MARCEL LYSGAARD LECH

THE HAND OF OEDIPUS:
THE NETWORK OF BODY IMAGERY IN OT*

ABSTRACT: This article aims to demonstrate how Sophocles uses the concept of
hand (in Greek yefp, pronounced k"ér) and other body parts thematically throughout
Oedipus Rex (OT) and how this merges into Oedipus’ investigation of the murder he
committed himself. To illustrate the effect of this theme on the original audience’s
experience of the drama, I substantiate my study with modern cognitive theories of
memory, lexical salience and priming effect. Thus I hope to show how Sophocles
consciously plays with the spectator’s mind throughout the performance, in order to
make way for a new imagery, hands, within the story of Oedipus.

MAGERY ROOTED IN THE HUMAN BODY is quite frequently employed

in Attic tragedy and in Sophocles in particular, although there is still no
systematic study of this figurative element. This article is a small attempt to
show how fascinating Sophocles’ thematic use of individual body parts is.

It goes without saying that the foot (wodg, mod-, moo-) in OT is a fre-
quently appearing word' since a popular etymology of the name Oidimovg
means Swollen Foot (poignantly referred to in line 1036) and given that the
Sphinx’s riddle also referred to feet.” Foot has an immediate strong lexical sa-
lience in the mind of the audience,’ and thus one should not refuse, as Dawe
(1982) often does in his commentary, arguing from an aesthetic perspective,

*  I'would like to thank the “anonymous referees” of the Logeion for their splendid com-
ments and for improving my english.

1. At 130, 468, 479, 718, 877, 1032, 1034, and in compositions 128, 418, 445, 865,
1349. See e.g. Segal (1993) 56-7; Griffith (1996) 78-81 for a discussion on the impor-
tance of foot-imagery. The study of foot-imagery in OT by Cantenaccio (2012) supple-
ments my reading of the hand-imagery. For a study of the deeper meaning of feet and
movement in 07, see Kicey (2014).

2. On Oedipus’ name, see e.g. Vernant & Vidal-Naquet (1990) 123-4; Segal (1981) 207,
223.

3. Goldhill (2012) 27-9 takes this salience for granted. So will I do, since it was known
already in the fifth century that the riddle of the Sphinx placed emphasis on feet; see the
vase by the Oedipus painter, Museo Gregoriano Etrusco Vaticano, 16541.
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that Sophocles would not stoop so low as to use foot as a figurative element
in the imagery of OT.* On the other hand, I would argue that the playwright
would hardly have been able to avoid it. The strong lexical salience of foot as
mythem in the discourse of the Oedipus myth would make it extremely diffi-
cult to omit.” This does not lower the aesthetic value of Sophocles’ work. On
the contrary, the easiness by which he manipulates the audience’s expecta-
tions by simple but well calculated means, has a distinct aesthetic value in 1t-
self, 1t 1s the mark of a master playwright. Another masterstroke, I will argue,
1s how Sophocles employs the idea of hands in the story of Oedipus. There
1s no doubt that Oedipus’ hand is the hand of a murderer. Therefore, it 1s
also noteworthy that one point has mainly eluded the attention of the huge
amount of literature on OT: namely, that the hand appears even more times
than the foot (the name Oidinovs excluded) and indeed in some very unusual
sentence structures, word combinations and contexts which all together sug-
gest a conscious use by Sophocles. It also suggests that we should look for
more body imagery in O7 than merely feet and eyes and try to put the piec-
es together, and see how the human body plays a central part in the image-
ry and meaning of OT.

As the hand has no particular lexical salience in the Oedipus myth,
Sophocles has to point out to the audience that this concept should have a
prominent place and relevance within the play’s figurative network by us-
ing the psychological concept of priming. Priming refers to the repeated
exposure of an individual to certain perceptual or conceptual information.
This exposure creates an implicit memory effect that influences how the in-
dividual interprets subsequent information of similar shape or substance.®
That Sophocles must have been aware of this memory effect 1s obvious
when we look at the frequency of the exposure to hand-related concepts and

4. E.g. ad 130 (“tasteless”) and ad 418 (“hideous overinterpretation”). But as Kicey
(2014) aptly points out: “This kind of ambiguity or multivocality inflects the poetic
language of the Oedipus Tyrannus through the conspicuous multiplication and dislo-
cation of meaning in not only Oedipus’ language but also the language of his interlocu-
tors. From our viewpoint, the dramatis personae constantly mean both more and less
than they say: their language is rife with double and triple meanings of which they are
hopelessly unaware, even going so far as to undermine or contradict the meaning of
which they are aware. They all talk a great deal, but they consistently fail to hear what
anyone 1s saying.” Thus we ought to discuss the semantic layers instead of discarding
them, as Dawe for instance does.

5. See Giora (2003) on weak and strong lexical salience.

6.  On priming, see Kahneman (2011) 50-70, 120-128, and Firestone (2013) on priming
in Shakespeare.
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vocabulary throughout OT. This exposure is quite commensurate to what
we know today about the memory and how it works.” By means of the high
frequency of hand Sophocles ensures that the spectators store hand as a rele-
vant and clearly marked concept, meaning that every time hand occurs both
phonologically (k"ér) and semantically, the spectator automatically - regard-
less of context - links the concept to the association network® that has been
established during performance so far.’

