CHAPTER 3

Summary Narrative and the Diegetic Present

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we move from scenic narrative (mimesis) to summary
narrative (diegesis), where short stretches of discourse cover long stretches
of story time. The following example illustrates the use of the present for
preterite in such narrative passages:

(1) TloTerdedTon 8¢ TwépwavTes uév kol Tap’ Abnvaious TpéoPers, & s
Teloelow pn oedv TEPL vewTepilew pndév, EABOVTEs B kol & ThY
Aakedadpova  petd  Kopwbicwv, [¢mpaccov] &mws EéToudoaivto
Tipwpiav, fjv én, émeadn &k Te ABnvddy ék ToAAoU TTpdooovTes 0UdEY
nipovto &mThHdeiov, AN ol viies of éml Moxedoviaw xal &l opés
Spoiws EmAsov, kal T& TEAN TGOV Aokedaupoviwy UTéoyeTo alTols, fiv
¢l ToTeidanaw iwow Abnvaior, & Ty ATTikN éoPadeiv, TOTE 8T KaT&
TOV Koupody ToUTov &@ioTavtar peTd XoAkidéwv kal BoTtiadwv
Kowfj uvoudoavTES.

The Potideans, sending ambassadors to the Athenians, to see if they
could persuade them not to take any novel actions against them, and
going to Lacedaemon as well together with the Corinthians, in order
to secure support should it prove necessary — when, after long
negotiations, they got nothing useful from Athens, but the ships
destined for Macedon sailed against themselves as well, and when
the Lacedaemonian authorities promised them that they would
invade Attica, if the Athenians should proceed against Potidaea, then
at that moment [the Potideans] revolt [from the Athenians] together
with the Chalcideans and the Bottiaeans, making common cause
with them.

(Thucydides, Histories 1.58.1)

The events narrated in this short paragraph must have taken a long time to
occur: the Potideans had to wait for the results of extensive negotiations in
cities far from their own, and the conclusion of the agreement with the
Chalcideans and the Bottiacans will similarly have required substantial
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preparations. Apart from temporal compression, characteristics of summary
narrative are abstraction (e.g., &pioTavton [‘revolt’] designates an event that
cannot be actually witnessed in its entirety at one moment in time) and
discourse complexity (note the three participial clauses and two temporal
subordinate clauses). In such a context, the present for preterite loses much
of the ‘experiential’ quality that was associated with the mimetic use
discussed in Chapter 2."

In the present chapter, I argue that the use of the present for preterite in
summary narrative (henceforth ‘diegetic use’) evokes a conceptual scenario
in which the past events are construed as presently accessible in the
medium of the discourse. As 1 pointed out in Chapter 1, Section 1.7, the
existence of such a conceptual construal is implied by the use of proximal
demonstratives to designate discourse referents. When Thucydides, for
example, refers to the Peloponnesian war as ‘#his war’, this presupposes
a construal in which the distal event space is mapped onto the mental
space representing the discourse structure (compare Fauconnier [1984:
176-82]).” In other words, the war ‘is here’ because it is the current object
of joint attention in the discourse. I argue that the present for preterite is
similarly used to highlight the immediate accessibility of the designated
event in the medium of the discourse. In this way, it signals to the
addressees that they are to update their mental model of the discourse in
the light of salient changes in its structure.” In example (1), the revolt of
the Potideans constitutes a significant change in the political ‘map’ we
keep track of when reading the narrative: from this point on, the Potideans
are in the camp of the Lacedaemonians. The impact of this event on the
evolution of the narrative is emphasised by Thucydides in 1.118.1, where

' The phrase TéTe &1 kat& TOV Koupdy ToUTov (‘then at that moment’) is another sign that the
viewpoint here is strongly retrospective; see also Section 3.3.4.

* E.g., 2.70.4 kai [10] 8eUtepov #Tos ETeNeUTa TG TOAéuw T dv Ooukudidng uvéypayey (‘and
the second year ended to this war which Thucydides chronicled’).

?> On the concept of a mental discourse model (with specific reference to the use of demonstratives), see
Cornish, e.g., (2010), (2011); Kroon (2017). For the analogy between present tense usage and
proximal demonstratives (as both signalling ‘focal referential concern’), see Janssen (1993), (2002).
See also Diessel (2006) on the function of demonstratives in establishing joint attention. On the
discourse-structural function of the present for preterite compare, e.g., Wolfson (1978) etc.; Schiffrin
(1981); Porter (1989: 196); Fanning (1990: 231, with references in n. 67); Fleischman (1990);
Fludernik (1991); Brinton (1992); Sicking and Stork (1997); Allan (2007) etc.; Runge (2010:
128—41); Lallot et al. (2011); Thoma (2011). Willi (2017: 240) compares the use of the present
tense in chapter titles.
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he mentions the ‘Potidean affair’ together with the ‘Corcyrean affair’ as a
main motive for the states of Athens and Sparta to go to war.

In the remainder of this introductory section, I will explain how I view
the relationship between scenic narrative and summary narrative and
how this is relevant for the distinction between the mimetic and diegetic
uses of the present for preterite (Section 3.1.1). Then I explain how
I selected the material for the quantitative analyses presented in this
chapter (Section 3.1.2).

In the main body of this chapter, I first present the theoretical outline of
the central argument, that is, that the diegetic present for preterite signals to
the addressees that the processing of the designated event involves a signif-
icant update to their mental discourse model (Section 3.2). In Section 3.3,
I corroborate this argument by showing that the present for preterite has
an affinity with certain narrative attention-management strategies. Then
I discuss two specific discourse-structural functions of the present for
preterite: marking changes in the narrative dynamic (Section 3.4) and
marking changes in the status of referents (Section 3.5).* Finally, I present
two contrastive case studies as test cases for my account of the diegetic
present for preterite (Section 3.6).

