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Some Notes on Oedipus and Time

GUIDO AVEZZU

Abstract

By solving the Sphinx’s famous riddle, Oedipus unveils man’s fun-
damental bond with time, whose essence lies in the sequence of in-
fancy, adulthood, and old age. Oedipus is acknowledged to be a
master of this kind of temporality as illustrated in the prologue.
And yet, Oedipus does not know himself, and even becomes en-
meshed in the ambiguities of tyche when speaking about himself as
the “child of the event” (Oedipus Tyrannus 1083), first marked as be-
ing ‘small’ and then ‘great’ (i.e. mighty) by the passing of time, be-
yond a biologically-bound definition of birth, growth, and decay.
This suggests a problematic interpretation of ‘being in time’ either
through ‘doing’ (in the case of the Theban Oedipus) or through ‘be-
ing made to do’ (as in the apologia often repeated by Oedipus at
Colonus). This idea of tyche leaves the question of agency unde-
cidable. In the liminal position of the exile about to die, Oedipus
at Colonus eventually solves this ambiguity. On the threshold of
non-being (death), while ‘being no-one’ socially — an exile doomed
to wander away from Thebes — Oedipus eventually refuses to be
brought back to his homeland, raising a challenging question about
man: only once socially reduced to ‘nothing’ does Thebes acknowl-
edge him to be ‘something’. Is man a man only when reduced to
nothing? Is perhaps his nullification the precondition of his use/val-
orisation in a political key? What does being a man mean at that
point? This essay investigates the idea of ‘man in time’ by look-
ing at the dimensions and perception of time characterising first
the Theban Oedipus and then the Coloneus on both the social plane
and with regard to the role of transcendence in the later play.

Keyworbps: Sophocles; Oedipus Tyrannus; Oedipus at Colonus; time
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PReEACHER Welcome, brothers and sisters.
I take as my text this evening the Book of Oedipus.

Lee Breuer, The Gospel at Colonus

An epilogue may entail a kind of retrospective apologia: “why,
know that my actions consisted in suffering rather than in do-
ing”, exclaims Oedipus addressing the citizens of Colonus, be-
fore repeating the same concept with a juridical formulation.'
All prologues, instead, open up a double temporal perspective:
towards the past and towards the future. In the long Book of
Oedipus, Oedipus tyrannus (OT) somehow represents the prologue,
and Oedipus at Colonus (OC) the epilogue of the chapter repre-
sented by Sophocles.> When the ‘Epilogue’ comes, as in Giotto’s
Revelation fresco in the Scrovegni chapel and in the fresco, slight-
ly later in time, in the Constantinopolitan church of Holy Saviour
in Chora, the Messengers rewind Time’s bookroll. On the contra-
ry, when the tragic prologue of OT, like any tragic prologue, un-
winds the bookroll it offers an ‘archeology’ of the past. It disclos-
es the sequence of actions the past is disseminated with as well
as the prefigurations of the future it incapsulates. It lays open the
dynamic present unfolding on stage to the increasingly aston-
ished gaze of the protagonist who strives to penetrate the past
and grasp what is needed to make the right choices. But it also re-
veals it to the audience who know the story already and enjoy los-
ing themselves in the labyrinthine meandering of the tragic he-
ro. Thus dramatised by the playwright, the time lived, or re-lived,

1 Sophocles, Oedipus at Colonus 266-7 (t& Y’ €pya pe / memovOot’ icOi
peAdov 1 dedpaxdta) and 547-8, respectively (on the latter lines see Giulio
Guidorizzi’s commentary in Sophocles 2008: 271-2). All Greek passages from
OT are from Sophocles 2018; those from OC are from my critical edition in
Sophocles 2008; translations of both plays by Hugh Lloyd-Jones are respec-
tively from Sophocles 1994a and 1994b; I have sometimes slightly modified
the translations.

2 It goes without saying that Sophocles’ privileged position is due to the
lack of Aeschylus’ Oedipus plays, as well as of Euripides’ and the ‘minor’
playwrights’s of the fifth and fourth centuries BCE, besides the historic and
mythographic sources and nearly all pre-dramatic treatments.
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by the characters does not necessarily coincide with the entire se-
quence of the mythos; nor are the events in their temporal se-
quence perceived in the same way by all the characters and the
collective Chorus — at least, their perception does not coincide ‘lit-
erally’ with the timeline of the Book of Oedipus as known to the
audience. I recalled The Book of Oedipus mentioned in Lee Breuer’s
Gospel at Colonus to suggest a comparison between the omnicom-
prehensive linear temporality of the mythical tale — an especially
apparent feature once it is given the status of the Book par excel-
lence - and that of tragedy, which is selective and open to increas-
ingly different possible diversions or beginnings. The following
notes will offer a first inquiry into a field which requires a neces-
sarily broader and more complex research. They will provide a few
considerations on the dimension and perception of time in OT and
OC by focusing on the different aspects they assume in the two
tragedies.?

1. Men’s Seasons and Oedipus’ Narrative (OT 8, 16-17, 31-50)

At OT 771-813 Oedipus will tell Iocasta what he knows about his
own life, from his childhood, as the son of Polybus and Merope, to
the eve of his unsuspecting return to “to the city of [his] father”
(1450).4 At 31-50 we instead hear the Priest tell about Oedipus’ vic-
tory over the Sphinx and the rest of his life to the eve of the fatal
day (‘up to now, hitherto’: t&poc, 48). The Priest’s tale has a differ-
ent tonality from the supplication which he pronounces on behalf
of the citizens (16-30 and 50-57), since, as we will see, it responds
to a solicitation expressed by the sovereign himself.

As is well known, although structurally and functionally dif-
ferent in many respects, the prologue of OT shares many aspects
with that of Aeschylus’ Seven Against Thebes (Se.): from Eteocles’
and Oedipus’ addresses to the citizen to the emphasis on the ‘king
who does not sleep’ and the pervasive presence of the city/ship
allegory. Yet, forced to face an emergency, the two protagonists

3 This study is indebted to many suggestions contained in Nicolai 2014.
4 Patrick Finglass proposes OT both as a “Nostos-Play”, and a “Suppliant
Drama” (Sophocles 2018: 57-62 and 41-57, respectively).
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show opposite temporal inclinations: one towards the future, the
other towards the past.