I will show that before Oedipus blinds himself (1275-7), the concept of
hand is closely connected with the murder of Laius and the punishment for
this murder. Furthermore, the concept is tied to other people’s treatment of
Oedipus himself as an infant and associated with the state of blindness, be-
cause of the stick the blind man is forced to use, or because of the blind man’s
need to rely on another person; for this reason, verbs of touching come ev-
ermore to the fore.! Initially, and before Oedipus blinds himself, all cas-
es of touching are in negative form and associated to things one must not
touch (with the exception of line 760, where Jocasta may be touched by the
servant, while Oedipus ought not to, see below), while after the self-blind-
ing these verbs are used by Oedipus in expression of his desire to touch his
daughters (1413, 1465-9).

The first time we hear of hands in the play is when Creon tells the oracle of

Apollo to Oedipus (106-7):

Todbrov Havévrog viw émiotéAer oapdc
T0VG abT0évTag yelol TumEEel Tvag. !

7.  Reisberg (2010)133-66, and within theatre studies, McConachie (2008) 40.

Or “clustering effect” Rutherford (2012) 84-95.

9. OrasKicey (2014) 51 remarks: “auditors do not establish the meaning of a given state-
ment only atits end, but are rather engaged in the constructive activity of interpretation
during the entire process of utterance—that the mind of the interpreter, like Oedipus,
is constantly in motion.”

10. Notice how the related word stems (fix- | Oiy-; wav-) occur late in the play and with
increasing exposure. See also Calame (1996) 25: “Nothing is left to Oedipus, beyond
perception by touch, but to cry over his lot.”

11. 7wag is the reading of mss, but Dawe (1982) 97 ad loc detects a textual mishap here.
See, however, Moorhouse (1982) 160 and Bollack (1990) II: 623. OCT retains the
reading of the mss.

®
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Creon 1s convinced of the clarity of this oracle (here and in line 96), even
though this would normally not be the attitude towards Pythia’s predictions,
see e.g. Heraclitus (DK 22 B93). But if Apollo has spoken the truth, he must
have mentioned one killer. Nonetheless, Creon mentions multiple murder-
ers (todc adtoérrag), which is furthermore supported by the survivor’s state-
ment (122-4). Creon uses firstly the verb &paoxe with Apollo as a subject
in line 110, then with Laius as a subject in 114, and then with the survivor
(referred to with a vague &ic tic) as a subject for £paoxe here in lines 122-3:

Anotag Epaocxe cuvTvyvTAg 00 WId
odun xTavely v, GAAa oy whijlel yeodm.

The human lack of understanding of the will of the god is buttressed by
man’s own ignorance of the readily available facts (130-1, see below), but
with ovv wAij0er yeody Sophocles makes hand (in plural) a metonym for rodg
adroévtac; hand equals a killer, a metonym that also seems relevant in Oed-
ipus’ curse latter in the play (235-40), where the perpetrator is permitted to
ritually clean himself.'* But Apollo ordered firstly Tod¢ adroévrag yeioi Tiuwm-
et (106-7), thus hand (in the singular) becomes the means of revenge of
the first murder, hand will kill hand. Sophocles’ choice of term for murder
1s quite unique, Tod¢ adToévrag, in which the prefix adro- detonates not just
suicide, but murder within the immediate family (see below)."” However, it
1s the singular yetpi, which in this context is interesting. Most commenta-
tors and translators omit the word or understand it as a metonym of physical
force, so that yewol Tyuweei,'* punishing by hand, is really just a periphra-
sis for to kill; thus hand equals violence. The spectator will initially probably
wonder most at adtoévtas, which has a weak linguistic salience due to its rar-
ity, but when Oedipus has taken on the task of retribution and repeats Apol-
lo’s words, albeit thinking in the reverse (the killer desires to punish the king
by hand), the spectator would notice the dramatic irony (139-41):

12. The word yépviy connotes that the purification of yeip stands for the cleansing of the
entire body and soul, see Longo (1972) 92 ad 236-40. In this case the word refers to
the hands of the killer. Concerning the metonymic use of yeip = mpéowmov/oipua, see
Johansen, & Whittle (1980) ad 604. I owe this comment to one of the anonymous
referees.

13. See Newton (1978); Caravan (1999) 195-6.

14. e.g. Manuwald (2012: 76) “zu strafen mit Gewalt”; Bollack (1990: I, 187) “de punir
par un acte”; Kamerbeek (1967: 51) “by force”, Longo (1972: 60) “indica che il modo
della punizione ¢ violento”.
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¢/ \ oz 15 ¢ \ R
8otis yap 7y dxetvov'® 6 wravaw Tdy’ dy
xdu’ Gy TowadTy yewol Tipmweety Béloe

/. ~ 3 2 \ S ~
XEVQ TPOTAPRDY ODY EUAVTOY DPEAD.

