
EURIPIDES, MEDEA 1021-1080I 

No speech in Attic tragedy has made a stronger impression on later generations 
than Medea's farewell to her children. Four changes of mind and two displays 
of maternal affection lay bare the depths of a tortured soul; 'there, in a short 
space, are love and hatred, firmness and hesitation, fierce joy and unfathom- 
able sorrow'.2 

A few words will suffice to describe the situation. Medea has imparted to 
the chorus her plan to kill the king's daughter by sending the children to her 
with a poisoned robe and crown, as though to beg for a reprieve from their 
sentence of exile (774-90); that done, she will kill the children and leave the 
country (79I-7). The children are reprieved, the gifts accepted (I002-4); 
but Medea is overcome with anguish. The chorus and the audience watch 
with bated breath as the rracSaycoyos leaves her alone on the stage with the 
children (I 0 9-20). 

The first part of her speech (I021-55) falls into three sections, the first 
clearly broken off with kEOv^ ev (1040), the second with Kaclrot (I049). In the 
first section she laments her separation from the children; in the second the 
looks and smiles of the children shake her determination; and in the third, 
recovering control and reproving herself for her weakness, she orders the 
children into the house: 

1053 XW)pELrTE, races', ES 86FovsS. 7OT) 8E F7) 
Oe'jLLS rrapELvaL 70LoS ELFo-Ll Ova/uacv, 

avr)eAp /?EArE?L. xELpa o' ov 8LaO0OEp?. 

In the first section Medea had sustained the pretence that her children were 
staying in Corinth while she went abroad into exile; only the chorus and the 
audience could read a more sinister meaning into I038-9: 

V/SELS sE IArnTEp OVKE`T OLLpLacrlv yt[Aots 

oiiEao', 's apAAo urarX' a7TTroTcrvres f3tov. 

The merit of this section lies not least in its appropriateness both to the real 

I In the original draft of this article the 
following works were referred to: 
Murray's text (Oxford, 1902); 
the scholia, ed. Schwartz, ii (Berlin, 1891), 

198-9; 
the commentaries of Lenting (Zutphen, 

1819), Matthiae (Leipzig, I82I), Elmsley 
(Oxford, I828), Paley2 (London, 1872), 
Weil (Paris, 1879), Verrall (London, 
I88I), von Arnim2 (Berlin, I886), Weck- 
lein4 (Leipzig and Berlin, I909), and 
Page (Oxford, 1938); 

Hermann in Elmsley's commentary, p. 535; 
Stadtmiiller, Beitrdge zur Texteskritik der 

Euripideischen Medea (Heidelberg, 1876), 
3I n. I; 

Kvicala, Denkschriften der Akad. Wien, xxix 
(I879), 266-9; 

Leo, Hermes, xv (1880), 319-20; 
Wilamowitz, ibid. 494-5; 
Bergk, Griechische Literaturgeschichte, iii (1884), 

512 n. I40; 
Bethe, Ber. Sachs. Ges. Wiss. lxx (I 9 8), 8- 6; 
Schadewaldt, Monolog und Selbstgesprdch 

(Berlin, 1926), 193-6; 
Jachmann, Nachr. Ges. Wiss. Gdtt. i (1934-6), 

193 n. I, 214 n. I. 

Subsequent investigation revealed a large 
amount of literature later than Page's com- 
mentary (see pp. 56-9), but it seemed better 
to augment the original draft than to re- 
write it. 

Mr. D. M. Bain and Mr. W. S. Barrett 
very kindly offered comments on some of the 
problems discussed in the article. 

2 Page, p. xviii. 



and to the ostensible situation. In the second section Medea contemplates the 
only alternative to her fovAEtatra: she will take the children with her (I045). 
In the third section she remembers the necessity of avenging her honour. 

Three elementary points can therefore be made at this stage: Medea's 
changes of mind are sharply marked; the loving mother and the slighted wife 
are kept strictly apart; and the children are not meant to know the truth. 

Now 1056-80, which require close study. 

1056-8 JLr SrTra, OvULE, ,L7t crv' y pyadCrr raCe 
Eaorov aVrrovo, rTXav, bEaai TE.KVWV' 

EKEt LEO') ,uAV ~WvrES evUepavoat aCE. 

Medea has changed her mind again: she must spare the children and let them 
gladden her heart 'there'. Where? ev AOrjvaus says the scholiast, and modern 
commentators concur; but Medea last mentioned Athens in 771. More 
vaguely, in exile (I024)? In either case the audience must search their 
memories.' 

I059-6I /LaL ros 7Trap' At$s) vEprEpoVS dAaorropas, 
OViTO 7TOT c rratL rovO 07rTWS eXOpoLS Eyc' 

7ratoas 7Tap7craw roovs E'ovs Ka0vl3plra&. 

Has Medea changed her mind again or not? According to the scholiast, yes: 
OpKO) bpLKWOE(TaTdCTp KaTaKAECiE EcavT7jv 7ypos TO tLr77ev ETepov X TOV Sovov E) 

a7ravTos 8praat. Hermann saw a difficulty: 'ut putet se abducere secum posse 
liberos, non aptum tamen argumentum adhibet ad refutandam hanc sen- 
tentiam, quum statim dicit ov"rot 7ro0' '~OrTa rov0' on'Wos eXOpots Ey' 7ratias' 

rTap7aUc roVSt E/LOvs KaOv/ptcraL. Nam hoc in manentes quadrat, non autem in 
abductos.' The same difficulty was clearly stated by Verrall, whose note on 
EKEL in 1058 reads as follows: 'i.e. at Athens; this however is inconsistent with 

o060, 6I, which imply that the possibility previously contemplated was that 
of leaving them in Corinth.' Weil and Bethe were also worried by the illogi- 
cality.2 Psychological defences can be found in Wecklein and Page. 

