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Formal Debates in Euripides’ Drama’

C. COLLARD

The prime dramatic character of Greek tragedy is agonistic. Its myths
for the most part show men struggling toward some goal, in conflict
with one another, or against some force of circumstance or destiny,
which is often personified in a god. Tragedy is at the same time a
dramatic form restricted severely by theatrical conditions. The num-
ber of its speaking actors is held to three. It avoids the staging of any
physical action like an assault or battle, let alone catastrophe, or
death—for whatever reasons of narrative tradition, aesthetic con-
vention, or simple impracticability. Despite certain ritual or symbolic
aids to representation such as music, dance, and gesture, it is in con-
sequence a drama of extreme, sometimes exclusive, verbal concen-
tration. Exposition, development, climax, resolution, action and
reaction—all movement occurs in the narrow room of at most three
stage persons at any one time debating to confirm or change their
attitudes or intentions—often, with a single character so placed
debating within himself, in monologue or soliloquy, or in relief or
opposition to another voice. My subject here is this last mise-en-scene:
the deliberate working up of the ordinary exchange between
characters into the opposition of one character to one or two others
in a formal debate.

Jacqueline Duchemin has claimed® that tragedy's agonistic
character—and particularly its formal debates—are in part its natural
inheritance from a long popular or pastoral tradition of dramatic
poetry—a primitive mimetic poetry, she means, of alternating or
amoibaic form, which represents two contrasted characters or inter-
ests. She notes that debates as an established dramatic form, the agon

' A paper read to the Liverpool Branch of the Classical Association in March 1974-
I have condensed the main text but added the notes.

2 Duchemin 1969, 247-75. a supplement to her analytical study Duchemin 1945
esp. pp. 11-37.
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of tragedy, appear first in Sophocles and Euripides (that is, in the
surviving plays, the earliest of which, the Ajax, is generally put at
¢.450 BC): but they are absent from Aeschylus. Earlier, she had drawn
attention to two other literary forms strongly reliant on the formal
opposition of characters or forces. One of these, comedy, developed its
idiesyncratic agon well before the formal debate became established
in tragedy: Duchemin’s other analogy, the historians’ use of contrast
as mode in dramatic narrative or reported argument, is less cogent
from the point of synchronism, but indicative in a general way of her
truth. The spoken word, and especially the reported argument, is as
patural to Greek historiography as it is to Greek poetry, let alone
poetic drama, when we consider the chief place of oral epic in time
and influence in the Greek literary tradition. Duchemin therefore
sees Aeschylus’ use of alternating and pointed dialogue, especially
stichomythia, as the linear ancestor of the more stylized exchanges in
Sophocles and Euripides; she suggests that, while the sudden appear-
ance of formal debates in Sophocles and Euripides around 450 is
chiefly through theinfluence of contemporary developmentsin sophis-
tic argument and rhetorical technique, it is certainly not due entirely
to the sophists or rhetors. Rather, tragedy owes much to the sophists,
but may itself have influenced them, from the time of its own sudden
growth in Aeschylus’ lifetime; it may actually have provided some
kind of model for their agonistic discourses or gvridoyliat.

I begin with these general remarks because, despite warnings by
sensitive critics,? there is still an instinctive temptation to isolate
Euripides’ formal debates from their dramatic setting. The temptation
stems from their often rigidly antithetical and symmetrical appear-
ance in the printed text: I doubt whether these symmetries are quite
so immediate to a theatre audience, but an audience is as likely as a
reader to pick up the measured matching of arguments within the
debates: and Euripides sometimes gives the impression of presenting
and matching debating points for their own sake. Older critics of
Buripides told us that our instinct is right, and that the poet is guilty

3 Since Tietze's important corrective to older views of Euripidean rhetoric (19 33). 1
would name: Dale 1954, xxvit-xxix (cf. 1969. 151 f.. 2741); Clemen 1961. 45-7:
Strohm 1957, 3-49 (the richest and most sympathetic study of the agon. to which this
paper is more widely in great debt than the particular acknowledgements may
sggest): Stinton 1965, 38 I. For other literature on the Euripidean formal debate see:
Schwinge 1968a. 33 n. I (‘symmetry’): Lesky 1972. 507 n. 4 (dissertations), and
Collard 1975b. commentary on lines 87-262: C (general).
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of self-indulgent digression for the sake of rhetorical display, ag ¢
cost of dramatic continuity and relevance. Besides, Euripides’ form
debates tend to compare badly with those of Sophocles. In thig g o
the debates are less rigid in structure; they are more naturally acegy
modated to episodic development; they are always more circum
tial in their argumentation; there is a sense of firm dramatic congy
as well as harmony of style.* Yet debates in Sophocles are often
less evidently ‘formal’ than in Euripides; at the end of Ajax, I
example. Menelaus forbids Teucer to bury his brother, in a long rheg
(1052~90); Teucer replies in kind (1093-1117), but then debate giy
way to angry argument; the episode ends without resolution, 3
after a stasimon the final episode (122311.) begins with anoth
formal exchange between Teucer and Agamemnon, running on i
the reconciliation worked by the selfless broker Odysseus. There isy
stiffness, no lack of circumstance, no feeling of abstraction aba
these debates, in this earliest surviving play of Sophocles as in the las
the Oedipus at Colonus: here, in the long central episode (720-104
formal exchanges, in rhesis and dialogue, first between Creon an
Oedipus, second between Theseus, Creon, and Oedipus, surre: '
central passage of vigorous action as Creon abducts Antigone ag
Ismene and then threatens Oedipus—but Sophocles gives the whol
episode fluent variety. Form never dominates. Unitary struct
‘blocks’ of action or matter, are avoided, for the long speeches ar
kept at differing lengths and dialogue never settles into stichomythis
there is constant shift in focus and mood, in the pace of argumenta
well as of action, fitting the busy movement of the characters onti
from, and across the stage. "