The paradoxical and ironic aspect here is that Laius’ murderer would want
to punish (r¢uweeiv) the new king.'® So where Oedipus with good will, but
unaware of the deeper meaning, repeats the god’s words in order to execute
them, the referent of the subject 6o7ic becomes equal to that of the object
xdp’ due to the hand (rotadty yewpl), which Sophocles deliberately down-
plays by means of the pronoun rowadry, “such kind of hand”.'” This inde-
terminacy contributes to the audience’s awareness of this killing hand, and
if the actor simultaneously made a gesture with his hand, the irony would
become clear to most people in the audience. It is also worth pointing out
that Sophocles lets Oedipus talk of one hand rather than multiple hands,
contrary to what Creon told him, so that the murder of Laius appears to have
happened by @ oduy (8otis ... 6 xravaw) and not ovv wlnbler yepdv (see
below). Thus, Sophocles allows ironically Oedipus a Freudian slip if Apol-
lo’s oracle and Oedipus’ opinion must match.'®

After the chorus’ entrance, Oedipus steps forward and delivers his
speech about how he will stop the infection (217) for the sake of the peo-
ple of Thebes (222-3). Once again Sophocles focuses on hand, but this time
not as a metonym for killer. In line 231, Oedipus confuses Creon’s report on
7006 adToévtag yewpl (Typweeiv) and conflates the two nouns into one, namely
the noun tov adrdyeipa, apparently used neutrally by Oedipus of the offend-
er (since he, in the repetition in line 266, finds it necessary to add what the
offender has done, 7oy adtéyeipa To0 pévov). Nevertheless, the audience may
have been aware that adtdyeip as a noun in the language of tragedy is basi-
cally negative,' and not only denotes a killer, but as stated above, the prefix

15. Bollack (1990: II, 78-9) argues that we should retain the reading of the mss. éxeivog
in order to emphasise the paradox of the utterance. However, even if 6oic 8xeivog 6. ..
is identical with odto¢ éxeivog 6..., which KG §467.13 pace Bollack never claims, the
emphasis in xdu’1s on the two objects (Him and Me), not on two sentences, see Longo
(1972) 68 ad 139-141. Furthermore, that x¢ivew should refer to Laius, when the last
éxeivog 1s the killer, is pointless.

16. See Kamerbeek (1967) 55, ad 140, who defends the readings of the mss. to retain ”the
ironic subtlety of the wording”. See also Longo (1972) ad 139-141.

17. For the ambiguity, see Longo (1972) ad 139-141.

18. Segal (1993) 101.

19. Asinlinein 1331, e.g. Eur. Med. 1281, 14 873, see Loraux (1991) 9 and 71 with n. 6;
Parker (1996) 350-1.
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adto- denotes murder of a family member.?* The hand, by which Apollo
commanded the murderer to be punished, has now in Oedipus’ mouth be-
come the murderer itself, though this time not through metonymy, but by
being quite specifically embodied in and by Oedipus himself.

Thus we have in the first few hundred lines seen a thematic use of hand,
where all cases are related to the murder of Laius; it is especially noteworthy
how Oedipus keeps changing his interlocutor’s use of the plural to singular
in their conversation about the murder (see 102, 225, 231, in particular 266
and 292-3).%! This changes in the following episode, in which Oedipus has
a discussion with Tiresias and in his anger accuses the soothsayer of being
directly involved in the assassination (346-8):

"T661 yap doxdw éuol
xai Sopgureboa Tobpyov, elpydabor 0’, Gooy
U7 1€00l xaivwy-

Tiresias killed, Oedipus claims, wethout the use of his hands, that is to say,
he is behind the act (fvugvretoar Todpyor). But Oedipus’ attempt to push
the killing hand away from himself fails, since the hand has already been
well established thematically, and Sophocles discretely gives the killing hand
back to Oedipus in lines 383-4, just as he was himself given away as a child:

e\ / > / > \ 4
i (sc. Tijpde doyny) éuol médig
dwontdy, 0dx aityTdy, cioeyeipioey™

Even though the power of Thebes 1s ultimately linked to Laius’ death, this
power continues to be a symbol of Oedipus’ victory over the Sphinx for
Oedipus and the chorus. But Tiresias cuts through this half-thruth as he
proclaims his indictment of Oedipus, which ends with the regular word for
killer, poveds, in line 460 (already mentioned passingly in 362). The murder
and the power of the city are thus linked to the hand of Oedipus. Although the
chorus has heard whom Tiresias pointed to as the killer, they have so much
faith in Oedipus,” that they rather doubt Tiresias’ accusation (499-500).

20. See e.g. Aesch. Sept. 681; Soph. Ant. 56; Eur. Med. 1254; see Hutchinson (1985) ad
734-41.

21. Segal (1981) 214-16; Segal (1995) 150-2.

22. For this verb, see Longo (1972) ad 383-386.

23. Note that Oidwndda is located in the same metrical position as 5jddmoAis in the antode,
496 ~ 510.
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It is conceivable that the actor impersonating Oedipus dragged on one or
both legs to embody Oedipus’ blemish, as e.g. in Sophocles’ Philoctetes, but
it 1s not apparent from the script whether or not he used a stick that would
be concomitant with such a manner of movement. Later Oedipus tells how
he beat to death the group he met on the road with a stick in his hand (811:
oo TVmels éx Tijode yeipog).** So if Oedipus was indeed holding a stick
in the play, Sophocles could have exploited the dramatic irony to the fullest
by letting the still seeing Oedipus use a stick, as the soothsayer Tiresias pre-
dicts (464-6) that he will be needing one in the future:

\ \ > 7
TUPAOG Yag éx dedogxiTog
xal ATWy0¢ Avti whovaiov Edvmy Em
ORNITOQ TPOOEHVVG YTy EUTT0QedOETOL.

