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In the inner conflict between reason and passion common to every man, the Greeks
favoured reason over passion as an inherent feature of their civilized society. In this
sense, they prided themselves on being different and superior to the barbarians. This
prevailing role of reason was shaped and strengthened by the development of the art of
Rhetoric, as an art of persuasion through words, regarding words as a powerful means to

lead and communicate human thoughts.

Persuasion influenced the whole literary production of 5th and 4th centuries before
Christ. This also influences tragedy' and Euripides, in particular, impregnates all his
works with Rhetoric. His whole work can only be understood as the reflection of a world
in which the Greek civilization had been identified with a society ruled by the sophistic
culture, where problems were solved in public debates. And where the art of right
reasoning and communicating thoughts by means of words had beco me identified with

society itself.

From the point of view of the structure of the work, the extracts where Euripides mainly
displays his rhetorical knowledge are the agons. The agons consist in parallel speeches
where two main characters are brought face to face in court-like conditions. They are
conceived and shaped as accusation and defence speeches, following the regulations of
Rhetoric that in general terms matches with what we later find in the rhetorical treatises

of Aristotle and Anaximenes.

The Rhetoric of Euripides reflects the mentality of his time and acts as a reading clue in

all his tragedies. This is especially clear in Medea, where the conflict before mentioned

! Cf. Xanthakis-Karamanos.



between reason and passion identifies with the conflict between barbarian and Gre ek,
between what is fair and what is legal, between divine and human law and finally
between truth and lie. The barbarian character of Medea allows Euripides to spread the
universal doubt about the benefits that a civilized society, that has learnt to believe its

own false consciousness, may bring not only to foreigners, but also to its own citizens.

Because Athenian democracy was at its peak and the Greeks were so aware of their
particular cultural identity, Euripides was able to remake the myth of Medea in a
rationalist context propitiated by a feeling against the non-Greek, which was easily
acceptable to his audience.” However, he set out the possibility of opening new horizons
in the evolution of the Athenian culture itself, warning the Athenians against their

reactionary attitude and making them ask themselves about their future.

Having as a starting point the speeches of the agon, I intend to enhance the moments in

which the tragedy, from my point of view, helps us understand the tragic outcome.

All the elements of legal speech are displayed in the agon’ between Medea (465-519) and
Jason (522-475). The latter accuses the former and he in turn defends himself. Both

speeches are shaped with a self-conscious formal structure: they begin with a proem in
which Medea, after insulting Jason (465-473)" in the terms of ‘Vilest of knaves’, ‘lack of
manly worth’, ‘worst enemy [to the gods, to me, and to the whole human race]’, ‘(with
no) boldness or courage ... but (with) the worst of all mortal vices, shamelessnes s’

indicates the purpose of her speech (473-75)": ‘It will relieve my feelings to tell you how

* Cf. Hall, p. 54.

’ Cf. Lloyd.
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“‘Vilest of knaves — for that is the worst insult my tongue can speak against yourlack of manly worth —
have you really come to see me when you have made yourself myworst enemy [to the gods, to me, and
to the whole human race]? This is not boldness or courage — to wrong your loved ones and then look
them in the face — but the worst of all mortal vices, shamelessness’.
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wicked you are, and you will be stung by what I have to say’. Jason (522-525),° in turn,
resorts to the topic of the rhetorical skills of his rival, ‘wearisome prattling’, that would
demand him ‘to be no mean speaker’ (...) but a ‘good helmsman of a ship’. It follows an
exposition of the facts, where Medea (475-487) relates how her relationship with Jason
began and he (526-545) exposes the benefits that Medea has been provided with by the
civilized society. Then comes the Argumentation: Medea (487-516) proves Jason’s part
in her present desperate position and Jason (545-572) defends himself making clear the
fair purpose of his behaviour. Both speeches conclude with a gnomic ending blaming the
opposite sex: Medea (516-519) says ‘O Zeus, why, when you gave to men sure signs of
gold that is counterfeit, is there no mark on the human body by which one could identify
base men?’,” and Jason (573-575) ‘Mortals ought, you know, to beget children from some

other source, and there should be no female sex. Then mankind would have no trouble’.®

