Creon as Tékvov
and attempting to guide his thoughts, Teiresias emphasizes the role which he established

when he announced his intention to teach Creon, and the advice which follows and its

192 Blundell 1989:131 notes that Haemon’s youth exacerbates Creon’s ‘irrational wrath at every attempt to
make him reconsider’.

1% Podlecki 1966a:363 sees Creon’s questions in this exchange as the unfortunate logical conclusion of his
milder gnomic statements about civic loyalty in his opening speech; Carter 2012:123 suggests that Creon’s
statement that the city belongs to its ruler indicates that, whatever he may have said in his opening speech,
‘[his] proclamation rests on his own will and not on the rule of law’.

1% Goldhill 2012:62 questions the assertion from Griffith ad 726-765 that ‘Haemon emerges as the clear
moral and verbal victor in the debate’, noting that Haemon eventually resorts to verbal abuse. Hall 2009:77-
78 sees the exchange as a matter of failed deliberation on Creon’s part.

195 Roisman 1996:36 notes, ‘Tiresias assumes the superior position of an old and stern teacher’.
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format both suggest that Creon has much to learn. The seer’s advice is simple—give due
respect to the dead—but it is embedded in a set of gnomai about the possibility of
recovering from errors with the aid of good advice. Like Haemon, Teiresias suggests that,
perhaps even more than his injunction against the burial, it is Creon’s inflexibility which
puts the city at risk.

Despite his initial willingness to vouch for the good advice which Teiresias has
given in the past (993), Creon takes the seer’s warning as a serious affront to his authority.
Having first denied the mantic authority on the basis of which Teiresias dared to offer him
advice, suggesting that Teiresias, like all seers, must be corrupt (1033-1036), Creon assails
the premises behind Teiresias’ injunction. His own knowledge of divine matters is
sufficient, and he need not listen to Teiresias’ warnings of pollution because, he explains,
switching into gnomic mode, e¥ yap oid’ OTi | BeoUs waivelv oUTis avBpcomeov obével
(1043-1044)."% This general statement and the following gnome about the fate of those
who say shameful things for the sake of profit (1045-1047), allow Creon to suggest not
only that he will not take Teiresias’ advice under the current circumstances, but, more
generally, that he has no need for the seer’s wisdom at all. As far as Creon is concerned,
Teiresias’ general truths are less valid than Creon’s rival generalities, which suggest both
that the seer has nothing to offer and that he will suffer for suggesting anything to the
contrary.

After this initial gnomic assault on Teiresias’ authority, Teiresias and Creon
quarrel not so much about Creon’s current behaviour as about who has the authority to
state general truths. When Teiresias begins to ask, &p’ oidev avbpcomewv Tis, &dpa
ppaleTar— (1048), Creon interrupts with a pair of sarcastic counter-questions referring

to Teiresias’ attempt to speak for all men, T{ xpfjua; Toiov TOUTO TTAYKOIWOV AéYEls;

19 Griffith ad 1043-1044 notes that Creon’s claim sounds ‘hollow and unpersuasive’ in the immediate
aftermath of Teiresias’ account.
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(1049). In the following lines, Teiresias and Creon trade gnomic statements and rhetorical
questions relating to the flaws which they see in each other; Teiresias asks whether anyone
knows 60 KPATIOTOV KTNUATwV eUBouAia (1050), and Creon replies, SocoTep,
ofpat, ur) poveiv mAeiotn PA&Rn (1051). Although they officially agree that
eUBouAia is beneficial and un ppoveiv is dangerous, Teiresias’ comment about eUBouAia
suggests that Creon lacks good counsel, while Creon suggests in his answering comment
that Teiresias has no shortage of folly.'”” As they interact with each other, Creon and
Teiresias articulate very different conceptions of various key concepts, and their
interaction with these concepts, in turn, shapes their ability to interact fruitfully with each
other.'”

As Creon and Teiresias exchange their pointed gnomai, both the content and the
form of their statements play important roles in the dynamic of their conversation. When
Teiresias praises eUouAia, he suggests not only that his counsel will be beneficial to
Creon, but also that it will reflect well on Creon if he is willing to be advised. Throughout
the play, however, an unwillingness to be advised has been one of Creon’s prominent
features, and Creon responds as much to the fact that Teiresias has dared to advise him as

1% His statement about the harm caused by not thinking

to the content of his advice.
(1051), which serves both to accuse Teiresias of folly and to suggest that it is Creon who
is really in a position to educate the seer, thus emphatically denies Teiresias’ suggestion of

the roles which the two men ought to play in their interaction with each other. Creon

knows already how the world works, and, despite his comment about having received

%7 This disconnect between different definitions of good sense has grown increasingly important over the

course of the play; Cairns 2013:xxx notes, ‘From the entrance of Haemon onwards...opinions are
unanimous that good judgement is the best and bad judgement the worst thing’.

1% Coray 1993:193-194 comments that, after an emphasis on eUBouAia and related words in the latter half
of the play, ‘Kreon erkennt schliesslich selbst seine SuoBouAiat (1269)’.

1% Reinhardt 1979:86 describes the Teiresias scene as ‘a question of “teaching a lesson” to the unteachable’.
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good advice from Teiresias before, he sees any attempt to influence his worldview as an
insult to his dual role as ruler of Thebes and authoritative dispenser of truth to his subjects.

When, after the departure of Teiresias, Creon finally begins to acknowledge that
the seer may in fact be correct, his change of heart is accompanied by a corresponding

change in his interaction with general truths.''’

The magnitude of this change is signalled
at 1105, when, in response to the chorus’s gnomic, cuvTéuvouot yap | Becov Todcokels
Tous kakoppovas BAaBai (1103-1104), Creon, rather than lashing out at the chorus for

telling him a general truth, replies, oi{pot (1105), and then offers his own gnome, avayxn

"1 For the first time in the

&’ ouUxi duouaxnTéov, in agreement with the chorus’s advice.
play, rather than using gnomai to assert his own authority and belittle the knowledge of
those who might seek to change his mind, Creon begins to interact with general
statements—both his own and those of others—from a position of uncertainty. His final
gnome, Bédolka yap Un Tous KabBeo T Tas vopous | &ploTtov ) ocxlovta Tov Biov
TeAeiv (1113-1114), is phrased not as a matter of conviction but as a matter of

misgiving.''? Having failed to force others to accept his assessment of the world, Creon

must learn to live by a new kind of general truth.

GNOMAIIN SOCIETY: GENERALIZING ABOUT AJAX

In Trachiniae and Antigone, the tendency to generalize is strongly associated with
individual characters; gnomai are most important to Deianeira’s presentation of herself
and her evolving understanding, while Creon in Antigone tries to maintain exclusive

control over the power to generalize. In the prologue of Ajax, both Athena and Odysseus

"% Roisman 1996:36-37 suggests that Creon is aware all along of the seer’s superior authority, even though

his desire to save face prevents him from yielding while Teiresias is still present.

" Knox 1966:216-217 notes the concentration of passive formulas in Creon’s description of his change of
mind.

"2 Foley 2001:187 notes that, as Creon changes his mind, ‘he recognizes at first only the validity of the
traditional usages (1113-1114) that he rejected in Antigone’s argument’.
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generalize about the human condition and the workings of divine power in the lives of
men; later, most of the other named characters offer their own general assessments of
related issues. In their early generalizations, Athena and Odysseus interact with concepts
which will be important throughout the play, both before and after Ajax’s death, and,
moreover, they establish the rhetorical backdrop against which subsequent discussions of
those concepts will take place.'” In this section, I will analyse the importance of general
statements after the death of Ajax, arguing that the debate over Ajax’s body, which takes
place largely in general terms, represents a final working out of the generalities uttered by
Ajax and others in the first half of the play, which in turn often reflect on the figure of
Ajax himself."'* Over the course of the debate, the ability both to generalize successfully
about the world and to interpret the generalizations of others provides an important
indication of any given character’s broader ability to function within the world of the play.
The generalizations which shape the debate over Ajax’s body deal for the most
part with issues which were also of great importance during Ajax’s life. In life, Ajax, like
both Creon and Deianeira, viewed the world in general terms; after he recovers from
Athena’s delusion, Ajax uses gnomai to process the events in which he finds himself and
to provide himself with some guidance on what to do next. Ajax generalizes from the
perspective of one who used to be great and has now—unjustly, as he sees it—been
deprived of his status; he therefore offers gnomai on the power of an unfriendly god to
disrupt human life (455-456), how a man beset by evils can best avoid shame (473), and
how an eUyevris man should live and die (479-480). Ajax’s gnomic statements are mostly
not in themselves unreasonable, but it gradually becomes clear that the moral qualities

which underpin his gnomai—what is aioxpds, which events are kaka, what it means to

'3 On the importance of the gnomic statements in the prologue for the early characterization of Odysseus
and Athena, see the Introduction above.

"4 Murnaghan 1989:172 suggests that, in the second half of the play, Sophocles is ‘exploring the
implications, both social and literary, of various modes of presenting and evaluating heroic figures’.
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live or die kaAéos—are qualities which he defines differently than most other figures in

the play.'"

Throughout the play, his gnomic statements suggest a worldview that differs
from those held by Athena and Odysseus in the prologue; it is indicative of the scale of
Ajax’s troubles that his worldview also differs widely from that held by his most loyal
followers.' ¢

When other characters begin to deliver gnomic statements after Ajax’s death, then,
most of the issues—particularly the changeability of human fortune, the importance of
social order, and the meaning of nobility—about which they speak have already been
articulated in one form or another by Ajax himself.''” As the play’s surviving characters
debate how one ought to react to figures like Ajax and whether the world has room for
such figures at all, their interactions with the moral terms that have throughout the play
come to be associated with Ajax shape their interactions with each other. Menelaus and
Teucer oppose each other, that is, not only because their opinions about Ajax are
incompatible, but also because they disagree more generally on what makes a man noble
and how order ought to be maintained in an army. For Menelaus and Teucer, Ajax is a
flashpoint for broader disagreements about the rules according to which one ought to live.

The issues which will guide different characters’ reactions to Ajax’s death are
brought to the forefront shortly after Tecmessa discovers his body. Tecmessa begins with
the divine; when the chorus express the hope that the gods will prevent the Atreidae from

taking advantage of their power over Ajax’s dependants, Tecmessa says, oUk av Tad’

goTn Tid¢e un Becov péTa (950). With Tade and T1jde, she links her comment to the

"% On the figure of Ajax within the Greek force at Troy, Knox 1961:21 comments, ‘Qualities and defects
alike mark him as unfit for the kind of society in which the individual’s position is based on consent and
cooperation’. Cairns 1993:231 draws attention to Ajax’s focus on his own personal shame.

"® The chorus echo his gnomic statement about time at 714, but Goldhill 2012:87 notes that they
misapprehend the implications of his gnome, commenting, ‘Their desire to place Ajax within a generalizing
discourse is itself placed as the specific failure of a particular group of sailors to appreciate the hero’s
tortured commitment, and the audience in the theatre responds to this méconnaisance [sic]’.

"7 Ajax’s own articulation of these issues is not always clear, either to other characters or to the audience;
Lardinois 2006:223 comments particularly on the riddling nature of the gnomai contained in the deception
speech when that speech is taken in its context as a semi-prophetic speech delivered as Ajax nears his death.
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current situation, but there is also the implication that her statement would nevertheless be
true under other circumstances.''® As she is concerned with divine involvement,
Tecmessa is also concerned with the alternation of human fortune; although she does not
hold out much hope for divine intervention, and although she agrees that Ajax’s enemies
are likely to exult over his death, Tecmessa believes in the possibility of some sort of
change, as she suggested from a very different perspective when she described her own
past to Ajax before his suicide (487-491)."" Now, before the beginning of the debate over
Ajax’s body, she observes gnomically that ol yap kakol yvduaiol Tay a8’ év xepoiv |
€XoVTES OUK ioaot Tpiv Tig eKBAAT (964-965). Tecmessa does not know what will
happen now that Ajax has killed himself, and she has no part in the eventual debate, but
her current gnomic assessment touches on moral terms which have been active throughout
the play and will now take on slightly different dimensions in the aftermath of Ajax’s
death.