What is ‘formality’, then, that it marks off one scene from anoth
distinguishing organized debate from ordinary exchange? The easif
and less satisfactory distinction is purely according to form,
satisfactory because it subjects to taxonomy something not originall
specific. Nor can taxonomic description be rigid: formal debates ar
too various and loose in structure, despite frequent responsion
symmetry between their various elements in position, length, or evel
content.> The only constant features are long ‘set’ speeches froB

. or all the antagonists—for sometimes there are three. not
cipants—but the length, structure, and style of these
are very flexible. Other elements vary even more, and may
> altogether absent, so that, at the barest, two opposing
stand almost on their own, with little introduction, or con-
. dramatic or thematic. These other elements are, first, anim-
ogue, stichomythic or irregular in form, sometimes very
eding or following the two main speeches, or, very rarely,
on them: second, shorter single speeches by the participants,
I at the end of the debate; and last, brief interventions by the
5, normally two lines in length, to mark important divisions in
structure—that is, they punctuate the debate at the end of
- set speeches, where they tend to have a flatly neutral or
yus character.
ther definition of ‘formality’ relates to content and style. It
hing more, however, than the concentration of the long
, or the whole debate, on a single issue toward which the
have opposite views or intentions. We might describe many
scenes in those terms, most of all those in which one char-
es a long appeal to another and receives acceptance or
‘in reasoned terms, quite often in a long reply. It is rather
issue, or the problems inherent in a crisis, become the subject
through their explicit proposition by one of the particip-
Euripides sometimes through a positive challenge to argu-
deed, Euripides commonly signals a formal debate with such
ayaw, dywvileaBar, duida Adywy (‘argument, debate;
, to debate; contest of words’). Such headlines, or combative
, mark out Euripides' formal debates most obviously from
f Sophocles; and they show his more deliberate recourse to the
even formulas, of forensic debate or sophistic argument. So,
tample, Tyndareus reviles Orestes for the matricide:

t argument could there be about wisdom with Orestes here? If what
and what is not good are clear to all, was ever man more fool than
¥i1o did not look for justice nor had resort to Greece's common law?
1~5)°

* Debates in Sophocles, perhaps for these very qualities, have had little separ8 L
discussion, but see Webster 1969. 148~5s, and Long 1968. 155-60: both note ol
literature. .

> It was the major achievement of Tietze (1933) and Duchemin (1945 and 1969) ¥
insist on the irregularity, rather than the regularity, of formal debates. L

9T pos T6vde vodias 7is dv dydw frot ﬂ-cpl., (‘What argument could there be
Wisdom with Orestes here?") Porson: rrpos 76V dydv Tes godlas Tiker mépu
argument . . . is coming with this man’ (unmetrically) ) codd. Dramatic context
the logic of the argument (cf. below, p. 78) bar Bothe's dgogias (‘about
m') and it must be struck from Murray’s OCT.
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Such headlines often draw responses which accept the ground af

argument marked out by the opponent. as Orestes takes up this at
by Tyndareus:

Old man, I truly fear to speak against you when I am likely to outrage yoy

I know, for killing my mother [ am impure, but under another head, pure, ,

that I have avenged my father. (Or. 544~7)

Even to define formal debates risks isolating them still further jn

criticism from their dramatic setting. Their success as scenes depen
very much on the skill of their introduction to the stage, in

incident from which they spring, and in the harmony of their thema
with the main direction of the plot, in terms of the motives or feelings
they expose. They can reveal the grounds of disagreement or hos-

present or past (for they are often necessarily retrospective, like

tility,
the arguments of Theseus and Hippolytus (Hipp. 902-1089), or, in
Electra (998-1146), between Clytemnestra and Electra). In leading to
conflict subsequently dramatized or reported by a messenger, we
might expect them to occur either at the start of a play or at a critical
turn of the action; indeed, most do occur before the climax. Or they
may expose the history of a conflict already fought to its end, and so
have no outcome except to deepen enmity or confirm hatred, as in
the debate between Hecuba and Polymestor at the end of Hecuba
(1129-1292). Or they may, exceptionally, end in agreement, rather
than continuing or exacerbated hostility: so the final scene of
Heracles in which Theseus argues the hero into enduring life, in
continued proof of his &pe-rﬁ (‘heroic nature’) (1214-1404: see
below). Or they may have a more subtle function, as the debate
between Admetus and Pheres in Alcestis (614-740) serves to reveal
Admetus’ helpless and angry disillusion after his wife’s death. Or, in
this same dramatic intention, they may tend to dispose the audience’s
sympathies towards one or other of the disputants. Here, it is worth
noting that the ‘winner’ of a debate. where victory in it means
success for a policy, or ‘moral victor’, whose just or sympathetic case
is rewarded by victory in a subsequent conflict—the ‘winner’
normally speaks second, and there is no come-back for the first

speaker in a reasoned speech of rebuttal, only retaliation with abuse
in fast and often colloquial stichomythia.”

