
 
 
Introduction 
 
Among the twenty-seven tragedies remaining from the Greek tragic corpus, two main figures 
stand out: Oedipus and Medea, a Greek man and a barbarous woman, which is already in itself 
a striking and meaningful fact. Of course, a third exists, who has been the subject of as many 
tragedies in modern ages as the two others – Antigone. But Antigone is, in a way, an 
intermediate being, close to her father and her brother and not as much a woman as she is a 
maiden, a parthenos, who is a virgin unconcerned with becoming a mother. She does not care 
about marriage and she has not left her family’s house for her husband's, a transfer that properly 
turns a girl into a woman. 
 
If we refer to Aristotle's Poetics and his theory of catharsis, which argues that tragedy is meant 
to arouse the emotions of terror and pity in order to cure the Athenian citizen of these two 
affects that prevent him from mastering himself and participating rationally in the political life 
of his city, we might, at a first glance, say that Oedipus arouses pity whereas Medea arouses 
terror, Oedipus provokes identification whereas Medea provokes repulsion. Every human being 
feels concerned by the mortal fate of Oedipus, by his mortal and heroic struggle against fate 
(which ontologically defines man as a mortal being). Yet there is no woman who would like to 
be identified with Medea. 
 
Nevertheless, the long story of Medea in theater and literature shows this major figure to be 
much more complex than she first appears. What I would like to make clear is that this 
complexity is entirely due to the paradoxical and tragic work of Euripides himself. 
 
1) Before Euripides, Medea was not a woman in mythical tradition but a hybrid being, endowed 
with magical powers and linked to glorious adventures. The granddaughter of the Sun itself, 
she was considered by Hesiod’s Theogony as immortal and by the Corinthians as an archaic 
goddess. Others identified her as an oriental princess living far from Greek civilization in a 
magical country. Euripides chose this last version of her, but he used it as a glorious background 
for a downfall in his tragedy: the reduction of the splendid mythical creature into the status of, 
not just a woman, but also a Greek woman.  
 
2) It takes a while for Medea to undergo the status change into a Greek woman, and she 
experiences it totally, without any relief, the first time it happens. She goes from oriental 
princess to the Greek wife of Jason. And, Jason is no longer the hero of the Argonauts’ epic 
legend about the expedition through dangerous seas to a magical far east but an ordinary, power-
hungry man. Since he did not succeed in becoming king of Iolcos in Northern Greece, in spite 
of his glorious conquest of the Golden Fleece by means of Medea's magic powers and love, he 
is going to marry the princess of Corinth and become a "consort king." If he did at one time, he 
no longer loves Medea, he is not even grateful for what she did for him. He has erased his past, 
including the existence of Medea. Her name, which etymologically means “the feminine being 
who cures and thinks” sounds almost like Mèdemia, which means nobody in a performative or 
vocal way: "Be nobody." When Ulysses said to Polyphemus, "My name is nobody," he said it 
in the assertive way: oudeis, feminine oudemia (ou denies the reality, mé forbids it). He chose 
the new identity to play a trick. Medea’s name in the dark light of Corinth among its tragic 
scenery is an annihilating prescription. 
 



3) Medea feels this annihilating prescription deeply. But she does not feel it as only her 
condition. As soon as she appears on to the scene, she expresses it as a general feeling, as a 
generic condition. She uses the plural form and includes herself in the "we" of all women, 
without making the distinction between the Corinthian women of the chorus to whom she is 
speaking and complaining, and herself. She is no longer the "marvelous stranger, able to undo 
all pains and work out all problems," as the Greek poet Pindar called her, but an ordinary gunè, 
a Greek woman. She was relegated to the life and status first established in the Occident by the 
classical Greek city. For the first time in her life, Medea has to deal with "misogyny." Desperate, 
fearful–she knows that it is forbidden to leave her house and appear in the public sphere–she 
wishes to die if there is no way to recover her psuchè, her soul or her life. Medea states her 
predicament in the melancholic tone, the feminine tone usually found in tragedy. 
 