When Menelaus and Agamemnon arrive one after another to forbid the burial of
Ajax, they interact with a similar set of issues surrounding Ajax and his reputation after
death, but they frame those issues differently than Tecmessa and the chorus do.'*’ In life,
the Atreidae had a very different pattern of interaction with Ajax than either Tecmessa or
the chorus did, and, as such, they speak after his death less about Ajax himself than about

121
Tecmessa’s

the effect of having someone like Ajax as part of a military expedition.
moral terms, terms of goodness and badness, baseness and nobility, which, despite some

importantly different definitions, she shared with Ajax and Odysseus, are mostly replaced

in Menelaus’ and Agamemnon’s speeches by a much more limited gnomic vocabulary of

18 Finglass ad 950 contrasts Tecmessa’s ‘bitter realism’ with the conventional prayer of the chorus.

"% Cairns 2006:111.

120 Poe 1987:22 describes the debate over Ajax’s body as “petty quibbling’ between the Atreidae and Teucer,
which sidesteps the real issues of Ajax’s guilt and motives, but this assessment does not take into account
the overlap between Ajax’s moral concerns and those of his surviving friends and enemies.

21 Cairns 2006:116 draws attention to the increased focus on ‘society’ in the arguments of the Atreidae.
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power. As they generalize about people like Ajax, the Atreidae work to characterize Ajax
as marked by a dangerous tendency to disregard established military structures, a tendency
which, if widespread, could lead to broader social breakdown.

Hierarchies matter deeply to both Ajax and his enemies; Ajax, Menelaus, and
Agamemnon all believe that they are—or should be—at the top of their relevant
hierarchies, but they define the qualities according to which men should be ranked
differently, and, as such, interact differently with general truths about societal order.
Menelaus defends his assertion that he and his brother ought to be able to rule over Ajax
now that he is dead with a series of gnomai about the need to honour hierarchies.'**
Although some of the terms overlap, the moral claim with which Menelaus begins, kaiTol
Kakou Tpos avdpos duTa dnuoTnv | undev dikaloUv TV EPecTATWY KAV (1071-
1072), suggests a different idea of baseness than which Ajax assumed when he claimed

123 Menelaus’ statement assumes

that a noble man ought either to live well or die nobly.
the possibility of a man who is both é60Ads and subordinate, so long as that man admits
that he is a dnuoéTNs and behaves accordingly. Such an idea is antithetical to the
worldview espoused by Ajax; his anger against the Greek leaders stemmed from being
ranked below Odysseus in the contest over the arms of Achilles (445-446), and,
particularly after the failed attack against Odysseus and the Atreidae, he was unable to
reconcile the prospect of living in the resulting subordinate position with the concept of
nobility which had previously shaped his idea of his role.'**

Whereas Ajax’s gnomai were for the most part concerned with ideals, Menelaus,

after suggesting that those who disrupt established hierarchies are morally wrong,

generalizes primarily about practical issues; he follows his statement equating

122 Heath 1987:200 comments, ‘His appeal to these maxims is an inadequate veil for his real motives, a weak
man’s envy and resentment of a greater’.

'2 Cairns 1993:235-237; Garvie ad 1071-1072 draws attention to ‘the ambiguity in the meaning of kakds’.
'2* Winnington-Ingram 1980:27-28 comments on Ajax’s faith that the attack against the Greek leaders was
the right choice, and the contribution of the attacks failure to his sense of his own dishonour.
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disobedience with baseness with a pair of gnomic statements suggesting that neither a city
nor an army will function if subordinates do know their place.'*> Over the course of his
series of gnomai, Menelaus shifts from an emphasis on listening to those in command to a
more general emphasis on the need for fear; when he says, oU yap moT’ oUT’ Gv €v
TTOAEL VOUOL KaAGS | @épovT’ &v, évBa ur) kaBeoTrkol déos (1073-1074), he suggests
that it is fear of consequences as much as simple understanding of hierarchy which
maintains order within a city. The benefits of good order to society as a whole transfer to
individuals within that society, and Menelaus argues that people who know their place
increase their chances of success. Fear and shame, again, are his watchwords—&¢os yap
o mpdoeoTiv aioxuvn 6’ opou, | cwTtnpiav éxovta Tévd’ émioTaco (1079-1080), he
says—but the aioxuvn about which Menelaus speaks is a different force than the shame
which Ajax feared.'*® Menelaus interacts differently with his concept of shame than Ajax
did with his; at this point in the debate, Menelaus presents shame as something which
applies to inferiors, and with which he himself has little to do, while, for Ajax, shame was
always a possible—and intolerable—consequence of failing to live up to his own
standards.

The practical focus of Menelaus’ generalizations is tied to Menelaus’ stake in the
matters at hand; although shame should not be an issue for Menelaus himself, he has a
personal interest in the shame which he believes his inferiors ought to feel. Thus when he
presents his version of the philosophy of change which has been expressed in various
forms by Odysseus, Athena, the chorus, and Ajax himself, Menelaus begins with a general
statement, épTrel TapaAAaf TalTa (1087), but goes on to present a narrowly focused

view of change. Where Ajax in the deception speech described an entire world governed

125 Rutherford 2012:397 draws a distinction ‘between generalisations which arise from introspection and
reflection, from a struggle to clarify one’s own thoughts to oneself by articulating them in generalities, and
generalisations which are deployed as part of a persuasive process’.

126 Winnington-Ingram 1980:62 suggests that ‘by aidos [Menelaus] means respect for his own authority and
by fear means fear of his own and his brother’s power’.
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by the principle of change, Menelaus limits his comments to his personal interaction with
his now-fallen enemy: Ajax was once aiBcov UBp1oTrs, but now Menelaus is in a position
to ‘be proud’ (1088)."” Menelaus’ personal take on change leads him to a conclusion
which is not only hostile to Ajax, but also at odds with conclusions drawn by other
figures; Odysseus’ reflections on the fragility of life led him in the prologue to pity the
humiliated Ajax (121-126), while even Athena, Ajax’s great enemy, commented on the
changeability of human fortune (127-132). Menelaus, however, engages only with the
pieces of this philosophy which serve his purposes. His gnomic statements constitute not
so much a coherent worldview as a set of justifications for his own current actions, and the
chorus notice; when he finishes speaking, they warn him, MevéAae, un yvcopas
UTrooTrioas cogas | elT’ auTos év Bavouctv URPIoTIS Yévn (1091-1092)."%*

It is not long after this choral assessment of the gap between Menelaus’ high words
and ignoble actions that Menelaus tries to regain his rhetorical control by delivering the
fable which I discussed at the beginning of this chapter. The fable is an exercise in
generality, designed to suggest that the current debate is reflective of broader social issues,
but, when Teucer draws attention to the hollowness of his rival’s rhetorical strategy,
Menelaus gives up on words altogether, instead threatening to compel Teucer’s obedience
by force. He explains his resolution to depart with a final gnomic statement, commenting,
Kal yap aioxpdv, el mubo1té Tis | Adyols koAdlew ¢ Bialeobal mapa (1159-
1160)."*" This gnome, like most of Menelaus’ other general statements, is concerned with
issues of honour and hierarchy; although being aioxpds, a quality which Menelaus has so
far associated with Ajax and his allies, has in Menelaus’ view much to do with pre-

established social standing, it also now seems to be a quality which can be acquired

"’ Rutherford 2012:394.

'8 Winnington-Ingram 1980:62.

12 Hesk 2003:117 argues that Menelaus’ parting gnome falls flat, commenting, ‘This mention of physical
force, and the laughable assertion that he has been punishing Teucer with words, shows that Menelaus has
lost the verbal contest’.
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through certain actions, and Menelaus leaves after suggesting that by deigning to speak to
Teucer, he runs the risk of being tainted with Teucer’s bad characteristics.

Agamemnon, when he enters, repeats much of his brother’s rhetoric from a
position of greater military authority."*® The brothers interact with general truth in much
the same way; after an initial, personally charged tirade against Teucer and Ajax, in which
he insists that Teucer is a low-born blusterer, and Ajax was never as essential to the Greek
cause as he held himself to be, Agamemnon offers a series of general statements to

1.°" Like Menelaus, Agamemnon

support his specific denial of Ajax’s right to buria
begins with a statement about the need for order: the rule of law cannot be maintained, he
says, if we push out the rightful victors and lead those in the rear up to the front (1246-
1249). Agamemnon’s gnomai likewise quickly take on a personal tone: first he says that it
is not the strong, broad-shouldered men who are most reliable, but the wise who always
prevail (1250-1252), and then he comments that great oxen can be controlled with small
whips (1253-1254). Physical strength having been one of Ajax’s defining features, both
the strong man and the great ox are clear representations of Ajax. Where this leaves
Agamemnon himself, however, is more complicated; he begins his series of gnomai by
suggesting that he should win over Ajax both in the interest of maintaining social order
and by right of his superior mental prowess, but in the end, like Menelaus, he falls back on
his ability to force others to do his bidding.

Teucer, except for his pseudo-fable in response to Menelaus, does not tend to

speak gnomically; he responds to Agamemnon’s opening speech with a series of specific

points rebutting his accusations and a further series of increasingly specific insults to

130 Reinhardt 1979:31 describes Menelaus as ‘the over-commanding sub-commander’, thus drawing

attention to the disconnect between Menelaus’ rhetoric and his real power in the army. See also Winnington-
Ingram 1980:65 on the difference in authority between the two brothers.

1 Agamemnon’s gnomai, though they reinforce Ajax’s inferior status, have little to do with the issue of the
burial itself; see Winnington-Ingram 1980:65, Heath 1987:201.
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Agamemnon and his family."** It is into this rhetorical environment, one in which general
truths have always been employed for personal ends and the gnomic has gradually given
way entirely to the specific and the personal, that Odysseus enters.'”> Odysseus is the only
character to span both the beginning and the end of the play, and he is, moreover, the only
character who expresses mixed feelings about Ajax; everyone else in the play is strongly
partisan, one way or another, but Odysseus, as he explained in the prologue (121-124), can
distance himself from the personal enmity he once felt for the fallen hero. His last lines in
the prologue consisted of a general statement, Op& yap 1Uas oUdEv dvtas GAAO TTANY |
eidcA’ doottrep Céopev 1) kouenv okiav (125-126), suggesting that the fragility of
human experience is a reason to moderate one’s personal antipathies; in his final
conversation with Agamemnon, Odysseus, on the basis of this general truth, encourages
his commander to rethink both his position on Ajax and many of the gnomic statements
which have been in question throughout the play.'**

Odysseus’ impartiality is crucial to his interaction with general truth. Although
throughout much of the play, the personal designations of friend and enemy have been
conflated with the moral qualities of baseness and nobility, Odysseus warns Agamemnon
not to hate so much that he tramples justice in the process (1335), and follows this
warning with an assessment of Ajax’s good qualities capped with the gnomic statement,
avdpa &’ ou dikalov, ei Bavol, | BAGTTTEW TOV €68V, 0Ud’ Eav pIo&V KupTs (1344-
1345). A good man, in Odysseus’ view, can be an object of hatred, but his goodness still

135

deserves some credit. °” His next warning, ur xaip’, ATpeidn, képdeotv Tois ur kaAois

(1349), similarly calls into question Agamemnon’s habit—a habit he shares with both

12 Heath 1987:202 comments on the exchange of personal insults between Agamemnon and Teucer.

133 Winnington-Ingram 1980:66 comments, ‘Odysseus enters to meet a certain situation, to achieve a certain
purpose, towards which he must speak what the situation allows and the purpose demands’.

"3 This rethinking of general truths does not represent a decisive judgement on Ajax; see Murnaghan
1989:184 on ‘the play’s exposure of the pressures shaping individual moments of evaluation’.

1 Winnington-Ingram 1980:66-67.
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Menelaus and Ajax—of assuming that what is good for him is by definition noble. As he
uses his generalizations to separate the terms according to which figures in the play have
been characterizing each other and their actions since the prologue, Odysseus injects a
degree of subtlety into a debate which has previously operated on the level of absolutes.

As Agamemnon tries to come to terms with Odysseus’ willingness to honour a
dead foe, the conversation between the two men moves, for the last time in the play, to the
subject of change. Worried about granting posthumous favours to Ajax, Agamemnon
complains, Toloide HEvTOl PAdTES OUNTTANKTOL BpoTddov (1358); Ajax, he suggests, was
problematic largely because his behaviour as part of the Greek army was unpredictable,
and honouring him in death would set a dangerous precedent.'*® Odysseus, however,
points out that the unpredictable aspect of Ajax’s character is not unusual; 1) K&pTa
ToAAol viv pidol kadbis mikpoi (1359), he says, echoing Ajax’s earlier resolution to
remember that enemies may become friends and friends will not endure.””” For Ajax, this
mutability of human loyalties was one of the things which made the idea of continuing to
live in the world unbearable; inasmuch as the adjective éurAnkTos implies a tendency to
change one’s mind, Ajax was willing to die in part so as not to risk becoming éumTANKTOS,
and Agamemnon’s comment at 1358 would therefore have been a grave insult from
Ajax’s point of view."?® Odysseus, on the other hand, interacts differently with change
and finds the idea that all men share a degree of changeability liberating; although

Agamemnon worries that he will look like a coward if he shows respect to the fallen Ajax

13 Both Jebb and Kamerbeek take 1358 as referring to Odysseus; Winnington-Ingram 1979:4, however,

argues that éumrAnkTos would be an inappropriate word for Agamemnon to use about Odysseus; Finglass ad
1358 provides further support for taking the line to refer to Ajax.