It could be asked whether, and to what extent, this choice is in-
strumental to their individual political rhetoric or, instead, symp-
tomatic of precise characterial connotations. It might also be ar-
gued that it could suggest opposite views about destiny. However,
this is a question that goes beyond the scope of these pages. The
hypothesis that in the two tragedies a group of Theban males ap-
pear against the backdrop when the orchestra is still empty, raises
questions on the distinction made by both Eteocles and the Priest
between the represented generations, as well as on the scenic col-
location and, more radically, the actual presence of the recipi-
ents of the illocutionary act — unless these were the audience it-
selfs Yet, whether or not the Thebans are present at the beginning
of Se. and actually surround, in variable number, the Priest in OT -
where traces of their presence are not lacking -° is not relevant to
the issue I will be dealing with shortly: all allocutions are oriented
within the stage boundaries, that is, towards the Thebans, regard-
less that the addressees are a dynamic tableau’ or are only evoked,;

5 With regard to The Seven, “whether the Athenian audience is addressed
directly as ‘surrogate Thebans’ is an “old question” (Edmunds 2017: 92)
strictly connected with our idea of tragic dramaturgy as opposed to the com-
ic one. On Se., see Taplin 1989: 128-36; Wiles 1997: 115 and 213; Hutchinson
(Aeschylus 1987: 41-4). An alternative solution about OT is offered by Calder
1959: 129 (“just before verse one a priest and two boys enter from the right
parodos. Oedipus, possibly with an attendant, then enters from the palace
and addresses the audience as his children”); but cf. Dawe (Sophocles 2006:
73), Seale 1982: 215-6, Paduano (Sophocles 1982: 426n1), Finglass (Sophocles
2018: 166-7). Budelmann (2000: 206-9) instead seems to identify arbitrari-
ly the “large group” facing Oedipus with the Chorus, but the positions of the
latter and of the “large group” are to be considered with regard to what dif-
ferentiates or define them. Whatever dramaturgical solution is chosen, the
addressees of the two allocutions in both plays cannot possibly be identified
with the Chorus.

6 See 18 and 78 (0ide: “these”, the Priest) and 91-2 (t®vde . . . TAnoldv-
tov: “in these people’s presence”, Creon). At 700, “I have more respect for
you, lady, than I have for these”, t&vd[e] will refer to the Chorus instead.

7 See Taplin 1989: 134. But as David Seale remarks, “Oedipus the King
opens with a movement, not a tableau” (1982: 215). Walking out of the royal
palace, the two sovereigns address the civic space on stage and off stage, en-
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from this angle, opsis is the least necessary of all. Both the epithets
in Oedipus’ address and the description of the suppliants in the
Priest’s words set the coordinates of the temporal dimension in
which the rest of the prologue and the whole dramatic action will
be situated:

(a) at OT 1 the “new” descendants (véa Tpo@n)) of the ancient pro-
genitor are for Oedipus “‘my’ children (téxva)”; this is how Jebb,
Paduano, and Condello fittingly translate the Greek, making ex-
plicit the sympathetic emphasis conveyed by the minor pause af-
ter the noun, in respect of which the rest of the line is an addition
typical of the beginning of prologues.! Undoubtedly this privi-
leges “the political relationship between subject and object”,’ but
it should be considered that the motif of paternity is questioned
throughout the whole tragedy: first in this address, where Oedipus
implicitly says that he is alien to the Cadmean genealogy and the
city, but claims a metaphorical paternity over ‘new’ Cadmeians
(see Condello, Sophocles 2009: 135), as later in the hyperbolic iro-
ny of 258-60 and 264 (kvp®d T’ €y / ExwV PEV ApXAC, GG EKEIVOG
eixe mplv / Exwv 8¢ Mxtpa kol yvvaiy' opoomopov /.. ./ . . .
woTepel TOOPOD Tatpdg / Vmepporyodpon [“since I chance to hold
the power which once he held / and to have a marriage and a wife
in common with [Laius] . . . I shall fight for him as though he had
been my father”]); then again, definitively, albeit in absentia, at
1076-82, where the inquiry into his own ancestry (1077: oméppa)

closed within the double circle of the siege and the walls that of Se., articu-
lated in multiple public spaces that of OT (“marketplace”, “the two temples of
Pallas”, and “the sanctuary of Ismenos”, at 20-1).

8 Besides the local and genealogical information provided by Ka&dpov, the
compementarity here configured by méoun . . . véa, is typically prologic; cf.
Ai1,3e5 (Gel. .. xal vOv . .. whAo), EL 2-3 (vOv . . . &el); Eur. Cy. 2-5 (vOv
XOT &v Tipn . . . TpdTOV . . . Emerta kTA.); Med. 3 and 16 (mote . . . vOv); Held.
1 and 9 (wéAot . . . vOv), etc. When Oedipus addresses the young suppliants
only (58: & maideg oixtpot), his address will contain a pragmatic implication
nocited by Jebb (cf. Sophocles 2018: 185) which, to some extent, will veil the
more inclusive paternal relation declared at the outset.

9 Sophocles 1982: 426n1. As regards the “special bond” generally estab-
lished by téxva in the absence of an actual parental relation cf. Dickey 1996:
69.
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leads him to identify a mother, although impersonal (T0Oxn), not a
father;* this occurs right before the anagnorisis which will make
him aware that “[I] engender[ed] with the person from whom I
was sprung” (1361, trans. Finglass, in Sophocles 2018)."

(b) It is then for the Priest to introduce the suppliants by dis-
tinguishing them according to age (16-17): those who “[are] not
yet able to fly far” (ol pév o0dénw paxpav / ntécbo obévovteg)
and those who “[are] weighed down with age” (oi 8¢ oUv yrpg
Bapeig); he himself, the sole representative of this latter class (18),
leads a selected group of adolescents towards whom he gestures
(18-19: 0ide T’ Oéwv / Aextoi, “and these are chosen from the un-
married young”). The classification by age was also present in Se.
10-13, but there it was tripartite; although the text is controver-
sial here, it is clear that to (1) “those who have not yet reached the
peak of young manhood” (10-11)> were opposed to (2) the “men of
military age” (11-13). The question remains open whether the po-
larity proposed in OT is totalising, or instead is meant to repre-
sent “two groups . . . that especially need . . . protection”, both ex-
cluded from an active role beneficial to Thebes."

In sum: the definition of age classes, which was totalising in Se.,
in the polarisation of OT entails the Priest’s acknowledgment of
Oedipus as a ‘middle factor’, the sole subject who fully owns the

10 Cf. the Chorus’s stereotypical question (tivog el oméppoatog marpodOev;)
at OC 214.

11 For the interpretation of OT 1361 cf. Sophocles 2018: 582.

12 Greek passages and translations from Se. are from Aeschylus 2008.

13 This is Hutchinson’s apposite synthesis (Aeschylus 1987: 44).

14 Finglass (Sophocles 2018: 172): “His polar expression . . . suggests the
universality of the city’s appeal to its leader”. But see my following discus-
sion of the tripartition/bipartition of male population.