Other characteristics of the judicial speech, which also appear in this agon, are the
references to external evidence like witnesses,® laws,'’ oaths and arguments based on

probability."!
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‘But you did well to come, for it will relieve my feelings to tell you how wicked you are, and you will be
stung by what I have to say. I shall begin my speech from the beginning’.
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‘It appears, woman, that I must be no mean speaker but like the good helmsman of a ship reef my sail up
to its hem and run before the storm of your wearisome prattling’.
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The debate between Jason and Medea has been an object of attention from different
points of view. It has been considered a rhetorical exercise that lows the quality of the
tragedy. That is why we think that it is important to reveal the best side of it and, from
our point of view, that would be the depiction of Jason’s personality. Euripides has
reinvented Jason according to the problem he wants to set out and he has let him
introduce himself to the audience in the same way that a speechmaker would do in a
court. He has to pass the test of ‘the quality control’ of persuasion through character, as it
was established in the normative of Rhetoric, which we know from the later treatises of

Aristotle and Anaximenes.

Jason shows himself (548) as a wise (co@og), self-controlled (co@pwv), great friend
(pilog) to Medea and their children. Two of these three elements (c6@og and @ilog)
match up in general terms, with those considered by Aristotle in the Rhetoric as the basic
ones for the orator to present himself to the audience as a reliable man,'* that is to say,

good sense (ppovnoig), virtue (apetn) and goodwill (ebvoia).

émel ohvoloBa v’ gig L’ ok ebopKog MV.

‘Respect for your oaths is gone, and I cannot tell whether you think that the gods of old no longer rule or
that new ordinances have now been set up for mortals, since you are surely aware that you have not kept
your oath to me’.
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‘For if you were still childless, your desire for this marriage would be understandable’.

'2 Arist. Rh, 1378a6-16 100 pé&v obv adtovg ivor ToTodg Tovg AéyovTag Tpio £0Ti
10, ot tocadto yap €0t 8’ & motedopev EE® TdV anodeitewv. £oti 8¢ TobTa
@POVIGIG Kai GpeTt| Kol ebvotar Stoyeddovtol yap mepi v Aéyovsty §j cupBoviedovsty
fj 01 dmavto tadto fj o1 todT@V TU- 1 Yap 6L dppocvvny ovk 0pOdg doalovaty,
1} do&aLovteg OpODG d1d poyOnpiav ov Ta dokodvTo AEyouoty, | PPOVIIOL PEV Kol
EMEIKELC elotv AL ovK gdvol, S1omep £vdéyeton uf ot BéATioTa cupPoviedely
YIYVOGKOVTOG, KOl apd Tadta 00dEV. avaykr dpa tov dravto dokodvta tadt’ Exswv
£lvoi Toig AKPOMUEVOLC TGTOV.

‘For the orator to produce conviction three qualities are necessary; for, independently of demonstrations,
the things which induce belief are three in number. These qualities are good sense, virtue, and goodwill; for
speakers are wrong both in what they say and in the advice they give, because they lack either all three or
one of them. For either through want of sense they form incorrect opinions, or, if their opinions are correct,
through viciousness they do not say what they think, or, if they are sensible and good, they lack goodwill;
wherefore it may happen that they do not give the best advice, although they know what it is. These
qualities are all that are necessary, so that the speaker who appears to possess all three will necessarily
convince his hearers’.