Bethe considered an alternative: '... 1059-61 werden mit o058 verbunden 
und ergeben: dort ,,drauI3en werde ich meiner Kinder mich freuen, denn mit 
mir mufB ich sie nehmen, da sie hier der Rache der Korinther verfallen 
waren".' Only the language of the oath in 1059 can help the audience to 
exclude this alternative. 

1062-3 7raTcos a)' avadyKKr KarTavElv. e'rE' XP x, 

77jLELFS KTEVOV/LEV OL'7TEp E'ee%vcaaLev. 

Editorial opinion nowadays is unanimous in condemning these lines, though 
few discussions touch on the sense. If Bethe's interpretation of I059-61 is 

accepted, Medea in these lines undergoes a sudden change of mind; but they 
are perfectly consistent with the usual interpretation of 1059-61. 

, _ 7rTE*rpor7a, L 
1064 TraVTws t TreTpa 

et L ravra KOVK EKOevraL. 
7 T7TrpaKTat cett. 

When EKE' elsewhere in Euripides stands Medea I I 17 eKelOev was doubtless accom- 
a long way from what it refers to, the struc- panied by a gesture. 
ture of the whole passage makes its reference 2 Weil on o058: 'EKEF tLEO' 'uLC&v Covre7s. 

clear (e.g. Ion 384, 645). At Helen 454 eKEf Ces mots sont en contradiction flagrante 
7rou naturally lacks a reference, and at avec les vers suivants ...'; Bethe, 9. 

M. D. REEVE 52 



EURIPIDES, MEDEA 1021-1080 

rrerrpworaL or TE7rrpaK7aL? 7rErpwtrat 'nescio an uspiam de humanis consiliis 
adhibitum legatur' (Lenting).I This point has not been met by anyone who 
reads lrrerpcoTa,. 

Interpretations of 7re'rpaKcrac raOra differ. If the tense of 7rerpaKTra is what 
it appears to be, 'ravLra must refer to the murder of the princess.2 If, on the 
other hand, -raOTra is to refer to the murder of the children, 7rerrpaKTra must be 
taken to stand for Tre7rpaecraL; but recent commentators offer no parallels 
for this use of the perfect, and the few offered by older commentators are 

inadequate.3 
Next, what is the subject of EKbEv6Ecrat ? 'She will not escape, ,7 rv'pavvos, not 

rav-ra, which is meaningless, nor rEKVa, for in speaking of the children plural 
verbs are used throughout' (Verrall). This succinct statement is linguistically 
unchallengeable;4 but to understand that the princess is the subject would 

surely have been even more difficult for the audience than to understand that 

7reCpaKTaL TaOra refers to her murder. 
A corollary of taking 1064 to refer to the murder of the princess is that 

1062-3 cannot be removed,5 or else Medea will not have announced her 
intention of killing the children between the opposite announcement in I 056-8 
and the parenthetic reference to killing them in o068. 

Io65-6 Kal 7) 'rr Kparl aorEqavos-, ev 7TrrerAocrt s 

vvPf)j.r] rv'pavvos oAAvraL, aa'q' oW6' ?yc6. 

These lines, together perhaps with 1064, apparently give a reason for the 
decision taken in I062-3. 

Cf. Matthiae: 'ut quod sentio dicam, 
rtTerpwTraL de eo, quod homini fixum et 

constitutum est, usurpari non memini, quum 
de iis dicatur, quae divinitus vel fati necessi- 
tate destinata sunt.' Wilamowitz (p. 494) is 
content with the usual sense, but fate has 
no place in Medea's deliberations. 

2 'Anyway the thing is done-i.e. the murder 
of the princess with its inevitable conse- 
quences' (Verrall). It should be added that 
'ravra must refer sideways to the situation 
outside the speech rather than forwards to 
Io65-6, from which it is cut off by KaC 8?i. 

3 On Hdt. 9. I II. 5 ovico TOt, Maalara, 
7rerrpr7jKrat, adduced by Lenting, see Stein. 
The passages collected by Matthiae are all 
of the apodotic kind illustrated by Kiihner- 
Gerth ? 384. 5, who say 'die Beziehung auf 
die Zukunft geht entweder aus der Kon- 
struktion des Satzes oder aus dem ganzen 
Zusammenhang der Rede hervor'. Verrall 
therefore stopped short of the truth when he 
called this interpretation of 7T'rrpaKraL 
'forced'. 

4 See the Concordance of Allen and Italie 
(California and Cambridge, 1954). Wilamo- 
witz (p. 494) took the verb as passive, a use 
unattested in Attic. 

5 Editors who remove o62-3 and still 

want 'ravTa to refer to the murder of the 
children are surely asking too much of the 
audience. If they dislike the repetition of 
rav-ros-, they would do better to delete 1064. 
Cf. Kvfiala, 269: 'Retten lasst sich rrerrpaKTat 

(und EKqEv;'E-raL) nur auf e in e Weise, nam- 
lich wenn man diesen Vers n a c h 1066 setzen 
wiirde. Dann wiirde sich rravrtoS rre7rpaKTat 
raivra auf das der Glauke von Medeia berei- 
tete Schicksal beziehen und zu eKEvee:erat 
wire als Subject aus 1066 VV/JL7q -rvpavvoS zu 
erganzen. Doch sobald man an diese Mog- 
lichkeit denkt, dann stellt sich auch eine 
andere M6glichkeit heraus, namlich dass V. 
o064 von einem Interpolator an den Rand 

geschrieben wurde mit der Bestimmung nach 
0o66 eingeschoben zu werden, und dass er 

sodann in den Abschriften hinter o163 
gerieth.' 