15 Longo (Sophocles 2007: 105), echoed by Finglass (Sophocles 2018), who
presents both interpretations.

16 The intent of this distinction will be reverted in Lysias’ Funeral Oration
with regard to the War of Megara (458-457 BCE), waged and won toig 1dn
amelpnkodot kai toig obmw duvapévolg (52: “with troops whose strength was
already failing or not yet capable”), in the absence of the age class tasked
with the use of weapons (tfig HAtkiag dmovong, 49: “as . . . [Athenian] men of
serviceable age were absent”) (trans. Lamb, in Lysias 1930).
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vigour of maturity and is therefore the only one entitled to rescue
the city.” Correspondingly, the sovereign’s exordium includes the
generative potential that makes him a father both privately and,
especially, publicly: in contrast with the suppliants, Oedipus in-
vests himself, and is invested, with the power of ruling over sea-
sons and men, in sync with the riddle of the Sphinx, that tradition-
ally concerns ‘man in his time’.

If we consider time not only as the course of the events var-
iously structured by the tragic playwright, but also, and espe-
cially, as what the protagonist’s intelligence and his action are
mapped onto, Oedipus’ self-presentation constitutes an essential
starting point. The similarities with Eteocles’ own self-presenta-
tion emphasise its peculiarities: both start with the definition of
the place, implicit in their allusions to Cadmus,” both inform that
the city is in a state of emergency,” and eventually declare their
own names (at 6 and 8, respectively). According to the prologic
conventions, the final recipient of the information is the audience,
yet addressing the Thebans entails further levels of signification:
in order to emphasise his own responsibility Etelocles prefig-
ures the effect of a possible defeat;*® on the contrary, Oedipus de-
fines himself 0 na&ot kAewodg (first hemistich of 8: “renowned to
all”), which is only seemingly pleonastic in respect to Oidimovg
kahobpevog (second hemistich of 8: “I who am called Oedipus”),
but in fact with the function of “encourag[ing] his people by re-
minding them of his fame, and by implication the resourceful-

17 The age will be indirectly defined by Iocasta’s words on his similarity
with Laius (742: péhag, xvoalwv épti AeBkavOeg képa, “he was dark, but just
beginning to have grizzled hair”; cf. Sophocles 2018: 401).

18 On the dual civic and/or ethnic designation of the addressees, see
again, for Se., Aeschylus 1987: 41-4, and, for OT, Sophocles 2018: 167-8.

19 Eteocles implicitly at 1-5, and then explicitly at 27-9; only indirect-
ly Oedipus at 2-5, and the symptomatology of the pestilence will be present-
ed by the Priest at 25-30 — confirming Sophocles' propensity for the dialogic
prologues (cf. Schmidt 1971: 4-6, 8).

20 6-8: Eteoxhéng &v elg moldg xord mtoMv / Opvoil® om’ doTdv
@pootpiorg TolvppdBolg / oipwypaciv te (“‘Eteocles’ name alone would be re-
peatedly harped on by citizens throughout the town amid a noisy surge of
terrified wailing”) — the modern reader grasps a sort of anticipation of “Upon

>

the King . . ” of Shakespeare’s Henry V 4.1.218-20 (Shakespeare 1982).
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ness that lies behind it”.** Eteocles describes his action in view of
the desirable result: a sleepless helmsman (2-3), he explains that
he is facing the state of necessity in a responsible way with regard
to both the words dictated by necessity (1: xpr) Aéyewv ta kaipio),
and the rule (2: puAdooet); he underlines (5) what an unhappy re-
sult would reserve to the people, that is, the experience that would
cause the lamentations prefigured at 7-8,”* and to himself - that is,
the citizen’s execration: we could call it ‘bad fame’, a negative kle-
os. Oedipus, instead, offers his subjects full availability and the re-
assurance of his own reputation grounded in his past, the kle-
os of he who is kleinos; with regard to the future, he only alludes
to it with the indefinite promise to mpocapkeiv mav (12: “render
every kind of aid”). His commitment will remain undefined also
in the imminence of Creon’s arrival, when the sovereign will reit-
erate his commitment to “take any action” (77: p&v . . . m&v[ta]).
Differently from Eteocles’, Oedipus’ is not a real ‘King’ speech’:
he foreshadows neither success nor failure because his knowledge
of the state of emergence is limited to the visible signs of his sub-
jects” suffering and, soon afterwards, to the description the Priest
gives of it. His medical semeiotics does not allow either to “ren-
der ... aid” (13) or to “take ... action” (77) until he gains the anam-
nestic knowledge that only the god may grant. We are authorised
to believe that that “renowned to all” (ndotl xkAewvdg) with which
he wishes to inspire faith in the people is also to some extent “ex-
pressive of his self-confidence”.”» However, there is no doubt that
Eteocles’ gaze is fixed on the future precisely as Oedipus’ is on the
past, on the actions that have bestowed fame upon him and con-
stitute his own ‘epic’. And yet, not on his entire past, because he
privileges the reputation that he has built after his pilgrimage to
Delphi and his encounter with Laius. “This is I, the man called
Oedipus, renowned to all”: it is a proclamation destined to reas-

21 Sophocles 2018: 169. This self-presentation is traditionally compared
with Odysseus’ (Od. 9.19-20: eip’ Odvooedg Aaeptiddng, 8¢ maot dd6lowoy
/ avBpomool péhw, kal pev khéog ovpavov ket “I am Odysseus, son of
Laertes, who am on the minds of all men for my tricks; my reputation reach-
es the sky”, trans. Dawe 1993).

22 For an analysis of Se. 6-7 see Aeschylus 1987: 43-4.

23 Kamerbeek 1967: 33.
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sure the Thebans, and at the same time it prompts them to sing an
epos concerning his merits — this is what the Priest will do at 31-53
on behalf of all. This epic, which however does not possess gene-
alogical connotations,* looks like a first sign of his resistance to-
wards entering a tragic dimension, as well as of his choice of nar-
ratising himself first as the son of Polybus and Merope (openly
only from 774), and saviour of Thebes (47-8), then as the son of the
events which “have determined [his] smallness and [his] great-
ness” (1082-3). The kleos which gives shape to his pride of kleinos
comes from a recent past which originates in the killing of the
Sphinx. Albeit still engrossed in the memory of his excellent con-
dition in Corinth (775-6), Oedipus produces a radical epoché in re-
spect to the past preceding that enterprise: every narrative about
him and his own existence seems to originate, in his eyes, in the
event that has marked his arrival at Thebes, actually a kind of
‘epiphany’.* And it is indeed that memorable experience, not yet
an archaiologia, that dictates the agenda of his necessary inter-
ventions in the present, inspiring his feverish scansion of time in-
to discrete, measurable intervals, which, as will be seen, counter-
point his action.

2. Operating with Time, and in Time, at Thebes

On that memorable day the present is geared to the ‘long time’ of
the prophecy: (1) Apollo’s response to Laius; (2a) Apollo’s reponse
to Oedipus, whose content Oedipus will reveal to Iocasta at 787-
93: “Phoebus . . . [said] that I was destined to lie with my moth-
er . ..and I should be the murderer of [my] father” (6 ®oifog . . .
[Eleye] / @g pnTpl pev xpein pe perydivo, / . ../ @ovedg & éooipnv
00 @utedoavtog matpdg); (2b) Oedipus silence about his own
death in the sanctuary of the Eumenides (a detail contained in The
Phoenician Women, 1703-7, if the passage is authentic, and in OC);

24 As instead, in its blunt conciseness, Hamlet’s “This is I, / Hamlet the
Dane” (Hamlet 5.1.219-20). On the non-genealogical temporality of OT I will
return later.