Jason argues his wisdom saying (559-561) that he desires ‘to live a happy life, and not to
be in want, knowing that everyone goes out of his way to avoid a penniless friend’."
Aristotle defines wisdom (ppdvnoic) as a ‘virtue of reason, which enables men to come to
a wise decision in regard to good and evil things, which have been mentioned as

connected with happiness’.'* This feature of the reliable man is not new in Aristotle. He
follows'” a tradition that, coming from Homer, has been developed mainly by Plato. In
the Gorgias, Socrates demands Calicles wisdom (émiotriun) in order to be a good partner
in a conversation: ‘I meet with many people who are unable to test me, because they are
not wise (co@of) as you are’.'° In this sense Jason can be considered a wise man, because
he had made his decision thinking that his previous way of life could have led him to an
unhappy life. But we can also find where his mistake lies in an excerpt of the same
dialogue of Plato: right before the definition to which we have just referred (463a), Plato
characterizes the flattering orator as one who is shrewd (yvyflg 6¢ otoyaoTIKTC),

‘experienced’ in a bad sense. A definition that well suits the identification of happiness
with wealth and honour carried out by Jason. He would not at all be émotmpova tdv

dwaimv (508c¢), ‘expert in what is fair and unfair’, a definition that suits the good orator.

The third element of the self definition of Jason’s character is to be a great friend (¢piAog)
to Medea and his children'” and the evidence is that his marriage would benefit them, as
he states in 562-567: ‘I wanted to raise the children in a manner befitting my house, to
beget brothers to the children born from you, and put them on the same footing with
them, so that by drawing the family into one, I might prosper. For your part, what need
have you of any more children? For me, it is advantageous to use future children to

benefit those already born. Was this a bad plan?’'® So the plan benefits the children and,
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in consequence, their mother, who, from his point of view could not be damaged. The
correlation of Jason’s @uMia would be what Aristotle refers to as ebvoto ‘goodwill’. "’
Aristotle says that when orators lack goodwill (ebvown) ‘it may happen that they do not
give the best advice, although they know what it is’.>” As we have just seen in the case of
the previous concept, according to this definition, Jason would be a good friend to his
children because his resolution would have repercussions in the future welfare of his

children. But if we go back to the aforementioned passage of Gorgias, we see that he fits
perfectly into the role of the fake orator, @Ocel dewvilg mpocoptheiv (463a) ‘skilful by
nature to human relationships’, which means that he is skilful enough to present such a

. . . . P . 21
misleading piece of advice as if it were a reliable one.

What Jason’s self-definition really lacks is the second of the virtues exposed by Aristotle,
apetn, courage. In fact, Medea accuses him of avovdpia at the beginning of her speech,
blaming him for his lack of courage for telling what he was determined to do and to bear

. . 22
the negative reaction.

Having highlighted the importance of the self-definition of Jason in the agon, let me
make some remarks about the function of the agon as a whole, with relation to the rest of
the work. At first sight, it seems to be a skilful display of Euripides knowledge of the
rhetorical theory, but inadequate for a tragedy. The presentation as a public debate of the
narration of the facts and of what is only a private dispute has been seen as something

close to a parody” and as a way of reducing the quality of the main characters putting
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emotions will be spoken about goodwill and friendship’
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** For a definition of all this concept apeti}, Cf. Hellwig, p. 298, and the commentaries to this passage in
Grimaldi (1980).
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them at the same level of those of comedy.** Regarding the narration of the facts, it is
true that it would have been useful to use this technique of the debate to throw some light
on the contrast of Jason and Medea’s points of view, but it is not the case. On the other
hand, given that the judicial debate is taken out of its own area, there is little point in
expanding further on it. This is because it is not the task of the audience to judge the facts
and to give a verdict based on the way the litigants argue in their speeches. Lastly, from
the point of view of the inner development of the tragedy, we also see that not only does
Medea fail in soothing her soul when insulting Jason, as she clearly states: ‘you did well
to come, for it will relieve my feelings to tell you how wicked you are’, but also in
causing him pain: ‘and you will be stung by what I have to say’,” for he seems immune
to criticism. Neither is Jason able to justify his unfair behaviour, as the chorus leader
declares just after hearing his defence speech: ‘Jason, you have marshalled your
arguments very skillfully, but I think, even though it may be imprudent to say so, that in