3.1.1  Mimesis, Diegesis and Experientiality

Scenic narrative and summary narrative are flexible categories. To begin
with, there is no specific distance between discourse time and story time
that defines the boundary between the two. Moreover, the category of
summary narrative is extremely heterogeneous, because the distance
between discourse time and story time may become infinitely large. For
example, a paragraph of discourse may cover hours, days, weeks, months,
years, millennia and so on. In reality, then, the distance between discourse
time and story time is a continuous variable, and the distinction between
two categories is mainly useful in so far as the category of scenic narrative is
relatively circumscribed.

The point is that summary narrative may exhibit different degrees of
experientiality. This depends mainly on the distance between discourse
time and story time and the concreteness of the designated events.
However, these factors can also be manipulated through linguistic con-
strual: temporally extended and internally complex events can be described

* Compare for these two functions Porter (1989: 196); Fanning (1990: 231).
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in a way that makes them more easily processible in terms of direct
experience.’ Consider the following passage:

(2) Qs 8¢ of Apxddes epi TOV Kpduvov fioav, oi ék Ths ToéAews "HAelot
TP&TOV pEv 16vTes &ml THY TTUAov TrepiTuyyxdvoust Tois TTulions
&TOKEKPOUPEVOLs £k TAOV Oodoauddy. kol TpooeAauvovTes ol ITrels
TV "HAelwv s €180y atTous, olk EuéAAnoov, AN e0BUs éup&Aiouct,
Kol TOUS uév &TTOKTIVVUOUGTY, of B¢ Tives aUTV KXTXQEUyoUTty £l
yhhogov. &mel pévtor HABov ol Telol, ExkkéTTTOUGT KOl ToOUS ETi
T& AoPw.

As the Arcadians were about Cromnus, the Elians from the city, going
to Pylus first, happen upon the Pylians, who had been driven from
Thalamae. When the cavalry of the Elians approached and caught sight
of them, they did not delay, but charge immediately, and they kill
some, but others flee to a hill. When the infantry came, however, they
knock away those on the hill as well.

(Xenophon, Hellenic affairs 7.4.26)

While I would not consider this a typical example of summary narrative
(the unity of time, place and action is strong), it would be problematic to
classify it as scenic. We can be sure that the meeting between the two
armies, the cavalry charge, the flight of the Pylians to the hill and the final
defeat of the Pylians on the hill, took a substantial amount of time to
occur. However, the events are construed in such a way as to minimise the
relevance of the discrepancy between discourse time and story time. We
get the impression that there is a quick succession of concrete and dynamic
events, which is relatable in terms of ordinary experience.

For example, the part of (2) that tells of the encounter and the cavalry
charge may be compared to the following passage:

(3) kol fuiv oupPaiver dvacTtpépoucty &mod ToU DeppepoTTiou kol
TepiaToUow TAAW KaT oaUTO Tws TO Aswkdplov sival, kai ToUuTols
TEPITUYX&VOopEY. 5 O duepelxBnuev, els pév alTdv, &yvas Tis,
DovooTp&Te TTPOCTIITITEL KOl KATETXEV EKETVOV.

And it so happens that we, as we {turn back} from the temple of
Persephone and {walk around}, are right about at the Leocorion, and
we happen upon them. As we mingled, one of them, unknown to us,
falls upon Phanostratus and held him down.

(Demosthenes, Against Conon [54] 8)

> On the cognitive parameters of experientiality, see Fludernik (1996), (2003). On the theoretical
issues connected to the understanding of narrative experientiality adopted in this study, see
Introduction, Section I.2.2 with note 4.
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As in (2), there is a chance meeting (compare the present eprTuyxdvouev
[‘happen upon’] in [3] to weprTuyx&vouot [‘happen upon’] in [2]) and
an attack (wpooTinTe [‘falls upon’] in [3], éup&Mouct [‘charge’] in [2]).
The only difference is that the events are ‘downscaled’ in (3): they take up
less time, there are fewer participants and they occupy a smaller space. The
effect of the presentation of the events in (2) is to convey the sense of
immediacy associated with scenic narrative, which is what we observe
in (3). Similarly, the present éxkémTouot (‘knock away’) in (2) construes
an internally complex event in terms of simple manual action.® All in all,
the use of the present for preterite in (2) cannot be unambiguously
assigned to either the mimetic or the diegetic category: it has aspects
of both.

Further along the scale of diegesis are passages that seem more like
summaries than actual narratives. Consider the following example:

(4) #wel 8¢ TeheUTnoe Aopelos kai koTéoTn els THY PaotAsiov ApTaépéns,

Tiooagepvns SraxPpaAAer TOv Kipov mpds Tdv &BeAgov s émiPoulevion
a¥T®. 6 8t Treifeton kol ouAAappaver Kipov s &mokTevédv: ) 8¢
uATNE Egcutnoouévn alToY &TroTrépTrer TTOAW &1l THY dpYTV.
After Darius died and Artaxerxes was installed as king, Tissaphernes
falsely accuses Cyrus to his brother of plotting against him. Artaxerxes
is persuaded and arrests Cyrus, intending to kill him. But the mother,
after [successfully] begging for his release, sends him back to his
dominion.

(Xenophon, Expedition of Cyrus 1.1.3)

Here the richness of reality is reduced to a ‘mere backbone’ of a story
(Fludernik [1996: 28]). As dry and uninvolved as this passage may seem,
however, aspects of experientiality may be identified: human agency,
intentional action and action-reaction patterns.” Fludernik (1996: 29)
argues that ‘[hJuman experience typically embraces goal-oriented behav-
iour and activity, with its reaction to obstacles along the way’ and that a
‘three-part schema of “situation-event(incidence)-reaction to event” ...
constitutes the core of all human action experience’. The narrative in (4)
appeals to such experiential schemas: Tissaphernes’ accusation initiates an
action-reaction sequence where Artaxerxes arrests Cyrus, which prompts

¢ For a ‘downscaled’ example with a comparable verb, see Lys. fr. 279 (Carey [2007]) 2weidh 8¢ 2v8ov
gyevouedo, &ut utv éxp&Alouctv &k Tiis oikias (‘when we got inside, they throw me out of the
house’). Similarly, karoagedyouow (flee’) in (2) can be compared to katagedyer (‘flees’) in
Hdt. 3.78, where someone flees into a room during a fight.