137 Rutherford 2012:392 comments, ‘Odysseus and Ajax, though enemies in life, experience some of the
same emotions (see esp. 121 and 652 “I pity”) and share the same insight’.

3% On this meaning of éuAnKTOS see Knox 1966:228n.41.
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(1362), Odysseus suggests that Agamemnon will simply look like a leader who
understands the way of the world."*

Odysseus’ willingness to put aside his own grievances and argue in favour of
Ajax’s burial does not mean that he does not think about his own circumstances; Odysseus
simply suggests a different relationship between personal goals and universal truth. When
he explains to Agamemnon that he has intervened on behalf of Ajax because he too may
someday need such intervention (1365), Agamemnon responds with the gnomic, 1) T&v6’
buotar Tas avnp auTé Tovel (1366).'*" Given that Agamemnon’s self-interest has been
a prominent force throughout since his appearance onstage, it is not self-interest in itself
that is the problem here; instead, Odysseus’ care for his own interests represents a flaw in
the way of the world inasmuch as it demonstrates that not everyone’s interests align
perfectly with Agamemnon’s. Odysseus’ self-interest, moreover, differs from that of other
characters; where Ajax and the Atreidae were prompted by self-interest to ignore the
claims of those around them, Odysseus’ self-interest causes him to look outward at the
world of which he is a part.'*' His careful gnomic analyses of that world provide a
framework for interacting successfully with both gods and men by treading a narrow line
between adherence to principle and the occasional necessity for compromise.

During his time on stage in the first half of the play, Ajax lays out his principles
about how the world ought to work, and struggles with the fact that the world—or at least
the Greek army at Troy—does not seem to work according to those principles. He speaks

about the world in general terms, and tries in vain to make reality square with his

139 Cairns 2006:113 discusses Ajax’s refusal to live in a changing world, noting that ‘he refuses (as the
reactions of Odysseus and Tecmessa suggest) to see the fragility of human existence as a bond between
himself and other human beings’.

140 Rutherford 2012:391 comments on ‘the crudity of [Agamemnon’s] response, and its inadequacy as a
summary of Odysseus’ outlook’.

1! Cairns 2006:116 notes Odysseus’ ability to ‘generalize from Ajax’s fate to his own and that of all
mankind, but still [respond] to the individual and unparalleled excellence of Ajax’.
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generalizations.'*> With Ajax dies his particular moral stance, and, over the course of the
debate over his body, those who remain all attempt in various ways to draw generally
applicable conclusions about the world as it stands in the aftermath of Ajax’s death.
Although figures in conflict with each other often draw apparently similar gnomic
conclusions, they interact with general truth differently, both in their definitions of key
terms and in their ability to apply generalities to their own lives. As the play nears its end,
the ability to adapt moral terminology to changing circumstances eventually tips the

balance of the debate towards Odysseus.'*’

It is by both recognizing that change is
integral to human experience—as most of his fellow characters also recognize—and by
being able and willing to alter his course accordingly—as most of his fellow characters are

not—that Odysseus manages to survive in the tragic world which destroyed Ajax.'**

CONCLUSION: THINKING GNOMICALLY ABOUT CHARACTER

When Sophoclean characters generalize, the resulting statements can serve a
number of different—if sometimes overlapping—purposes. On one level, the gnomai
delivered by characters onstage function much like proverbs or other generalizations
outside of drama; the generalizations made by tragic characters typically have implications
for the behaviour of the speaker or her intended listener, and those who are on the
receiving end of gnomic statements must decide whether or not they will act in accordance
with the gnomai delivered by fellow characters. Moreover, gnomic statements—both in

and out of drama—allow characters to project an image of themselves and their place in

142 Rutherford 2012:394 comments on Ajax’s eventual refusal to live according to the general conclusions

which he draws.

'3 Hesk 2003:130 notes, ‘Odysseus shows that an awareness of flexibility and mutability need not
undermine justice, philia, or social bonds’.

144 On the idea that Odysseus and Ajax belong in fundamentally different worlds, see, e.g., Knox 1961:25
and Winnington-Ingram 1980:62.
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the world they inhabit.'* Along with using gnomai to influence the actions of others
under specific circumstances, characters can also use gnomai to define their social
interactions more broadly. Successful interactions between characters depend in large part
upon shared assumptions and shared definitions for key terms; in many cases, gnomic
statements provide a context for testing the compatibility of the worldviews held by
different figures.

The act of making gnomic statements is, in effect, a way of making a claim to a
certain level of authority; generalizing requires a view of the world which is broad enough

146 When Teiresias

to make a gnomic statement applicable beyond its immediate context.
generalizes in Antigone about the tendency of humans to err and the ability to recover
from past errors, his authority comes both from his prophetic ability and from his history
of advising well in the past. Similarly, when Oedipus in Oedipus at Colonus generalizes
to Theseus about the susceptibility of all things to time and change, he suggests that it is
his extensive experience of the world which gives him the right to speak in gnomic terms
about the vicissitudes of fortune.'*” Other characters whose authority is not so well
established also generalize, and when they do, they often use their gnomai to make claims
for their own authority. Creon, for example, generalizes frequently early in his rule over
Thebes, particularly when his public decisions are likely to be called into question.'*® The
gnomai delivered by Agamemnon and Menelaus in the dispute over Ajax’s body serve a
similar purpose; after their ability to control the army has been called into question by

Ajax’s behaviour, their general statements represent an attempt to add a level of rhetorical

support to their efforts to maintain political and military control. Generalizations,

145 Kindstrand 1978:71, Lardinois 2000:641-643, and Martin 2009:119 comment on gnomic statements as a

way for individuals to situate themselves in society.

191 ardinois 2006:223 comments on the characteristics shared by gnomic statement and prophecy.
147 Easterling 2009:168 comments on Oedipus’ ability to generalize for others.

¥ Podlecki 1966a:362.
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however, are a risky way of maintaining authority; when gnomai do not achieve their
desired effect, they can leave their speakers looking more foolish than they did before.'*’

In many cases, the tendency to view the world in general terms goes hand-in-hand
with the famous inflexibility of many tragic—and particularly Sophoclean—heroes.
Gnomai can only function in an essentially consistent world, and characters who are
themselves rigid often describe the world in rigid terms and lay out equally rigid general
principles for human behaviour which are meant to apply to all people in all possible
situations. In this vein, Ajax uses gnomic statements to outline the principles by which he
lives and dies, and Creon’s tendency to speak gnomically diminishes sharply once he has
agreed to be swayed by Teiresias’ advice; after he returns to the stage following the death
of Haemon and Antigone, the shattered Creon makes no more generalizations, while the
chorus delivers a series of gnomai intended to comfort and guide him in his misfortune."*’
Once the world has shown itself to be inconsistent with the gnomai upon which he has
previously relied, Creon loses much of his ability to generalize about the world as he now
sees it to be."”!

At the same time, not all tragic gnomai are indicative of an inability to adapt
successfully. In both Ajax and Philoctetes, the figure of Odysseus employs gnomic
statements in order to convince others to accept the fact that different circumstances bring
with them the need for different types of action. Anticipating an objection from Achilles’
naturally honest son, the Odysseus of Philoctetes urges Neoptolemus to undertake the
deception of Philoctetes with the gnome, NdU ydap T kTipa Tijs vikng AaPeiv (81),

reassuring him that there will be time enough to be honest after the completion of the

%9 On the ineffectiveness of the generalizations made by the Atreidae, see, e.g., Heath 1987:200, Rutherford
2012:394-395; see also Hesk 2003:117-118 on the humiliation of Menelaus after his verbal duel with
Teucer.

%" Hesk 2003:83-86 and Rutherford 2012:394 discuss Ajax’s attitude to his own general conclusion that the
world is defined by instability.

"I Roisman 1996:38 notes, ‘his passivity shows how completely he is stripped of his authoritative roles and
outlooks’.

271



scheme (82-85).">% On a less sinister level, the Odysseus of Ajax generalizes in the

prologue about the human condition in order to explain his reluctance to exult over Ajax’s
misfortune, and, in the debate over Ajax’s body at the end of the play, he employs several
gnomai in his effort to convince Agamemnon that being willing to show mercy to a fallen

enemy is neither bad policy nor a sign of personal weakness.'”

Depending on the
circumstances of its use, a gnomic statement can have a variety of implications, and this
flexibility of interpretation can be used to support a matching flexibility of action.
Because of their connection with both action and interpretation, gnomai play an
important part in the onstage reasoning processes of many tragic characters; gnomai
provide a framework within which characters can interact with concepts and situations
which are otherwise difficult to face. Some characters, as Deianeira does in her first
speech, begin with a gnomic statement, and then use that gnomic statement as a tool for
interpreting their own lives. In other cases, the process works in the opposite direction,
and a character will deliver a gnomic statement as the logical conclusion to an account of
particular events; much later in Trachiniae, at the conclusion of the speech in which she
describes Deianeira’s suicide, the Nurse says, ou yap €06’ 1y’ aUpiov | Tpiv eV &b
Tis TNV Tapoucav Nuépav (945-946). Her gnome is closely related to the proverb which
Deianeira quoted at the beginning of the play, but the two characters use their gnomai in
different ways.">* Deianeira’s gnome, which she swiftly rejects, provides a starting point
for her own reflections; she holds her own experiences up against the proverb, finds that
they do not fit, and decides to draw her own conclusions from her own life. The Nurse, by

contrast, uses her concluding gnome as a way to come to terms with the events she has just

witnessed; although her generalization does not diminish the horror of Deianeira’s death,

12 pucci ad 81-82 comments that Odysseus’ argument here implies a problematic notion of justice.

"> Hesk 2003:127-129.
13 Kraus 1991:94 observes the similarity between the two gnomai and comments on the different dramatic
function of the Nurse’s final statement.
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it allows her to locate recent events within a broader pattern of human experience and to
suggest that sometimes catastrophe cannot be avoided.'”

Although gnomai can provide comfort and guidance in difficult situations, they
remain a dangerous rhetorical tool, and they can easily get out of hand. The form of most
gnomai lends itself to multiple interpretations; since gnomic statements are by definition
generally applicable, they can easily be applied to situations and people other than the
ones intended by their speakers.”® Often, when a character delivers a gnomic statement,
her audience—both on- and offstage—may approach the statement from a different
perspective and interact differently with both its content and its context. Deianeira rejects
the proverb with which she begins her opening speech on the grounds that she already
knows her life to be unhappy. What she does not know, however, is that her life is about
to become even more unhappy, and as the play continues, her rejection of the proverb
looks increasingly naive.'”’ Deianeira takes the proverb, as it is often taken, to refer to the
foolishness of assuming that present happiness will last, and, since she already believes
herself to be unfortunate, she sees no reason to heed its warning; by rejecting the proverb,
moreover, she assumes a degree of authority over her own story."”® As her situation
worsens, however, it becomes apparent that she did not know how fortunate she really was
at the beginning of the play. By the time the Nurse rephrases the rejected gnome after
Deianeira’s suicide, Deianeira’s initial rejection of the proverb no longer seems like a sign
of her authority, but instead suggests that her control over her own life has been illusory

all along.

155 Easterling 1968:66; Lawrence 1978:300 comments that the Nurse’s use of the proverb ‘round[s] off

Deianeira’s tragedy’, while Kraus 1991:94 suggests that it ‘pronounces judgement on the Trachiniae’.

%% Lardinois 2006:216.

37 On the irony of Deianeira’s interpretation of the gnome, see, among others, Easterling 1968:58, Lawrence
1978:300, Kraus 1991:76-77.