abandoning your wife you are not doing right’.*®

The resource to the agon is valid, however, to embody in a dialogue what must have been
a social debate at the time. Characters are placed on the stage not as good orators able to
deliver a speech before a court of law, but to test whether they are able to lead their

arguments in the direction they defend as suitable partners in order to test beliefs, to try
an agreement and to lead to true opinion and even knowledge. In fact, it is what Socrates
demands of Calicles in Gorgias.”” Medea and Jason symbolize two opposite ways of
approaching a debate: the one who states that an argument should be based on truth, and
the one that trusts the power of rhetorical skills. Medea®® represents ‘the strong
argument’, the one who tries to solve the conflicts in the most rational way. Jason

represents ‘the weak argument’, the skilful speaker who defends an unfair behaviour and

* Cf. Jaeger, pp. 303.
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dares to build arguments for his narrow-mindedness. And in this debate, while Medea
shows the most frank side of her personality, Jason happens not to be a right partner.
Medea comes in conflict with a society that now rejects her, and whose rules she has
previously learnt and accepted. She addresses the chorus > complaining (238-240) ‘when
a woman comes into the new customs and practices of her husband's house, she must
somehow divine, since she has not learned it at home, how she shall best deal with her
husband’.”” Even the nurse testifies to her effort (11-12): ‘loved by the citizens to whose
> 31

land she had come, and lending to Jason himself all her support’.”” We can now state that

it is Jason who now betrays his own culture, mistaking reason with the rhetorical skills.

The dialogue between Jason and Medea that immediately follows the agon, is also a clue
to understand the development of the tragedy as a whole. Medea strikes up a dialogue
with Jason in a sincere way, knowing and respecting the rules of a civilized society. Her
passions fit the rule that would be later established in the treatises of Rhetoric. She keeps
hope and she is scared and therefore she dares to deliberate, to set out a debate about
good and evil. In the treatise about passions, Aristotle says that ‘it is a necessary
incentive to fear that there should remain some hope of being saved from the cause of
their distress. A sign of this is that fear makes men deliberate, whereas no one deliberates
about things that are hopeless’.”* Fear is also a proof that it is possible to act and therefore
it is the moment to deliberate. After this dialogue Medea loses hope and she does not

deliberate any more, she resorts to trickery.

After having taken an outrageous or even provocative stand in her present circumstances:

(579) “I realize I have far different views from the majority of mortals’” she sets out the

¥ Cf. Hall, p.191.
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terms of a debate about good and evil. And she does it reasoning in an enthymematic
way. That is, starting from assumptions based in the general human behaviour and
reaching a conclusion that is also probable.** Most of the time she does not express her
points of view in which she bases her argumentation, but they are easily deducible from
the context or from the general mentality of her time. She dares to assume the role of
someone qualified to discern between good and bad, for not having been infected by the
hypocrisy of social conventions, as she has stated at the beginning. Her own

condemnation gives her the right to talk like that.

The majority of mortals (the Greeks) do not make any difference between a real good
man and the one who is able to show himself as a good man. I, on the contrary, consider
that a ‘scoundrel’ (&0w1c0¢), even if he is a ‘plausible speaker’ (co@dg Aéyewv mépuke), he
still ‘incurs the greatest punishment’ (mAgiotnv {npiav 0pAickdvel). And it is just by this
lack of criterion that ‘his boldness stops at no knavery’ (toAud/ mavovpyeiv), for it is
easier to be bad when one ‘is confident that he can cleverly cloak injustice with his

words’ (YAdoom yap adydv Tadik’ €D mePIoTELETV TOAUE/).