25 Sophocles 2007: 108, note to line 35.
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and, finally, (3) the present day’s oracular response, which triggers
the action at the end of the prologue of OT.

Through the Priest we apprehend that to date (“now”, 31: vdv)
Oedipus’ exploit with the Sphinx has earned him the reputation
of “[the] mightiest . . ., [the] best of living men” (40: kp&tioTOC,
46 Ppotdv apiotog). Today (40: again viv) this reputation, that
drives the Thebans to beg their sovereign for help, is rooted in the
memory of a past carefully divided into a ‘before’ and an ‘after’,
a ‘then’ and a ‘now’: 49-50: “never be it our memory of thy reign
that we were [first, yet this is only implicit here] restored (stantes)
and afterwards (hysteron) cast down (pesontes)” (Jebb): apxfg ¢
Mg ofg UNdapdg pepvnpedo / otdvteg T €g OpBOV Kal TEGOVTEG
Votepov. This pattern is soon restated in the Thebans’ wish (52-3)
that “the good fortune you gave us before (tote) . . . be the same
now (tavdv)”: dpvibL yap kol v 10T aiciey TOXNV / Tapéoxeg
MMV, kal tavdv 1oog yevod. But in the meantime time has stopped
at Thebes; the natural cycles have ceased (fruits no longer grow:
25; there are no more births: 26-7) and there is only an inces-
sant and undifferentiated suffering. The present tense (25 and 26
@Bivovoa, 28 éhavvel, 29 kevodtow; 30 mAovtileton) underlines
this “imperfective situation” (Hutchinson 1999: 47-8). Pain does
not suffice to demarcate time; the events, albeit iterated, are not
single points on a directional line, but a suffering shared in a pan-
chronic, abysmal temporality: the “depths [24: fvBoi] of the killing
angry sea” (powviov cdlov) into which, one after another, Thebes
sinks like a ship at the mercy of a tempestuous sea, metaphorise
this experience of time.

The sovereign — tyrannos until his discovery of the truth; ba-
sileus only from 1201 (Knox 1979: 89; but cf. Nicolai 2018: esp. 251-
5) — is the subject of an ironic contrast between different tempo-
ral scansions: on the one hand, he is active protagonist of what I
called his epos; on the other, he is the patient of events character-
ised by a long temporality transcending him: the time actualised
by the Pythic anamnesis, a sort of panchronia in which time past
- even the remotest past — time present, and time future are sol-
idly connected. However, despite the fact that Creon has told him
that pokpol modowol T av petpnBeiev xpovol (“the count of years
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[from the killing of Laius] would run far back”, 561),” Oedipus lo-
cates himself outside the imploring collectivity. He “feels compas-
sion” (13: katowktipwv), is not indifferent to other people’s suffer-
ing (12-13: Suc&AynTog Yap Gv / €inv Tol&vde pr) 00 KATOKTIPWV
gdpav), and has wept copiously for them (66: iote TOAX pév pe
daxpvoavta 81, “know that I have shed many a tear”). Albeit af-
flicted, Oedipus “[has] travelled many roads in the wander-
ing of reflection (phrontis)”: (67: [iote] moAlag & 0dovg EABOVTA
ppovtidog mAdvolg). Although uncertain (planois), or better, en-
grossed in the search for the right path, he relies upon reason
(phrontis, also signifying ‘care’), taking a course that once again
directs the time necessary for the investigation, and, subsequent-
ly, for a decision.

Oedipus’ inquiry, which he will end up turning against himself,
will finally offer an intelligible and definitive meaning for the rela-
tion between ‘before’ and ‘after’. At any rate, for Oedipus, who re-
lies upon reason, time is a measurable dimension:

ko ' fpap 1idn Evppetpodpevoy xpove
Aumel Ti mphooel ToD yap elkoTog mépa
ameott, mAeiw ToD kabrKovTog xpovou.
(0T 73-5)

[When I compute the passage of the days, I am troubled, wonder-
ing how [Creon] fares”, since Creon “has been away longer than is
natural, beyond the proper time.]

It is a time made up of days (73) which rule rational expectations.
It is not an abysm, nor a sequence of ruinous waves, but a dimen-
sion in which planning is vigilant, drawing the course (hodoi) of
Oedipus’ reflection (phrontis):

otav & tkntan, TvikadT Eyd KokoOg
pur) Sp&dv av einv wawvd’ 66’ av dnAot Bede.
(0T 76-7)

[But when (hotan) he (Creon) comes, then (tenikauta) 1 shall be a
wretch if I fail to take any action that the god may indicate.]

26 As Finglass remarks, “the combination of pokpog . . . with rohoudg . . .
conveys how remote the event now seems” (Sophocles 2018: 350).
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Clearly, this also involves Oedipus’ impatience of all delay, pos-
sibly worried about the tardiness of the oracle or because he sus-
pects “that Creon hesitates to come, as also Teiresias will do”
(Sophocles 2007: 114). However, it should be underlined that we

are dealing with a measurable time (emar . . . xymmetroumenon
chrono) in which the events and the decision are mutually relat-
ed (hotan . . . tenikauta . . . : “when . . . then . . . [ will] take any
action”).

The time of Oedipus-sovereign-of-Thebes is therefore open to
new beginnings: at the end of his short inquest on the killing of
Laius (the nervous question-and-answer exchange with Creon
at 108-31), Oedipus reacts to the inertia which has paralysed the
Thebans despite the enormity of the crime — “such violent out-
rage” —*7 and the lethargy for which he will reprimand them al-
so at a later stage (255-8). It is up to him to start the inquiry that
has not been carried out yet and that he must accomplish (cf. 258
¢epevva): (132) “Well, 1 shall begin (¢€ Omapyfic) again (ccdbig)
and light up (pav®) the obscurity”. Importantly, Oedipus now us-
es the future tense, often almost obsessively in clausular position:
132 eov®, “T shall light up”, 135 6yecbe, “you shall see”, 138 toT’
amookedd pooog, “I shall drive away this pollution”, 145 &v épod
dphoovtog, “[you know] that I shall take every measure”, with the
alternative (145-6) “either we shall succeed . . . or we shall perish”
(once more @avotpeda: “for our health . . . shall be made certain
— or our ruin”; thus Jebb’s translation, here the best). Hutchinson
rightly pointed out that this use of tenses connotes the perspective
of “(im)perfective solutions” (1999: 47). Not coincidentally, when
Oedipus reappears in the first epeisodion (216), he will once again
use the future tense: 219 é€ep®, “I shall speak”. This further demar-
cates his scansion of the timeline into discrete units: the present
(the actual occasion when the people “make a demand” — aitelg
repeated at 216); the simple past, referring to the time before the
Sphinx’s arrival; the present perfect, which begins with the killing
of the Sphinx (‘I shall speak these words as a stranger to the sto-

27 Cf. Shakespeare, King Lear 2.4.22-3 (“They could not, would not do’t.
“Tis worse than murder / To do upon respect such violent outrage”) — as sug-
gested by Lewis Campbell (Sophocles 1879: 149n).