7 On the order of speakers in formal debates see Schlesinger 1937, 69f., and, e.g..
Dale 1954 on Alc. 697.
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gtarkest debate, least ‘natural’ in effect, will be one betweep t:lvo
.wrs which pre-empts the dramatic room .0f_ a whole eplsl'(l). el;

. abruptly on an audience. The only surviving debate “21 1cd
is impression is that in the early Alcestis (614—740). Indeed,
._. moves steadily throughout his work away from two-
ter debates cast rigidly in block-form towards the greater
of three-person scenes incorporatigg debgtes. rather fthin
es simply among three participants. Conflicts .most o ft e
B remain, usually without resolution, ar{d the){ still mpst ) l'Een
e the climax, but there is a refinement in their quality. T ey
to show more of the internal constitution of t.he debaters.v in a
. consistent with their general role in thF: action (and thlS. we
ht expect when we recognize the dovetailing qf the debateillnFo
odes): they circumstantiate inflexibility of aFtltudes. usua ybu';
only of the debaters. The recognition of this more‘preCISbef u
btle function is due to Strohm,” whose book was pubhshed. edo'rte
e nature and mode of characterization in Greek tragedy received its
! i sion. .
Inei‘iu?s::rsly plays, Euripides frequently presents the ‘1ssu§sh0f
‘suppliant’ drama in a formal debate,”® which Fesembles a trial, elth er
of the suppliant or of his persecutor, sometimes of both toget 'er.
Trial-scenes are as common in the late plays, where. tl.'l‘e ex'pansmn
' from two to three characters increases variety and ﬂexﬂ?lhty, in sltagF-
movement of the parties, their disposition and sympathle.s,.but also in
emotional range. Scenes in which one of two debaters '1s ]Lidgde, per-‘
haps even also prosecutor, of the other, are strong but simp .e r?r?a;
it is enough to think again, and only, of The?seus and Hippoly Liln
(Hipp. 902-1089). There is at once greater .rlchness, holv:le\{eg
scenes where two debaters plead before a third person who ju g}flzs
thcm, like Eurystheus” herald and Iolaus before Demopl:xon at .t f;
start of Heraclidae (111-287), Helen arguing for her life agal'xlr'lsd
Hecuba before Menelaus in Troades (860—1059)——.or wl.lere the tf 1}r1
party waits helplessly on the outcome of a debate in which oneﬁo .t e
debaters has power of decision, like Andromache th.e bene ciary
of Peleus’ worsting Menelaus (And. 547-765), or ‘ln Phoemslsaff
(435-637: see below), Jocasta the victim of Polynices and Eteoc esd
sterile confrontation. Trial-scenes inevitably are formal debates an

S 6f.
8 Strohm 1957. 44 1. 9 Strohm 1957, 4
1© Strohm 1957, 16 T.; cf. Gould 1973, 89 n. 76. etc.
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feel most successful as drama, for they accommodate convingcinels
the strongest single external influence on the tragic agon as a W,
the law-court plaidoyer. The Athenian audience no doubt responde
as readily as we to courtroom drama, because of its immediacy to gy
own experience and our easy identification with the emotions of the
stage-persons—and because the formalities of forensic debate by

A

their very familiarity seem less obtrusive, less interruptive of the
illusion of tragic myth. That is something of a paradox, but it relateg
to the further problem of apparently incongruous intellectual content

of these debates which I touch below. In trial-debates the speech
are shot through, exactly as they were in the law-courts g
contemporary Athens, with all manner of emotional colour and nag

rative, or special pleading; and they are carefully organized with
calculated switches from attack to defence. pre-emptions of the
opponent’s argument, appeals to probability, sententious or self-
righteous recourse to moral truths."* The imagination of transfer
from ucaoripiov (‘law-court') to owmp (‘stage’) is completed by
the accompanying dialogue, carefully phased, where it precedes the

long speeches, in its range from methodical question and answer to
sudden accelerations in pace as a crack in the defence is widened, or,
after the main speeches, impassioned charge and rebuttal, recrim-
ination, hostility and defiance, which are the regular stuff to end
formal debates, gain theatricality from the forensic ambience.