7 This is not yet ‘zero-degree narrativity’ (Stanzel [1989: chapter 2]). I will discuss the use of the
present for preterite in those contexts in Chapter 4.
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the mother to rescue her son. A similar sequence in a scenic context can be
found in Euripides, Heracles 994—7, which I discussed in Chapter 2,
Section 2.6.2: Heracles goes off to kill his third son, but the mother
snatches him away to another room and closes the door. Through such
an association, the narrative in (4) arguably still retains something of the
character of embodied experience, although in highly attenuated form.

To conclude, the mimetic present in scenic narrative and the diegetic
present in summary narrative should be considered prototype categories.
The relation between these two categories may be understood in terms of a
balance between the parameters of experientiality and communicative
dynamism. In Chapter 2, I argued that the mimetic present should be
explained mainly in terms of experientiality, with communicative dyna-
mism acting as a moderating influence on its use. In summary narrative,
on the other hand, the ‘dynamics of experientiality’ are, to a greater or
lesser degree, ‘cancelled” (Fludernik [1996: 28]), and the function of the
present for preterite is to be understood mainly in terms of the impact of
the designated event on the story structure. At the same time, experienti-
ality may remain a factor that finds expression in such variables as animacy
of the subject, voice, number, et cetera (Allan [20112a: 40-2], with refer-
ence to Warvik [2004]). In this chapter, however, I will not focus on those
aspects.

3.1.2  Selection of Material

In Sections 3.3—3.5 of this chapter, I will present quantitative analyses to
support my claim that the diegetic present is structurally associated with
certain discourse functions. In Chapter 2, I tried to isolate potentially
mimetic uses of the present for preterite by selecting a corpus of eyewitness
narratives in drama (Chapter 2, Section 2.1.1.1). The diegetic use of the
present for preterite is associated with summary narrative, and this is what
we typically find in historiography.

I have selected as my corpus Thucydides’ Histories,® Xenophon’s
Hellenic affairs (which continues Thucydides’ work) and Xenophon’s
Expedition of Cyrus (perhaps better known by its Greek title Anabasis).
Two main omissions deserve mention. First, I have excluded Herodotus’
Histories. The problem with this work is that it exhibits a great variety of
narrative styles, which makes it harder to zoom in on a particular usage of

8 T have excluded the ‘archacology’ (1.1-23) and the description of the colonisation of Sicily (6.1-5)
because these are not straightforwardly narrative passages.
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the present for preterite here. Also, I have excluded Xenophon’s Education
of Cyrus because it is often anecdotal and educational rather than
historiographical.”

I have included all present for preterite forms in the selected texts, except
those that fit the criteria for exclusion as specified in Section 2.1.1.2 of
Chapter 2 and in the Appendix."® These amount to a total of 1,190
(Thucydides’ Histories: 546; Xenophon’s Hellenic affairs: 265; Expedition
of Cyrus: 379). For the contrastive corpus, I have selected the first 50 aorist
forms in each book of these works that did not fit the criteria for exclusion.
These amount to 400 for Thucydides and 350 for each of the works of
Xenophon, to a total of 1,100 aorist forms.

I have discussed the issues associated with performing quantitative
analysis on Classical Greek texts in Section 2.1.1.3 of Chapter 2. It should
at all times be remembered that the p-values reported here have not been
corrected in any way and that they only represent the intrinsic probability
of the occurrence of a reported distribution. As I have explained, the point
of this is to give an indication of the markedness of a distribution as a
function of the effect size and the quantity of the data.

Another issue is the heterogeneity of the data: each of the three histo-
riographical works constitutes its own group. While Thucydides’ Hiszories
and Xenophon’s Hellenic affairs seem similar in character with respect to
the mimesis-diegesis opposition, Xenophon’s Expedition of Cyrus is gener-
ally more vivid. I therefore present the results for the individual works,
except when there are very few cases in one of the categories of the
predictor variable (as in Section 3.4.3).

3.2 Deixis and the Discourse Space

The main argument in this chapter is that the diegetic present for preterite
is used to signal to the addressees that they are to update their mental
model of the discourse in the light of salient changes in its structure. In this
section, I will expound this argument in more theoretical detail.

What is the nature of our mental model of an evolving discourse? Two
aspects are central to the argument in this chapter. First, the discourse is
conceived as a segmented structure that is hierarchically organised.”” For

? There are only about 150 present for preterite forms in this large work.

"® Here I have also excluded atelic verbs (contrast Chapter 2, Section 2.1.1.2, note 24; in the present
sample the procedure was relatively straightforward).

" Asher and Lascarides (2003) provide a formal semantic account of discourse segmentation.
Functional Discourse Grammar defines a minimal unit of discourse organisation, the discourse
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example, in episodic narrative (see Section 3.4.2, with references) a dis-
tinction can be made between individual narrative assertions, one or more
assertions that make up a substructure within an episode (‘orientation’,
‘complication’, ‘peak’) and episodes as a whole.