Some Notes on Oedipus and Time 131

ry and a stranger to the deed . . . since it was only after the time of
the deed [Laius’ murder] that I have become a citizen”, 219-22);*®
and the future: the realisation of Oedipus’ project publicly an-
nounced in his proclamation that he will commit himself to find-
ing out and punishing the murderer and his accomplices (226).
Once again, the past is demarcated by two events: (1) the killing
of Laius, (2) the Sphinx and the arrival of Oedipus. Paradoxically,
scanning time through actions entails a peculiar ‘squint’ which
obscures or deforms the relations between the events. But this is
all man is granted.

The succession of actions, as drawn in the first scene of the
Prologue (1-77), situates the arrival of the Sphinx before the pres-
ent plague, yet it is soon denied by Creon’s report: the plague is
the direct consequence of the event that the Sphinx has induced
them to neglect. This is why Oedipus is asked to investigate that
original event. Differently from what had happened in his con-
flict with the Sphinx, now his phrontis’ power will not be direct-
ed towards coping with the riddling voice of a lethal interlocutor,
but will have to measure itself against the several, unpredicted and
unpredictable, phases of ever new revelations that will confirm
what Tiresias had anticipated. Even after the discovery that he is
not the son of Polybus and Merope, and despite Iocasta’s exit “in
bitter pain” (1073-4), Oedipus will show that he still belongs to that
linear temporality: a succession of discrete events among which
he had already oriented his search. In fact, after learning about his
own “low birth” (1079: dysgeneia), Oedipus will have to renounce
genealogical temporality punctuated by a sequence of male ances-
tors, and instead avow that he is the child of Toxm, something that
the Greeks indicated by the feminine aoristic noun: ‘Fortune’, if
personified, but strictly speaking ‘whatever occurs’ (ho ti etyche).”

28 I have modified Lloyd-Jones’ translation following Jebb’s, in Sophocles
1902.

29 Hugh Lloyd-Jones (Sophocles 1994a) translates Toyn, deverbative from
étuyov, aorist of Tuyxdvw (‘happen to be at” and ‘happen to one’) as “event”
(the 3rd person of the aorist, étvye = Lat. evenit), and not as ‘Fortune’ (Jebb,
Sophocles 1902) or ‘Chance’ (Finglass, Sophocles 2018: 491); yet he prefers to
emphasise “She”, because of the feminine tyche. Lloyd-Jones' translation of
tyche as “event” is clearly suggested by Diano 1968.
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Although he aims at ‘learning all’ (1085: éxpobeiv) about his own
birth, Oedipus will entrust his ‘honour’ (the time he alludes to at
1081) to the events following that birth, ordered in a measurable
temporal sequence. He displays polemic indifference towards the
point of origin — the ‘event’ of his birth — leaving its decodification
to the elaborate mythography of the choral ode immediately fol-
lowing his words:

eyw & épawtov maida g Toxng vépwv

tiig €0 8180vong 0vK &TipacOrcopaL.

TRG YOp TEPUKX UNTPOG: Ol O¢ GLYYEVEIQ
HAVEC HE PLKPOV Kol PEyoV SLdpLoay.
T0100de & €xPLG OVK Qv EEEADOLL ETL

10T GANOG, (doTe ur) ‘Kpodelv ToOpOV yévog.
(OT 1080-5)

[But I regard myself as child of the event / that brought good for-
tune, and shall not be dishonoured. / She is my mother; and the
months that are my kin / have determined my smallness and my
greatness. / With such a parent, I could never turn out / another
kind of person, so as not to learn what was my birth. (Translator’s
emphasis)]

The months (menes), that is, “the time scanned according to the
social measure” (Sophocles 2007: 263-4), have accompanied him
since his birth. That first ‘event’, however, is a mark laid on his en-
tire life, which is made up of a sequence of favourable events he
was granted with “good fortune”: one event was his own ‘epiph-
any’ when Thebes was besieged by the Sphinx; another event was
his acquisition of a throne, which incorporated him into a dynas-
ty; yet another event is, prospectively, the success he means to
achieve now. The months have determined his being “small” and
“great” according to age and the measure of fortune allowed by
Tyche — with capital letter, but the small ‘t’ better suggests the idea
of tyche as the origin of a chain of events and portions of time.
Those months can in turn be defined and measured. Oedipus is in-
scribed — or thinks himself to be inscribed - within the measur-
able sequence of days and events in which his success unfolds.
Doing in time is the constitutive feature of his personality, which
no genealogical inquiry may ever disclaim, turning him into “an-
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other kind of person” (1085: &AAog). Oedipus’ victory over the
Sphinx defines the temporal series of the events according to a
‘before’ and an ‘after’ which Oedipus proves to be able to control.
The remote past, which precedes Oedipus’ epiphany, is a tempo-
ral continuum marked by events — the last ones being the Sphinx’s
crimes — whose causes the Thebans, little and overwhelmed just
like “children” (OT 1, 6, 32, 58, 142, 147), have failed to grasp. They
could say nothing about them to the one who was to save them,
precisely as they are unable this very day to say anything about
the murder of Laius (116-32). It is a time in which the events
(xymphorai) seem to have neither cause nor remedy and there-
fore may have meaning only for people experienced (44: toiowv
épmeipotot) in making decisions (45: t@v fovlevpdrov), intellectu-
ally equipped to postulate causal relations between events.
Gregory Hutchinson opened his 1999 essay on Sophocles and
Time on the premise that he would not deal with Sophocles’ con-
ception of time, but that through an analysis of the different tem-
poralities that can be structured in the play thanks to Greek
grammar, he would instead study the “contrast between (rough-
ly) single, decisive, final events, and continuous states and/or re-
peated attempts, which fall short of, or look forward, to comple-
tion and fulfilment”, moving from the “grammar of drama” to the
“drama of grammar” (1999: 47). Hutchinson explained that this ap-
proach did not aim at connecting grammar and cognitive struc-
tures.*® However, this “grammar”, used by both the playwright
and his audience, although in different ways, undeniably allows
the former to direct the latter’s perception of the events integrat-
ed within subjective perspectives. It unveils temporal and caus-
al relations sometimes ‘ironically’ unknown to the characters. If
we consider that perhaps these relations are not only deliberate-
ly concealed, but could also be unintentionally obliterated by the
playwright, in turn reticent, analysing Sophocles is no less rele-
vant than analysing Oedipus. If we return to our topic, we notice
that Oedipus’ experience at Thebes is, so to speak, compressed be-
tween that initial point in time (what we called Oedipus’ epipha-

30 “[Wlhat is envisaged is not . . . at all a matter of linking the grammar
of a language to the frame of mind of its users” (Hutchinson 1999: 47).
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ny) and the present event, the new xymphora. A broader time span
will be disclosed to him as the only ‘true’ temporality only when
he feels himself “abandoned by the gods” (atheos, 1360). However,
until that moment of revelation, which will occur during his di-
alogue with the Messenger and the Shepherd (1110-85), Oedipus’
time maintains a peculiar dimension that differentiates it from that
of the Thebans. His days scan the rational expectations and sub-
stantiate the perspective of a ‘non-tragic’ action quite different
from the frequent “what shall I do?” (ti dpdow;) of the typically
disoriented tragic hero.