"** Heiden 2012:136.
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Although gnomic statements are self-contained in their form, Sophoclean
characters do not generalize in a vacuum. Whatever the immediate purpose of a
generalization—whether it allows a character to think through a difficult situation, pass
judgement on the actions of another figure, or assert her authority over those around her or
over the events of her life—gnomic statements trigger a range of interactions which
extend far beyond the interaction between the speaker and the task at hand and thus tie
together many of the issues which have been relevant throughout this study. When
Neoptolemus generalizes to Philoctetes shortly before revealing the deception, amavTa
SUoXEpPELa, TNV auToU QUOLY | OTav AITTcov Tis dp& Ta U TpooelkdTa (902-903), his
generalization is in the first instance a first-person gnome, which helps Neoptolemus to
explain his current reasoning as he decides what to do in the present moment."*” At the
same time, Neoptolemus’ gnomic statement suggests his complicated personal interactions
with his role as Achilles’ son, his memory of the immediate past, and his sense of the

160 .
For the audience, moreover, a

trajectory along which his own actions are guiding him.
comment from Neoptolemus about his puois will suggest also the interactions between the
Sophoclean Neoptolemus and other versions of both his story and that of Achilles.'®’

The web of interactions in which Neoptolemus is caught at this point in the play is
a matter not just of situation, but of character. His memory of his recent unsavoury deeds
and the uncertainty of his current trajectory—is he going forward to military glory among
the Greeks at Troy or heading towards enduring personal shame?—have situational
aspects, inasmuch as Neoptolemus has acted as he has because he was ordered to do so

under certain circumstances by Odysseus, but Neoptolemus reacts to them in personal

ways. Over the course of the play, Neoptolemus’ reactions to the changing situation at

159
160

Visser 1998:177 suggests that Neoptolemus is at this point essentially speaking to himself.

Taplin 1971:35-36 describes the effect of Neoptolemus’ moral sense on the momentum of the whole play
after the revelation of the plot.

1! Pucci ad 902-903 sees in these lines an emphasis on the question of whether it is possible to change one’s
nature.
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hand reflect the pressures of the various interactions to which he is subject; sometimes his
role as Odysseus’ subordinate counts more than his role as Achilles’ son, while sometimes
the shame of his present actions counts more than his hope for future glory.'®® At what
may be the moment of the highest tension in the play, Neoptolemus’ generalization
represents an attempt to make sense of the various interactions which have brought him to
this state of uncertainty and made him who is at this point in the play. Just before he takes
one of his defining actions by going against Odysseus to reveal the plot to Philoctetes,

Neoptolemus positions himself as a character in interaction.

192 See Chapters 2 and 4 above for discussions of the role-tension to which Neoptolemus is subject and of his
negotiation of the relationship between present and future.

275



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Abrahams, R. D. 1972. ‘Proverbs and Proverbial Expressions’. In R. M. Dorson (ed.),
Folklore and Folklife: An Introduction. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. pp.
117-127.

Adams, S. M. 1957. Sophocles the Playwright. Toronto.

Adkins, A. W. H. 1960. Merit and Responsibility. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ahl, F. 1991. Sophocles’ Oedipus: Evidence and Self-Conviction. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

Alexanderson, B. 1966. ‘On Sophocles’ Electra’. C&M 27: 79-98.
Allan, W. 2008. Euripides: Helen. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Alt, K. 1961. ‘Schicksal und ®Y 212 im Philoktet des Sophokles’. Hermes 89: 141-174.

Anderson, M. J. 2005. ‘Myth’. In J. Gregory (ed.), A Companion to Greek Tragedy.
Oxford: Blackwell, pp. 121-135.

Arnott, G. 1973. ‘Euripides and the Unexpected’. G&R 20: 49-64.

Astington, J. W. 2006. ‘The Developmental Interdependence of Theory of Mind and
Language’. In N. J. Enfield and S. C. Levinson (eds.), Roots of Human Sociality:
Culture, Cognition and Interaction. Oxford: Berg, pp. 179-206.

Athay, M. and J. Darley. 1982. ‘Social Roles as Interaction Competencies’. In W. Ickes
and E. S. Knowles (eds.), Personality, Roles, and Social Behavior. New Y ork:
Springer Verlag, pp. 55-83.

Baddeley, A. 1990. Human Memory: Theory and Practice. Hove: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Bain, D. 1977. Actors & Audience: A Study of Asides and Related Conventions in Greek
Drama. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Baldry, H. C. 1956. ‘The Dramatization of the Theban Legend’. G&R 3: 24-37.

Barker, E. 2004. ‘The Fall-out from Dissent: Hero and Audience in Sophocles’ 4jax’.
G&R 51: 1-20.

Barranger, M. S. 1995. Theatre: A Way of Seeing. 4™ ed. Belmont, California: Wadsworth
Publishing Company.

Barrett, J. 2002. Staged Narrative: Poetics and the Messenger in Greek Tragedy.
Berkeley.

Bassi, K. 1993. ‘Helen and the Discourse of Denial in Stesichorus’ Palinode’. Arethusa
26: 51-73.

276



Basso, K. H. 1976. ““Wise Words” of the Western Apache: Metaphor and Semantic
Theory’. In K. H. Basso and H. A. Selby (eds.), Meaning in Anthropology.
University of New Mexico Press: Albuquerque. pp. 93-121.

Beecroft, A. J. 2006. ““This is Not a True Story”: Stesichorus’ Palinode and the Revenge
of the Epichoric’. TAPA 136: 47-69.

Beer, J. 2012. ‘Oedipus Tyrannus’. In A. Markantonatos (ed.), Brill’s Companion to
Sophocles. Leiden: Brill. pp. 93-110.

Bell, E. 2008. Theories of Performance. Los Angeles: Sage Publications.

Bennett, L. J. and W. B. Tyrrell. 1990. ‘Sophocles’ Antigone and Funeral Oratory’. AJP
111: 441-456.

Bernard, W. 2001. Das Ende des Odipus bei Sophokles. Miinchen: C. H. Beck (Zetemata
Heft 107).

Biggs, P. 1966. ‘The Disease Theme in Sophocles’ Ajax, Philoctetes and Trachiniae’. CP
61: 223-235.

Blundell, M. W. 1989. Helping Friends and Harming Enemies: A Study in Sophocles and
Greek Ethics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

------ . 1993. ‘The Ideal of Athens in Oedipus at Colonus’. In A. H. Sommerstein, S.
Halliwell, J. Henderson, and B. Zimmermann (eds.), Tragedy, Comedy, and the
Polis. Bari: Levante. pp. 287-306.

Bortolussi, M. and P. Dixon. 2003. Psychonarratology. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Bowman, L. 1999. ‘Prophecy and Authority in the Trachiniai’. AJP 120: 335-350.
Bowra, C. M. 1944. Sophoclean Tragedy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Brown, A. 1987. Sophocles: Antigone. Warminster: Aris & Phillips.

Brown, W. E. 1965. ‘Sophocles’ Ajax and Homer’s Hector’. CJ 61: 118-121.

Budelmann, F. 2000. The Language of Sophocles. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

------ . 2006. ‘The Mediated Ending of Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus’. MD 57: 43-61.
------ .2010. ‘Bringing Together Nature and Culture: On the Uses and Limits of Cognitive
Science for the Study of Performance Reception’. In E. Hall and S. Harrop (eds.),

Theorising Performance: Greek Drama, Cultural History and Critical Practice.
London: Duckworth. pp. 108-122.

277



Budelmann, F. and P. E. Easterling. 2010. ‘Reading Minds in Greek Tragedy’. G&R 57:
289-303.

Burian, P. 1972. ‘Supplication and Hero Cult in Sophocles’ 4jax’. GRBS 13: 151-156.
------ . 1974. ‘Supliant and Saviour: Oedipus at Colonus’. Phoenix 28: 408-429.

------ . 1997. ‘Myth into muthos: the shaping of the tragic plot’. In P. E. Easterling (ed.),
The Cambridge Companion to Greek Tragedy. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press. pp. 178-208.

------ . 2009. ‘Inconclusive conclusion: the ending(s) of Oedipus Tyrannus’. In S. Goldhill
and E. Hall (eds.), Sophocles and the Greek Tragic Tradition. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. pp. 99-118.

------ .2012. ‘Polyphonic 4jax’. In K. Ormand (ed.), 4 Companion to Sophocles. Oxford:
Blackwell. pp. 69-83.

Burkert, W. 1979. Structure and History in Greek Mythology and Ritual. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Burr, V. 1998. Gender and Social Psychology. London: Routledge.

Burton, R. W. B. 1980. The Chorus in Sophocles’ Tragedies. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Bushnell, R. W. 1988. Prophesying Tragedy: Sign and Voice in Sophocles’ Theban Plays.
Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press.

Buxton, R. G. A. 1982. Persuasion in Greek Tragedy: A Study of Peitho. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

------ . 1994. Imaginary Greece: The contexts of mythology. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

------ .2007. ‘Tragedy and Greek Myth’. In R. D. Woodard (ed.), The Cambridge
Companion to Greek Mythology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. pp.
166-189.

Cairns, D. 1993. Aidés: The Psychology and Ethics of Honour and Shame in Ancient
Greek Literature. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

------ . 2003. “Ethics, ethology, terminology: Iliadic anger and the cross-cultural study of
emotion’. In S. Braund and G. W. Most (eds.), Ancient Anger: Perspectives from
Homer to Galen. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press (YCS Volume 32). pp.
11-49.

------ . 2006. ‘Virtue and Vicissitude: the Paradoxes of the 4jax’. In D. Cairns and V.
Liapis (eds.), Dionysalexandros: Essays on Aeschylus and his fellow tragedians in

278



honour of Alexander F. Garvie. Swansea: The Classical Press of Wales. pp. 99-
127.

------ . 2008. ‘Look both ways: studying emotion in ancient Greek’. Critical Quarterly 50:
43-62.

------ . 2013. ‘Introduction: Archaic Thought and Tragic Interpretation’. In D. Cairns (ed.),
Tragedy and Archaic Greek Thought. Swansea: The Classical Press of Wales. pp.
ix-liv.

Calder, W. M. 1968. ‘Sophokles’ Political Tragedy, Antigone’. GRBS 9: 389-407.
------ . 1971. ‘Sophoclean Apologia: Philoctetes’. GRBS 12: 153-174.

Cameron, A. 1968. The Identity of Oedipus the King: Five Essays on the Oedipus
Tyrannus. New York.

Campbell, L. 1871-1881. Sophocles: The Plays and Fragments. 2 vols. Oxford: Clarendon
Press.

Carawan, E. 2000. ‘Deianira’s Guilt’. TAPA 130: 189-237.

------ .2007. “What the Mnemones Know’. In In A. Mackay (ed.), Orality, Literacy,
Memory in the Ancient Greek and Roman World. Leiden: Brill, 163-184.

Carey, C. 1986. ‘The Second Stasimon of Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus’. JHS 106: 175-
179.

Carter, D. 2005. ‘The Co-operative Temper: A Third Dramatic Role in Sophoclean
Tragedy’. Mnemosyne 58: 161-182.

------ . 2012. ‘Antigone’. In A. Markantonatos (ed.), Brill’s Companion to Sophocles.
Leiden: Brill. pp. 111-128.

Cartledge, P. 1997. “Deep plays”: Theatre as process in Greek civic life’. In P. E.
Easterling (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Greek Tragedy. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. pp. 3-35.

Casey, E. S. 2000. Remembering: A Phenomenological Study. 2" ed. Bloomington:
Indiana University Press.

Christophorou, E. 2009. Tragic Memory: Conflicting Impressions of the Past in
Euripidean Drama. DPhil Thesis, Oxford University.

Cohen, D. 2003. Searching Shakespeare: Studies in Culture and Authority. Toronto:
University of Toronto Press.

Collard, C. and M. Cropp. 2008. Euripides: Fragmentary Plays. Aegeus-Meleager.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

279



Collins, D. 2004. Master of the Game: Competition and Performance in Greek Poetry.
Washington, D.C.: Center for Hellenic Studies.

Conacher, D. J. 1997. ‘Sophocles’ Trachiniae: Some Observations’. AJP 118: 21-34.
Coray, M. 1993. Wissen und Erkennen bei Sophokles. Basel: Friedrich Reinhardt Verlag.

Cropp, M. 1997. ‘Antigone’s Final Speech (Sophocles, Antigone 891-928)’. G&R 44: 137-
160.

Csapo, E. 2002. ‘Kallipedes on the floor-sweepings: the limits of realism in classical
acting and performance styles’. In P. Easterling and E. Hall (eds.), Greek and
Roman Actors: Aspects of an Ancient Profession. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, pp. 127-147.

------ . 2005. Theories of Mythology. Oxford: Blackwell.

Culpeper, J. 2001. Language and Characterisation: People in Plays and Other Texts.
Harlow: Longman.