Crucially, a narrative discourse segment can be conceived as an object
that is presently available for consideration. I will illustrate this, first, with
an example from the Classical Greek corpus. In the following passage,
Helen tells Menelaus the story of Paris’ judgement:

(5) Expwe TpiocdY Lelyos &8s TP1EIY Beddv-
kai TToAA&Bos pév v AheEdvdpey ddos
®pui otpatnyolve’ EAGS é§avioTdvar
“Hpa 8 Utréoxet’ Acidd’ Evpamns 8 Spous
TUpowvid’ £€sw, el ope kpiveley TTépis:
Kirpis 8¢ Toupov eidos ékrayAoupévn
Swoew UtéoyeT, €l Beds Uepdpduot
KOMAeL. TOV EvBev & dog Exel okéyan Adyov:
vik& KuTrpis Beds.
This man [Alexander, aka Paris] judged the trio of goddesses.
Pallas’ gift to Alexander was to lead
the Phrygians in a military expedition and upheave Greece;
Hera promised that he would hold supreme rule over Asia
and the bounds of Europe, if Paris chose her;
and Cypris, praising my form exceedingly,
promised to give me to him, if she would outrun the goddesses
in beauty. Consider the story (Adyov) from that point:
Cypris beats the goddesses.
(Euripides, Trojan Women 924—32)

The culminating event in the narrative is Paris’ decision in favour of Cypris
(Aphrodite). Helen introduces this segment by explicitly asking Menelaus
to ‘consider’ (oxéyan) the next development in the discourse (note 933
Adyov, abstractly ‘meaningful verbal structure’, i.e., ‘discourse’ or ‘story’).
The impact of the narrated event on the discourse structure is then
highlighted by the present for preterite vik& (‘beats’).

There is also evidence from gesture studies for the conceptualisation of
discourse segments as objects available for consideration in the present.
Parrill (2012: 102-3) discusses an example where the speaker uses a
presenting gesture, extending her lower arm, palm facing up, as she is

act, as distinct from the move, the ‘largest unit of interaction relevant to grammatical
analysis’ (Hengeveld and MacKenzie [2008: 50-68, quotation from p. 50]; see also Hannay and
Kroon [2005]).
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narrating an event. Parrill (with reference to Parrill and Sweetser [2004])
argues that the metaphoric interpretation of this gesture is that ‘the speaker
is presenting an object to the listener for inspection’, with the object being
‘interpreted as a segment of discourse’. The point is that the objectification
of discourse segments facilitates the construal of past events as occurring in
the present through the medium of this discourse.

The second constituent of the mental model of the discourse that is
relevant to my analysis is the referent. Updating the mental discourse model
involves keeping track of the referents evoked, in terms of both their
activation status and their role or function.”* Consider the following passage:

(6) Mnde1a &vdpddv Tupdvvwv kfdos Hpdadn AaRelv.
Alyeus 8idwo1 &’ ot Tis; Tépoavé pot Adyov.
Mn. Kpéwv, 65 &pyel Tiode yiis Kopdias.

MEDEA: He desired to acquire kinship with tyrants.
AEGEUS: And who gives [his daughter] to him? Continue the
discourse (Adyov).
MEDEA: Creon, who rules this Corinthian land.
(Euripides, Medea 700-2)

Aegeus asks Medea to update the discourse (701 Trépavé por Adyov
[‘continue the discourse’]) by identifying a new referent. I argue that the
use of the present for preterite &i8wo1 (‘gives’) reflects the speaker’s
increased engagement with the discourse at this point where a significant
change in its structure occurs (compare Schuren [2014: 127—59] on the
present for preterite in ‘narrative dialogue’).

The present forms in examples (5) and (6) illustrate what I will argue are
the two main discourse-structural functions of the diegetic present for
preterite: marking changes in the narrative dynamic (Section 3.4) and
marking changes in the status of referents (Section 3.5). In these examples,
the construal of the designated past events as immediately accessible in the
discourse is hinted at by the explicit mention of the Aéyos (‘discourse’). In
the following sections, I will argue that this construal is generally implicit
when the present for preterite is used. My argument will be based on an
analogy between the present for preterite and the use of proximal demon-
stratives to refer to distal events and entities. In Section 3.2.1, I will briefly
explain the demonstrative system in Classical Greek with specific reference
to discourse deixis. In the following sections, I draw an analogy between
the use of proximal demonstratives and the use of the present for preterite

** On activation status and accessibility, see, e.g., Fretheim and Gundel (1996); Ariel (2001); Cornish
(2010), (2011); Allan (2014); Kroon (2017).
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at salient narrative developments (Section 3.2.2) and at the introduction of
referents (Section 3.2.3).

3.2.1 Demonstratives and the Discourse in Classical Greek

Unlike English and other Western-European languages, the Classical
Greek system of demonstratives has a tripartite division along the
proximal-distal axis (e.g., Ruijgh [2006])."? These categories are typically
characterised in terms of I-deixis, you-deixis and him-deixis. (This goes back
to Brugmann [1904].) Demonstratives of the first category designate
immediate proximity to the speaker and are translated with ‘this’. The
morphological marker in Classical Greek is the suffix -3¢, as in 16-8¢ (‘this
[thing])’, évB¢v-8¢ (‘from here’). For the second category, I use the term
relative proximity, as it focuses on the accessibility of the designated entity
to the addressee. In English, these demonstratives can be translated with
‘this’” or ‘that’ depending on the context (for clarity’s sake I have consis-
tently translated with ‘that’). These forms can be recognised by the
morpheme Tou-, Tau-, or Teu-, as in ToU-To (‘that [thing]’) &v-TeU-Bev
(‘from there’). Finally, demonstratives derived from the basic adverb éxet
(‘there’), e.g., ékel-vo (‘that [thing]’), éxei-Bev (‘from there’), designate
distance from the speaker and addressee and are translated with ‘that’.™*

Our main concern here is how this system relates to discourse deixis,
which is concerned not with the actual spatio-temporal proximity of
entities but with the accessibility of referents in the discourse. The dis-
tinction that is important to my argument is that between immediate and
relative proximity. When referring to entities that are accessible from the
previous discourse, the unmarked option is a demonstrative designating
relative proximity.”’ Consider the following example:

(7) x&vTelBev &py) ToU ToAépou kaTeppdry
“EMAnot dot €k TPV AaKaoTPLEdY.

And from theregg,; prox the beginning of the war broke out
for all the Greeks because of three cocksuckers.
(Aristophanes, Acharnians 527-8)

> Kemmerer (1999: 47—51) presents an overview of different types of demonstrative systems
across languages.