3. A Non-Genealogical Epic: Backward Time

His ‘epic’ is unrooted in a genealogy: as Paduano has remarked,
the similarity with Odysseus’ self-presentation in Odyssey 9, re-
called above, allows one to grasp the main features of Oedipus’
own (Sophocles 1982: 427n2). First of all, the omission of the pat-
ronymic: while the former’s “I am Odysseus, son of Laertes” fol-
lows a conventional pattern, Oedipus declares his name — an uni-
cum among the Sophoclean prologizontes (with te specific mean-
ing of ‘first speakers’) — with no further addition. This silence can-
not be attributed to his father’s identity having been contested in
Corinth, the event that provoked his inquiry at Delphi (775-8). Nor
can this be interpreted as a hint to the audience, whose mythologi-
cal competence would have instead enjoyed an ironically tragic al-
lusion to Polybus pronounced by Oedipus at the peak of his power
as sovereign-saviour. On the contrary, as Paduano rightly com-
mented on Oedipus’ “confiding” in Iocasta (771-833), it should be
assigned to “the particular relation Oedipus has with his own past.
. .. he himself has forgotten or, perhaps better, removed his own
past and only provided this may the king be wise and charismatic”
(Sophocles 1982: 476n45). A last remark before leaving the Theban
Oedipus for the Athenian one: the reflective ability (phrontis) of
Oedipus tyrannos entails a vision of linear time characterised by
an origin close in time and orientation. As anticipated above, this
vision is not genealogical: even when he seems to incline towards
the past — if only by dreaming of it - Oedipus paradoxically lo-
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cates himself at its origin. In a passage whose extreme ironic im-
port was well-known to the ancients, he redraws the Theban dy-
nasty. Yet, the very moment he decides to avenge Laius “as though
he had been my father” (263-5: domepel TovpoD maTpdC), he re-
draws it by implicitly starting from himself:

Kot vt api€oport
NtV TOV atdTOXELpa TOD POVOL AaPelv
@ AoPdaxkeiey moudi [ToAvddpov Te kol
100 1tpdobe K&dpov tod mdhon T Ayrivopoc.
(OT 265-8)

[(I) shall go to every length in searching for the author of the
murder done upon the son of Labdacus (scil. Laius), sprung from
Polydorus and from Cadmus before him and from Agenor long

ago.]

Differently from the one which, spoken by Iocasta, opens Euripi-
des’ Phoenician Women,® this genealogy is not oriented towards
a descending but an ascending line (as also in Herodotus 5.59,
where however it is used only to date an epigraph). The genea-
logy sketched in The Phoenician Women presents the Cadmus-
Polydorus-Labdacus-Laius sequence, and leaves out Agenor, the
Egyptian father of the first Theban king, Cadmus. Pronounced
by the Queen Mother, rather than a genealogy it seems aimed at
sketching the royal dynasty in a phase in which the succession is
being discussed. On the contrary, the Corinthian Oedipus, in spite
of having the “power” (259: dpycai)®* once possessed by Laius, al-
so includes in the genealogy its founder who never was king in
Thebes, thus producing a peculiar symmetry between the actu-
al sovereign, who is stranger to the Theban dynasty, and the for-
eign progenitor, who was never king of Thebes. He is confident
that he belongs to a royal race, Polybus’, and has not yet discov-
ered his own “low birth” (dysgeneia: 1079). Nonetheless, he in-

31 Phoe. 5-9: K&dpog nvix’ fi0e yiv / tHvd’, éxhumwv Poivicoav évariov
x06va / dg maida yhpoag Konpidog Appoviav moté / ohbdwpov éEépuote,
00 8¢ AdPdakov / pdvar Aéyovoy, ek 6¢ ToDSe Adov.

32 As he says archai, and not kratos, it would be more correct to translate
as ‘sovereignty’. See Diano 1968 and 1994.



136 GuIipo AVEZZU

cludes himself within a virtual gallery of progenitors, arrogating
to himself the right to acknowledge the whole ancestry, not start-
ing with the dynasty’s founder but with himself — with the only
one who, ironically, has not been recognised as a descendant. On a
first level, we can observe that the way he presents the genealogy
confirms that he feels alien to this genos: he may redraw the gene-
alogical line only because he is outside it. If however we move to
a deeper level, we cannot but see that he not only considers him-
self as the vantage point from which to survey the whole dynas-
ty, with the effect of producing a backwardly perspectival vertigo,
but he also quite unconsciously formulates his own actual geneal-
ogy, and chooses to begin it from the moment of his own acquisi-
tion of sovereignty thanks to the exploits that have endowed him
with kAéog. Although projected towards the past, this genealo-
gy is grounded in a segment of time on which the Theban Oedipus
maps his action, refounding the past on the present. The origin of
that segment is oriented by the same Oedipus who is also its end-
ing point: no-one can follow Oedipus after he eventually manages
to master the genealogical time with this incorrect orientation. At
1201 the Chorus will recognise for the first time “[his] king” with
words that echo line 8, where instead Oedipus proclaimed himself
“renowned” for his deeds and called himself with no patronymic,
thus excluding himself — as we have already seen - from all gene-
alogy: “[o]nce you were called Oedipus, famous among all men [cf.
8: 0 maoL kAewog Oidimoug kalodpevog] and now ‘you are called
my king’ [Pacihedg kodf] ¢pog]” (Knox 1979: 89). In the follow-
ing lines of this stasimon, the “famous and beloved Oedipus” (1207:
id kAewov Oidimov ké&pa) will be called to all effects the “son of
Laius” (1216: i® Aaielov <@> tékvov). Significantly, these two lyr-
ical lines are in responsion (1207/1216: dochmiac + iambus). For
Oedipus “the proof of his legitimacy is at the same time the expo-
sure of his unspeakable pollution” (ibid.); yet we can go so far as
to oppose the claustrophobic and incestuous introversion of genos
to the apparent extroversion of walking in time.
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4. Time in Oedipus at Colonus