If in trial-scenes the mere illusion conspires with the formality,
perhaps even artificiality, of some debates, in other places Euripides
seems to yield to extraneous pressures in allowing the long speeches
to develop a momentum of their own, as a character pursues an
argument for its own sake and not that of the basic issue. Sometimes
there is damage to the consistency of these persons’ 16n kail dudvoia
(‘character and thought’), but A. M. Dale wisely told us how to take
such excursions as Euripides’ own instinctive response to the ‘rhetoric
of his dramatic situation’.”* We need to recognize there the poet’s
intellectual personality breaking poetic convention in an unpreced-
ented way. This greater immediacy, like the whole illusion of the
trial-scene, stands with the rhetorical cast Euripides gives not only
most speeches in formal debates, but many other long speeches in
scenes of quite differing temper (it helps create the impression that

'* For these technical devices see Duchemin 1945, 167-216.
* Dale 1954, xxvii-xxix.
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" are many more formal contrasts of argument. than the-re
y are). S0 the easy yielding of any speech to technical analysis,
taxonomic description with rhetorical lab.els. must not 'de suo
» its further misappreciation on grounds of irrelevant or dlgr.ess(i
antent as one governed entirely by its own ends, self-containe

slf-indulgent.

gst of this paper illustrates very selectively the developmfent l1ln
mides’ use of debates between his early and late plays, in the
al ways I have described. Some other aspects of debates are left
ici mple.

4 t :l;tr:: 2arIl)y plays, in which Euripides sets an agonistic s.cene.
ormal debate, at their very end, in order to show a conflict 01:
d which lasts beyond the action the whole play has resolved:
ea, Heraclidae, Hecuba. Medea, her cruel vengeapce taken, escap-
on the unyovy (‘machine’) in her magic chariot, calls dowr; l1ln
mph to the helpless and embittered Jason (Med. I3I7f:f.). . e
ots his accusation of the children’s murder, defiantly refusing him

burial. There are short rheseis, of unequal length, and fierce
chomythia (1323-88), then a final curiously dis§0.nant exchange,
anapaests, half-abusive, half-pathetic; familiar idioms of lament-
ing parents help the play to its end on a note of tragedy, (1 38971414).
x This agonistic setting for the final display of Medea’'s fury is com-

parable with the end of Heraclidae. which shows Alcmena cruelly

insistent on the death of captive Eurystheus in vengeance for his per-
secution of Heracles and the family (Hcld. 928 ff.)."3 While Alcmena
is clearly the prosecutor (and judge), and Eurystheus the defendall:t.
'ybt the premiss of her attack is contested bgfore Eurystheus spea bs.
Buripides brings out the repellent vindictiveness of Alcmenal y
showing her ride down the moral objection th:jlt she flouts th.e aw
(of Athens, where they now are), which forbids the exec.utlon otl"
captives. Such an objection cannot come from the fequally 1mmoraf
Burystheus, so that it is raised by a third party, hesitantly by on?, 0
Alcmena’s own side and, not less significantly, by a servant. Nor is it
raised in a rhesis, only in a dialogue between the servant a!nd
Alcmena (961-74),"* which divides her speech of accusation

I3 The interpretation of this scene is made hard by major textual uncertainty: see

Zuntz 1963, 125 .. and 1947, 48T
uﬂ F:)? t3he d?stribution of 961-74 between Alcmena and her servant (Barnes,

Tyrwhitt) see Zuntz 1963, 1251l
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(941-60) from Eurystheus’ speech in defence (983-1017). Form j
adapted to accommodate the priority in dramatic logic. Or, Euripides
conception of the scene required separation of two issues both my

ing exposition by formal contrast, the general problem of rights oyen

captives and Eurystheus’ particular excuse to Alcmena of being ma
the agent of Hera's cruelty. So Euripides wrote one loosely agonig
scene, from which the formality of plaintiff and defendant still com,
strongly out.” That Eurystheus picks up the servant's moral obje
tion, at the end of his speech, in his ambiguous appeal for a life whi

he admits is justly forfeit (1oo9 ), is in character with his Speclﬁ
pleading. It does not lessen the impact of this extraordinary conflicts
the former victim is now callous in revenge, the former persecutor
now helplessly protests—just as the end of Medea reverses the
sympathies the play’'s whole course has fostered. How could Jason
merit such vengeance? Is justice truly justice in the hands of

Alcmena?

Like Medea, like Alcmena, Hecuba too is extreme in vengeance,
The end of the play, it has to be admitted, is weak in dramatic logic. It
is hard to know whether Euripides uses the trial-scene (He. 11291f)
to help out this weakness theatrically, or the debate is his chief pur-
pose. The treacherous Polymestor has been lured into the women's
tent by Hecuba, with Agamemnon’s acquiescence, and blinded; and
his sons have been killed. Polymestor returns to the stage, stumbling
about in a frenzy of pain, crying his fury in a broken dochmiac song,
groping for Hecuba (1056-1107). The noise brings Agamemnon,
who is aghast at Hecuba's vengeance, but prevents Polymestor
falling on her. ‘Stop,’ says Agamemnon, ‘put away your savagery
and speak, that I may listen to you and her in turn and decide the
justice of your suffering’ (1129—31).