* A suffix -i (‘deictic iota’) can be added to pronouns and adverbs belonging to the first two categories
to emphasise the accessibility of the designated entity, usually as physically present in the actual
environment. For example, To5-1 (‘this [thing] here’), Tout-i (‘that [thing] over there’).

'S That is, ‘unmarked’ with respect to the other types of demonstratives; the use of a demonstrative is
in itself marked with respect to the use of enclitic anaphoric pronouns or zero anaphora.
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The use of the pronoun évredfev (‘from there’) signals that the designated
time frame needs to be retrieved from the preceding discourse. It thus
signals a measure of distance to this time frame. Contrast the reference to
the beginning of the same war in Thucydides’ Histories:

(8) "ApxeTar 8¢ 6 TOAepos BvBévde HidN Abnvaicv kol TTehoTovvnoicwy kol
TGV EkoTépots Euppdyav, v ¢ oUTe émepetyvuvTo #T1 dxnpukTel Tap’
AAAAOUS KATACTAVTES Te EUVEXEDS ETTOAEUOUY.

From herey,yprox then begins the war between the Athenians and the
Peloponnesians and the allies of both, in which they did not mingle
with each other without the intervention of heralds and, once begun,
waged war continuously.

(Thucydides, Histories 2.1.1)

As I argued in Chapter 1, Section 1.7, the use of the demonstrative 2v8¢vde
(‘from here’), designating immediate proximity, reflects the strong involve-
ment of the narrator with the present development in the discourse.”® The
use of this adverb to mark discourse progression is exceptional in Classical
Greek prose.”” I suggest that its use here can be explained in terms of the
exceptional discourse status of the designated event, that is, the outbreak of
the Peloponnesian War, which is the subject of the entire treatise. The
present tense form &pyeton (‘begins’) further highlights the present acces-
sibility of the war in the medium of the discourse.

As T argued in Chapter 1, this type of accessibility of distal entities
through an intervening medium should be distinguished from the type of
accessibility that is achieved through mental displacement. In this respect,
I disagree with Ruijgh’s (2006) account, which is otherwise illuminating,
when he discusses a passage in Sophocles’ King Oedipus. Jocasta has just
mentioned that King Laius was killed at a fork in the road (716). This leads
Oedipus to the realisation that he himself was the killer (726—48). He then
tells how it happened. In this narrative, we find the following passage:

(9) oTelywv & ikvolpon ToUcde ToUs Xcopous év ols
oU TOV TUpavvov TolTov EAMucBor Adyeis.

On my journey I arrive at this placeyyprox in which
you say that tyrant perished.
(Sophocles, King Oedipus 798-9)

16 Compare Ruijgh (2006: 151) who refers to Kiihner and Gerth (1898: 644) and Lyons (1977: 677).
7 In drama, see E. HF 1001 kéwévde pds yépovTos immevel pévov (‘and from here he gallops to
murder the old man’). Compare the expression v T¢8e (‘in this moment’) in narrative in drama

(e.g., E. Hipp. 1194; Supp. 707; IT 281).
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Ruijgh (2006: 152) cites with approval earlier commentators who argued
that the use of the demonstrative ToUo8e (‘these’) suggests that the place is
before Oedipus’ mind’s eye. As Ruijgh has it, ‘Oedipus relives with anxiety
the scene he describes’. This is supposedly corroborated by the ‘vivid’ use
of the present for preterite ikvoduoa (‘arrive’). I agree that the use of the
expression Touo8e Tous xcopous (‘this place’) reflects the close involvement
of Oedipus with the designated entity: the location of the murder has been
a discourse topic for some time, and it is crucial to Oedipus’ realisation
that he is the killer. But this does not imply mental displacement to the
designated location. Similarly, the function of the present for preterite
ikvoUuan (‘arrive’) can be explained as discourse-structural, introducing a
new phase in the narrative (see Sections 3.2.2 and 3.4.1)."* In the absence
of positive linguistic cues for a displacement scenario, such an interpreta-
tion is more economical.

3.2.2  Narrative Structure: Beginnings and Culminations

In the previous section, I discussed Thucydides” use of the adverb év8:v5e
(‘from here’) to introduce new developments in the narrative. Here I will
discuss a similar use of a demonstrative designating immediate proximity
in the context of a local episode. This will illustrate the importance of
discourse structure to the dynamics of tense-switching. At some point in
the second book, Thucydides narrates a military expedition undertaken by
the Ampraciots against Amphilochia:

(10) Katd &t ToUs alTols ypdvous, TolU Bépous TeAsuTddOyTos, Kol
AutrpakidTon adTol Te kal TGV PopPapwy ToAAoUs AvaoTHoOXVTES
goTpdTeucay & "Apyos TO Aupiroyikdy kol THY EAANY AugiAoyiav.
Around the same time, the summer ending, the Ampraciots — they
themselves together with many of the barbaric tribes — made an
expedition against Argos in Ampbhilochia, and against Amphilochia

generally.
(Thucydides, Histories 2.68.1)

This is followed by a digression in which Thucydides explains whence the

enmity between these peoples originated (2.68.2—8). After this, the narra-
tive is resumed in the following manner:

"8 Compare the frequent use of the present for preterite of &gixvéopan (‘arrive’) in historiography (for
Thucydides see Lallot [2011]).
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(11) ol 8¢ AumpaxidTon THY pév ExBpov & Tous Apyelous &md Tol
avdpamrodiopol oedY aUTRY TPOTOV EmolfjoavTo, UoTepov df v
T ToAéuw THYde TNV oTpoaTeiav Trotolvrar aUTOdY Te Kol Xadvwv
Kol GAAwY TWEY TV TANTI0XWPwWY PapPapwy.

The Ampraciots first conceived their enmity against the Argives from
their having been enslaved by them; and later in the war, they make
thisyuprox expedition, manned by themselves and the Chaones and
some other neighbouring barbarian tribes.