This would make the chorus doubt Tiresias’ abilities as a soothsayer, a
touch of realism (if Tiresias can not even see that Oedipus is already using
a stick, how would he be able to predict the future?). Thus the early detec-
tion of Laius” murder will for a while be questioned by the spectator: Is Tire-
sias really right? Indeed, as the play ends, Oedipus is not forced into exile.*

Immediately following Tiresias’ exit the chorus first of all wonders whose
bloody hands (powiaior yepaiv 466) the oracle has spoken of. The chorus-
men inadvertently answer the question through the comparisons they make,
when they sing the following about the killer (467-9):%

Qoa v deldddaw
inmwy obevapdtegoy
QUya 6o voudy-

24. See Segal (1981) 216-17 for the ambiguity of the skeptron and the “third leg”; also
Vernant & Vidal-Naquet (1990) 214-15.

25. See Taplin (1991) 46. Admittedly, the end of OT is hotly debated, see e.g. Gellie
(1986); Kovacs (2009, 2014); Finglass (2009); Sommerstein (2011); Dunn (2013).
Kovacs (2014: 59) remarks that “touching as a means of conveying information is with-
out parallel... dramaturgy that is without fifth-century parallel and is also ineptly sig-
nalled constitutes strong evidence of spuriousness”. However, this argument suffers
from two flaws: firstly, it is build on the premise that the surviving plays offer all we
need to know about fifth-century tragedy; secondly, I hope to show in this article that
the touching is far from “ineptly signalled” throughout the play.

26. On this stasimon, see Burton (180) 148-152, who detects an allusion to Oedipus’ life
in the imagery of the choral ode (150).
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Continuing in the antode, the chorus sings about the mysterious man who
wanders around like a lone bull (479): %

uéleog ueléw modi yneedwy,

It is clear that Sophocles consciously linked hand and foot together here (the
killer’s hands and his poor feet), and this is further emphasized by the cho-
rus, who in the choral ode just mentioned Oedipus by name, while mention-
ing Tiresias only as the wise soothsayer (484). The first strophic pair of this
choral ode thus highlights and contrasts the body parts hand and foot, while
the second strophic pair highlights and contrasts Oedipus and Tiresias, who
has explicitly been singled out as unable to kill with his hands (see above). It
1s also worth noting that the chorus by now, like Oedipus and Tiresias, talks
of one perpetrator only, no longer of multiple killers.

In the following episode, the political situation of Thebes tightens, as
Creon angrily defends himself against Oedipus’ accusation of being in league
with the murderer, the perpetrator of the assassination that Oedipus poign-
antly calls todyyeionua (540). Thus Oedipus again tries to transfer the kill-
ing hand to someone else — this time to Creon. Furthermore, and in spite of
the otherwise problematic etymology, there is no doubt that Sophocles wants
the spectator to hear the yeip stem again in Bavaciue yetoduate, which is the
deadly attack at which Laius perished (560).%* Again Sophocles lets his Oed-
ipus push the killing hand away from himself, but it is none other than Oed-
ipus’ mother, Jocasta, who in turn relates the killing hand to Oedipus when,
in the course of her report on Laius’ fate, she inadvertently connects the in-
fant Oedipus’s feet with the hands that would cause Laius’ death (715-19):

Kai tov pév, domeg y’ 1) pdrig, Eévor mote
Anotal povebova’ &y ToimAaic aualitols:
\ \ / > / c /
7oudog 0¢ fAdoTag 0d diéoyov Hjuéoat
~ 7 P 29 ~ 2 / ~
Telc, xai v dplpa™ xeivog évlebéag modoiy
Eooupey dAdwy yepoly eig dfatov dgog.

27. On the bull image in O7, see Segal (1981) 219-20; 223; 228.

28. Sophocles could otherwise have used wéonua as in Ajax 1033: 8lwie bavasiug neorj-
woate. For a discussion of the etymology and the hand imagery in yeipduate, see Grif-
fith (1999) ad 125-6 and Hutchinson (1985) ad 1022. I believe that Bollack’s remark
(1990 II, ad 70-2) holds true in this case as well as in others: “les étymologies poé-
tiques ne se préoccupent pas de cette exactitude phonétique: il suffit qu’un mot éclaire,
par le rapprochement des sons, la signification de Iautre”.

29. dpbgov “was applied not simply to what we could call joints but to any distinct part of the
body, including the eyes, mouth, genitals and internal organs” (Osborne [2011] 40).
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It is interesting here to see how Laius tries to avoid the blemish of a murder
and disclaim responsibility by giving the infant to others, so that the mur-
der becomes theirs, not his. As elsewhere in the O7, we notice once again
the human inability to retain and understand the facts: Just as there is only
one killer, it was only one man in whose hands Laius gave the infant in order
to throw it away (Zpotper). Sophocles uses all means to confound not only
the protagonists investigation, but also the spectator’s perception of Oedipus
(see Oedipus’ reflection in lines 842-5).