What distinguishes a good man from a bad one, independent of his skill at speaking, is
just persuasion. But persuasion must be understood in its right sense. Med ea would only
be allowed to criticize the excesses of Rhetoric if she kept inside her limits, otherwise the
Athenians would not have admitted such a critic. Medea speaks out against the excessive
and superficial use of Rhetoric, but not of Rhetoric as a means of reasoning. What grants
her permission to issue the judgement that Jason is not a good man (co@og) but only a
good orator (co@og Aéyew), is that good men persuade before doing something, while
Jason did not give any explanation about his wedding (ypfiv ¢’ (...) meicavtd pe yopueiv
Yapov tove’, dAAa pun oyf)/ eidwv). She distinguishes between Rhetoric as a means of
self-justification of a bad behaviour and Rhetoric as the social side of private life. She
places herself in a position similar to that of Socrates when he answers Criton advising
him to leave the city secretly in order to save his life, that ‘it would be harmful, and

specially for this who less deserves it, to go away from the city without giving an

** Regarding Enthymeme Cf. Hood.



. . . 35 o .
explanation of his own behaviour’.” For Medea it is also necessary to use persuasion as a

means of mixing with the rest of the citizens.

Jason defends himself using discredit as a weapon for justifying his lack of political
correctness (588-590): ‘Fine support, I think, would you have given to my proposal if I
had mentioned the marriage to you, seeing that even now you cannot bring yourselfto lay
aside the towering rage in your heart’.® He would have wasted his time if he had tried to
use reason with a barbarian, unable by nature to use reason. Jason has defined himself as
omepav (self-controlled). As Hall remarks:’’ “The third great Platonic virtue, sophosune,
entailed the proper restraint of the passions, and many of the barbarians of tragedy are
invested with an overbearing temper or wild ethos, thus demonstrating akolasia, the
philosopher’s opposite of sophrosune (...). The invention of the barbarian provided a
new frame of reference for such psychological portraits, and in many cases the unfettered
passions of barbarians came to be closely associated with their ethnicity’. Due to the fact
that Jason is Greek, he considers himself different from the barbarian Medea and to be

her superior in intelligence. Daring to establish a close connection between intelligible

speech and reason, he possesses the monopoly of the /ogos.

What is remarkable here is that this contempt of Jason towards the intellectual abilities of
Medea does not match up with what had previously been said. It is true that the nurse had
said that ‘she has a terrible temper’ (39) and many times the nurse has expressed her fear
to her choleric reaction, but Medea’s personality has not been put down to the fact of her
being a barbarian, but to the awful position to which she has been compelled by the

disdain of Jason.

It is again Aristotle who, in Rhetoric, deals with the connections between anger and

slight: ‘Let us then define anger as a longing, accompanied by pain, for a real or apparent
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revenge for a real or apparent slight, affecting a man himself or one of his friends, when
such a slight is undeserved’;*® and he is not defining barbarians but Greeks. As Hall has
also remarked: ‘Medea is in part modelled on the heroic type exemplified by Prometheus,
Ajax and Antigone’.” Medea is one of the few barbarians in tragedy credited with
intellectual powers: Creon tells Medea (285) ‘you are a clever woman’ co@1| TEQUKAGL
and Aegeus tells her that she is ‘wise mind’ (677) coofg epevdg and that she has shown

much prudence in her speech (741) moAAfjv €0eiac’ &v Adyoig TpounBiav.

The attitude of Jason, in contrast, looks very simple-minded when he rejects the ability of
Medea for reasoning, due simply to the fact that she is a barbarian. It reminds us the
counsel of Isocrates to Filipo: ‘persuasion will be helpful in dealing with the Hellenes, so

compulsion will be useful in dealing with the barbarians’.*

After this dialogue, the tragic outcome begins. Medea’s irrational reaction is the
consequence of the fact that she feels like she has been deceived, unprotected and
subjected to the powerful rhetorical skills of Jason, in a society dominated by Rhetoric. It
is not her non-Greek character what provokes it. Medea feels the deception of the values
she had believed in and still believes. She suffers by the facts but also by the way the

state of affairs has turned out.