“Of all creatures that have life and reason 
we women are the sorriest lot: 
first we must at a great expenditure of money 
buy a husband and even take on a master 
over our body: this evil is more galling than the first. 
Here is the most challenging contest, whether we will get a bad man 
or a good one. Besides, divorce is unsavory 
for a woman and it is not possible to say no to one's husband. 
And when she comes into new customs and rules 
a woman must be a prophet of what she could never learn at home: 
how best to deal with her marriage partner; 
and if we get it worked out well and a husband shares 
our life with us, and he bears the yoke without violence, 
life is to be envied. Otherwise we are better off dead. 
But the man, when he is bored with things at home 
he can go out to ease the weariness of his heart. 
But we have just one person to look to. 
They say that we live a life free of danger 
at home while they face battle with the spear. 
How wrong they are. I would rather stand three times 
in the line of battle than once bear a child.” 
(v.230-251) 
 
The Proto-Feminism of Medea 
 
This is undoubtedly the first feminist speech ever uttered in the Occident. The paradox, of 
course, is that it was written and performed by a man. But  
  
1) this is a city where women were supposed to have nothing to say because they lacked sensible 
logos. Pericles asked them to be as silent as they could and nothing remains of real thoughts or 
speeches (except for trials in which women, under the supervision of their "tutor," had to defend 
their personal property). 
 

2) we know that in both the literature (“Madame Bovary is me”) and the theater that play with 
polyphony of voices and the difference of roles have created many credible “female” characters, 
i.e., in accordance with the author’s real or imagined vision of women. But what is very 



surprising with Medea is that presents a such a contrast to Greek ideology that we wonder if 
Euripides was Greek or if he was a man! 
 

3) Froma Zeitlin in “Playing the Other” claims the female character of Greek tragedy is a genre: 
a genre of mourning and complaining, of defeats and their consequences, a genre of tragedy 
that questions heroism more than glorifying it and confronts human arrogance -l’hubris- with 
the real test of katastrophé, the revelation of limits and mortality. She sets up the stage with the 
space of pathos -suffering and passivity- the space Greek thought reserved for women and 
provides them with a platform refused to them by the city-state. 
 
4) Euripides is “feminine” in this tragic sense that gives women an unrivaled place not only 
within the city-state but also with the other Greek dramaturges, Aeschylus and Sophocles. But 
between tragically “feminine” and resolutely “feminist,” all of Medea’s question and the entire 
work of Euripides opens up. 
 
Because Medea not only melancholically pronounces the condition of women like Deianeira 
did in Sophocles’ The Women of Trachis, in the first person singular, in her own name, she 
also denounces it in the name of the entire species of women over 21 verses, which 
have universal value. 
 
The first denunciation is existential, it is about the lifestyle made for women. It is remarkable 
because of its documentary-like content. All of Medea’s remarks refer to the practices and 
institutions of the classical Greek city-state: inexistent education for girls, their personal value 
confounded with their dowry offered by their family, brutal exile to a household with unfamiliar 
customs, conjugal bliss reduced to a forced cohabitation akin to slavery, being cloistered inside 
while the husband mostly prefers public life and masculine society, the impossibility of actual 
divorce. But it is universal also in the way she describes the sharing of the roles which will 
define, for the entire Occident, the masculine/feminine hierarchy, the “inspection” of women’s 
procreation power through the masculine desire to master them. 
 
The second denunciation, which has an astonishingly modern resonance, is pronounced by 
Medea against the discourse, the logos that articulates this hierarchy and gives a performative 
value to all its assertions. Women’s live are thereby subjected to an overwhelming imperative 
(deî v.232, oud'oion te v.237, chreôn v.243, anankè v.247) in the name of a reality pronounced 
by a plural subject, undefined and master of the truth: 
 

“They say that we live a life free of danger 
at home while they face battle with the spear.” 

 
The intimate voices of women make way for the citation from the discourse about the women: 
legousi 

1) this discourse sets up the dichotomy that Nicole Loraux has analyzed as regulating the 
sharing of the roles: the bed/the war. 
 
2) it sets it up as an observation and a privilege even though we’ve just seen that the domestic 
reclusion of women is imposed. 
 
3) under the innocent appearance of language, Medea denounces the asymmetry of judgment. 
Akindunon, “free of danger,” sounds like slander in a society where courage is only known on 



the battlefield and has only one word to define it: “manliness” (andreia), while the expression 
marnant dori comes straight from Homer, crowned by the glory of heroic combat. 
 
4) finally, Medea discredits “them” against the doxa, and its enslaving categorization. “They 
think badly.” This lets Medea pronounce a very serious judgment for a people who are experts 
in thought. It is an empirical truth, and of its natural inclination, deliberately subjective. These 
last two verses establish a truthful revolution. They pronounce a singularity, a difference that 
breaks with (and disables) the systematic nature of the feminine genre and, therefore 
postulates something like a disobedient “nature.” They dare, in the name of this singular 
preference, reverse the war/bed hierarchy, the foundation of the masculine/feminine 
hierarchy, in basing it on the experience of childbirth as experienced by a woman. While, on 
the war side, the only classical discourse is an ideological discourse about honor, glory, and 
the “beautiful death.” 
 