The other man, the only survivor from Oedipus’ slaughtering rage, asks
Jocasta to be sent away from Thebes, after Oedipus has assumed power there;
significantly, the man asks for this favour after having touched the queen’s
hand (t7j¢ duijc yewog Oeyawr 760). Kamerbeek believes that this action sig-
nals the man’s loyalty to Laius and the royal house. It is surely possible, but I
wonder whether touching Jocasta’s hand is not preferable to touching the de-
filed hand of a killer, even though the latter might be the king (on miasma see
97,241-2, 313, 353, 1012).*° In Euripides’ Orestes (791-4) it is quite clear
that it seemed dangerous to the Greek audience to touch a defiled person:*!

OP .: dvoyepés yavew voooivtog Grogdg.
my.: 0dx uorye god.
OP .: eblafod Aboong petacyeiv Tijs duis.

y. 70 0’ 0ty i
OP .: 0dx dip’ bxvijoeis;
ny.: Gxvog yap Tols piloi xaxov uéya.

And above all, of course, the slave wants to avoid being seen (dmonzog) by
Oedipus. If Oedipus saw the slave, he might well recognize him as the sole
survivor from the slaughter committed at the triple crossroads, and hence as
the only remaining witness of Oedipus’ crime. In that case, Oedipus might
well have the slave killed, so as to eliminate the witness. One does not exclude
the other, but given the lexical salience of hand and the special emphasis it

This, however, need not indicate that such periphrases were particularly common in
daily speech. See Schein (2013) ad 1201-2: “When Phil. says that the Greeks have
rejected ‘the limb of my foot’ rather than just ‘my foot’, he makes his situation more
concrete and pathetic, implying that they rejected him by rejecting the part of his foot
that could no longer function effectively.” I believe that the use of dpgov in OT strikes
a similar pathetic tone.

30. Meinel (2015) 59-65.

31. On pollution in tragedy, see Parker (1996) 308-321. On pollution in O7, see Meinel
(2015) 46-73.
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has acquired, I believe that we must see here the contrast between Jocasta’s
purity (t7j¢ 8uijc yetpoc Orydw) and Oedipus’ impurity (oé 7°i0’) (758-62):

.. A’ 00 yap neibev 1A0e xai xpdTy
0é 17 eld’ Eyovra Adidy T’ 6AwibTa,
dEwmérevae Tijg dufjc yetpds Oryaw
Gy 00 ape méppar Azl ToLuviwy vouds,
¢ wAetoToy el 1000’ dromrog doTews.

That Oedipus has a killing hand 1s instantly recognised in the rAeses he deliv-
ers immediately afterwards, in which he recounts the meeting at the cross-
roads that made him a murderer. His story 1s consistent with Jocasta’s report,

which suddenly makes him wonder whether he is also the murderer whom
he 1s looking for and has banned (813-33):

Aéym 0& Tod Bavdvrog 8y yepotv Euaty
yoaivw, 01’ dvrep dlet’. (821-2)

Here for the first time Oedipus takes on the responsibility for the murder, and
again Sophocles focuses on hand as a means (6¢” dvrep dlet’), while Oedi-
pus recognises the possibility that he may also have besmirched with his own
hands the slain man’s marriage bed (Aéyn), a bed which here serves as meto-
nym for Jocasta’s purity — a purity that has been defiled far beyond the cou-
ple’s wildest imagination: Oedipus has touched that which he should not
touch — the main theme of the following choral ode. Nevertheless, there is
still hope for Oedipus that this situation is just based on a misunderstanding,
and so Oedipus and Jocasta leave the stage and enter into the palace as hus-
band and wife, which of course only augments the spectators’ growing ironi-
cal distance to the couple.

In the choral ode that follows, as in the previous one, foot and hand are
given a conspicuous centrality by the choral voice. In the first strophic pair of
this stasimon, foot is included once in each stanza; in the first stanza as a com-
pound adjective, vouor modxewtaw vyimodes, “the gods’ high-footed laws”.
This adjective, besides being an echo of the first choral ode (vyimodic 370
— both words are hapax legomena)™, primes the spectator’s perception of
the foot-theme of the choral ode, an ode in which the dramatic irony is com-
plete down to the smallest detail. While the chorus celebrates the gods’ eter-
nal law in words that will necessarily suggest to the spectator an association

32. Dawe (1982) 184 ad 878 argues against such connections, while Kamerbeek (1967)
supports them.
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with Oedipus’ destiny due to the well-primed themes of foot and hand, the
chorus also unwittingly supports this association,” since in the antode they
sing of Hybris (876-9):

axpérata yeio’ avafdo’
dméropov dpovaey gic avdyxav,
0’ 0 modi yonoiuw

xofjtat.

Not only do we see the contrast between high and low, but the impossi-
ble foothold (echoing peldéw modi in 479) gives the spectator the opportunity
to see a contrast between the divine and the human, in particular between the
god’s oracle and Oedipus’ / Laius’ perception of the oracle. Besides the foot-
theme, Sophocles forces the spectator to recognize the earlier references of
the play to hands by changing the classic contrast Adywy &ywv e mdvrwy
of the first stanza (864-5) to yepoiv 4} Adyw in the second stanza (883-4), ef-
fectively removing the traditional term of everyday speech.’ Thus the play-
wright prompts the spectator to focus on yegoiy in this context, a context
that alludes to Oedipus and Jocasta,” who are clearly envisaged in the line
i) 1@ dlixTwy Oikerar pardlwy.’® Although admittedly this choral ode is ex-
tremely vague when it comes to directly pointing at the royal couple, the
hand and foot imagery may very well have given the audience some clues
concerning the persons of whom the chorus unwittingly sings.”” As Charles
Segal has shown,’® there are some clear parallels and antitheses between Lai-
us’ old servant and Oedipus, and here we see another antithesis: The servant
could touch Jocasta without shame, but Oedipus could (or ought) not. To

33. Ithus follow Knox (1957) 182-4; Winnington-Ingram (1980) 188.

34. e.g. Soph. 4j. 1069-70, see Finglass (2015) ad loc.