There are different factors that trigger the tragic and irrational outcome of the tragedy.
First there is the fact that Jason’s wedding has been sudden and unexpected. It is stated
by Aristotle in Rhetoric that one of the causes that provokes anger is what is
unexpected.*' It makes Medea feel unprotected and confused, because she really does not

know whether divine law is still valid, as she had stated in the agon.** This is why she
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requires a sacred oath to Aegeus, considering that words are not enough guarantee of his
promise of letting her living in his land (734-741): ‘I trust you (...) But if you have made
an agreement in mere words, and have not sworn by the gods, you might become their
friend and comply with diplomatic requests. For I am weak, while they have wealth and
royal power’.* The relationship between human and divine laws has been broken and

this allows her to break human laws.

Medea alone, humiliated and exiled, resorts to the only weapon she still owns: her magic
powers. But once again she is going to use them within the frame of the society she is
living in, a society dominated by Rhetoric. Medea realizes that she is only a weak woman
fighting powerful people (439-740): ‘I am weak’, she says ‘while they have wealth and
royal power’.** If she wants to get something from an antagonist, she will have to use

dolos, trickery. As Buxton® has remarked, trickery permits someone who is weaker, yet

1] ko keloBon Béop’ avBpdmolg T viv.
‘I cannot tell whether you think that the gods of old no longer rule or that new ordinances have now been
set up for mortals’.
#723- 740 'Avyetg cob pév EMBoveng x0ova,
TEPAoopoil 6ov TPoEevelv dikanog dv.
T006VOE PEVTOL GO Tpoopaivem, Yovar:
€K Tf|ode Pev YT o0 o’ dyewv BovAnoopat,
avtr| 8’ éavmep €ig Epovg EMOnG dopovg,
Hevels doviog ko e P pedd Tvi.
€k tf|ode &’ avt Yiig amaAldocov Tdda-
dvoitioc yop kai Evorg elvar 0EMwm.
Mnd&wo Eotar 146’ dALG wioTig €l yévortd pot
TOUTOV, &0’ av mévta Tpog €0V KaADG.
Avyebg pdv oo ménofag; 1 Ti 6ot 10 dvoyepLs.
Mndgwo nénoBor Iehiov & £xOpodc €oti pot dopog
Kpéwv te. tovto1g 6’ 0pkiotot pev Luyelg
dryovotv ob pebel’ v ék yaiog E.
Adyo1g 8¢ cuuPag kai BedV AvdHOTOG
@1AOG YéVvOL’ GV KOTIKNPUKEDLOOLY
Tay av miho1o: Tapd pEv yap acbeviy
1015 6’ 6APog €0l Kai SOUOG TVPOVVIKOG.
‘Aegeus (...) — I tell you in advance: I will not consent to take you from this land. But if you manage by
yourself to come to my house, you may say there in safety, and I will never give you up to anyone. You
must go on your own, then, from this land. I wish to be blameless in the eyes of my hosts as well. Medea It
shall be so. But if you were to give me a promise of this, I would have all I couldwish from you. Aegeus
Do you not trust me? What is your difficulty? Medea I trust you (...) But if you have made an agreement in
mere words and have not sworn by the gods, you might become their friend and comply with diplomatic
requests. For I am weak, while they have wealth and royal power’.
*739-40 tapd pév yap Godevi,
1015 &’ OAPog €otl Kol Op0G TVPAVVIKAG.
* Cf. Buxton, p. 66.
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endowed with a cunning intelligence, to outwit someone who is stronger. Cunning is the
only resort in situations where one person wishes to get the best from someone who is
superior in power and cannot be persuaded, and whose superior strength rules out force.
Medea had concealed from Aegeus her plan to kill Jason’s wife and sons in order to get
from him the oath that he would let her live in Athens in the future. Now she is going to
mislead Jason, asking him to give some presents to his wife and concealing from him her
purpose to kill his wife. She is playing with the means she has learnt, persuasion. She has
learnt to present herself as a ‘plausible speaker’ (co@og Aéyewv), to be good in the eyes of
society, just what she had accused Jason of at the beginning of the work, when she was
defeated. And as a consequence ‘her boldness stops at no knavery’ (ToApd/ Tavovpyeiv),
for it is easier to be bad when one ‘is confident that he can cleverly cloak injustice with