This headline to the ensuing agon is not a little forced, because
when Hecuba got Agamemnon's complicity in luring Polymestor to
the tent, she gave him a long explanation (760-802) how she sent
her son Polydorus for safety to live with Polymestor, together with
much gold; and how the discovery of Polydorus’ body points to
Polymestor as traitor, thief, and murderer. Now, Polymestor, as the
unsympathetic defendant, speaks first, and a remarkable speech it is:
a specious narrative of how he killed the Trojan Polydorus to prevent
an enemy of Agamemnon growing strong behind his back, and then

> CL. Duchemin 1945, 76 and 121.
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Aecount, misericordiae causa, of the horrible Vengeance Hecqba
' on him inside the tent (1132-82). In its richly evocative
age this is more a messenger-speech than a lgw-court d.ef‘ence.
Hecuba rebuts it with a conventionally methodical demolition of
's case (1187-1237).
t::;rslocn's rE)le aZ judée in this trial is artificial: he bas alrea‘dy
~eded Hecuba the justice of her revenge. Besides, this is no ordin-
rial, a debate post factum, but one in which both opponen.ts have
= murder and injured the other, in which they argue their cases
both have acted in them. Agamemnon thus serves only dra-
realism, in a simple way, compounding the illusion of a stage
which upholds the justice and immunity of Hecuba, and she is
icated when Agamemnon banishes Polymestor, the formal act
ch ends the play. Without Agamemnon we would have a scene
the end of Medea or Heraclidae, when unquenchable hatred
hes its now pathetic victim. Hecuba and Polymest.or come out
om Agamemnon's verdict only for a bitter stichomythia (1252-79)
hich Hecuba's triumph is turned to ashes when Polymestor pr(?-
sies her transformation into a dog and her daughter Cassar.ldra s
th from Clytemnestra. Euripides’ penchant for aetiology
(Hecuba's death and transfiguration at the headland Cynossema:
1271-3) invades even stichomythia here, its functiQH a weak corrf)b-
“oration of the plot's veracity; but it also provides in its harsh meaning
ﬁor Hecuba Polymestor’s only satisfaction for his punish‘ment. at her
bhands. Once again, as in Medea and Heraclidae, %t brings a
readjustment of sympathies in the play’s last words; it makes us
re-examine the extremity of Hecuba's vengeance.

The Heracles too, from Euripides’ ‘middle’ period, has a final debate
(1214-1404), but one which achieves harmony rather th.an confirms
estrangement. This outcome is implicit from the start in the long-
standing friendship of the disputants, Heracles and Theseus. The
agon between the two is a contest of will; Theseus forces Heracles to
resist the suicide that tempts him as punishment for, and escape
from, the shame of having killed his children: he must be true Fo .hIS
a'.pETﬁ (‘heroic nature’), must live to surmount dlsbonour. This is a
long scene in which the formality of debate is skilfully concealed.
There are four long speeches, two shorter ones by The§eus each
Preceding a longer one by Heracles, but the central pair are the
important ones; and Theseus as ‘winner’ speaks, as usual, sef:ond.
Formal variety matches shifting emphasis in theme. Theseus’ first
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speech (1214-28), with its charge to Heracles to brace up, is not

answered at once: a stichomythic dialogue (1229-s4), in whi

Theseus presses home this encouragement, avoids the immediate
formal opposition of rhesis to rhesis. Heracles’ first speech (r255=
1310) half takes up Theseus’ charge, half moves to new argumeng:

Theseus’ second speech (1313—39) has the same form: its first hg

insists again on Heracles’ holding firm, its second half anticipates hig
concession with its promise of Athenian reward. Similarly again in
Heracles’ last speech (1340-93), his concession, the formal concly~
sion of the debate, gives way to pathetic farewells to his father, wife,
and dead children. The whole scene thus gets a natural forward

movement, avoiding rigidity and ‘block-form’ for the debate. .
In this fluent handling of a debate the Heracles has the accoms-

plished style of a late play. The first debate in Hecuba (216—443), even
earlier than Heracles, is also of interest for the greater variety the

form enjoys in later Euripides. In a lyric scene Hecuba and Polyxena

together lament the daughter’s imminent sacrifice to Achilles’ ghost

(154—215): so two of the participants to the debate, whose sympathies
are close and who form one side of it, are shown together before the
entry of the third, Odysseus, to fetch the girl (216 1l.). Argument
between Hecuba and Odysseus for the girl’s life begins at once, but
cannot affect what is determined. The victim Polyxena listens in
silence, then accepts. Further, the unsympathetic party speaks
second here, for good dramatic reasons: the tragedy of the helpless
victim is emphasized.