Gregory Hutchinson has rightly observed that “the experience . . .
of Oedipus’ life of exile [is that of] a wandering beggar” (1999: 58).
Yet we know nothing of the places where he has been, and in his
first words, “Oedipus sees in ‘this day’ (3-4: ko’ Npépav / thiv vov)
mere repetition of a routine” (62). This routine, in which Antigone
has accompanied her father, stands out against the backdrop of
an irretrievable past, and is especially connoted in Oedipus’ de-
scription of his daughter’s life (345-52: ¢€ 0tov . . . del . . . TOAAG:
“ever since . . . often”). Also Creon’s reproach for the poor living
conditions which Oedipus ever and ever reserves for his daugh-
ter (746 and 750: dei . . . &el) contributes to delineating this long
duration, that Oedipus synthesises in the few concise words with
which he describes, in the exordium, his own existence: “my suf-
ferings, and the time that has long been my companion (x&
Xpovog Euvav / pokpog), and thirdly my nobility teach me to be
content with it” (7-8). Yet, his discovery of being in a place sa-
cred to the Eumenides and, therefore, of having an unequivocal
“token of [his] destiny” (46: Evpgpopag EOVONE épfig), contained
in the Prologue, draws the contours of the long temporality that,
oriented by higher powers, frames Oedipus’ experience as a beg-
gar against the background of the routine of his daily life. Again,
Hutchinson points out that “most fundamentally, the play sets
the supreme event of the play, Oedipus’ death, against the long
time which has preceded it” (1999: 60). We could imagine that
this long duration coincides with the “earlier happiness” Oedipus
and locasta had enjoyed, and whose distance in time the Second
Messenger insistently underlined in OT: 6 mpiv (‘earlier’) modaog
(‘of yore’) & 6ABog qv mhpoibe (‘formerly’) pév / dABog Sikaing
(1282). However, it is Oedipus himself who expresses the idea of
this “long time” (chronos makros) — not a merely predictable suces-
sion of days, but of a life-span corresponding to a superior design

33 Jebb (Sophocles 1902) tries to render this sequence as follows: “the old
happiness of their ancestral fortune was aforetime happiness indeed” (my
emphasis).
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— as soon as the Peasant of Colonus leaves (82), as if it were a se-
cret truth not to be shared with strangers. The usual translation
here is “long years”™:

0G pot, T TOAN €xelv’ 0T €Eéxpn KoK,
TavTnV Ele€e TADAQLY €V XPOVER HOKP®,
EABOVTL xdpav Teppiay,

(OC 87-9)

[He (Phoebus) told me, when he predicted all that evil, that it
should be my respite after long years, when I came to the land
that was my final bourne (chora termia).]

And yet, rather than a mere succession of discrete temporal units,
this is the time drawn by the prophecy, precisely as this “coun-
try” is the “last” one (trans. Fitzgerald: Sophocles 2013), not on-
ly because this is the place of Oedipus’ last day (termia hemera, as
the Greeks called it), but because it is the day ‘appointed by desti-
ny’, eimarmene, as the acient scholium explains.* It fulfils Apollo’s
prophecy, that part of it which Oedipus has not revealed to any-
one yet (he has told it only to Antigone in Euripides’ Phoenician
Women 1703-7; see above, p. 123). He had told Iocasta about the
parricide and the incest (OT 787-93), but he had left this detail un-
told. The two parts of the prophecy entail two different reactions
on the part of Oedipus, involving two different temporalities:
the former, concerning the parricide and the incest, has required
Oedipus’ desperate use of every available means to prevent its
happening. He stayed away from Corinth both before becoming
sovereign of Thebes and after the arrival of the Messenger and his
announcement of Polybus’ death (OT 1007-13). The latter part has
brought about blind Oedipus’ acceptance of being guided by some-
body who, like him, relies on the information she may obtain from
other wanderers (25). Today Oedipus can only proceed one step at
a time (pog mooti) like the Thebans after the xymphorai that had
afflicted them (OT 130-1), in the dark as to his next destination.
Yet now he can rely on the fact that the last part of that prediction

34 Teppiov: a0t eipoppévny, ¢’ Mg Bpedle T Télog Tod Biov edpricewy
(de Marco 1952): “termian: the appointed day, on which he would have found
his end”. eipappévn is etymologically connected with moira, ‘destiny’.
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will eventually be fullfilled, and this perhaps represents for him
the greatest support after Antigone.

In OC the long duration (makros chronos) is inextricably inter-
twined with Oedipus’ “sufferings” (7: pathai) and with his own
sense of guilt for “all that evil” predicted by the god (87: T& oAN’
éxeiv[a] koaka). The exordium moves well beyond the self-rep-
resentation of a noble and high-minded man (gennaios, see 8) who
has learned endurance from old age and “sufferings” (7: t&0Oar). At
odds with Oedipus, in OT Creon affirms that

év XpOve yvoor Tad’ aoQalidg, el
xpovog dixaiov &vdpa deikvuoty povog,
KokOV 8¢ KO €V Tpépq yvoing pid.
(613-15)

[in course of time (en chrono) you (Oedipus) will learn this with
certainty, since time (chronos) alone reveals the just man, but the
traitor you can learn to know in a single day.]

In turn, Oedipus, whose impetuous mind opposes the cautious re-
flection suggested by Creon, retorts: toyxbv Sel kdpé PouvAedewv
v (OT 619: “T also must plan quickly [against the secret con-
spirator, of whose existence he is convinced). Yet, the time
Oedipus finds himself to belong to, once close to the yoAxoémovg
086¢ (“brazen-footed threshold”: OC 57), is qualitatively different
from both the mere succession of years, and the suggested caution
with which Creon opposed the urgency and intolerance that goad-
ed Oedipus during the plague. Both temporal dimensions are for-
eign to him. In his tirade against Creon (OC 969-73), he will prove
to be fully aware of the whole sequence in which his own exist-
ence is inscribed now:

émel Sidakov, el 1L Oécpartov maTpl
xpnopoiow ikveld dote mpog maidwv Oovely,
G &v Sikaiwg TodT dveldilolg époi,

0g oUte fAdotag mw yeveOAiovg tatpdc,

00 UNTpog ixov, AN &yévvntog TOT 1;

(OC 969-73)

[Why, tell me, if a prophecy (thesphaton) came to my father from
the oracle that he should die at his children’s hands, how could
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you justly make that a reproach to me, who no father had begot,
no mother conceived, but who was still (tote) unborn?]

“All that evil”, as Oedipus says in OC 87, was already ‘spoken by
God’ (thesphatos) when Oedipus was still unconceived. It is not
only a question of defining juridical responsibility, as is often re-
peated; what is involved here is the immeasurability of human ex-
perience against the temporal design of “the higher powers” (dai-
mones), even when they delude us into believing that we may have
intercourse (synallagai) with them (OT 34: the Thebans evaluate
Oedipus tp®OTOV . . . €V dapdvewv ovvallayaic: “the first of men
... in dealing with the higher powers”).