35. This is a hotly debated subject, see e.g. Winnington-Ingram (1980) 179-204; Carey
(1986); Sidwell (1992); Fisher (1992) 329-342; Podlecki (1993); Edmunds (2002)
82-92. I generally agree with Brandenburg (2005: 39) that “the Chorus fully and com-
pletely side with Oedipus until verse 1186, and secondly they do not sing (conscious-
ly) about Oedipus”. Segal (1993) 1993 noticed the feet imagery in this ode.

36. Winnington-Ingram (1980) 197 detects a sexual allusion here, although the weight seems
rather to fall on pollution vs. purity. Soph. 7r. 565 does however imply some inappropri-
ate touching by the lusty centaur, see Easterling (1982) ad loc; Davies (1991) ad loc.

37. As Beer (2012) 102-4 points out: “if it does not allude to Oedipus in some way then
Sophocles is being obtuse” (102). Oedipus, as the Theban king, does not fit into the
image of the hybristic criminal envisaged by the chorus, a point that simply under-
scores his tragedy; thus Fisher (1992) 342. However, the criminal that killed Laius may
very well have been thought to have been such an evil schemer (124-5).

38. Segal (1981) 209; Segal (1995) 151-54.
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Oedipus she was untouchable (a0ixtw», see above), as the Oracle at Delphi
1s untouchable (zov dfuxzov ... yag én’ éugpalév, 898-9) to the perpetrator,
and thus Sophocles links the murder by Oedipus (alluded to in 7ig d7égo-
aTa yepaly i) Adyo mopederar) and his incestuous relationship with his moth-
er with Apollo’s oracle precisely at the moment when the chorus sings about
the audacity of doubting the truthfulness of the Oracle. With the word yei6-
dewxta in line 902, Sophocles again plays with the audience’s expectations,
as the chorus wishes that an oracle must be so clear that one should be able to
point to the result, able to grasp the truth with one’s own hand. Besides the
immediate irony in this context —in that the blind will use his hands to see
(a situation already pointed out in 466: oxfrTow TEOdELXVVS Yaiay Eumoped-
oetar), which of course will come to the fore after Oedipus’ blinding— there
also seems to be an echo of Creon’s previous explanation concerning the rea-

son why the Thebans never solved the murder (130-1):

7) owtddos Zeiyé 10 meds mool oxomely
uebévrag nudc Tadpavi] mpoonyeto.

In this choral ode, the first strophic pair contains the concept foot, while the
following strophic pair contains hand in close connection with the idea of
“touching”. There can, in my opinion, be no doubt that this is a deliberate
choice by Sophocles, who thus forms a network of associations in the spec-
tator’s psyche and memory, by which he can affect the spectator’s perception
of the play as it unfolds in the theatre here and now, even if only the “ideal
spectator” got 1t all right.

After the choral ode, Jocasta enters with sacrificial offerings to Apollo
in her hands (911-23). There is an exquisite irony in that we never hear
about Jocasta keeping the infant Oedipus in her hands as a mother. We only
hear about the three men, who sealed Oedipus’ fate. Furthermore, Jocasta’s
hands become a means of contact between man and the god Apollo, whom
she distrusted in the previous episode, and thus her petition causes her own
downfall. Again the concept hand becomes central to the play’s ironic con-
ceptual network.

After the messenger from Corinth has told Oedipus that his “father” Po-
lybus is dead, Oedipus tells him why he is not able to return to Corinth,
where he now is the “rightful” heir to the throne (994-6):

elme yap pe Aoklag moté

yofvaL ueyiyar untol THUAVTOD, T TE
TaTE@OY alpa yeool Taig dpuaig EAETy.
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Again we see how central the concept of hand 1s in this depiction of Oed:-
pus’ fate; in the same way as Apollo mentioned the hand in the oracle that
Creon brought from Delphi, so Oedipus’ old oracle also contained the word
hand. Sophocles makes a case for hand as a focal point in Oedipus’ dealings
with Apollo and the murder of Laius, while foot is bound up with the enig-
ma of the Sphinx (130-1) and the parents’ maltreatment of their child (718-
19). Sophocles ingeniously connects these two concepts through Oedipus’
eyes later in the play.

The messenger explains that Oedipus has nothing to fear in Corinth
since he is merely a foster child of Polybus. Oedipus, who only had misgiv-
ings about this relationship, asks how the Corinthian can be so sure. The
messenger replies (1022):

Adodv mot’, 1001, Tow udv yedy Aafdv.