(Thucydides, Histories 2.68.9)

In the passage where the expedition is first mentioned, the reference is
unambiguously to the past event space, as signalled by the adverbial phrase
katd 8¢ ToUs adTous Xpdvous (‘around the same time’) and the past tense
form ¢oTp&Teucav (‘made an expedition’). After the digression, however,
things become more interesting. We still have an adverbial phrase desig-
nating the past event space: UoTepov 8¢ v 16> ToAéue (‘later in the war’).
At the same time, the demonstrative Tv8e (‘this’) highlights the immedi-
ate accessibility of the expedition in the discourse: it is #his expedition we are
now talking about. The present for preterite woloUvron (‘make’) designates
the present ‘occurrence’ of this expedition in the discourse. The variation
between the present here and the aorist at 2.68.1 reflects the difference
in discourse status of the designated expedition in the two instances. At
2.68.1, Thucydides mentions that there was an expedition but immedi-
ately breaks off the narrative to provide background information to the
conflict. Only at 2.68.9 does the narrative of the expedition begin.
I submit that this sharp discourse-structural relief motivates the use of
the demonstrative THvde (‘this’) and the present tense form wolotvTon
(‘make’) here.”®

My claim is that the present for preterite by itself can carry the
implication that the past event is presently accessible in the discourse.
Consider the following example:

(12) ToU & al¥Tol xepddvos Meyopfis Te T& pakpd Telxm, & ceédv of
ABnvaior eixov, katéokayav EAdvTEs & EBagos, kai Bpaoidas petd
TV Auerrorews EAwoty Exwy ToUs SUMUEYOUS OTpaTeUel €Tl THY
ATV KoAoupgvny.

The same winter, the Megarians razed the long walls, which had been
occupied by the Athenians, to the foundations; and Brasidas, after the

" One may compare Dancygier’s (2011: 191—2) observations concerning the ‘resumptive’ use of the
adverb now in narrative. See also Kroon (2017) on the use of the Latin pronoun hic (‘this’) at
discourse boundaries.
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capture of Amphipolis, makes an expedition with the allied forces
against the area called Acte.
(Thucydides, Histories 4.109.1)

As in 2.68.9, the present tense form oTpatever (‘makes an expedition’)
signals the start of a military expedition. By highlighting the ‘present
occurrence’ of the expedition in the story, Thucydides signals to his
addressees that they are to update their mental model of the discourse at
this start of new developments.

The following pair of examples illustrates the discourse-as-representa-
tion construal at the culmination of narrative developments. First, consider
the following passage:

(13) Xopds uf) kod Adyos Tis Zijva peryBijvon PpoTéd;
BaoelUs  kdxpuTd Y “Hpas Talta TdumoAdypat’ fv. 296
Xo. TS oUV TeAeUT& BaciAéwy velkn TGSe; 298
Ba. Bolv Ty yuvaix® Enkev Apyeia Beds.

cHORUS: And isn’t there some story that Zeus had intercourse
with a mortal?

KING: Yes, and thosegg; prox entanglements were not
hidden from Hera.

CHORUS: So how does thisyyprox dispute between the king
and queen end?

KING: The goddess of Argos turned the woman into a cow.

(Aeschylus, Suppliant women 295—9)

The chorus of Egyptian suppliants introduce the story of how Zeus had
intercourse with Io. The king of Athens affirms he knows the story. In his
reaction to the chorus in line 296, he uses the past tense form v (‘were’) to
designate the past event space. The pronoun tadta (‘those’), designating
relative proximity, similarly suggests a measure of distance to the events
in the story (‘those entanglements you just mentioned’). By contrast,
the chorus, in the next line, highlight the immediate accessibility of the
dispute between Zeus and Hera through the medium of the discourse,
both by the pronoun &8¢ (‘this’) and by the present tense TeAeutd
(‘ends’).*® This difference in referential strategy relates to two aspects.
First, the chorus are talking about an important change in the structure
of the story, that is, a culminating point, while the king refers to a
situation. Second, the story is of crucial rhetorical importance to the
chorus, as their descent from Io (the ‘mortal’ from the story) legitimises

** Compare A. Ch. 528 xod ol TeAeuT& kai kopovoltan Adyos; (‘and where does the story [Adyos]
end and reach its fulfilment?’)
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their present claim for asylum.*" The king, on the other hand, still unsure
whether to grant the chorus their wish, is more reserved.

Now compare the use of the present for preterite to highlight the climax
of a dispute in the following passage:

(14) &oT els ToocoUTov AABov &doTe Kal Yepoiv
KOAEGV EpuoTd dietrepaicabn Eipn.
Afye & Epis Spopoloa ToU TPOCWTAT®
AvdpQdY yepdvTwy &V §uvadiayfi Adyou.

So that they went so far as to even
draw with their hands the swords from their sheaths.
But the dispute ends, after having ran to the furthest point,
in an exchange of words between old men.
(Sophocles, Ajax 729-32)

The expression AMfyer #pis (‘the dispute ends’) is, for all present purposes,
synonymous to TeAeutd veikn (‘[this] dispute ends’) in example (13).
In that case, we saw how the immediate accessibility of this event in the
discourse was highlighted by the demonstrative t&8e (‘this’). In (14),
the present for preterite Myer (‘ends’) carries this implication by itself.
Its function is to signal a significant update to our mental model of the
discourse, that is, the culmination of the current discourse segment.

3.2.3  Introducing Referents

The introduction of new referents impacts our mental model of the
discourse in analogous fashion to the introduction of new narrative devel-
opments. A salient example of the use of demonstratives at the introduc-
tion of new referents is the following:

(15) Anuocfévns 6 Xpnouds EUTIKpUSs Afyel
@ TPATA PEV OTUTTTTEIOTIWANS YiyveTal,
G5 TP@TOS E8el TTis TTOAEwS T& TP&YUATA.

Nikiog els oUTool TANS. Ti ToUVTETBEY; Adye.