Medea’s Fight 
 
Such is the context in which Medea’s struggle begins. The “hate (misô) of the spouse” that she 
confesses to the chorus is the comeback to Jason’s misogyny and the Greek arrogance he carries 
with him. Beyond personal revenge, it is the practice of what she calls the “Dikè of the bed,” 
this function for which Greek women are renowned and Medea is the champion. Her initial 
melancholia is followed by the combativeness that only she assumes, given her non-conformity 
to the “feminine” and, given her “barbarism” (her strangeness), and her original greatness. Only 
her courage and the restoration of her identity remain. At this pivotal moment, Euripides’ text 
plays with the polysemy of her own name. When Mèdeia could be perceived, in this 
melancholic phase, as the injunction of being nothing and nobody, like annihilation and 
vocation destined to disappear, this name resonates now, in verses 401-402, as the prescription 
for passing to a radical act: 
 

"All'eia; pheidou mèden ôn epistasai, 
 Mèdeia, bouleuousa kai technômenè. 

But come. Spare nothing of what you know,  
Medea, planning and scheming.” 

 
 
 
Eia, mèden, Mèdeia, the verses distill the syllables, turning them around by placing them under 
the sign of exhortation: alla, rimes with Mèdeia, her name riming with the incentive formula: 
eia, “but come.” A strange paradox and a vertiginous blurring of genres gets set up here by the 
tragic connotations and references. 
 
1) This scene evokes, in the context of Greek tragedy, the famous monologue in which 
Sophocles’ Ajax, the grandiose hero often compared to Medea, also hears his own name 
resonate and it decides his fate. “Aiai! Who would ever think my name would suit my 
troubles so poetically. For I could well cry out (aiazein) two or three times.” Overcome by the 
denial of his value inflicted by the army that refused him the inheritance of Achilles’ weapons 
and, by Athena’s cruel humiliation, the most glorious of all warriors can only now hear the 
fatality of misfortune in his own name. He gives up and dies by his own hand, as only a 
woman does. While Medea, denied as a woman, decides to struggle, as only a man does. 
 



2) But she can’t struggle like a man with warriors’ virile weapons. It is here that Euripides, 
unlike Seneca and the baroque versions of the 18th- century operas, intensifies “feminism.” 
Even though Medea, recovering to get her initial stature back, dreams about taking remedies, 
unguents, poisons that make up part of her myth (and Euripides cannot erase this fundamental 
fact), he doesn’t make Medea a pharmacist but an “intellectual,” a sophè. No scene shows 
Medea spectacularly convoking black magic spells to get what she wants. When she exhorts 
herself to not give up, Medea decides to call upon three weapons: the epistèmè, the theoretical 
science, taught to her by a young Greek man’s education, that Socrates’ interlocutors boasted 
about until he made them discover vanity; the bouleuma, .i.e. this ability to reflect and deliberate 
that makes the citizen accomplished, making him capable of participating correctly in debates; 
and finally, the technè, the artisan’s savoir-faire, this practical science that implements and 
crafts the real… It was legendarily associated with Sisyphus, master of the mètis and of the 
trick that helped him cheat death and that led him to be punished by Zeus with the torments we 
know about. Medea wants to turn explicitly away from it to implement a theoretical intelligence 
and practice, without exclusivity, whether it be about gender or social issues. From now on, 
Medea is going to dominate the scene as a protagonist in a succession of debate-confrontations 
(agônes) until the famous debate with herself in which she will make her final decision. The 
course of action of the play is remarkable considering the fact that it doesn’t contain any 
external events, any peripeteia, and that it is reduced to Medea’s internal thought process. Each 
episode nourishes her anger much less than it makes her understand the details of her 
deliberation and her strategy must take that into account Thereby, Medea understands 
successively  
 
1) that Jason’s ingratitude and injustice aren’t new and that, between them, an abyss of language 
exists that is an abyss in their world vision. She discovers her own fault (her error, hamartia) 
in the verses 800-802: 
 

“I made my mistake when I abandoned 
my father's house, won over by the words 
of a Greek man…” 

 
The Greek and masculine Logoi (it’s applied to everyone) that founds the Greek’s mastery over 
the “barbarian” develops a rhetoric of dishonest and seductive persuasion. Whether it’s about 
the signs and declarations of love to Medea that Jason multiplied to eventually make them look 
like manipulation: Aphrodite, to help Jason, launched Eros’ “irresistible features” against 
Medea to force her to use all her barbarian powers at the service of the Greek hero. The “macho” 
version of Jason denies the marvelous evocation of love sung by Pindar in the Fourth Pythian 
Odes:  
 

“and they vowed  
sweet union  
in mutual wedlock.” 