Thus the scene in Hecuba, in which a debate is easily incorporated;
the episode runs out on one of Euripides’ favourite motifs, the
voluntary death of a sacrificial heroine. Look now at the strikingly
similar course of a scene in Phoenissae, which shows perfected tech-
nique (435-637).'® It too has a lyric prelude, in which Jocasta
welcomes Polynices on his return to Thebes. She sings a monody
(301-54) which conveys passionately an aged mother's yearning
for her estranged sons’ reunion in happiness. A dialogue between
Polynices and Jocasta (357—434) introduces the debate, associating
these two participants and building sympathy for Polynices as the
wronged exile. His final words to Jocasta are the headline to the debate
proper: ‘it lies with you, mother, to resolve these wrongs, reconciling

™® For the affinities cf. Duchemin 1945, 122.
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..=, to-amity, and to end the suffering for me, yourself, and the whole

] __ 17

h&-gslirzgs from the chorus announce Eteocles’ entry, and twice

sat the key-word ‘reconciliation’. Eteocles’ first words give the

ate a familiar start: ‘Mother, I am here; it is a favour to you that

ve come. What must I do? Let someone start the talking’ (446-7).

efly, Jocasta enjoins the brothers to drop their hostility and to

ot and receive each other’s arguments fairly: ‘Let some god be

and reconcile the wrong’, she ends (467-8). Thus, dexterously,

svides withdraws the third participant, indeed the promoter of the

ate, from the position of judge into that of witness and, finally,

im. The brothers argue: Polynices the simple justice of his case, to

restored to Thebes where Eteocles broke their agreement (469
Eteocles his greed for sovereignty once enjoyed, unashamefily
9-525). Now Jocasta adds a long plea for reconciliation in wthh
matches the arguments of her two sons (528-85). Helpless victim
sta may be, but Euripides uses her as an independently strong
e in the debate—in the way an audience might react. A clever
h, this: it satisfies the internal logic of the debate proper, answer-
 the general questions it raises; but it also suits the dramatic and
ical needs of the scene. Jocasta has brought the brothers into
te: her speech shows the possible accommodation of their mutual
bbornness and in that throws up the tragedy of what follows. For
once Eteocles rejects further argument (588-93); and the closing
ogue, in the deliberately faster rhythm of tetrameters (594 ff)
ically inflames incompatible stances into implacable enmity. This
s well-chosen variation in tempo, matching 8cavota (‘thought’), but
quality of the scene goes beyond careful development and pace.
asta lays bare Polynices’ motives before the debate proper begins;
antagonist, Eteocles, enters only at the start, for he needs no
paration: he is not an exile seeking reparation and his motives are
ise straightforward. Euripides purposely builds this sudden
d vivid conflict of two quite differing personalities, their contrast
ker because Eteocles has a rugged selfishness; so it exposes
Jocasta's helplessness more cruelly.

- Groupings of three participants similar to that in Phoenissae, where
‘the sympathy of two is matched against the inflexibility of th.e
third, are found also in Bacchae (170-369) and the Aulic Iphigenia

7 43842 are an interpolation: Praenkel 1963. 25[.
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(1098-1275). In Bacchae the overtones are more resonant than ip
Phoenissae, the sense of theatre more telling. After the parodos evglg;;
ing the power of Dionysus, the aged Cadmus and Tiresias affirm thejp
worship of the god in an uneven but natural sequence of shorg
speeches and dialogue (170-214). Then Pentheus enters to deliver g
tirade against the Lydian stranger (215-62), blind in his prejudice ag
he is stage-blind to the old men in their Dionysiac livery. A suré
dramatic imagination conceived this argument, in which antagoné:
isms of conviction and submission. of wisdom and arrogance, have
countervailing and ironic theatrical contrasts between physical
weakness and strength, age and youth. There is no dialogue in the
debate, no stichomythic widening of the gulf argument cannot bridge:
after the long, responding speeches of Pentheus and Tiresias come
irregular shorter rheseis from both sides when Pentheus, isolated by
his inflexibility, can retreat only to harsher threats.™®

The debate in the Aulic Iphigenia similarly fills an episode but is even
more tersely expressive. Clytemnestra has found out Agamemnon'’s
intention to sacrifice Iphigenia; with her weeping daughter she
comes out to confront Agamemnon with his deception (1098 f{f.).
Iphigenia listens silently to their exchange, as irregular in form as the
emotions it depicts. Then Clytemnestra launches into a long repudia-
tion of the sacrifice (1146--1208). The rhesis of Iphigenia follows,
supplicating Agamemnon for her life (1211-52); this is a pleading
speech, but it deploys pathos, evoking situations of filial love and its
return, methodically, like arguments. Both these speeches are set off
by distichs from the chorus, but not Agamemnon'’s reply, for that
closes the episode (1255-75). Its brevity, too, is the measure of the
scene’s success. Agamemnon admits his misery, but also his inability
to resist the pressure from both gods and Greeks to punish Troy. The
shortness of his answer and the speed of his exit mark his discomfort;
and there is no final angry stichomythia to the debate to weaken the
impact. The scene leaves an impression of naturalness, therefore—
nothing too rigid in the opposition of arguments, though they have
been presented and countered in formal style, for these have been
subjective and emotional pleas to which surrender or defiance are
equally impossible.