Valckenaer (on Phoen. 1286, 1282 in 
modern texts) removed 1240-I (== 1062-3) 
but gave no reason beyond the repetition. 
He should be followed, because the lines 
merely repeat the content of the previous 
four. Cf. Leo: 'Nur sollte man 1062.63 mit 
Valckenaer Porson Elmsley an ihrer Stelle 
lassen und die den Ton leidenschaftlicher 
Kiirze in drangendster Gefahr unter- 
brechenden Verse 1240.41 streichen'. 
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i067-8 eiA', E'L p 37)8 TA-qLLovEorTa-r-qv 030 

K1 TOVcrE -7rE4wfw TA-AntovEcrT 'pav sn 
wrai2as, 7TP0UrEVTEFV/ov'Ao[,tat. 

Where are the children? At 1053 they were ordered inside: have they gone 
or did they stay? According to Murray, 'redeunt a servis vocati Medeae 
iussu (7rpocErEvdv flotAo/-tat)'. What servi? Medea is alone on the stage with her 
children. 

'It is safer to suppose that the children hesitate, seeing their mother's 
strange demeanour, and do not actually leave the stage at 1053' (Page). 
'DaB diese Weisung Medeas an die Kinder unbeachtet bleibt, beweist v. i1069. 
Sie mag nicht in dem Tone gesprochen sein, welchem Kinder zu gehorchen 
pflegen' (von Arnim). Wecklein too assumed that they stay, but the idea did 
not appeal to him. It is indeed an unhappy idea: it imputes to the children 
greater obtuseness than is displayed anywhere else in tragedy by a character 
who is ordered off the stage,' and it allows them to hear of their impending 
death (io62-3; and I057 and io68 do not suggest an uneventful childhood in 
Corinth). 

What possibility remains? That they went inside and Medea in 1069 raises 
her voice and shouts into the house? If so, she must then pause for some time, 
because they arrive before the next words are spoken. 

i1o69-75 SOT, eL CO Tva, 

Ce tAr'-- XEIp, oliAraTrov SE' /J.ot Uro/ca 

KaLL cYX7)a Ka't ITpOcTwIOV EV)/EVES TEKCVWV.2 

EVacqovo17-ov, aLAA' EKEEL Td' 3' EVO 5E 

-7raei-)p 7% ELIIA,ET7. eL yAVKEia7cL-Tpouoj3A7 
di (caAOaKoSg XPL' I TVEV(LacL 6' 773Urov rE'KVWOV. 

Another E'KEL (I073); AE'yEYE 3' ELS AC5&)V (Z~).3 No doubt that is what it means to 

IIf he does not go, there is always a clear 
reason: sometimes, for instance, he refuses 
or resists (e.g. Hcld. 341, Andr. 433), some- 
times he stays for a farewell (Hcld. 573 IA 
678). Orders issued by gods ex machina are 
carried out when the actors leave the stage. 

Three passages in Euripides are less 
straightforward. At Med. 89-105, the nurse 
orders the children inside (89) but goes on 
speaking to the rrataaycvycir, and before he 
can leave the stage with them Medea is 
heard moaning inside the palace (96-7); 
the nurse thereupon repeats the order with 
more urgency (i oo-5), and in they go. At 
Phoen. i682, Creon orders Antigone out of 
the country and promptly leaves the stage 
himself while Antigone remains; but the 
absurdity must be laid at the door of an 
interpolator (see most recently Fraenkel, 
Sitzungsberichte der bayerischen Akadlemie 1963, 
Heft i, I12-13). At 1El. 358, the al5TOVPYO'9 
bids Orestes and Pylades enter his cottage, 
but before they comply in 393 Orestes holds 

forth about Es3av3pta; at what length, editors 
disagree (369-72 del. Vitelli, 373-9 del. 
Wilamowitz, 383-90 'suspecti' Murray, 
386-90 del. Wilamowitz; it can all go, and 
along with it 368 and 396-400, as will be 
argued elsewhere). At line 360 of the same 
passage, the as3-rovpy0's- tells the 0drraaoi' of 
Orestes to take the -rcVX-q into the cottage, 
but they are still outside at 393-4, pre- 
sumably awaiting an order from Orestes 
himself (another possibility, suggested by 
Mr. Barrett, will be discussed in conn-ection 
with Orestes' speech). 

2 Editors all prefer a comma at the end of 
this line, but XElp, UTo/.La, aX~Iza (whatever 
that is), and 7rpo'aonrov, make a poor subject 
both logically and grammatically for 
eVU&aL,ItovoLtov. No one has ever printed a 
comma at the end Of I1075. 

3 Cg tS4ihv (rather than Evs At8ov) looks 
more like a note on io68, but the matter is 
trivial. Commentators all agree that Medea 
means EV' Th6ov. 
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EURIPIDES, MEDEA 1021-1080 5 

Medea, but what does it mean to the children? 'The children are to under- 
stand, in exile' (Paley).'1 So the children think they are going into exile? 

I076-7 XwpEFTE XW)pELT~.O'ETE1 7TPOUTA7T& 

TE 7ToS v/1aL4 aAAaL VCK~O4Lca KaLKoL F. 

A recognized crux. More interesting iS KaLKoIS: what exactly does it mean? 
Scarcely what it means in the following line. 

I1078-80 Ka't 1.av0a4vw tpEv ot'a Speiw /_dAAC KaKa', 
OVbO%S' SE' KPEtLrOUUV TCV 4uiC-V /3ovAEvka'TCwV, 

OCTTTEp ~UEYLcTWv aLTLOS' KaLKWV /3poToF9. 