For the second time, we hear about Oedipus as an entity transferred from
one person to another. Laius gave the baby away to “other hands” so that
the child might die, but Polybus, Oedipus’ new father, had received it as a
gift from specific hands, namely the Messenger’s, with the intention that it
should live. Oedipus asks (1023):

Kab’ o0’ are’ dAdng yeipog Eotepbey péyos

As the Theban kingship was given to the “foreign” Oedipus, likewise he
was himself given as a gift by the messenger to the truly foreign royal family
in Corinth. While Sophocles previously contrasted hand and foot, the two
concepts now collide in Oedipus’ dialogue with the messenger (1031-2):

oI: T &’ &Ayog ioyovt’ év yepoi™ pe Aaufdves;
AT: ITodé@v v dploa uaptvpnoeiey Ta od.

This merging of the two concepts is taking place at the moment when the cause
of Oedipus’ name is first revealed (1034-6), and the king thus takes an impor-
tant step forward in the investigation of his own identity, while the murder
investigation is (apparently) suspended for a short while. However, Jocasta has
already realized the relationship and warns him not to know himself (1068).

The last piece is missing, and when the old servant of Laius refuses to
speak up (1144-6) and turns his anger at the Corinthian messenger, Oedi-
pus commands his attendants:

39. This text is uncertain, see Kamerbeek (1967) ad loc contra, Dawe (1982) ad loc pro.
OCT’s text is reproduced here.
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Ody, d¢ Tdyog Tic 108’ dmootoéyer yépags (1154)

The hands that originally received Oedipus as a baby (719) are now held by
force “as a first step to tying sky up ready for interrogation during torture”;*
and just as Laius had another person kill the infant Oedipus, so also Oedipus
peremptorily orders another man to take firm hold of the old servant; qual-
1s pater, talis filius.

After the killer 1s discovered in lines 1180-5, both hand and foot are
pushed to the background for a while - though in no manner forgotten. The
focus now turns towards face and eye (e.g. 1207, 1222, 1235, 1238, 1276),
but it is clear that Sophocles wants to establish a relationship between the
previously used body parts hand and foot and the eye that now comes to the
fore; see line 1270, where Sophocles’ distinctive periphrasis for the eyes,
doboa v avtod xdxiwy (literally “the joints of his circles”),*! brings for-
ward the lexical salience of the word dpfpa as a neutral body part, as not-
ed above.* Already on two previous occasions Sophocles has used a similar
periphrasis referring to foot (in line 718 dpbpa ... wodoiv and again in line in
1032 modéw av dpbpa) and thus debpa has been primed to be associated with
foot right up to the point where Oedipus himself proclaims that he will poke
out his eyes. At this central passage of the play foot and eye acquire a seman-
tic community within the very nature of Oedipus (see above), a community
that Sophocles actually already predicted in lines 417-19:

Kai 0’ aupundné untoeéc te xai 100 00d matog
8a mot’ &x yijc Tijode dewbmovg God,
PAémovta viy pév 8o0°, Eneita 0¢ oxdTow.

Conversely, Sophocles — deliberately I believe — does not satisfy the specta-
tor’s expectation concerning the punishing hand, known from Apollo’s ora-
cle. Twice in the messenger’s account, we hear that Oedipus raised (1270
doag, 1276 énaipwr) an object. According to the translation of Lloyd-Jones
(1994), dpboa Tdv adTod xxAwy is the object of doag, and similarly fAépaga
is the object of énaipwy, but I believe that Kamerbeek (1967: ad loc) is right
to argue that the object inferred should be either Jocasta’s hairpins (wégovas
1269) or Oedipus’ own hands (yeigag).” I lean towards the first suggestion,

40. Dawe (1982) 212 ad loc.

41. wbxlog for ‘eye’ in poetry, see LS s.v. I1 8.

42. For a similar conclusion, see Hurlbut (1903); Segal (1993) 135.
43. Compare Ar. Eg. 1129-30.
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since the hairpins are mentioned in the immediate context, and the audi-
ence will in any case think about the hands that hold the pins. Thus we may
discern the result of the hand-imagery that the audience has been exposed
to throughout the play: Oedipus’ killing hand becomes implicit in the self-
inflicted blinding. Sophocles has calculated that the vivid messenger speech
will enable the spectator to “see” how Oedipus pierces his eyes with his own
hands, without even mentioning these hands. This is clearly seen in Oedi-

pus’ kommos with the chorus (1331-2):

Enaice 0’ adtoyeug vv of
> 99 A ’
715, GAL" Eyd TAdpwy.

It was Oedipus’ own will that there should be a straight line from the kill-
er to the avenger (hence the use of Tiuwpeiv, see above), and that he should
thereby fulfil Apollo’s bidding. This fact becomes even clearer in lines 1399-
1401, an echo of lines 994-6:

3 ~ c ~

& Toumlaic 6dolg,
al Toduov aiua v dudv yelpdv drmo
éniete matpds

But at the moment when Oedipus finds the truth about himself, he loses not
only his sight and his present life but also, paradoxically, the throne of Thebes,
to which he was in fact the sole heir. Blind as he is, he has fully acknowledged
that he must follow Apollo’s bidding and leave Thebes, so that residents there
should never lay eyes on him again (eioéyecf’, 1412). But the moment he
has claimed responsibility for the murder, the pollution (mzasma) no long-
er harms society (1414-15),* and he asks the chorus to lend him a support-
ing hand (Oeyelv, 1413), so that his once so loyal friends may banish him from
the city. Creon, however, intervenes and orders Oedipus to remain inside
the palace until Creon has asked anew for the command of the god (1438-9);
Oedipus is thus back among his living family, a fact that highlights a new side
of Oedipus: Oedipus as a father. The boys will handle their father’s exile with
relative ease, but he is anxious on behalf of the girls (1463-70):

ady 0B’ yum ywols éotdln foeds
Todmel’ dvev 1000’ awdpds, AL’ Bowy dywm
pavouut, TAVTWY TV’ dEl peTeLy Ty
ady uot pédecbar- xai udiiota uév yepoty
yavoai u’ éacov xamoxlavoacbar xaxd.