Currie, B. 2012. ‘Sophocles and Hero Cult’. In K. Ormand (ed.), A Companion to
Sophocles. Oxford: Blackwell. pp. 331-348.

Currie, G. 2009. ‘Narrative and the Psychology of Character’. The Journal of Aesthetics
and Art Criticism 67: 61-71.

D’Arms, E. F. and K. K. Hulley. 1946. ‘The Oresteia-Story in the Odyssey’. TAPA 77:
207-213.

Davidson, J. 2003. ‘Sophocles’ Trachiniae and the Odyssey’. Athenaeum 91: 517-523.

------ .2012. ‘The Homer of Tragedy: Epic Sources and Models in Sophocles’. In A.
Markantonatos (ed.), Brill’s Companion to Sophocles. Leiden: Brill. pp. 245-261.

Davies, M. 1991. Sophocles: Trachiniae. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Dawe, R. D. 1963. ‘Inconsistency of plot and character in Aeschylus’. PCPS 9: 21-62.

------ . 2006. Sophocles: Oedipus Rex. 2" edition. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Detienne, M. 1996. The Masters of Truth in Archaic Greece. New York: Zone Books.

Devlin, D. 1989. Mask and Scene: An Introduction to the World of Drama. London:
Macmillan.

Dhuga, U. S. 2005. ‘Choral Identity in Sophocles’ Oedipus Coloneus’. AJP 126: 333-362.

Docherty, T. 1983. Reading (Absent) Character: Towards a Theory of Characterization in
Fiction. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

280



Dodds, E. R. 1966. ‘On Misunderstanding the Oedipus Rex’. G&R 13: 37-49.
Dunn, F. M. 1992. ‘Introduction: Beginning at Colonus’. In F. M. Dunn and T. Cole
(eds.), Beginnings in Classical Literature. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press

(YCS 29): 1-12.

------ . 1996. Tragedy’s End: Closure and Innovation in Euripidean Drama. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

------ . 2009. ‘Sophocles and the Narratology of Drama’. In J. Grethlein and A. Rengakos
(eds.), Narratology and Interpretation: The Content of Narrative Form in Ancient

Literature. Berlin: De Gruyter, 337-355.

------ . 2012a. ‘Dynamic Allusion in Sophocles’. In A. Markantonatos (ed.), Brill’s
Companion to Sophocles. Leiden: Brill. pp. 263-279.

------ . 2012b. ‘Electra’. In K. Ormand (ed.), A Companion to Sophocles. Oxford:
Blackwell. pp. 98-110.

Easterling, P. E. 1967. ‘Oedipus and Polyneices’. PCPS 13: 1-13.

------ . 1968. ‘Sophocles, Trachiniae’. BICS 15: 58-69.

------ . 1973. ‘The Presentation of Character in Aeschylus’. G&R 20: 3-19.
------ . 1977. ‘Character in Sophocles’. G&R 24: 121-129.

------ . 1978. “Philoctetes and Modern Criticism’. /CS 3: 22-39.

------ . 1982. Sophocles: Trachiniae. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

------ . 1984a. ‘Kings in Greek Tragedy’. In J. Coy and J. de Hoz (eds.), Estudios sobre los
géneros literarios, 1I. Salamanca: Universidad de Salamanca, pp. 33-45.

------ . 1984b. ‘The Tragic Homer’. BICS 31: 1-8.

------ . 1985. ‘Anachronism in Greek Tragedy’. JHS 105: 1-10.

------ . 1988. ‘Tragedy and Ritual’. Metis 3: 87-109.

------ . 1990. ‘Constructing Character in Greek Tragedy’. In C. Pelling (ed.),
Characterization and Individuality in Greek Literature. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, pp. 83-99.

------ . 1997a. ‘Form and Performance’. In P. E. Easterling (ed.), The Cambridge

Companion to Greek Tragedy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 151-
177.

281



------ . 1997b. ‘Constructing the Heroic’. In C. Pelling (ed.), Greek Tragedy and the
Historian. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 21-37.

------ . 1999. ‘Plain Words in Sophocles’. In J. Griffin (ed.), Sophocles Revisited: Essays
presented to Sir Hugh Lloyd-Jones. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 95-107.

------ .2004. ‘Now and Forever in Greek Drama and Ritual’. In D. Yatromanolakis and P.
Roilos (eds.), Greek Ritual Poetics. Cambridge, MA: HUP, pp. 149-160.

------ . 2005. ‘Agamemnon for the Ancients’. In F. Macintosh et al. (eds.), Agamemnon in
Performance 458 BC to AD 2004. Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 23-36.

------ . 2009. ‘Sophocles and the Wisdom of Silenus: A Reading of Oedipus at Colonus
1211-1248. In E. Karamalengou and E. Markrygianni (eds.), Antiphilesis.
Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag. pp. 161-170.

------ . 2013. ‘Authority without a Name: A Note on Traditional Wisdom in Greek
Tragedy’. In Fodor et al. (eds), More Modoque. Budapest: Hungarian Academy of
Sciences. pp. 35-41.

Ebbott, M. 2005. ‘Marginal Figures’. In J. Gregory (ed.), 4 Companion to Greek Tragedy.
Oxford: Blackwell. pp. 366-376.

Edwards, M. W. 1987. Homer: Poet of the Iliad. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press.

Edmunds, L. 2000. ‘The Teiresias Scene in Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus’. SyllClass 11:
34-73.

Eiser, J. R. 1986. Social Psychology: Attitudes, Cognition and Social Behaviour.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Else, G. F. 1976. The Madness of Antigone. Heidelberg: Carl Winter.

Enfield, N. J. and Levinson, S. C. 2006. ‘Introduction’. In N. J. Enfield and S. C. Levinson
(eds.), Roots of Human Sociality: Culture, Cognition and Interaction. Oxford:
Berg. pp. 1-35.

Erbse, H. 1966. ‘Neoptolemus und Philoktet bei Sophokles’. Hermes 94: 177-201.

Euben, J. P. (ed.) 1986. Greek Tragedy and Political Theory. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

Falkner, T. M. 1998. ‘Containing Tragedy: Rhetoric and Self-Representation in
Sophocles’ Philoctetes’. ClAnt 17: 25-58.

Favorini, A. 2008. Memory in Play: From Aeschylus to Sam Shepard. New Y ork:
Palgrave Macmillan.

282



Fennell, M. J. V. et al. 1987. ‘Distraction in neurotic and endogenous depression: an
investigation of negative thinking in major depressive disorder’. Psychological
Medicine 17: 441-452.

Finnegan, R. 1981. ‘Proverbs in Africa’. In W. Mieder and A. Dundes (eds.), The Wisdom
of Many: Essays on the Proverb. New York: Garland Publishing, Inc. pp. 10-42.

Finglass, P. J. 2007. Sophocles: Electra. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
------ . 2009. ‘The Ending of Sophocles’ Oedipus Rex’. Philologus 153: 42-62.
------ . 2011. Sophocles: Ajax. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

------ .2012. ‘4jax’. In A. Markantonatos (ed.), Brill’s Companion to Sophocles. Leiden:
Brill. pp. 59-72.

Foley, H. P. 1993. ‘The Politics of Tragic Lamentation’. In A. H. Sommerstein, S.
Halliwell, J. Henderson, and B. Zimmermann (eds.), Tragedy, Comedy, and the
Polis. Bari: Levante. pp. 101-143.

------ . 1995. ‘Tragedy and Democratic Ideology: The Case of Sophocles’ Antigone’. In B.
Goff (ed.), History, Tragedy, Theory: Dialogues on Athenian Drama. Austin:
University of Texas Press, pp. 131-150.

------ . 1996. ‘Antigone as Moral Agent’. In M. Silk (ed.), Tragedy and the Tragic: Greek
Theatre and Beyond. Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 49-73.

------ .2001. Female Acts in Greek Tragedy. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Foley, J. M. 1994. ‘Proverbs and Proverbial Function in South Slavic and Comparative
Epic’. Proverbium 11: 77-92.

Forster, E. M. 1927. Aspects of the Novel. London: Edward Arnold.

Foster, J. K. 2009. Memory: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Fowler, R. L. 1999. ‘Three Places of the Trachiniae’. In J. Griftin (ed.), Sophocles
Revisited: Essays presented to Sir Hugh Lloyd-Jones. Oxford: Oxford University
Press. pp. 161- 175.

------ . 2013. Early Greek Mythography. 2 vols. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Fuqua, C. 1976. ‘Studies in the Use of Myth in Sophocles’ Philoctetes and the Orestes of
Euripides’. Traditio 32: 29-95.

Gagné, R. and M. G. Hopman. 2013. ‘Introduction: the chorus in the middle’. In R. Gagné
and M. G. Hopman (eds.), Choral Mediations in Greek Tragedy. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. pp. 1-34.

Gantz, T. 1993. Early Greek Myth. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

283



Garner, R. 1990. From Homer to Tragedy: The Art of Allusion in Greek Poetry. London:
Routledge.

Garton, C. 1957. ‘Characterisation in Greek Tragedy’. JHS 77: 247-254.

Garvie, A. F. 1972. ‘Deceit, Violence, and Persuasion in the Philoctetes’. In Studi classici
in onore di Quintino Cataudella. Catania: Universita di Catania. Vol. 1, pp. 213-
226.

------ . 1998. Sophocles: Ajax. Warminster: Aris & Phillips.

Gelin, S. 1959. ‘Plot Structure in the Philoctetes’. Educational Theatre Journal 11: 8-12.

Gellie, G. H. 1963. ‘Character in Greek Tragedy’. AUMLA 20: 241-255.

------ . 1972. Sophocles: A Reading. Melbourne: Melbourne University Press.

Gerber, D. E. 1962. ‘What Time Can Do (Pindar, Nemean 1.46-47)’. TAPhA 93: 30-33.

Gibert, J. 1995. Change of Mind in Greek Tragedy. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht
(Hypomnemata 108).

Gilbert, P. 1992. Depression: The Evolution of Powerlessness. Hove: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Gill, C. 1980. ‘Bow, Oracle, and Epiphany in Sophocles’ Philoctetes’. G&R 27: 137-146.

------ . 1986. ‘The Question of Character and Personality in Greek Tragedy’. Poetics Today
7:251-273.

------ . 1990. ‘The Character-Personality Distinction’. In C. Pelling (ed.), Characterization
and Individuality in Greek Literature. Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 1-31.

------ . 1996. Personality in Greek Epic, Tragedy, and Philosophy: The Self in Dialogue.
Oxford.

Goffman, E. 1961. ‘Role Distance’. In E. Goffman, Encounters. London: Penguin. pp. 73-
174.

Golder, H. 1990. ‘Sophocles’ 4jax: Beyond the Shadow of Time’. Arion 1: 9-34.

Goldhill, S. 1986. Reading Greek Tragedy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

------ . 1990. ‘Character and Action, Representation and Reading: Greek Tragedy and its
Critics. In C. Pelling (ed.), Characterization and Individuality in Greek Literature.
Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 100-127.

------ . 1996. ‘Collectivity and Otherness—The Authority of the Tragic Chorus: Response

to Gould’. In M. Silk (ed.), Tragedy and the Tragic: Greek Theatre and Beyond.
Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 244-256.

284



------ . 2012. Sophocles and the Language of Tragedy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Goldman, M. 2000. On Drama: Boundaries of Genre, Borders of Self. Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press.

Goward, B. 1999. Telling Tragedy: Narrative Technique in Aescylus, Sophocles, and
Euripides. London.

Gould, J. 1978. ‘Dramatic Character and “Human Intelligibility” in Greek Tragedy’.
PCPS 24: 43-67.

------ . 1996. ‘Tragedy and Collective Experience’. In M. Silk (ed.), Tragedy and the
Tragic: Greek Theatre and Beyond. Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 217-243.

------ . 1999. ‘Myth, Memory, and the Chorus: “Tragic Rationality’”. In R. Buxton (ed.),
From Myth to Reason? Studies in the Development of Greek Thought. Oxford:
107-116.

Graf, F. 1987. Greek Mythology: An Introduction. Translated by T. Marier. Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press.

Graziosi, B. and J. Haubold. 2009. ‘Greek lyric and early Greek literary history’. In F.
Budelmann (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Greek Lyric. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. pp. 95-113.

Green, R. 2002. ‘Towards a reconstruction of performance style’. In P. Easterling and E.
Hall (eds.), Greek and Roman Actors: Aspects of an Ancient Profession.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. pp. 93-126.

Greengard, C. 1987. Theatre in Crisis: Sophocles’ Reconstruction of Genre and Politics in
Philoctetes. Amsterdam.