Here it is that Medea 'in gefaB3ter Klarheit das Problem ihres Wesens, das 
zugleich ihr Schicksal ist, in Worten formuliert, die sich der Nachwelt mit 
besonderer Kraft eingeprdigt haben (1 079 f.) (Schadewaldt 19 7-8) ; 'das 
Wesentliche an ihr ist,. daB3 zwei polare psychische Potenzen, die Medea selbst 
als Ovut's und /3ovAEV'/_4aTa bezeichnet, gegeneinander wirken und in jahem 
Wechsel das Handeln des Menschen zu bestimmen suchen' (id. i98). 

Medea has mentioned flovAEapjkaTa before (769, 772, I044, 1048): she had 
planned to kill her children. These /3ovAEv4La-ra are evidently the product of 
her Ovtk'As, wvhich at one point she commands to spare her children (I056-7). 
Now, however, her Ovtko's- has the upper hand over her f3ovAE14IXaLra, which must 
therefore mean something different. Is this 'gefaBite Klarheit' ?2 

Another flaw in the final passage, io67-8o, is that it confuses two things 
that are kept strictly apart in I02I-55, the loving mother and the slighted 
wife. Whereas in 102I-55 her tenderness conflicts with her plans and has to 
be banished altogether before she can proceed (I05I-2), here she is both 
tender and resolved at the same time. That may seem psychologically plausible 
in itself, but it is a different conception. 

Bergk, troubled by an 'auffallender Widerspruch' between 1044 if. and 
Io056ff*,3 provisionally entertained a psychological explanation; 'allein, wenn 
man genauer zusieht, wird man finden, daB der SchluB des Monologes der 
Medea (I o56-8o) nur die Gedanken wiederholt, welche schon vorher 

INo other commentator even raises the 
question. 

:2 The difficulty seems first to have been 
noticed by Stadtmtiller: 'Eine Ungereimt- 
heit, welche den Herausgebern entgangen 
zu scin scheint, findet sich zum Schluss 
dieses Monologs, wenn Medea das Resultat 
des Kampfes zusammenfasst, den sich die 
widerstreitenden Empfindungen geliefert, 
v. 1079: Ovu/'g 3' KPE' OJcv -rZv 4t6.iv f30vAEv- 

/.a-TCOV, oa7TEp LEyUta-wv aUTros. KaKOJv /poroEsr. 
Der erste der beiden Verse soil bedeuten: 
die Leidenschaft ist stdirker als die bessere 
Einsicht, er bedeutet aber: die L. triumphirt 
aiber meine Entwiirfe, sie zerstdrt also ihr 
eigenes Werk. Denn in Medeas Mund 
kdnnen die Worte ra' E'ia flovA-Ev'p~a-ra nichts 
anderes bedeuten als den von ihr ersonnenen 
Plan der Rache; dies beweisen die beiden 
Verse v. 769: Aqo)'v vie`f3avrat -z-civ 'EICO 

9ovA-Evpa'-cov und v. 772 : 1773) Se' ,rav-ra -a/a 

aot flovAEv"4a-ra A4E'co, dies zeigt in unwider- 
legbarer Weise die jibereinstimmende Bezie- 
hung der Worte in v. I 044 und v. I5048, man 
mdisste denn eine amphibolische Ausdrucks- 
weise der Art fiir zulassig halten, dass 
dieselbe Person in einer Rede den nimlichen 
Ausdruck setze zur Bezeichnung der ent-. 
gegengesetzten Motive, welche fuir und 
wider eine That sprechen.' Stadtmiiller's 
solution is to read KaAc7JV for 4i6i~7v. 

3 'Zuerst denkt sie an die Mdglichkeit, 
ihre Kinder durch die Flucht der Ver- 
folgung der Feinde zu entziehen, nachher 
ist von diesem Auswege, der so nahe lag, 
nicht die Rede. Medea stellt die Lage so 
dar, als miiften die Kinder nothwendig 
schmachvoll den rachsischtigen Gegnern 
erliegen, und deshalb sei es besser die Kinder 
selbst zu todten.' This inconsistency is 
essentially the same as the one observed by 
Hermann in i o56-6 i. 
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ausgesprochen waren; dies ist weit mehr geeignet den Eindruck abzuschwachen 
als zu steigern. Offenbar liegt uns diese Scene in doppelter Bearbeitung vor; 
aber welche Fassung dem ersten Entwurfe angehort, ist schwer zu entscheiden'.I 

Wecklein understood Bergk to have pronounced against I056-80 and was 
inclined to agree.2 Bethe, who had done more than anyone to expose the 
incoherence of the passage,3 nevertheless regarded it as a 'Prachtstiick' that 
no one but Euripides could have written. After Wecklein, Bergk was supported 
only by Jachmann, whose remarks are worth quoting: 'auf diese Spottgeburt, 
eine lacherliche Travestie des in unserer Uberlieferung voraufgehenden 
erhabenen Urbildes, gegen welche die entsprechende Medea-pqamls des 

Neophron, p. 730 N, noch sozusagen als Meisterwerk erscheint,4 passen die 
Goethe-verse ,,Es ist alles noch wie es war, Nur ist es verworrner geworden." ' 

That was the state of the question when Page published his edition in 1938. 
Rather surprisingly, in view of their seriousness, Page ignored most of the 
difficulties raised in this article and made light of the others, and Bergk's 
conclusion is not mentioned either in the apparatus or in the commentary. 