 
Or whether it has to do with Greece’s splendor and superiority that Jason dangled in front of 
her to make her come with him there and conquer, thanks to her, the Golden Fleece. This is the 
Greece Jason that boasted he offered to Medea and that more than compensated for his debt to 
her: 

 
“Still, I will not put too fine a point on it.  
However much you have benefitted me, all well and good.  



But you certainly got more out of saving me  
than you put in, as I will demonstrate.  
First you make your home in Greece instead of  
an alien land and you experience justice  
and the rule of law, not merely brute force.  
All the Greeks are aware that you are a wise woman  
and you have fame. If you still lived  
at the ends of the earth, no one would know your story.  
For me, let me have no gold in my home” 

 
 

 
 
The misogyny only allies itself with Greek arrogance, with the rehashing of its platitudes about 
the savagery of the barbarians and the excellence of a civilization promised to immortality. The 
text’s ironic weight is brutal for Jason who refurbishes his own cynic spinelessness with clichés 
hackneyed by the panegyrics of Greek orators. This ironic weight is all the more brutal for 
Greece when Medea is subjected to violence and injustice. The height of sophistication is 
attained with the “stardom” that Jason pretends to give Medea as a consolation prize. As if 
stardom was the only prize of life and as if the Greeks were alone capable of giving it… and 
giving it as a prize that only they are capable of appreciating! 
 

Medea’s Subversive Power 
As a Greek woman dedicated to submission, silence, and disqualification, Medea’s subversive 
power is therefore linked to what I call Euripides’s “tragic invention,” which sets up the 
degradation of the barbaric magician, endowed with both original freedom and thought 
(gnômè). Made from the stuff of heroes, she has both to share language (with Homeric 
resonances) and values: an acute sense of aidôs, not in the feminine sense of “modesty,” but in 
the archaic sense of an ethical foundation based on respect for the other and oneself, the 
inviolability of oaths regulating exchanges among human beings, the clear determination of 
friends versus enemies, like what’s fair or unfair. Courage, reserved in the Greek language for 
males, is, for her, the natural corollary of injustice: 
 

“For a woman in all other things is full of fear 
and a coward when it comes to looking on deeds of valor and the sword 
but when she is wronged in her marriage 
there is no heart more bloodthirsty.” (v. 263-266). 

 
This text, in which we often hear about the monstrosity of Medea even though it is a true 
manifesto, requires close reading. First, when Medea defines woman as “from the ordinary” 
(from the Greek talla, i.e. “in general”), she doesn’t say phusei, i.e. “by nature.” Therefore, she 
doesn’t define a feminine nature, but an accidental situation, historical or cultural, for instance. 
When she says after that “she is wronged in her marriage” (èdikèmenè), she speaks the language 
of the law and justice, and not the one of suffering or jealousy. Medea is often compared to 
Sophocles’ great Ajax. Like Ajax, she is looking more for a way of punishing an unbearable 
injustice than getting revenge. Euripides’ Hecuba is like Ajax; injustice makes humanity 
unbearable, disillusioning the world. Only a “heroic temper,” inhabited by archaic values, can 
attempt to render justice. Ajax tries getting his tarnished warrior values back, Medea those of 
her marriage. The bed is in fact the place of feminine right, the only right she can claim, because 



it is the only function assigned to her. Here Medea doesn’t talk like a “savage” woman. She 
talks as both a Greek woman, whose only horizon is her bed, and, as a hero of a world ruled by 
the Dikè, Justice, which is Medea’s major reference and which grants her the chorus’ 
agreement. 
 
The last verse remains. Medea doesn’t speak about feminine “nature,” as it has been often said. 
The term “phrèn,” translated by others as “spirit” in the classical sense of the word, reuses the 
Homeric way to name an organ (from an undetermined localization for us), the physical center 
of both passion and thought, which determines heroes’ stature. Finally, to characterize this 
phrèn of the gunè (woman) “wronged in her marriage,” she calls upon one of the four Homeric 
epithets of Ares, the god of war “stained with blood,” to announce the violence of the outcome. 
 