Gregor, D. B. 1950. ‘Sophocles Electra 610-611°. CR 64: 87-88.

Gregory, J. 1995. ‘The encounter at the crossroads in Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus’. JHS
115: 141-146.

Grethlein, J. 2010. The Greeks and Their Past: Poetry, Oratory and History in the Fifth
Century BCE. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Griffin, J. 1990. ‘Characterization in Euripides: Hippolytus and Iphigenia in Aulis’. In C.
Pelling (ed.), Characterization and Individuality in Greek Literature. Oxford:
Oxford University Press. pp. 128-149.

------ . 1998. ‘The Social Function of Attic Tragedy’. CQ 48: 39-61.

Griffith, M. 1998. ‘The King and the Eye: The Rule of the Father in Greek Tragedy’.
PCPS 44: 20-84.

285



------ . 1999. Sophocles: Antigone. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

------ . 2005. ‘Authority Figures’. In J. Gregory (ed.), A Companion to Greek Tragedy.
Oxford: Blackwell, pp. 333-351.

------ .2009. ‘Apollo, Teiresias, and the Politics of Tragic Prophecy’. In L. Athanassaki ,
R. P. Martin, and J. F. Miller (eds.), Apolline Politics and Poetics. Athens:
Hellenic Ministry of Culture. pp. 473- 500.

Griffiths, E. M. 2012. ‘Electra’. In A. Markantonatos (ed.), Brill’s Companion to
Sophocles. Leiden: Brill. pp. 73-92.

Guidorizzi, G., G. Avezzu, and G. Cerri. 2008. Sofocle: Edipo a Colono. Rome:
Fondazione Lorenzo Valla.

Hall, E. 1997. ‘The sociology of Athenian tragedy’. In P. E. Easterling (ed.), The
Cambridge Companion to Greek Tragedy. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 93-126.

------ . 2006. The Theatrical Cast of Athens. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

------ . 2010. Greek Tragedy: Suffering Under the Sun. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

------ .2009. ‘Deianeira deliberates: precipitate decision-making and Trachiniae’. In S.
Goldhill and E. Hall (eds.), Sophocles and the Greek Tragic Tradition. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. pp. 69-96.

Halliwell, S. 1990. ‘Traditional Greek Conceptions of Character’. In C. Pelling (ed.),
Characterization and Individuality in Greek Literature. Oxford: Oxford University
Press. pp. 32-59.

------ . 1997. ‘Between Public and Private: Tragedy and Athenian Experience of Rhetoric’.
In C. Pelling (ed.), Greek Tragedy and the Historian. Oxford: Oxford University
Press. pp. 121-141.

Hamilton, R. 1975. ‘Neoptolemus’ Story in the Philoctetes’. AJP 96: 131-137.

Harder, M. A. 1995. ““Right” and “Wrong” in the Electras’. Hermathena 159: 15-31.

Harris, W. V. 2001. Restraining Rage: The Idea of Anger Control in Classical Antiquity.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Hawkins, A. H. 1999. ‘Ethical Tragedy and Sophocles’ Philoctetes’. CW 92: 337-357.
Heath, M. 1987. The Poetics of Greek Tragedy. London: Duckworth.
------ . 1999. ‘Sophocles’ Philoctetes: A Problem Play?’ In J. Griffin (ed.), Sophocles

Revisited: Essays presented to Sir Hugh Lloyd-Jones. Oxford: Oxford University
Press. pp. 137-160.

286



Heath, M. and E. Okell. 2007. ‘Sophocles’ Ajax: Expect the Unexpected’. CQ 57: 363-
380.

Heiden, B. 1989. Tragic Rhetoric: An Interpretation of Sophocles’ Trachiniae. New York.

------ . 2012. ‘Trachiniae’. In A. Markantonatos (ed.), Brill’s Companion to Sophocles.
Leiden: Brill. pp. 129-148.

Henrichs, A. 1993. “The Tomb of Aias and the Prospect of Hero Cult in Sophokles’. ClAnt
12: 165-180.

------ . 1994/5. ““Why Should I Dance?” Choral Self-Referentiality in Greek Tragedy’.
Arion 3: 56-111.

Hertel, P. 2004. ‘Memory for Emotional and Nonemotional Events in Depression: A
Question of Habit?’ In D. Reisberg and P. Hertel (eds.), Memory and Emotion.
Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 186-216.

Hesk, J. 2000. Deception and Democracy in Classical Athens. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

------ . 2003. Sophocles: Ajax. London: Duckworth.
------ .2007. ‘Combative Capping in Aristophanic Comedy’. CCJ 53: 124-160.

------ . 2012. ‘Oedipus at Colonus’. In A. Markantonatos (ed.), Brill’s Companion to
Sophocles. Leiden: Brill. pp.167-189.

Heubner, H. 1961. ‘Elektra oder Chrysothemis?’ RhAM 104: 152-156.
Hinds, A. E. 1967. ‘The Prophecy of Helenus in Sophocles’ Philoctetes’. CQ 17: 169-180.

Holscher, U. 1967. ‘Die Atridensage in der Odysee’. In H. Singer and B. von Wiese (eds.),
Festschrift fiir Richard Alewyn. Koln: Bohlau. pp. 1-16.

Holt, P. 1981. ‘The Debate-Scenes in the 4jax’. AJP 102: 275-288.
------ . 1989. ‘The End of the Trachiniai and the Fate of Herakles’. JHS 109: 69-80.
Hoppin, M. C. 1981. “‘What Happens in Sophocles’ Philoctetes?’ Traditio 37: 1-30.

Hunter, R. 2009. Critical Moments in Classical Literature. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Hutchinson, G. O. 1985. Aeschylus: Septem contra Thebas. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

------ . 1999. ‘Sophocles and Time’. In J. Griffin (ed.), Sophocles Revisited: Essays
presented to Sir Hugh Lloyd-Jones. Oxford: 47-72.

287



Inoue, E. 1979. ‘Sight, Sound, and Rhetoric: Philoctetes 29 {f°. AJP 100: 217-227.
Jarratt, S. C. 2002. ‘Sappho’s Memory’. Rhetoric Society Quarterly 32: 11-43.

Jebb, R. C. 1883-1896. Sophocles: The Plays and Fragments. 7 vols. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Jones, John. 1962. On Aristotle and Greek Tragedy. London: Chatto & Windus.

Jong, 1. J. F. de. 2004a. ‘Narratological Theory on Narrators, Narratees, and Narrative’. In
I. J. F. de Jong, R. Niinlist, and A. Bowie (eds.), Narrators, Narratees, and
Narratives in Ancient Greek Literature. Leiden: Brill. pp. 1-10.

------ . 2004b. ‘Sophocles’. In I. J. F. de Jong, R. Niinlist, and A. Bowie (eds.), Narrators,
Narratees, and Narratives in Ancient Greek Literature. Leiden: Brill. pp. 255-268.

------ . 2006. “Where Narratology Meets Stylistics: The Seven Versions of Ajax’ Madness’.
In L. J. F. de Jong and A. Rijksbaron (eds.), Sophocles and the Greek Language.
Leiden: Brill. pp. 73-93.

Kamerbeek, J. C. 1953-1984. The Plays of Sophocles: Commentaries. Leiden: Brill.

Keedwell, P. 2008. How Sadness Survived: The Evolutionary Basis of Depression.
Oxford: Radcliffe Publishing Ltd.

Kells, J. H. 1973. Sophocles: Electra. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Kelly, A. 2009. Sophocles: Oedipus at Colonus. London: Duckworth.
Kindstrand, J. F. 1978. ‘The Greek concept of proverbs’. Eranos 76: 71-85.

King, N. 2000. Memory, Narrative, Ildentity: Remembering the Self. Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press.

Kirk, A. 2005. ‘Social and Collective Memory’. In A. Kirk and T. Thatcher (eds.),
Memory, Tradition, and Text: Uses of the Past in Early Christianity. Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature: 1-24.

Kirkwood, G. M. 1958. 4 Study of Sophoclean Drama. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press.

------ . 1965. ‘Homer and Sophocles’ 4jax’. In M. J. Anderson (ed.), Classical Drama and
its Influence. London: Methuen. pp. 51-70.

------ . 1994. ‘Persuasion and Allusion in Sophocles’ Philoctetes’. Hermes 122: 425-436.
Kittmer, J. 1995. ‘Sophoclean Sophistics: A Reading of Philoktetes’. MD 34: 9-35.

Kitzinger, R. 1976. ‘Stylistic Methods of Characterization in Sophocles’ Antigone’. Ph.D.
dissertation, Stanford University.

288



------ . 1991. “Why Mourning Becomes Elektra’. Cl4nt 10: 298-327.

------ . 2008. The Choruses of Sophocles’ Antigone and Philoctetes: A Dance of Words.
Leiden: Brill.

------ .2012. ‘The Divided World of Sophocles’ Women of Trachis’. In K. Ormand (ed.), 4
Companion to Sophocles. Oxford: Blackwell. pp. 111-125.

Knowles, E. S. 1982. ‘From Individuals to Group Members: A Dialectic for the Social
Sciences’. In W. Ickes and E. S. Knowles (eds.), Personality, Roles, and Social
Behavior. New York: Springer Verlag, pp. 1-32.

Knox, B. M. W. 1957. Oedipus at Thebes. New Haven: Yale University Press.

------ . 1961. ‘The Ajax of Sophocles’. HSCP 65: 1-37.

------ . 1964. The Heroic Temper: Studies in Sophoclean Tragedy. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

------ . 1966. ‘Second Thoughts in Greek Tragedy’. GRBS 7: 213-232.

------ . 1979. “Why is Oedipus Called Tyrannos?’ In Word and Action: Essays on the
Ancient Theater. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. pp. 87-95.

Kockleman, P. 2013. Agent, Person, Subject, Self: A Theory of Ontology, Interaction, and
Infrastructure. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Kovacs, D. 2009. ‘Do We Have the End of Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus?’ JHS 129: 53-
70.

Kowalzig, B. 2006. ‘The Aetiology of Empire? Hero-Cult and Athenian Tragedy’. In J.
Davidson, F. Mueke, and P. Wilson (eds.), Greek Drama IlI: Essays in Honour of
Kevin Lee. London: Institute of Classical Studies (BICS Supplement 87). pp. 79-98.

Kratzer, E. 2013. ‘A Hero’s Welcome: Homecoming and Transition in the Trachiniae’.
TAPA 143: 23-63.

Kraus, C. S. 1991. ‘Adyos pév o’ apxaios: Stories and Story-Telling in Sophocles’
Trachiniae’. TAPA 121: 75-98.

Krummen, E. 1993. ‘Athens and Attica: polis and countryside in Greek tragedy’. In A. H.
Sommerstein, S. Halliwell, J. Henderson, and B. Zimmermann (eds.), Tragedy,
Comedy, and the Polis. Bari: Levante. pp. 191-217.

Kyriakou, P. 2011. The Past in Aeschylus and Sophocles. Berlin: De Gruyter.

------ . 2012. ‘Philoctetes’. In A. Markantonatos (ed.), Brill’s Companion to Sophocles.
Leiden: Brill. pp. 149-166.

289



Lada-Richards, I. 1997. “Estrangement” or “Reincarnation”?: Performers and
Performance on the Classical Athenian Stage’. Arion 5: 66-107.

------ . 2002. ‘The subjectivity of Greek performance’. In P. Easterling and E. Hall (eds.),
Greek and Roman Actors: Aspects of an Ancient Profession. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, pp. 395-418.

Lane, W. J. and Ann M. Lane. 1986. ‘The Politics of Antigone’. In J. P. Euben (ed.),
Greek Tragedy and Political Theory. Berkeley: University of California Press, pp.
162-182.

Lardinois, A. P. M. H. 1997. ‘Modern Paroemiology and the Use of Gnomai in Homer’s
lliad’. CP 92: 213-234.

------ . 2000. ‘Characterization Through Gnomai in Homer’s Iliad’. Mnemosyne 53: 641-
661.

------ .2001. ‘The Wisdom and Wit of Many: The Orality of Greek Proverbial
Expressions’. In J. Watson (ed.), Speaking Volumes: Orality and Literacy in the
Greek and Roman World. Leiden: Brill. pp. 93-107.

------ .2006. ‘The Polysemy of Gnomic Expressions and Ajax’ Deception Speech’. In L. J.
F. de Jong and A. Rijksbaron (eds.), Sophocles and the Greek Language. Leiden:
Brill. pp. 213-223.

------ . 2012. ‘Antigone’. In K. Ormand (ed.), A Companion to Sophocles. Oxford:
Blackwell. pp. 55-68.