Grube in I94I5 discussed the difficulty of staging 1053-80 and proposed the 

strange solution that the children go in at I020 and some figment is addressed 
in I021-80. Dodds in I952 allowed them to go in at 1053 but recalled them 
at 1069 by altering 8or', d rEKva to 8evTr, c -rEKva.6 Meridier in 19477 returned 
to the incoherence of I056-6 : 'or Medee n'y indique meme pas qu'elle revient 
soudain d ses projets de meurtre; elle donne seulement une raison nouvelle de 
tuer ses enfants. Avant le v. I059 on attendrait quelques mots d'explication 
ou elle indiquerait pourquoi elle renonce a emmener ses fils (nulle part elle 
ne s'explique la-dessus), en ajoutant qu'elle ne veut pas non plus les laisser 

I If he had come down firmly against 
1056-80, he might have decided that they 
were meant to replace not 1021-55 but 
I040-55, or that they were simply an addi- 
tion composed by someone who shared the 
taste of modern critics for frequent changes 
of mind. 

2 His reason was the one mentioned above 
on 1067-9. 

3 He had also gone so far as to say 'als 
SchluB einer Medearede kann ich mir 
1049-55 etwa vorstellen, aber nicht mitten 
in dieser Rede' (p. 14). 

4 As regards the rhetorical structure of 
the two Jachmann is right, but there is more 
poetry in Medea 1056-80 (I069-75). Ad- 
mittedly it may be an accident of quotation 
that Medea in Neophron speaks no words to 
her children except the order to withdraw 
from her sight; but her hesitation is caused 
not by their looks and smiles but by the drab 
reflection that she is in danger of doing 
wrong and estranging her dearest ones (2-3). 

'DaB Stob. den Monolog als ganzen 
ausgehoben hat, beweist v. i mit der Anrede 
an den OvL,os und der SchluB', according to 
Diehl, RE s.v. 'Neophron' ( 935) 2433; but 
the quotation comes from the chapter 7repi 

'Opysr, and the assertion that the address 
to her Ovui's must have begun the speech is 
unfounded-and incompatible, moreover, 
with Diehl's own view of Medea o156 
(Euripides Medea mit Scholien [kleine Texte 89, 
Bonn, 1911]). 

Von Arnim's onslaught on Neophron (pp. 
ix-x) could have been directed equally well 
at Medea 1056-80. 

5 The Drama of Euripides (London, 194I), 
I60-2. 

6 Humanitas, iv (1952), 14-I 5. This change 
makes the staging clear, but SeTr', 3 T-'Kva 
is unduly peremptory (contrast 894-5 5 
1reKva T'Kva, Se6po, XAETrere aTreyas, E eOeAE,T' 
Hec. 17I-3 c 7TeKVov, L 7rraL SvuravorTa'Ta 

,Larepos, eeA0O' eXAO' OlKWV, Phoen. 1264 and 
Or. I I2 ( TeKVOV EEAXO ' AvrLydvrl/'EplL'ovq 
6do4wv radpos), and in spite of Dodds's remarks 
Bevre is no word to import into tragedy 
by emendation. At the possibility considered 
above (p. 54), that Medea in 1069 raises 
her voice and shouts into the house, Dodds 
levels the fair objection that 'the words 
r'atas 7rpoaeLTretv ovAotlaL are no instruction 

to invisible slaves, but an integral part of 
her soliloquy'. 

7 Euripide i (Bude, Paris, I947), I62 n. 2. 
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a Corinthe. Faut-il supposer une lacune apres le v. Io58?"' According to 

Regenbogen in I950,2 'die radikale Amputation, die THEODOR BERGK . . . 

vorschlug, . .. wird heute keiner besonderen Widerlegung mehr bediirfen'; 
but he pointed out the deficiencies of Page's commentary on IO56-64 and 
reiterated the logical objections of earlier scholars. 

Then in I95I came the most important treatment of the speech hitherto 

published, an article by Gerhard Muller3 that would have made this one 

unnecessary if due attention had been paid to it. Muller substantiated in detail 
the comprehensive indictment brought against 1056-80 by Jachmann; 
in doing so he anticipated most of the arguments set out above, but 

unfortunately he tried to prove too much4 and mixed bad arguments with 

good. It was largely at the inessential points that Voigtlnder in 1957 directed 
an influential attack;5 nearly half his article, for instance, is devoted to the 

secondary question of Medea's 'tragische Gro63e', secondary not so much 
because Muller answered it to his own satisfaction in two sentences6 as because 
the answer depends in part on what the poet wrote in the passage under 
consideration.7 If the passage is incoherent, no amount of talk about Medea's 

'Tragik' will restore coherence to it,8 and Voigtlander is therefore confessing 
to a fundamental error of method when he proclaims that his criticism of 
Muller 'beruht auf einer durchgehenden Interpretation der gesamten 
Tragodie'.9 The only way of demolishing Muller's case is to go through the 

speech line by line and dispose of each difficulty as it arises. Voigtlinder comes 
round to this at the end of his article,?1 but his arguments on the main points 
are without exception worthless, as a brief survey will show: 

1053 and 1069: Voigtlander merely repeats Page's view at greater length and 
with psychological elaboration (pp. 230-I). 

1059-61: 'Hier wird MULLERS rationalistische Betrachtungsweise vorztiglich 
greifbar: Wir haben nun einmal keine logische Deduktion vor uns, in der 
sich eins aus dem andern ergeben muB3' (pp. 233-4)." 
I In fact he opts for a different escape 

(cf. p. 60 n. 3). 
2 Eranos, xlviii (1950), 44-5. 
3 SIFC xxv (I95I), 65-82. 
4 e.g. that I078-9 introduce a moral con- 

flict out of keeping with Medea's attitude in 
the rest of the play (pp. 70-2) and that they 
must have been written after Plato (pp. 
73-4). As Muller is aware (p. 74 n. i), they 
cannot have been written much more than 
a century after Plato, because they were 
pressed into service by Chrysippus (Galen 5. 
306-7, 408 Kuhn; cf. Diog. 7. i8o). 