" Helen shows the same grouping of three participants but in a
tion of much lighter charge (857 ff.). Helen and Menelaus plead
her, each in long speeches (894-943, 947-95)."? for the help of
sonoe in escaping her brother Theoclymenus. Theonoe is thus in
ole of judge. But the debate is remarkable in two ways. It has
ordinary compactness and symmetry: it begins and ends with a
by Theonoe, its arbiter, and these two speeches (865-93, 998~
g) enclose the two by the appellants, there being no other dia-
ue. Further, it lacks all hostility, even contrast in argument, for the
ants make common cause for the judge’s favour. It is significant
that of the three plays usually classed together as romantic
odramas or intrigues, Ion, the Tauric Iphigenia, and Helen, only
has this fully formal debate: that in Ion (517-675) is very loose
re, and the Iphigenia has only an ‘embryonic’ agon (674—
2).2° There are no conflicts or explicit animosities between char-
in these plays which lend themselves to exposition in the usual
of formal debates. If Ruripides does intend contrast with debate-
m in Helen, and does not simply stage the scene for its own effect or
emphasize formally the crisis, the contrast is subsidiary and
ical: it lies in the differing tones of Helen, who mixes supplication
the claims of right, and of Menelaus, who rests his case
straightly and sturdily on right alone.**

' The very long second episode of the Orestes (348-806) is the most
ubtly contrived of all scenes incorporating a formal debate, and
es the best conclusion to this paper. The chorus sing of the misery
d madness in Agamemnon'’s family. Menelaus enters on his return
m Troy (348); he is aware of Agamemnon’s and Clytemnestra’s
th—and of Orestes’ condition. Orestes at once engages him in
logue, entreating his protection against death by public vote for
matricide (380—455). Menelaus’ reply is prevented by the entry of
ndareus, whose joy at greeting him is cut short by finding him in
estes’ company (456-80). A very brief dialogue (481—-91) headlines
debate which now follows between Tyndareus and Orestes: the
ze is the sympathy of Menelaus, who relapses into the role of third
arty, or silent judge: he must decide whether to honour his
ligations to Orestes as his nephew, or to respect his father-in-law

‘Tyndareus’ disgust for Orestes. In this introductory dialogue

)

™ Por the structure of these two speeches. and of the episode as a whole. see

Iﬂﬂﬂig 1954, 43-50 and 100—4. 2% See Duchemin 1945, 76-8 and 121.
Cf. Duchemin 1945, 118; Ludwig 1954. 48 fT,; Lesky 1972, 419f.

8 The sensitive appreciation of the episode by Winnington-Ingram 1948, 40-58.
recognizes the real but deftly concealed formality of argument; for the long speeches
see pp. 45-53.
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restes a new strength: he resolves to confront the assembly
e it deliberates his execution, and defend himself before it.
cleverness of this scene is its richly convincing dramatic
ce, the introduction and interplay of three persons in a
ion upon a straightforward debate with three participants. The
of decision over Orestes' life lies with Menelaus, who veers
instinctive sympathy, from actual defence of Orestes, to
on—but the moment, the process of this change is artfully
aled by the place and order of the forces: for the set debate is
n Tyndareus and Orestes, and Menelaus responds only with
t. The same artful disposition of formal elements makes his final
appear none the less as the delayed judgement in the debate.
elaus and Orestes begin the episode in dialogue; Tyndareus
and Menelaus listens to his copias dywv (‘argument about
om') with Orestes; then Orestes and Menelaus confront one
again. This in a sequence of rigid dialogue, formal debate
sing two rheseis, then two rheseis again—but while Orestes’
nd rhesis, to Menelaus, is formal in method, agonistic in tone,
elaus’ final speech is not a rebuttal of argument but a natural
ion of helplessness. So Euripides avoids a stiffly abrupt end to
debate, working a smooth transition to the episode’s climax
tween Pylades and Orestes. This is his mastery of form.

Menelaus protests to Tyndareus that it is the Greek way always tg
honour kinship; Tyndareus retorts that it is also the Greek way not g
put oneself above the law, as Orestes has done. Then Menelaus: ‘W
men reject slavish servitude to necessity.” Tyndareus: ‘Well, you g
on in that belief; it’s not going to be mine.’ Menelaus: ‘Your anger i
as little wise as old age generally.” Tyndareus: ‘What argument coulg
there be about wisdom with Orestes here?’** This is the extra
ordinary start to the debate about wisdom, codias dydv, betw
Tyndareus and Orestes: Menelaus, initially sympathetic to h
nephew, has prompted its theme. but takes no part in it; and wh
it is done he comes out with his sympathy for Orestes almg
destroyed. :

For Tyndareus’ long rhesis (491-541) develops naturally from
the relation between wisdom, or sense, and law, into an attack o ,
Orestes’ lawlessness, which he invites Menelaus not to condone: and
Tyndareus strengthens the honesty of his case by admitting the
lawlessness of his own two daughters, Helen and Clytemnestra,
Orestes’ answer (544—604) protests the rightness of his matricide,
putting down a lawless woman (and he hits at Tyndareus on
Tyndareus’ own admissions); and Orestes blames Apollo’s command,
who now deserts him.