What does Medea’s declaration ultimately say? That all her melancholic suffering –that makes 
her desire death– comes from her “naturalization.” I mean “naturalization” in two ways: her 
Hellenization– she is reduced to the status of a Corinthian woman whose life is forbidden, 
confined, sacrificed to masculine power. Her original “barbary,” fed by glory and greatness, 
allows her to assess the scandal of this anthropological condition. But beyond this condition, 
Medea violently rejects the justification of this status by defining an unfair and alienating 
“feminine nature” by rehashing a discourse in which the only goal is objectifying the woman 
and securing the supremacy. A stranger to this condition, to this discourse in which she can’t 
recognize herself, Medea could be considered a “monster,” a “female-male”, like Aeschylus’s 
Clytemnestra, who horrifies the chorus. 
 

Euripides’ Medea is instead recognized by the chorus as a messiah, the prophet (“here comes 
the time…”) of a feminist gospel. This revolutionary impact of Medea’s “feminism” leaves no 
room for doubt when the chorus of the young Corinthian women, after listening to the first 
dialogue between Medea and Jason, assesses the arrogance and bad faith of the so-called heroes 
and responds to it by an exalted stasimon, in verses 410 to 440: 
 
 “Backward flow streams of holy rivers and justice 

and all things are being turned back. 
For men's counsels are deceitful, and the pledge taken 
in the gods' name is no longer firmly fixed. 
New tales will give glory to my life; 
honor is coming to the female of the species; 
discordant rumors will let women go. 
The Muses will cease from their songs of ages past 
from their paeans to our faithlessness. 
Not to our mind has Phoebus, the leader of tunes, 
granted the inspired song of the lyre; 
for I could sing a song in response 
to the race of men. But long life has 
much to tell of our side and of men's.” 

 
The repetition of the word “back” speaks to the radicality of this hoped-for revolution, thanks 
to Medea. Certainly, this revolution is immediately formulated as a utopia since it borrows the 
form of a traditional adunaton (literally “an impossibility”): the reverse of the rivers’ flow. 
But, as utopic as it may be, it takes stock of the scandalous oppression practiced on the 
“feminine species” by language, literature, rumors, the rehashing of stereotypes as a 



manifestation of the cause of misogyny. She believes that all her discourses are lies, as shown 
by the example of Jason, the pathetic hero whose glory degraded into an insatiable appetite 
for power, betraying the sacred value of oaths and demonstrating the cowardice and the 
perfidy that define the feminine gender. The empirically true word of Medea suddenly takes 
away the weight of the ideological discourse weighing on the women, allowing them to dream 
of a modern golden age in which Justice and the language of the truth would reign. Then, 
males would no longer be the only subject of logos, this calumnious logos that gives birth to 
the literary genre of the “blame the women” by Simonide d’Armorgos, studied by Nicole 
Loraux. So, women after Medea, could have the chance to speak and write, using men as their 
object, a “blame the men,” truthfully based on their experience instead of reproducing 
ideology. Therefore, for males, the genitive objective, and for the women, they will become 
the subject of logos and produce, in the first linguistic revolution, the unheard-of neologism of 
a “male race.” Medea’s chorus humanizes women and objectifies males by leaving them up to 
ethnological analysis. At the same time, it opens up history to its own rewriting. From the day 
that men act to discredit the rules that they instituted themselves in which women are 
excluded from citizenship, their failure indeed allows for a rethinking of prescribed genders, 
the social and political order. 

 

The Last Two Pages 

Medea also understands that between the two worlds, there is not only denial of the existence 
or the value of one (here Barbarian and feminine) by the other, here, Greek and 
“phallogocentric” (echoing back to Derrida’s term), but exploitation, predation, self-interested 
calculation. The natural resources generously dispensed by Medea have no proper value. They 
are just instruments, thrown out after being used for access to the Golden Fleece. Woman’s 
only value, whether she is the Corinthian princess or barbarian princess, is her breeding 
capacity. Whatever her identity is, the only function that counts is the one that Zeus has 
submitted to humankind as punishment. As Jason crudely says in the verses 573-4: 
 
 “There should be some other way 

for men to produce children. Women would not have to exist at all. 
And then humanity would be saved a lot of trouble.” 

 
Three years later we will find the protest in the Hippolyte’s mouth. 
  