5 Philologus, ci (1957), 217-37. 
6 p. 74. 
7 Voigtlinder admits as much: 'Die Frage 

nach Medeas Tragik spitzt sich am Ende in 
der Tat auf die Interpretation der Verse 
I079-80 zu' (p. 219). 

8 Pohlenz too maintains that Muller 
'verkennt Medeas Tragik' (Diegriechische Tra- 
godie2 [Gottingen, I954], ii. 107). According 
to Lesky, however, he 'verkennt die Besonder- 
heit dieser in den erhaltenen Tragodien 

einzigartigen Partie' (Die tragische Dichtung 
der Hellenen [G6ttingen, 1956], I64 n. 2). 

9 To make this point is not to deny that 
the authenticity of some passages in tragedy 
depends on their relationship to the rest of the 
play. Antigone 904-20 is a notorious instance, 
except that some scholars are loath to ascribe 
one or two clumsy expressions to Sophocles. 

10 pp. 228-37. 
If If Voigtlander can appeal to Pohlenz in 

support of his doctrine that emotion is en- 
titled to waive the laws of logic, appeal may 
also be made to Regenbogen: '. . . vermag 
ich nicht einzusehen, wie man einen solchen 
Widerspruch mit der Formel von den 
changes of temper [Page on Io58] abtun 
kann' (p. 47)- 

The general question is of considerable 
importance, affecting as it does a fair number 
of passages in a variety of authors. That 
Voigtlander's doctrine has a long history is 
shown by a wry comment of Ribbeck's on 
Aen. 4. 548-9: 'Scilicet acerrimo maeroris 
impetu correptam modo huc modo illuc 
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I062-3: Miiller argued that the deletion of these lines is unwise, 'da dann der 
Gedanke der T6tung iiberhaupt nicht klar herauskame' (p. 76). Voigtlinder 
replies: 'Dieser Einwand ist nicht recht zu begreifen. Jedermann weiB 
doch, daB es in dem ganzen Monolog um den Gedanken der Totung geht' 
(p. 235). This latter statement, 'daB es in dem ganzen Monolog um den 
Gedanken der T6tung geht', is a monstrous simplification and makes no 
allowance whatever for I040-8 and I056-8, in which Medea considers 
taking the children with her instead of killing them. If Medea is swaying 
to and fro, Miiller has every right to insist that the audience should know 
at each moment exactly what is in her mind. 

Io64: 'Die Schwierigkeiten in Io64 sind erheblich', Voigtlander admits in a 
footnote (p. 224 n. 2); but his interpretation (the murder is done and will 
not escape, i.e. will be unavoidable) shows that he is unaware what the 
difficulties are. 

1079: Voigtlander writes over two pages about this line (pp. 228-30), but it 
all boils down to one sentence: 'Da fovAEvualra in der Bedeutung ,,Mord- 
plan" zum letztenmal I049 vorkam, erscheint der Bedeutungswechsel nicht 
hart' (p. 228). Yet, as Voigtlander himself says (p. 228), 'Medeas Tragik 
zeigt sich in der Unvers6hnlichkeit ihrer Triebe [sc. maternal affection and 
the desire for vengeance]. Wir erwarten folgerichtig anstelle der Gegen- 
tiberstellung von Ovuo's und ftovAEvLa-cra (nicht das waren die Pole, zwischen 
denen die Rede sich spannte) eine Gegeniberstellung der beiden Triebe 
als AbschluB.' 

Since Voigtlinder's article there have been many contributions' and among 
animo fluctuare docebunt elegantiores inter- 
pretes [e.g. Austin: 'Dido has forgotten all 
logic now'], atque id ipsum, quod sine ullis 
orationis tamquam compagibus et coag- 
mentis singula membra sibi invicem ut 
Cyclopum saxa superfunduntur atque in- 
siliunt, animi furentis et omnibus sanae 
rationis vinculis liberi tumultus ingeniosis- 
sime exprimi [read 'exprimere' or 'eo ipso' 
above] admirabuntur' (Emendationes Ver- 
gilianae [Berne, I858], 5). The modern 
world is full of elegantiores interpretes, one of 
whom will perhaps favour the sceptical 
some day with a demonstration that cal- 
culated illogicality was a recognized device 
in ancient poetry; or were the poets them- 
selves thrown off balance by the emotion of 
their characters ? 

Rivier, Entretiens VI Fondation Hardt 
(Geneva, I960), 60-8, 84-5; 

Lesky, ib. 83, I39-42, and Gymnasium, 
lxvii (I960), I8-I9; 
Christmann, Bemerkungen zum Text der 
Medea des Euripides (Heidelberg, 1962), 
125-45; 
Schwinge, Die Stellung der Trachinierinnen im 
Werk des Sophocles (G6ttingen, I962), 28 
n. 4; 
Schlesinger, Hermes xciv (1966), 28-32; 
Diller, ibid. 267-75; 

Steidle, Studien zum antiken Drama (Munich, 
1968), 157-65; 
Baumert, ENIOI A OETOYZIN (Tiibin- 
gen, I968), i61-7, I90 n. 2; 
Seeck, GRBS ix (I968), 291-307. 

Voigtlander's article is invoked by Lesky and 
Schlesinger, and Diller is warm in its praise: 
'vor allem hat H.-D. VOIGTLANDER eine 
durchweg iiberzeugende Widerlegung von 
MULLERS Griinden gegeben' (p. 268). 