Lattimore, R. 1958. The Poetry of Greek Tragedy. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press.

------ . 1964. Story Patterns in Greek Tragedy. London.

Lauriola, R. 2007. ‘Wisdom and Foolishness: A Further Point in the Interpretation of
Sophocles’ Antigone’. Hermes 135: 389-405.

Lawrence, S. E. 1978. ‘The Dramatic Epistemology of Sophocles’ Trachiniae’. Phoenix
32: 288-304.

Levett, B. 2004. Sophocles: Women of Trachis. London: Duckworth.

Liapis, V. 2012. ‘Oedipus Tyrannus’. In K. Ormand (ed.), A Companion to Sophocles.
Oxford: Blackwell. pp. 84-97.

Linforth, I. M. 1956. ‘Philoctetes: The Play and the Man’. University of California
Publications in Classical Philology 15: 95-156.

Lloyd-Jones, H. and N. Wilson. 1990. Sophoclea. Oxford.

290



Lowe, N. J. 2000. The Classical Plot and the Invention of Western Narrative. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

MacKechnie, R. and B. Kérner. 2009. ‘Unruly Narratives: Discovering the Active Self’. In
D. Robinson (ed), Narrative, Memory and Identities. Huddersfield: University of
Huddersfield.

Maehler, H. 2004. Bacchylides: A Selection. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

March, J. R. 1987. The Creative Poet. London: Institute of Classical Studies (BICS
Supplement 49).

------ . 1991/93. ‘Sophocles’ A4jax: The Death and Burial of a Hero’. BICS 38: 1-36.

Markantonatos, A. 2002. Tragic Narrative: A Narratological Study of Sophocles’ Oedipus
at Colonus. Berlin: de Gruyter.

------ . 2007. Oedipus at Colonus: Sophocles, Athens, and the World. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Martin, J., J. H. Sugarman, and S. Hickinbottom. 2010. Persons: Understanding
Pychological Selfhood and Moral Agency. New York: Springer.

Martin, R. P. 2009. ‘Gnomes in Poems: Wisdom Performance on the Athenian Stage’. In
E. Karamalengou and E. Markrygianni (eds.), Antiphilesis. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner
Verlag. pp. 116-127.

Mastrangelo, M. 2000. ‘Oedipus and Polyneices: Characterization and the Self in
Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus’. MD 44: 35-81.

Mastronarde, D. 1994. Euripides: Phoenissae. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

------ . 2010. The Art of Euripides: Dramatic Technique and Social Context. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

McCall, M. 1972. ‘The Trachiniae: Structure, Function, and Heracles’. AJP 93: 142-163.

Mclntyre, L. J. 2011. The Practical Skeptic: Core Concepts in Sociology. New Y ork:
McGraw-Hill.

Meiggs, R. and D. Lewis. 1969. 4 Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Mikalson, J. D. 2012. ‘Gods and Heroes in Sophocles’. In A. Markantonatos (ed.), Brill’s
Companion to Sophocles. Leiden: Brill. pp. 429-446.

Minadeo, R. 1993. ‘Theme and Plot in the Philoctetes’. SIFC 11: 87-105.
Minchin, E. 2011. ““Themes’ and ‘Mental Moulds’: Roger Schank, Malcolm Willcock and
the Creation of Character in Homer’. CQ 61: 323-343.

291



Mossman, J. 1995. Wild Justice: A Study of Euripides’ Hecuba. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

------ .2005. “Women’s Voices’. In J. Gregory (ed.), 4 Companion to Greek Tragedy.
Oxford: Blackwell. pp. 352-365.

Murnaghan, S. 1986. ‘Antigone 904-920 and the Institution of Marriage’. AJP 107: 192-
207.

------ . 1989. ‘Trials of the Hero in Sophocles’ 4jax’. In M. Mackenzie and C. Roueché
(eds.), Images of Authority. PCPS Supplementary Volume 16. pp. 171-193.

Nagel, T. 1971. ‘Brain Bisection and the Unity of Consciousness’. Synthese 22: 396-413.

Nalbantian, S. 2003. Memory in Literature: From Rousseau to Neuroscience. New Y ork:
Palgrave Macmillan.

Neal, D. T. et al. 2012. ‘How do habits guide behavior? Perceived and actual triggers of
habits in daily life’. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 48: 492-498.

Neisser, U. 2009. ‘Memory with a Grain of Salt’. In H. H. Wood and A. S. Byatt (eds.),
Memory: An Anthology. London: Vintage Books. pp. 80-88.

Neuberg, M. 1990. ‘How Like a Woman: Antigone’s ‘Inconsistency’’. CQ 40: 54-76.

Nolen-Hoeksema, S. 1991. ‘Responses to Depression and Their Effects on the Duration of
Depressive Episodes’. Journal of Abnormal Psychology 100: 569-582.

Nooter, S. 2011. ‘Language, Lamentation, and Power in Sophocles’ Electra’. CW 104:
399-417.

------ . 2012. When Heroes Sing: Sophocles and the Shifting Soundscape of Tragedy.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Nussbaum, M. 1976. ‘Consequences and Character in Sophocles’ Philoctetes’. Philosophy
and Literature 1: 25-53.

O’Higgins, D. 1991. ‘Narrators and Narrative in the Philoctetes of Sophocles’. Ramus 20:
37-52.

Ormand, K. 1999. Exchange and the Maiden: Marriage in Sophoclean Tragedy. Austin:
University of Texas Press.

Oudemans, C. W. and A. P. M. H. Lardinois. 1987. Tragic Ambiguity: Anthropology,
Philosophy and Sophocles’ Antigone. Leiden: Brill.

Ouellette, J. A. and W. Wood. 1998. ‘Habit and Intention in Everyday Life: The Multiple

Processes by Which Past Behavior Predicts Future Behavior’. Psychological
Bulletin 124: 54-74.

292



Palmer, A. 2004. Fictional Minds. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Parker, R. 1997. ‘Gods Cruel and Kind: Tragic and Civic Theology’. In C. B. R. Pelling
(ed.), Greek Tragedy and the Historian. Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 143-
160.

------ . 1999. ‘Through a Glass Darkly: Sophocles and the Divine’. In J. Griffin (ed.),
Sophocles Revisited: Essays presented to Sir Hugh Lloyd-Jones. Oxford: Oxford
University Press. pp. 11-30.

Patterson, C. 2012. ‘Marriage in Sophocles: A Problem for Social History’. In K. Ormand
(ed.), A Companion to Sophocles. Oxford: Blackwell. pp. 381-394.

Pavlou, M. 2011. ‘Past and Present in Pindar’s Religious Poetry’. In A. P. M. H.
Lardinois, J. H. Blok, and M. G. M. van der Poel (eds.), Sacred Words: Orality,
Literacy and Religion. Leiden: Brill.

Payne, M. E. 2000. ‘Three Double Messenger Scenes in Sophocles’. Mnemosyne 53: 403-
418.

Pelling, C. (ed.). 1990. Characterization and Individuality in Greek Literature. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

------ (ed.). 1997. Greek Tragedy and the Historian. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pfister, M. 1988. The Theory and Analysis of Drama. Translated by J. Halliday.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Pickard-Cambridge, A. 1988. The Dramatic Festivals of Athens. 2™ ed. revised by J.
Gould and D. M. Lewis. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Podlecki, A. J. 1966a. ‘Creon and Herodotus’. TAPA 97: 359-371.

------ . 1966b. ‘The Power of the Word in Sophocles’ Philoctetes’. GRBS 7: 233-250.

------ . 1986. ‘Polis and Monarch in Early Attic Tragedy’. In J. P. Euben (ed.), Greek
Tragedy and Political Theory. Berkeley: University of California Press. pp. 76-
100.

------ . 1989. ‘Another Look at Character in Sophocles’. In R. F. Sutton, Jr. (ed.),
Daidalikon: Studies in Memory of Raymond V. Schoder, S. J. Wauconda, Illinois:
Bolchazy-Carducci Publishers. pp. 279-294.

Poe, J. P. 1987. Genre and Meaning in Sophocles’ Ajax. Frankfurt am Main: Athendum.

Premack, D. and G. Woodruff. 1978. ‘Does the chimpanzee have a theory of mind?’
Behavioral and Brain Sciences 4:515-526.

Pucci, P., G. Avezzu, and G. Cerri. 2003. Sofocle: Filottete. Rome: Fondazione Lorenzo
Valla.

293



Raaflaub, K. A. 2012. ‘Sophocles and Political Thought’. In A. Markantonatos (ed.),
Brill’s Companion to Sophocles. Leiden: Brill. pp. 471-488.

Raeburn, D. A. and O. R. H. Thomas. 2011. Aeschylus: Agamemnon

Raine, C. 2009. ‘Memory in Literature’. In H. H. Wood and A. S. Byatt (eds.), Memory:
An Anthology. London: Vintage Books. pp. 28-39.

Reinhardt, K. 1979. Sophocles. Translated by H. Harvey and D. Harvey. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Riemer, P. 2000. ‘Die “ewige Deianeira™’. In A. Bagordo and B. Zimmermann (eds.),
Bakchylides. Miinchen: C. H. Beck (Zetemata Heft 106). pp. 169-182.

Ringer, M. 1998. Electra and the Empty Urn: Metatheater and Role Playing in Sophocles.
Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press.

Roberts, D. H. 1989. ‘Different Stories: Sophoclean Narrative(s) in the Philoctetes’. TAPA
119: 161-176.

------ . 2005. ‘Beginnings and Endings’. In J. Gregory (ed.), A Companion to Greek
Tragedy. Oxford: Blackwell. pp. 136-148.

Robinson, D. B. 1969. ‘Topics in Sophocles’ Philoctetes’. CQ 19: 34-56.

Roisman, H. M. 1997. ‘The Appropriation of a Son: Sophocles’ Philoctetes’. GRBS 38:
127-171.

------ . 2005. Sophocles: Philoctetes. London: Duckworth.

Roisman, J. 1996. ‘Creon’s Roles and Personality in Sophocles’ Antigone’. Helios 23: 21-
42,

Romilly, J. de. 1968. Time in Greek Tragedy. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Rosenmeyer, T. G. 1952. ‘The Wrath of Oedipus’. Phoenix 6: 92-112.

------ . 1963. ‘djax: Tragedy and Time’. In The Masks of Tragedy: Essays on Six Greek
Dramas. Austin: University of Texas Press. pp. 155-198.

Rosivach, V. J. 1975. ‘Ajax’ Intended Victims’. CW 69: 201-202.
Ruffell, I. 2008. ‘Audience and Emotion in the Reception of Greek Drama’. In M.
Revermann and P. Wilson (eds.), Performance, Iconography, Reception: Studies in

Honour of Oliver Taplin. Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 37-58.

Russo, J. 1983. ‘The Poetics of the Ancient Greek Proverb’. Journal of Folklore Research
20: 121-130.

294



Rutherford, R. B. 2012. Greek Tragic Style: Form, Language and Interpretation.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Schank, R. C. and R. P. Abelson. 1977. Scripts, Plans, Goals and Understanding.
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Schein, S. L. 1982. ‘Electra: A Sophoclean Problem Play’. Antike und Abendland 28: 69-
80.

------ . 1997. ‘Divinity and moral agency in Sophoclean tragedy’. In A. B. Lloyd (ed.),
What is a God? Studies in the nature of Greek divinity. London: Duckworth. pp.
123-138.

------ . 2006. ‘The Iliad & Odyssey in Sophocles’ Philoctetes: Generic Complexity and
Ethical Ambiguity’. In J. Davidson, F. Mueke, and P. Wilson (eds.), Greek Drama
1II: Essays in Honour of Kevin Lee. London: Institute of Classical Studies (BICS
Supplement 87). pp. 129-140.

------ . 2012. ‘Sophocles and Homer’. In K. Ormand (ed.), A Companion to Sophocles.
Oxford: Blackwell. pp. 424-439.

------ . 2013. Sophocles: Philoctetes. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Schmidt, J-U. 1973. Sophokles: Philoktet. Eine Strukturanalyse. Heidelberg: C. Winter.

Scodel, R. 2003. ‘The Politics of Sophocles’ 4jax’. SCI 22: 31-42.

------ . 2009. ‘The Persuasions of Philoctetes’. In J. R. C. Cousland and J. R. Hume (eds.),
The Play of Texts and Fragments: Essays in Honour of Martin Cropp. Leiden:
Brill. 49-61.

Seaford, R. 1990. ‘The Imprisonment of Women in Greek Tragedy’. JHS 110: 76-90.