44. Meinel (2015) 66; 72-3. See however below.
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o s 3
10°, dwaé,
i/ej (:(;) ~ ~. 7 2 6 \
, @ yovfj yevvaie- yepai tdy By
doxolu’ Eyew opag, domep 1ix’ Eflemor.

Oedipus’ hands caused his own blindness, but they have now become his
way of seeing (see above), through touching. He calls upon the girls (1480-3):

Oed’it’, EMete
¢ Ta¢ adedpas Tdode Tag duag yépag,
al 70D puToVEY0D TATEOS DUy MO’ 69aY
Ta mpéolle daumoa mpodéévnoay Suuata

And here, at this point, where we hear of Oedipus hands for the last time,
Sophocles personifies them® as a token of Oedipus’ status in life as broth-
er and father. Oedipus’ means of vision in blindness 1s thus the ability of his
own killing hands to feel their way around. Oedipus still has the girls in his
arms as he tries to convince Creon to swear that he will take care of them
when Oedipus is away (1510):

Ebvvevoor, & yevvaie, of) yadoag yeol.

Oedipus’ killing hand is probably stretched towards Creon in the hope of
an affirmative handshake, but the text does not clarify whether Creon actually
shakes Oedipus’ hand. On the contrary, Creon’s impatience with the parting
speech that Oedipus addresses to his daughters (1515) could be an indica-
tion that he will not touch Oedipus. Oedipus’ touch brings defilement and
disaster after all (pace Meinel 2015) and this is why Creon avoids touching
him.* So, when Oedipus embraces his daughters, the spectators might have
dark premonitions that the girls will be doomed to misfortune because of this
fatal touch. Thus in the final tableau,"” we can see how Oedipus’ killing hands
crave the family love that the very same hands have crushed.

Kk ok ok

Why did Sophocles create this focus on hands in this play? My answer is
simple: the poet wanted to try something new. Oedipus’ myth was well
known by the time of production of O7, and therefore playwrights had to

45. Thus Kamerbeek (1967) ad loc.
46. pace Taplin (1991) 66.
47. See also Buxton (1996) 45 for Oedipus’ the emotional separation from his daughters.
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add new insights and motifs to the story. Aeschylus had already employed
the self-blinding in his Theban trilogy (witness the Seven against Thebes),*
but there is nothing to suggest that he would have focused on the hands of
the culprits.*” On the other hand, we can see in Euripides’ now fragmentary
play, Oedipus, that Oedipus was blinded by the Thebans (fr. 541),” with a

particular emphasis on the eyes:

Nueis 0¢ Iloldfov maid’ dpeloavtes méd
dcoppatoduey xai di6Alvuey xdpag.

Therefore, there are indications that the eye, perhaps especially after
Sophocles’ OT, acquired a special pithiness in subsequent depictions of the
Oedipus myth. The hand, by contrast, could be effectively used in other
mythical stories (e.g. Euripides’ Medea,”" Sophocles’ Antigone’®) and has ap-
parently not made its mark in the post-Sophoclean tradition of the Oedipus
legend. This should not obscure Sophocles’ aims in introducing the hand-
theme. The finest task of the tragic playwright’s was to surprise his audience
by adding new elements to a conventional substrate.”® By means of the fig-
urative play between foot, hand and eye, all of them embodied in Oedipus
himself, Sophocles accomplished this task with supreme success in his Oed-

vpus the King.

48. Hutchinson (1985) xxv.

49. Eteocles and Polyneices do, however, kill each other éx yepdw adroxrévwr (807).

50. See Sommerstein (2010) 214; on this play see Collard et al. (2004) 105-32; Liapis
(2014) for a sceptical view on the fragments, arguing that they might stem from a rhe-
torical exercise rather than from a play: “One might even be tempted to speculate that
the novelty of having Laius’s servants blind Oedipus stems from the apprentice ora-
tor’s anxiety to innovate by cooking up a spectacular variant of a well-known mythic
datum, namely Oedipus’s blindness.” (357) Without going into this discussion, I find
it difficult to see how an “anxiety to innovate by cooking up a spectacular variant of a
well-known mythic datum” would not fit a tragedian? Is innovation of mythic datum
not what tragedians did? See note 53 below.

51. e.g. Mastronarde (2002) 29-31; Flory (1978).

52. Loraux (1986).

53. Sommerstein (2010) 213: “And in fact the one thing about every tragedy of which
the spectators could be certain, when they sat down to watch it, was that in at least
some important respects it would be different from any treatment of the same story that
they had seen or heard of before. Only, they did not know what the differences would
be, and therefore, paradoxically, their presumption would be, until they were given
positive reason for believing otherwise, that any particular event or episode would be
treated in the manner most familiar from tradition. These principles clearly gave the
dramatist wide scope for misleading and surprising his audience.”
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