Oedipus’ towering over Thesesus when he explains to him the
effects of time on men (OC 607-23) is already inscribed in this per-
spective. The analogy between these lines and the beginning of
Ajax’s ‘deception speech’ has been noticed by Seaford (1994: 136-7)
and underlined by Easterling (1999: 101):3

o gidtat Alyéwg mai, povolg oo yiyvetou
Beolol yipog 00d¢ katbavelv mote,

T & GAAa cuyyel v’ O Taykpathg XpPOVOGS.
@Oivel pev loxdg yNg, epBivel 8¢ odparog,
Bvijokel 8¢ mioTig, PAaotdvel & dmiotia,

Kol todol OnPaig el Tavdv evnpepel
KOAGDG TO TTpOG 6, pupiag O puplog
XpoOvog tekvodtal vOkTag NEEPAg T LoV,
¢v alg T vOv Edpgpwva Se€topoto

dopeL SlookeddoLv €k opLKPOD AdYOU.
(OC 607-11, 616-20)

[Dearest son of Aegeus, for the gods alone there is no old age and
no death ever, but all other things are submerged by all-powerful
time! The strength of the country perishes, so does the strength
of the body, loyalty dies and disloyalty comes into being. . . . And
if now all is sunny weather between Thebes and you, time as it
passes brings forth countless nights and days in which they shall
shatter with the spear the present harmonious pledges of a petty
reason.]

35 Sophocles, Aj. 646-92, and especially 646-7. See also Guidorizzi
(Sophocles 2008: 277-80) and Sophocles 2018: 350.
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Oedipus relies on the gods’ promise that he will not be “useless”
(627: dypeiog) to Athens (628: elmep pr) Oeol Yevdovoi pe, “if the
gods do not deceive me!”). Also the Chorus of Old Men of Colonus
are aware of this: if the Old Thebans in OT express their regret at
having met him, for the disorder he has produced in their lives
and the compassion he has forced them to feel,* the Chorus of OC
defines Oedipus’ mundane experience from the edifying perspec-
tive of a fully realised life: OABiwg #Av-/cev Téhog, ® @ila, Plov
(“he resolved the end of life in happiness [0Afiwg]”, 1720-1). Yet
olbos, it should be recalled, denotes a worldly happiness, and in
fact it was meant as such in the words of the Second Messenger in
OT 1282, when, as we have seen, he remembers the “earlier hap-
piness” of Oedipus and locasta. But what olbos may await a he-
ro who has deluded himself into believing in his own agency, and
then, accused of parricide and incest, must reply that he has ‘suf-
fered the deed’, not actively been responsible for it? An easy an-
swer would refer to his political role: after failing as “preserver”
(soter) of Thebes (as the Thebans had asked him to be for the sec-
ond time, OT 48), now Oedipus — in accordance with his desti-
ny — has become preserver of the city whose citizens are attend-
ing the theatrical celebration of Oedipus’ own death. In this view,
the eschatological perspective is one with Athens’ ideology, a city
torn by “civil strife” (staseis: 1234). It is probably an apology of
Sophocles himself, appointed proboulos after the Sicilian defeat in
413 and promoter of the first tyranny of the Four Hundred, as well
as an experiment in political theology. Although this may be ar-
gued, it may be more productive to adopt the paradoxical view
suggested by archaic wisdom, the same that resounds in the third
stasimon of OC:

pr @Oval ToV ArovTo vi-

K@ Aoyov- 10 &, émel pavi,
Brivon keibev 60ev mep 1j-

KEL TTOAD de0TEPOV MG TAYLOTA.

(1224-7)

36 See e.g. OT 1216-17: i® Adieov <> tékvov, £ife o elbe oe prjrmot’
eidopav (“Ah, son of Laius, would that I had never set eyes on you!”), and
then, slightly differently, at 1348.
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[Not to be born comes first by every reckoning, and once one has
appeared, to go back to where one came from as soon as possible
is the next best thing.]

Soon after the thunder announces his forthcoming end, Oedipus
prepares his daughters for it:

O maideg, frel TS ¢’ dvdpl Bécparog
Bilov televtn, KOUKET €0T° GITOGTPOPH.
(1472-3)

[Children, the end of life that was prophesied has come upon this
man, and there is no way of putting it off.]

His time has come full circle (fjket). Ouketi (x[ai ]JoOkét[i]) the
awesomeness of this temporal adverb consists in expressing an
awareness that human time is over, in fact implying that there is
a time transcending human time, from which one comes (1226-
7: 00ev mep tikel) and to which one then returns. If compared
with this occurrence, the other famous use of ouketi in OC in-
escapably sounds limited and ironical: at 389-9o Ismene had re-
ferred that, according to the “latest prophecies” (387: Toig viv . .
. Havtebpaowv), o¢ 1olg ékel {ntnTov avbpomolg mote / Bavovt’
éoecBal {Ovta T edooiag xapwv (“you shall one day be sought
by the people [of Thebes] in death and in life for their preserva-
tion’s sake”). The oracle contemplates the possibility that he may
have this function in his lifetime, and slyly plays upon the memo-
ry of his past power (392: év ool T& keivowv @act yiyvesOot kpdtn,
“they say that their power will depend on you”). Oedipus’ reply at
391 and 393,

’ EEELY ~ QY e 3 \ 3 ’ b
Tig & av To1odd’ T’ Avdpog ev mpdEetev Gv;

0T oUKET elpi, TvikadT ap’ el avip;
[And who could obtain success through such a man? /. ../ When
(hote) I no longer (ouketi) exist, am I then a man?”]

establishes a relation between different temporalities and not, as
hote . . . tenikauta at OT 76, between overlapping stages of the
same temporality. Here he does not consider his own physical
death, but his own symbolic death and the irony of suddenly be-
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ing recognised once again as symbolically ‘alive’ after Apollo’s re-
cent prophecy (411-15) about his ‘usefulness’ for the city. This is at
the same time cynical and ironical: cynical, in view of the contrast
between his exalted epos in OT and his present condition of ‘no-
more-a-man’; tragically ironical with regard to his role as “pre-
server” he will actually fulfil only when dead and for a different
city: Athens. It is especially ironical that the oracle prophesises the
need of this no-more-a-man for settling the brotherly contest over
Thebes. His statement is a rejection of the acceptance of Apollo’s
prophecy and of re-entering a temporality he had belonged to
with a foundational function in OT, precisely as is required of him
now, on the threshold of his physical death. Going back to Thebes
would also include the burial of his body within the city and his
symbolic reintegration into its temporality. But Oedipus is beyond
it. No longer ‘existent’, he is finally ready to move outside time al-
together: to the timeless temporality of divine transcendence be-
yond doing and suffering.
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