------ . 2000. ‘The Social Function of Greek Tragedy: A Response to Jasper Griffin’. CQ
50: 30-44.

Seale, D. 1982. Vision and Stagecraft in Sophocles. London: Croom Helm.

Searleman, A. and D. Herrmann. 1994. Memory from a Broader Perspective. New Y ork:
McGraw-Hill, Inc.

Secord, P. F. 1982. ‘The Origin and Maintenance of Social Roles: The Case of Sex Roles’.
In W. Ickes and E. S. Knowles (eds.), Personality, Roles, and Social Behavior.
New York: Springer. pp. 33-53.

Segal, C. 1966. ‘The Electra of Sophocles’. TAPA 97: 473-545.

------ . 1977. ‘Sophocles’ Trachiniae: Myth, poetry, and heroic values’. YCS 25: 99-158.

295



------ . 1981. Tragedy and Civilization: An Interpretation of Sophocles. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

------ . 1983. ‘Greek Myth as a Semiotic and Structural System and the Problem of
Tragedy’. Arethusa 16: 173-198.

------ . 1989/90. ‘Drama, Narrative, and Perspective in Sophocles’ 4jax’. Sacris erudiri 31:
395-404.

------ . 1992. ‘“Tragic beginnings: narration, voice, and authority in the prologues of Greek
drama’. In F. M. Dunn and T. Cole (eds.), Beginnings in Classical Literature.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press (YCS 29): 85-112.

------ . 1995. Sophocles’ Tragic World: Divinity, Nature, Society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

------ .2001. Oedipus Tyrannus: Tragic Heroism and the Limits of Knowledge. 2™ ed.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Seidensticker, B. 1972. ‘Beziehungen zwischen den beiden Oidipusdramen des
Sophokles’. Hermes 100: 255-274.

------ . 1994. ‘Beobachtungen zur sophokleischen Kunst der Characterzeichnung’. In A.
Bierl and P. von Mollendorft (eds.), Orchestra: Drama, Mythos, Biihne. Stuttgart:
Teubner. pp. 276-288.

------ . 2008. ‘Character and Characterization in Greek Tragedy’. In M. Revermann and P.
Wilson (eds.), Performance, Iconography, Reception: Studies in Honour of Oliver
Taplin. Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 333-346.

Sheppard, J. T. 1927. ‘Electra: A Defense of Sophocles’. CR 41: 2-9.

Shrimpton, G. S. and K. M. Gillis. 1997. History and Memory in Ancient Greece.
Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press.

Siderits, M., E. Thompson, and D. Zahavi (eds.). 2010. Self, No Self? Perspectives from
Analytical, Phenomenological, and Indian Traditions. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Silva, P. de. 2003. ‘Obsessions, Ruminations and Covert Compulsions’. In R. G. Menzies
and P. de Silva (eds.), Obsessive-Compulsive Disorder: Theory, Research and
Treatment. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons Ltd. pp. 195-208.

Simpson, M. 1969. ‘Sophocles’ Ajax: His Madness and Transformation’. Arethusa 2: 88-
103.

Singer, J. A. and P. Salovey. 1993. The Remembered Self: Emotion and Memory in
Personality. New York: The Free Press.

Slater, W. J. 2000. ‘Gnomology and Criticism’. GRBS 41: 99-121.

296



Slatkin, L. M. 1996. ‘Composition by Theme and the Métis of the Odyssey’. In S. Schein
(ed.), Reading the Odyssey: Selected Interpretive Essays. Princeton: Princeton
University Press. pp. 223-237.

Smith, C. S. 1990. ‘The Meanings of kaipds in Sophocles’ Electra’. CJ 85: 341-343.

Small, J. P. 1997. Wax Tablets of the Mind: Cognitive Studies of Memory and Literacy in
Classical Antiquity. London: Routledge.

Snell, B. 1953. The Discovery of the Mind: The Greek Origins of European Thought.
Translated by T. G. Rosenmeyer. Oxford: Blackwell.

Solmsen, F. 1967. ‘Electa and Orestes: Three Recognitions in Greek Tragedy’.
Mededelingen der Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen, Afd.
Letterkunde 30: 31-62.

------ . 1985. “‘aAX’ eidévan xpn dpcdoav: The Meaning of Sophocles’ Trachiniai 588-
593°. AJP 106: 490-496.

Sommerstein, A. 2010. ‘The titles of Greek dramas’. In A. Sommerstein, The Tangled
Ways of Zeus and Other Studies in and around Greek Tragedy. Oxford: Oxford
University Press. pp. 11-28.

------ .2011. ‘Once More the End of Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus’. JHS 131:85-93.

Sommerstein, A., S. Halliwell, J. Henderson, and B. Zimmermann (eds.). Tragedy,
Comedy and the Polis. Bari: Levante.

Sorum, C. E. 1978. ‘Monsters and the Family: The Exodos of Sophocles' Trachiniae’.
GRBS 19: 59-73.

Sourvinou-Inwood, C. 1989. ‘Assumptions and the Creation of Meaning: Reading
Sophocles’ Antigone’. JHS 109: 134-148.

Stanford, W. B. 1963. The Ulysses Theme. 2™ ed. Oxford: Blackwell.
States, B. O. 1985. ‘The Anatomy of Dramatic Character’. Theatre Journal 37: 86-101.
Stevens, P. T. 1978. ‘Sophocles: Electra, Doom or Triumph?’ G&R 25: 111-120.

Strauss, B. S. 1993. Fathers and Sons in Athens: Ideology and Society in the Era of the
Peloponnesian War. London: Routledge.

Sullivan, G. A. 2005. Memory and Forgetting in English Renaissance Drama:
Shakespeare, Marlowe, Webster. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Swart, G. 1984. ‘Dramatic Function of the ‘Agon’ Scene in the Electra of Sophocles’.
AClass 27: 23-29.

297



Taplin, O. 1971. ‘Significant Actions in Sophocles’ Philoctetes’. GRBS 12: 25-44.

------ . 1977. The Stagecraft of Aeschylus. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

------ . 1978. Greek Tragedy in Action. London: Methuen.

------ . 1983. ‘Sophocles in his Theatre’. In Sophocle: sept exposés suivis de discussions
(Entretiens sur [’antiquite classique 29). Vandoevres-Geneva: Fondation Hardt.
pp. 155-183.

------ . 1986. ‘Fifth-Century Tragedy and Comedy: A Synkrisis’. JHS 106: 163-174.

------ . 1987. ‘The Mapping of Sophocles’ Philoctetes’. BICS 34: 69-77.

Teasdale, J. D. and P. J. Barnard. 1993. Affect, Cognition, and Change: Re-Modelling
Depressive Thought. Hove: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Thalmann, W. G. 1978. Dramatic Art in Aeschylus’ Seven Against Thebes. New Haven:
Yale University Press.

Thévenet, L. 2009. Le personnage: du mythe au thédtre. Paris: Les Belles Lettres.

Thomas, R. 1992. Literacy and Orality in Ancient Greece. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

----- . 1995. “Written in Stone: Liberty, Equality, Orality and the Codification of Law’.
BICS 40: 59-74.

Thumiger, C. 2007. Hidden Paths: Self and Characterization in Greek Tragedy:
Euripides’ Bacchae. London: Institute of Classical Studies (BICS Supplement 99).

Torrance, 1. 2010. “Writing and self-conscious mythopoiesis in Euripides’. CCJ 56: 213-
215.

Tribble, E.B. 2006. ““The Dark and Backward Abysm of Time”: The Tempest and
Memory’. College Literature 33: 151-168.

Vernant, J. P. 1983. Myth and Thought Among the Greeks. London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul.

------ . 1988a. ‘Tensions and Ambiguities in Greek Tragedy’. In J.-P. Vernant and P. Vidal-
Naquet, Myth and Tragedy in Ancient Greece. Translated by J. Lloyd. New York:
Zone Books. pp. 29-48.

------ . 1988b. ‘The Tragic Subject: Historicity and Transhistoricity’. In J.-P. Vernant and
P. Vidal-Naquet, Myth and Tragedy in Ancient Greece. Translated by J. Lloyd.
New York: Zone Books. pp. 237-247.

Versnel, H. S. 2011. Coping With the Gods. Leiden: Brill.

298



Veyne, P. 1988. Did the Greeks Believe in Their Myths? Translated by P. Wissing.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Vickers, B. 1973. Towards Greek Tragedy. London: Longman.

Vidal-Naquet, P. 1988. ‘Sophocles’ Philoctetes and the Ephebeia’. In J.-P. Vernant and P.
Vidal-Naquet, Myth and Tragedy in Ancient Greece. Translated by J. Lloyd. New
York: Zone Books. pp. 161-179.

Visser, T. 1998. Untersuchingen zum Sophokleischen Philoktet. Stuttgart and Leipzig: B.
G. Teubner.

Vivante, P. 1972. ‘On Time in Pindar’. Arethusa 5: 107-131.

Webster, T. B. L. 1936. ‘Sophocles’ Trachiniae’. In C. Bailey et al. (eds.), Greek Poetry
and Life. Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 164-180.

------ . 1970. Sophocles: Philoctetes. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Weirsma, S. 1984. “Women in Sophocles’. Mnemosyne 37: 25-55.

West, M. L. 1999. ‘Ancestral Curses’. In J. Griffin (ed.), Sophocles Revisited: Essays
presented to Sir Hugh Lloyd-Jones. Oxford: Oxford University Press. pp. 31-45.

West, S. 1999. ‘Sophocles’ Antigone and Herodotus Book Three’. In J. Griffin (ed.),
Sophocles Revisited: Essays presented to Sir Hugh Lloyd-Jones. Oxford: Oxford
University Press. pp. 109-136.

Whitman, C. H. 1951. Sophocles: A Study of Heroic Humanism. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, T. von. 1917. Die dramatische Technik des Sophokles. Berlin:
Weidmannsche Buchhandlung.

Wilder, L. P. 2010. Shakespeare’s Memory Theatre: Recollection, Properties, and
Character. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wiles, D. 2007. Mask and Performance in Greek Tragedy: From Ancient Festival to
Modern Experimentation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wilson, E. 1941. The Wound and the Bow: Seven Studies in Literature. Cambridge, MA:
Houghton Mifflin. pp. 272-295.

Winnington-Ingram, R. P. 1954. ‘A Religious Function of Greek Tragedy: A Study in the
Oedipus Coloneus and the Oresteia’. JHS 74: 16-24.

------ . 1969. ‘Tragica’. BICS 16: 44-54.

------ . 1971. ‘The Second Stasimon of the Oedipus Tyrannus’. JHS 91: 119-135.

299



------ . 1979. ‘Sophoclea’. BICS 26: 1-12.

------ . 1980. Sophocles: An Interpretation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
------ . 1983. Studies in Aeschylus. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wolf, E. 1910. Sentenz und Reflexion bei Sophokles. Tiibingen: H. Laupp Jr.

Worthington, K. L. 1996. Self as Narrative: Subjectivity and Community in Contemporary
Fiction. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Wood, W. and D. T. Neal. 2007. ‘A New Look at Habits and the Habit-Goal Interface’.
Psychological Review 114: 843-863.

Woodard, T. 1966. ‘The Electra of Sophocles’. In T. Woodard (ed.), Sophocles: A
Collection of Critical Essays. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. pp. 125-145.

Woodard, R. D. 2007. ‘Muthoi in Continuity and Variation’. In R. D. Woodard (ed.), The
Cambridge Companion to Greek Mythology. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press. pp. 1-13.

Woodruff, P. 2012. ‘The Philoctetes of Sophocles’. In K. Ormand (ed.), A Companion to
Sophocles. Oxford: Blackwell. pp. 126-140.

Wright, M. 2005. ‘The Joy of Sophocles’ Electra’. G&R 52: 172-194.

------ . 2005b. Euripides’ Escape Tragedies: A Study of Helen, Andromeda, and Iphigenia
among the Taurians. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Yates, F. A. 1966. The Art of Memory. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.
Yoon, F. 2012. The Use of Anonymous Characters in Greek Tragedy. Leiden: Brill.
Zebrowitz, L. 1990. Social Perception. Milton Keynes: Open University Press.

Zeitlin, F. 1. 1996. Playing the Other: Gender and Society in Classical Greek Literature.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Zimmermann, C. 1993. Der Antigone-Mythos in der antiken Literatur und Kunst.
Tiibingen: Gunter Narr Verlag.

Zunshine, L. 2006. Why We Read Fiction: Theory of Mind and the Novel. Columbus, OH:
The Ohio State University Press.

300