Schwinge is out of touch with the problems. 
Schlesinger commits the same error of 
method as Voigtlander (see p. 57): the 
monologue 'wird erst dann voll verstandlich, 
wenn man ihn aus dem Stick als Ganzem 
und aus seiner Stellung in der Handlung 
erklart. Dann verschwinden auch gewisse 
AnstoBe der letzten zwanzig Verse' (p. 32). 
Steidle fancies he can circumvent the 
illogicality of o056-66 by reading two 

gratuitous implications into I060-I (pp. 
158-6 ). Baumert discovers a different 
implication in o160-I (p. I90 n. 2: 'Medea 
hat keinerlei Anspruch auf die Kinder; bei 
einer Scheidung fallen sie immer dem Vater 
zu ... Da Medea so fremdes Eigentum mit 
sich fuhrt, sind die Kinder in Athen tatsach- 
lich gefahrdet, wenn sich Aigeus auf einen 
formal-rechtlichen Standpunkt stellt. Ver- 
mutlich waren diese Rechtsverhaltnisse den 
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them three departures from the beaten track, Christmann's substitution of a 
lacuna for i o62-3,1 Diller's suggestion that KpEL'UoUcv in 1 079 means 'in control 
of',2and Seeck's deletion of io6o-3.3 

One question ignored by Muiller and most commentators demands fuller 
treatment: what are the children supposed to make of Medea's remarks? To 
their ears 1 021-39 can only bear one interpretation, but thereafter certain 
phrases may suggest that the situation is not what it purports to be: 

I1046-7 ,TaT-Epa 7TWINvE ToFs-roV'n-COV KCLKOLS 

Av7roi3uav 

I1050 E)XOpoV's- 1LEOELcTarov's- E/0ovSg di7qu'OVSl 

I057 

i o62-3 

EaoUov aviTov , co TaAav, ;bELora rE'KVCJ)V 

a.,'T& laVayK71 KaTOavEtv. E7TEt'S' p 
'()LELS' K-rE1JOU/EV OL'7ER EeEov'oaUcfEV 

06-8 aJAA', E'AU yap 87' -rA qjovEoUTa'-r1v 080V 

KOat TovU3E IEllJ TA/LVcEpc ETC 

I073-4 EU6 at/iovotT0ov, aLAAI EIKEL' Tra' 6 E'VOa6E 

7raT,)p WbEIAET'. 

I 
The three passages in brackets are perhaps spoken in the absence of tIhe 
children; if not, io62-3 give the game away completely, i o68 must raise 
grave doubts in their minds, and no interpretation of 9OeFcout in 1057 is con- 
sistent with I102 I1-39 .4 Of the other three passages, I073-4 is flatly inconsistent 
with I1021I-39, whether or not they draw any uncomfortable conclusions from 
the inconsistency, and I046-7 must be as disturbing as io68 or 1057; 1050, 
on the other hand, could well be above their heads. 

Athenern gelaufig') and can also supply two 
unfulfilled orders in defence Of 1053 +1i069 

(Phoen. 986, no exception to the principle 
laid down above in P. 54 n. i, and Ion I1266, 
an order of another kind but disobeyed for 
an equally good reason). 

IIn the lacuna stood something like 
'werde ich nicht auf der Flucht mit meinen 
Kindern ergriffen werden, wenn die Braut 
durch meine ca'ppiaKa stirbt?' (pp. 133-6). 
This idea is the most intelligent yet put 
forward by any champion Of 1o56-8o, but it 
really requires a connecting particle in i 064. 
Christmann's treatment of the illogicality in 
Io056-66 (pp. 12 5-33) is lucid and exhaustive; 
amongst other things he shows that emending 
&EKE in i o58 (Kd 'l) Hermann, adopted with 
different articulation by Pohlenz, op. cit. 
ii. io6) merely transfers the inconsistency to 
I1045 (cf. p. 6o n. 3, and see also P-5 n. 3).- 

2 'Medea stellt fest, daB die Leidenschaft 
Herr ilber ihre Plane ist' (P. 274). Diller's 
case rests on Med. 443-5 tTW7vSEt A'EK-rpoJV 
a'AAa f3aat'Aaa KpIELUacov I 80'/.0LULV J7TE'ura, 

where he accepts Elmsley's -rCov rE in pre- 
ference to Porson's acnvr7E and takeS KPIEWtJoJV 

to mean EyVKpaT7)r ('eine andere, eine 
Konigin kam als Herrin iiber dein Ehebett 
ins Haus') ; but even if i-cZv -rE is right, there 
is nothing to stop the phrase meaning 
'another queen superior to your bed' (-TcZv 
can stand for uCiv, as indeed Diller makes it, 
because ao(' begins the sentence). In general, 
anyone who is KPEtUaCJV a thing is logically 
susceptible of being 7craawv the same thing, 
which is not true of Diller's OvtLo',,. Fr. 71I8 
cSpa orE Ov(LOi KpEWaoova yvo'4vjL-v 'XELv, cited 
by Steidle (p. i 65 n. i 8o) in connection with 
Diller's suggestion, is another argument 
against it if any more were needed. 

3Seeck will have no truck with psycho- 
logical defences Of I056-64 (see especially 
p. 294 n. 12), but his own approach is an 
extraordinary mixture of distinction-drawing 
(pp. 297-304) and distinction-blurring 
(P. 3o6?n. 27). SO far from solving the 
problems in i1064, the deletion of i o6o-3 
aggravates them. 