An. peTd ToUTov albis TpoPaToTreoAns deUTepos.
N1 BUo Twde TwAa. kal Ti TOVde XpT) Tabeiv;
An. KPOTEIY, Ews ETepos Gvnp PBeAupwTEPOS

S et e s
aUTOU yEvoITo® MeT& Ot TaUT &TmOAAUTAL.

*' The chorus tell the story of Io in a choral song (524-99). The story is remarkably full of present
forms (542 peUya [flees’], 546 Spiler [‘divides’], s47 i&mrer [‘rushes’], 549 mep& [‘crosses’], 556
ikveiton [‘reaches’], 578 maveton [‘is stopped’], 578-9 &mooTdler [‘causes to drip’]). This can be
explained in terms of a mythography scenario (see Chapter 4, Section 4.2) and, again, the rhetorical
importance of the story to the suppliants’ cause.
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DEMOSTHENES: The oracle clearly says

that first an oakum-seller arises,

who will be the first to control the affairs of the city.
NICIAS: That thereg, prox is one seller. What

[happens] from theregry, prox? Tell me.
DEMOSTHENES: A sheep-seller [will be] the second after him.
NICIAS: Thesep,yprox are two sellers. And what is

fated to happen to this onepyyprox?
DEMOSTHENES: To hold power, until another, more

disgusting man than him arises; after that he

perishes.

(Aristophanes, Knights 128-35)

Demosthenes tells Nicias of the people who will rise to political promi-
nence in the future. The first new referent introduced into the discourse is
an oakum-seller. In his reaction, Nicias uses demonstratives designating
relative proximity to designate the new referent (131 oUtoot [‘that (man)
there’]) and to mark discourse progression (touvTedfev [‘from there’]).
When the second participant is introduced, however, Nicias switches to
demonstratives designating immediate proximity (133 Tc8e [‘these two
(men)’], T6vde [‘this (man)’]). The switch seems to reflect Nicias’ increased
engagement with the discourse at this point, as it moves closer to the part
that is actually relevant to his present situation. Moreover, at 131, Nicias
immediately moves on, while here he asks for further information about
the new referent. In any case, Nicias™ interruptions show how keeping
track of referents is a processing task that occurs ‘here and now’” during the
unfolding of the discourse. My argument is that such changes in the status
of referents render the discourse structure cognitively salient, which facil-
itates the use of the present for preterite.”

Two pairs of passages will serve to make the connection between the
accessibility of referents in the discourse and the use of the present for
preterite more evident. In the following example, Agamemnon, stranded at
Aulis, tells the audience the events leading up to the expedition to Troy:

(16) &\Bow & &k Ppuyddv & Ts Beds
kplvas &8, dos & pifos &vBpitwy Exel,

** Note the ‘oracular’ use of the present tense to refer to future events (129 yiyveton [‘arises’], 135
&méMuTan [‘perishes’]; compare Porter [1989: 230-3]; Fanning [1990: 221-6]; Mathewson [2010:
67—74] [all on the New Testament]). This construal of future events as presently accessible depends
upon the assumption that the future is somehow ‘scheduled’ (compare, e.g., Langacker [2011]). In
the present case, the ‘schedule’ is constituted by the text of the oracle: the future is ‘present’ in the
text. See also Chapter 4 on the ‘registering’ present. (The future tense form £ [‘will control’] in
130 is probably chosen because of the stative actionality of the verb.)
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Noxedaiuov’, . . .

¢pddv Epddoaw QXET EavapTdoas

‘EAdvmy Trpds “18ns PouoTaby’, Ekdnuov Ao
Mevéhoov.

This many,prox, the one who judged the goddesses
— as the story told by men goes — coming from the Phrygians
to Lacedaemon, ...
went back carrying off Helen, the object of a
mutual desire, to the pastures of the Ida, as he had found
Menelaus away from home.

(Euripides, Iphigencia at Aulis 71-3, 75—7)

The demonstrative 8¢ (‘this man’) in line 71 signals that the introduction
of the referent is something that should be immediately attended to: Paris
is ‘here’ as he enters the discourse at this point.”> Now compare the
following instance of the present for preterite introducing a new referent:

(17) “Ywd Bt ToUs olTous Xpdvous ToUTouS ... kaTamAel Selpo 2§
‘EANnomévtou ‘Hyfoavdpos, Tept ob Aot U oid’ 811 BaupdleTe
B16T1 0¥ pépvnual oUTws évapyés EoTiv 6 Epdd.

During that same period ... arrives here from the Hellespont
Hegesandrus — I'm sure you’ve been wondering for a long time why
I have not mentioned him; so vivid is [the memory of] what I am
about to say.

(Aeschines, Against Timarchus [1] 55)

The present tense marks the arrival of Hegesandrus, both as a character on
the scene in the story world, and as a referent in the discourse. Like Paris in
example (16), Hegesandrus will be the cause of conflict in the narrative.
The familiarity of the audience with this new discourse referent, which
Aeschines emphasises, is another similarity.

For my second pair, I reproduce example (6) cited above:

(18) Mndeicx dvdp&v Tupdvvwy kfdos Hpdotn AaPeiv.
Alyeug 8i8wat & alT® Tis; TEpouvE por Adyov.
Mn. Kpéwv, &5 &pxel TTiode yiis Kopbias.