We probably haven’t given enough attention to the surprising change that occurred in the 
dramatic character of Medea. Jason’s radical protest by concludes a long tirade in which Jason 
convey and justifies by arguing the resolution inspired by his wisdom or ingenuity (sophia), his 
reasonable moderation (sôphrosumè), and his link of friendship (philia) with Medea and her 
children. It has to with, in his eyes, a “luckier opportunity could I have found” (v.553), that 
involves exiling Medea without her children: 
 
 
“not that I had a craving for more and more children  
— the ones I have are enough and I am satisfied with them —  
but so that — and this is the point — we might live well  
and not be in need. I am well aware that  
even a friend shuns a poor man and stays out of his way,  
and I wanted to bring up children worthily of my house,  



and father brothers to your children  
and put them on an equal footing and join the families  
so that we could live well. What do you need with children?  
It's in my interest to help my living children.” (v. 556-566)  
 
There had never been any question of separating Medea from her children, who, with her, made 
up one linguistic body. The text always says: “Medea and her children,” who were sharing, 
according to the norm, her house away from the palace, just as they were sharing her exile. In 
the eyes of Medea, they were nothing more than the unfortunate fruit of the union in which 
Jason trapped her, confounded by despair and malediction before her entrance on stage. But she 
hasn’t so far associated them with her project of revenge and justice (it’s the same word in 
Greek). She was outraged at Jason’s indifference regarding their fate.  
 
Also, is Jason really sure he can tame her with his “find” that will assure they all have a way to 
“live well”: Medea will not be in charge of feeding and raising her children. They will receive 
a royal education that will strengthen all the possessives that inflate everything Jason says: “my 
house,” “my interest,” or “my children.” The deceptive “we” at the beginning divides into an 
“I” infatuated with itself, who knows no other language than one for personal gain and profit. 
It’s the cynical logic of procreation. The mother, as Athena says during Oresteia’s judgment in 
Aeschylus’ The Eumenides really counts for nothing. She will as soon be replaced by a 
welcoming container for the virile seed. Only “the father’s house,” and his “race” or, in the 
civic regime, the unity of the city that wants, as Jason says, all of its children to become as one 
in order to defend and ensure its prosperity.  
 
Medea is now one of those Greek mothers, as Euripides will portray them on stage, for whom 
the hero’s superior interest or the city’s will demand that they give their children up for 
sacrifice without too much complaining. But Euripides will rightly give free reign to their 
despair and outrage. He will ask the question that he will call in The Phoenician Women the 
feminine deinon: 
 
 "A terrible waste/extravagance(?)  for women” 
 
 

And It’s Finished 

And yet she’s going to kill them with an infanticide she strongly calls “sacrifice.” She will kill 
her children because they are lost anyway. For her and for themselves because nobody will take 
care of them in a foreign and hostile land.  Medea is not the kind of Greek mother who would 
let her children be wrest from her, leaving her a tearful victim. Since Jason is not allowed to 
demand from her, as Agamemnon did from Clytemnestra, to sacrifice the real link of her 
maternity to his own paternity, which is only the search for a doubtful glory. She will “sacrifice” 
them because the only way she has to affirm her freedom and to restore the Dikè  is to consecrate 
the systematically tarnished maternity by sacrificing “what she loves more than anything.” With 
complete lucidity, “I understand the harm I will cause,” by facing the horror her act inspires, 
by mobilizing all her heroical resources: “I must arm my heart, arm myself like a hoplite,” she 
says that in the literal and figurative sense. One must act like a warrior, as a male, to accomplish 
the only true sacrifice represented by the Greek tragedy, because the killer is at the same time 
their own victim. Agamemnon is happy to turn his head away while Iphigenia was getting 
sacrificed, indifferent to Clytemnestra’s suffering. Medea is the only Greek sacrificer who 
inflicts the pain and horror of sacrifice on herself, she amputates herself in order to turn the 



pathos of women, mothers, back into èthos, author of her own destiny. Medea “takes back the 
life she gave,” the same life that Jason contests today: she violently wrests herself from 
alienation, she sovereignly affirms her right and the rights of mothers. For the denouement, the 
tragedy re-establishes the mythical greatness of Medea: The Sun’s chariot from which she hails 
comes to pick her up, to take her away from reprisals and to triumphantly elevate her above the 
stage in the space usually reserved for the appearance of gods. Jason moans on the floor, 
crushed, while Medea, her two dead children at her feet, offers the ultimate show, glorifying 
her maternity. 
 
 

 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 