Tyndareus and Orestes argue, without concession. After their
speeches, there is no exacerbation, only a stiffly angry rejection of
Orestes’ plea by Tyndareus; he will go to the assembly, he says, to
incite its condemnation of Orestes to death. With Tyndareus’ second
and briefer speech (b07-29), the debate proper ends. Orestes turns to
renew his case to Menelaus, but finds him reflecting, in doubt where
he earlier defended Orestes to Tyndareus. SolOrestes pleads agafin original conception as a lecture (see 0. 1)
(640-79), formally marking out his case, claiming a return for . e
MenelZus' debt to Agamemngon in the Trojan war, ang for Menelaus' The baper has generally 'been cited with ap proval, but né)t
duty to the family. Menelaus' reply (682-715) is subjective and y h.mg has.g.oge unquestloqed. I would, T think, nlov[\; (;:)nce ©
evasive, half promising help, half expressing helplessness: this is no et]:ung to CFltlclsm on twq points: (1.) that‘I have app leh.t ; lFlerm
considered reply, no argued rejection. He goes out immediately. mal debate’ rather too WIde_ly' by including scenes whlc nave
much as Agamemnon runs from Clytemnestra and Iphigenia any, but not all, of the compositional elements typlfylngt eagonlas
(IA 1275). rrowly defined at pp. 66—7. and 701 of the paper (see in part{cu ;11'

Now Orestes is deserted, his friend Pylades comes in, still within yd 1_992): my now more circumspect appr‘oach may‘be seen Hm tbe
this one episode, to give it a logical climax in a mood of despair and ussion of Hecuba 216-443 (p. 74 of this paper) in my Hecuba

yet hopeful excitement (725-806): two old friends, alone again, find (Collard 1991, ad loc.); and (2) that T have sometimes use
Wappropriate criteria of rhetorical relevance or texture, e.g. at

PP. 65-6 (see in particular Heath 1987, 130—7, whose own position is

ADDENDUM

text of 1975 has not been changed, apart from a few small
ections to references; to have rewritten it would have been false

*2 CI. n. 6 above.
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given by, e.g., p. I3I, ‘rhetorical ethos is a matter of assuming in ;
given speech the persona which best suits and supports the tho
there expressed’; and Goldhill 19864, 2301I.). I might defend mx
against those criticisms by observing that my intention in the papg
was to evaluate the ‘formal debate’ as a dramatic form in its totality~
something recognized by Conacher 1981, 3-25 and pp. 81-107
below, who (esp. at 94-101) has very useful supplementary remarks
on the agon; to his generally wider treatment of rhetoric in dra .
should be added especially Buxton 1982, with (pp. 162 ff.) remark
on the agon; and on Euripides, Knox 1985, 327-30.

4
~ Rhetoric and Relevance in
Euripidean Drama

D. J. CONACHER

Two details: iy

n. 6: the text of Or. 491 continues to exercise editors. Bothe i
followed by Willink 1986, who dismisses Porson as involving *
much alteration’ and ‘inferior’. West 1987 changes to mpos 76
aywv 1is ToU godot Y ke mé pu (‘What has an intelligence contest
to do with this fellow?'), gododv like Porson giving the agon
positive headline (‘wisdom’) which I am sure it must have. The hne s
obelized by Diggle (1994).

n. 17: Pho. 43842 are retained as authentic by both Craik 1988
and Mastronarde 1988.

ghly rhetorical nature of Greek Tragedy in general, and the
ic character of much Sophoclean and Euripidean Tragedy
rticular, have nowadays become so well recognized that most
cists accept the fact and its implications: this was the conven-
within which, for whatever reason,” the Greek poets composed
- tragedies (at least in the latter half of the fifth century) and
rn critical judgments as to what is probable and relevant in any
dramatic speech or debate, and what is consistent with the
all characterization of the speaker, must undergo drastic revision
n applied to Greek Tragedy. Indeed, now the pendulum has
the other way. When one reads critics like Dawe on Aeschylus,
icho Wilamowitz (admittedly a bit ahead of his time) on Sophocles,
her and (more moderately) A. M. Dale on Euripides, one finds so
h emphasis on the effects of the individual speech or scene, that
now the critic who looks too closely for the larger dramatic
ance of various speeches or (God forbid!) some consistent thread
erization in their speakers, who is under fire.” The present

4

1 earlier version of this paper was delivered at a ‘Workshop on Euripidean Tragedy’
rted by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada and by
niversity of Victoria) held at Victoria, BC, October 6-8. 1978.

acqueline Duchemin (cited by Christopher Collard in his interesting paper, Collard
754, 58: above, pp. 64-80, claims that this characteristic of Tragedy was inherited
m a pastoral tradition of dramatic poetry composed in alternating form. See the
ent to Duchemin 1945, Duchemin 1969, 247-76. I prefer the more general
ation given in Duchemin’s original study, 236-8, that the antithetical form
2 Erom des tendances les plus profonds de I'esprit grecque et en particulier I'esprit
en”, which Sophocles and especially Euripides developed in their individual ways.
* See Dawe 1963, 30; Wilamowitz 1917, passim; Dale 1954. xxii-xxix (and articles
below, nn. 6 and 7). The whole question of ‘characterization’ in Greek Tragedy
been much debated in recent years; the reader is referred to two excellent studies,
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