. 4
his words’.*

After the dialogue with Aegeus, Medea is a hopeless and fearless character. Her
personality has turned to be simple-minded and unpleasant and what she intends to do is
not simply for punishing Jason but for revenge. It is again Aristotle who says that
‘Passion and anger are the causes of acts of revenge. But there is a difference between
revenge and punishment; the latter is inflicted in the interest of the sufferer, the former in
the interest of him who inflicts it, that he may obtain satisfaction’.*’ And in the Ethic he
defines revenge as ‘a sort of medicine’.*® We could state that it is the only possible
medicine for someone for whom (797) ‘the laughter of one's enemies is unendurable’.*’ It
is the only way to achieve the desire she expresses (807): ‘let no one think me weak,

contemptible, untroublesome’.”

Medea is a different person. She has changed from an impressive woman, who triggered

the admiration of the audience to a mean person, ready to commit the greatest crimes, and

583 yAdoon yip avydV TEdUC €0 TEPIOTEAETY TOAD/.

7 Arist. Rh, 1369b14 310 Bupodv 82 kai opyniy o TtuopnTikd. Slagépet 88 TLpmpia Ko
KOAOOIC 1) HEV YOp KOAUGLG TOD ThoyovTog EveKd EoTy, 1) 0 T pio ToD TO10DVTOG,
tva TANpwoT .

*® Arist. EN, 1104b 16 iotpeion yap Tvég eioy.

*797 xoid TAGG Epyov AvootdTaTov. ob yop yeldoOar TATdY £ £x0pdv.

0807 undeic pe eadiny kaoOevVi vopléto pnd’ fHovyaioy.
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as cynical as to admit as valuable and truthful the counsels of the Chorus-Leader and

shows her readiness to ignore them (811-819):"!

‘Chorus-Leader: Since you have shared this plan with me, and since I wish to help you
and uphold the laws of society, [ urge you not to do this deed.

Medea: It cannot be otherwise. I excuse you for speaking thus since you have not
suffered as I have.

Chorus-Leader: Yet will you bring yourself to kill your own offspring, woman?

Medea: It is the way to hurt my husband most.

Chorus-Leader: And for yourself to become the most wretched of women.

Medea: Be that as it may. Till then all talk is superfluous’.

As a conclusion we can go back to the beginning. Medea is the tragedy of Rhetoric. Even
from an outward view it offers a display of rhetorical knowledge in a way that could
sometimes damage the quality of the work. This way Euripides creates from the
beginning the atmosphere where he wants his characters to perform. Inside this world he
dares to question himself and the audience to what extent this culture is being developed
in a right direction. Euripides has to resort to a foreign main character to expose that the
pressure of a society in which truth can be replaced by rhetorical skills turns out to be
destructive. Medea’s speech is true, but her behaviour is wrong. Jason’s speech is wrong
but he can find his self-justification. Only a barbarian would be able to reveal the
deception from the fact that a civilized society may also be unjust. It is for the audience to
ponder on the possibility that a terrible crime could have been avoided by a fairer

treatment.

1 811-819 Xopog énsinep fpiv OV’ éxoivmocag Adyov,
0é T meelely BELovoa kai vopolg fpotdv
Eulhapfavovca dpdv 6° ATEVVET® TAOE.

Mnd&to oV 0TIV GAADG GOl 8 GLYYVDUN AEyElY
TG0’ €0Ti, ) TAGKOLOAV, OG EYM, KOKMG.

Xopog GALL KTOVETY GOV GREPLLO. TOAUNGELS, YOVOL

M dgr0. oVt yop av poiiota dnydein toos.

Xopog ov &’ v yévold v’ aBl@tdTn yovi.

Mnd&ro it meplocol mhvteg obV HEGH AGYOL.
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