4 They cannot take it to mean 'do not be 
so cruel as to leave the children here', 
because according to 102I-39 the pain of 
separation is Medea's and not theirs. 
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What then is Euripides' intention? 'Celat a liberis animi propositum, 
dolorisque, quem excitat venturi facinoris meditatio, caussam reddit satis 

probabilem. Postea clarius loquitur, sed pueri nihil audiunt, saltem nihil 

intelligunt' (Elmsley).' So it must be if Euripides wrote the whole speech: 
Medea must deliver some parts of it in such a way that the children can be 

supposed not to hear them.2 She does indeed turn to the chorus at I043, and 

apart from 1053 nothing between 1043 and 1069 is addressed to the children. 

1073-4, however, they are bound to hear, for Medea is embracing them and 

bidding them farewell; she can hardly turn to the chorus just for the words 
aAA' EKEt' 7T. 

' 
EvaS?E Tractrlp OiEAcE'. 

The conclusion is inescapable that I073-4 were not written by the same 

poet as I021-39. As for I046-7, three possibilities exist: that the audience 
would not have expected them to give the game away to the children, that 

they are spoken in such a way that the children can be supposed not to hear 

them, and that they too were not written by the same poet as I02I-39.3 It 
would take some assurance to dismiss the first and second of these possibilities 
in favour of the third. 

Finally a word about a question that has been prominent in discussions of 
the speech: why does Medea give two reasons for killing her children, the 
desire for revenge and a reluctance to leave them in the hands of her enemies ? 
This question exercised Bethe more than any other, and Zurcher agrees that 
the two reasons 'stehen in psychologischer Hinsicht unausgeglichen neben- 
einander'.4 In fact the only problem that arises is the one dealt with above on 

1059-61 ;5 in themselves the two reasons are not inconsistent but could be 
used to support each other. 1236-50 present no problem either: Medea has 
decided to kill her children for the sake of revenge (I049-55), and here she 
decides to act c's rTaXL-ra (1236) so as not aXoX7v ayovaav EK8ovvait TEKva 

daAr qiovEvTaaL vaE(vLEarE(Tpa XEpL (1238-9).6 

I 'Von dem, was sie vorhat, darf sie 
freilich nichts verraten, und unwillkiirlich 
gibt sie sich selbst der Vorstellung hin, als 
galte es nur eine Trennung hier auf Erden, 
als wiirden die Kinder fern der verbannten 
Mutter in Korinth weiterleben. Verstand- 
nislos [i.e. presumably 'not understanding 
the true situation'] lacheln sie die Kinder 
an' (Pohlenz, op. cit. i. 255; cf. ii. o6). 
He does not explain how the phrases dis- 
cussed above square with this view. Verrall 
too no more than touches on the problem 
when he says: 'Medea in this speech, where 
the children are present, uses no such unmistak- 
able language [as in 1062-3].' Grube goes 
a little further: 'Clearly, neither the children, 
nor any one besides the chorus, must hear these 
words [1062-3]. Both lines occur again at 
I240-I, and are, therefore, usually omitted 
here as an actor's interpolation. That seems 
quite probable, but it does not solve the 
problem, for the whole passage (1056-69) 
is almost as clear' (160 n. I). 

2 Elmsley apart, only Grube and Steidle 
seem to have considered this possibility. 

Grube rejects it (p. I60 n. I) and Steidle 
presses it further than I053 permits (p. I63 
n. 67: 'Von den Kindern ist von V. 1043 
bis V. 1069 nur in der dritten Person die 
Rede'; cf. a later statement on the same 
page: 'Die Aufforderung an die Kinder, 
ins Haus zu gehen, kann . . . nur beilaufig 
gesagt sein, ohne oder h6chstens mit einem 
kurzen Blick auf sie'). 

3 The only lines that editors have ever 
removed from this section are 1045 (del. 
Kvicala, Nauck, Wecklein, Meridier) and 
1048 (del. Kvicala), but Io46-8 or 1045-8 
could go if necessary. The deletion of 1045 
is usually coupled with an alteration in 1058 
(Kel tr] Hermann, KaI t7u Barthold, v. del. 
Kvicala) so that Medea considers no course 
except killing the children or leaving them 
in Corinth; but if 1056-80 are deleted, 1045 
can stand (Wecklein's objection to ra 
7rpoaOev is captious). Cf. above, p. 59 n. I. 

4 Die Darstellung des Menschen im Drama 
des Euripides (Basel, 1947), 62. 5 p. 52. 

6 The retention or deletion of I240-I (see 
p. 53 n. i) makesno difference. Seeck, op. cit. 
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Doubts may remain about the interpretation of 1046-50, but otherwise the 
upshot of this article is plain: Mtiller's allegations against I056-80 have been 
vindicated. A great deal of ink has flowedI since Bergk first suspected extensive 
interference in the speech, and a great deal of Geistesgeschichte has been erected 
on Io78-80.2 Perhaps at last these imposing structures will be left to crumble 
and Euripides allowed to emerge from the ruins. 
Exeter College, Oxford 

304, anxious to eject I062-3, correctly takes 
I240-I with the preceding lines (for a differ- 
ent view see Meissner, Hermes, xcvi [1968], 
157) but is mistaken in holding that they are 
integral. 

I Most of it has been used on 1056-80, 
next to none on I021-55. Why? 

2 Particular mention may be made of the 
philosophical debate between Euripides and 

M. D. REEVE 

Socrates that Snell has manufactured out 
of Medea 1078-80, Hipp. 377-83, and Prot- 
agoras 352 d (Philologus, xcvii [1948], I25-34, 
superseded by Scenes from Greek Drama 
[Berkeley, 1964], 47-69; in the more recent 
version Snell tries to meet the objections of 
Barrett, Hippolytos [Oxford, 1964], p. 229, 
but ignores Miiller's assault on the founda- 
tions of his theory). 
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