*3 Such uses are common in English (Then this man walks in): compare, e.g., Ruijgh (2006: 152);
Dancygier and Vandelanotte (2016). In Classical Greek, this is exceptional. Perhaps this use is here
supported by the fact that Paris is generally known, as Agamemnon emphasises in the context: his
role in the judgement of the goddesses is already an established uifos (‘story/myth’) among men.
Interestingly, the demonstrative 8¢ (‘this [man])’ is used at E. Hel. 924 (example [5]) as well to
refer to Paris in the context of the judgement of the goddesses.
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MEDEA:  He desired to acquire kinship with tyrants.
AEGEUS: And who gives [his daughter] to him? Continue the
discourse (Adyov).
MEDEA: Creon, who rules this Corinthian land.
(Euripides, Medea 700-2)

Aegeus asks Medea to update the discourse by identifying a referent
whose existence he infers from her preceding assertion. At this point,
Aegeus explicitly evokes the Adyos (‘discourse’). A comparable use of the
present for preterite is found, again, in Aeschines’ speech Against
Timarchus (compare example [17]). Aeschines seeks to establish that
Timarchus has prostituted himself to different men in Athens. At the
beginning of the narrative, Aeschines announces he will focus on the
men in whose house Timarchus has lived (section 40 of the speech).
The second of these men is a certain Anticles, and he is introduced in
the following manner:

(19) Emaidf) Tolvuv 6 Mioydhas Tfi Te Somdvy &meime kol ToUTOV
g€émepye Top’ EauToU, peTd ToUTov &vadapPéver alTdy AvTikAfs
KoMiou Edwvupets.

Now, when Misgolas could no longer support the expenses and sent
the defendant away, after him Anticles, son of Callias, of Euonymon,
takes him up.

(Aeschines, Against Timarchus [1] 53)

As at Medea 701 (example [18]), the present for preterite serves to identify
a referent whose existence is presupposed in the discourse (because
Misgolas was only the first to take up Timarchus). It is instructive to
contrast the use of the aorist of the same verb not much later in the same
speech, when another person takes Timarchus into his house:

(20) T&V B &k Ts daTpipfis TauTns EoTi Tis ThtTdAakos, &vBpwros
Bnudotos olkétns THs TdAews. oUTos eUmopdy &pyuplou kol iScov
ToUToV év Tfj S1oTp1Rf], dvéAaPey alTov kai Eoye Tap EqUTE.

One of the men who spends his time there is a certain Pittalacus, a
public servant of the city. That man, being financially well-to-do, and
seeing the defendant spending his time there, took him up and kept
him by himself.

(Aeschines, Against Timarchus (1] s4)

Here, the assertion containing the verb &véAapev (‘took up’) is lower in
information status than was the case with dvoAauBéver (‘takes up’) in (19),
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because the new referent has already been introduced in a separate, non-
narrative clause.”*

3.2.4 Conclusion

In this section, I have presented a theoretical account of the diegetic
present for preterite in terms of the discourse as a representation space:
the designated events are construed as immediately accessible through the
medium of the discourse. Through this construal, the present for preterite
signals to the addressees that they are to update their mental model of the
discourse in the light of salient developments. Such developments concern
either the segmentation of the discourse in terms of narrative structure or
the status of referents.

In the next sections, I will argue in more detail that the present for
preterite is structurally associated with certain pragmatic functions relating
to discourse organization. In Section 3.3, I will discuss the use of the
present for preterite in combination with certain attention-management
strategies. In Sections 3.4 and 3.5, I will focus on two specific discourse-
structural functions of the present for preterite: marking changes in
the narrative dynamic (compare Section 3.2.2) and marking changes
in the status of referents (compare Section 3.2.3).

3.3 Attention-Management Strategies

A central aspect of the use of the present for preterite in summary narrative
is the presence of the narrator as a mediating instance guiding the
addressees through the discourse. If the present serves to draw attention
to the impact of the designated events on the structure of the evolving
discourse, then it will tend to be used precisely when the interaction
between the narrator and addressees becomes foregrounded.

In this section, I will describe a number of context types where this
tendency becomes apparent. What the strategies discussed here have in
common is that they involve some kind of anticipation of what follows.*’

** The same pattern is found earlier, in 41. Aeschines first introduces a referent, Misgolas, in a non-
narrative sentence (using the present tense form #om [‘there is’]). Then he tells how this man took
Timarchus into his house: &véotnoey adTdv kai foxe map’ taute (‘he made him change his
lodgings and kept him by himself’).

*> For this ‘cataphoric’ function of the present for preterite, compare Levinsohn (2016: 171-2).
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I begin with announcements of the next event in the narrative, typically
with cataphoric pronouns (i.e., pronouns that refer to what follows;
Section 3.3.1). Then I discuss the use of imperatives and questions to
draw the audience’s attention (Section 3.3.2). Next, I move to more
implicit, grammatical ways of drawing attention to an event: complex
clause structure (Section 3.3.3) and the use of the particle &7 (‘then’,
‘s0’) to mark discourse progression (Section 3.3.4). In the first two sec-
tions, I will rely mainly on illustrative examples, citing parallel passages in
footnotes, but in the latter two sections, I will provide statistics as well.

3.3.1  Announcements and Cataphoric Reference

One way to call attention to the next event in the narrative is to anticipate
it with an abstract reference. Consider the following two examples:

(21) s &t ToUTou BiMpapTov, Kal £y UEPTUPaS WiV GV ETaoyoV
¢roloUpuny, olTds 8¢ oUdty EEnudpTavov es adTous, vtaiba 7181
pot émriPouleUouct Ty peyloTny émBoulry.

When they failed in that, and I made witnesses of the things I was

subjected to, and I myself did not misbehave in any way towards

them, at that point they contrive their greatest scheme against me.
(Demosthenes, Against Nicostratus [53] 16)

(22) & 8¢ petd TalTa SrokeiToanr AswdoTpaTos oUTooi, ToUTo TAVTWY
SewoTOTOV E0TIV.

What Leochares here manages after that is the most terrible thing
of all.
(Demosthenes, Against Leochares [44] 40)

In both cases, we are not told immediately what actually happened, but the
narrator heightens our anticipation by announcing the next event and
emphasizing its remarkable character ([21] THv peylotnv émPoudy [‘their
greatest scheme’]; [22] wévtwy SewdTtatov [‘the most terrible thing of
all']). These are moments of high narratorial mediation, and the present
tense forms é¢miBoulevouot (‘contrive’) and Siokeiton (‘manages’) serve to
focus the joint attention of the narrator and addressees on the next event in
the discourse.?®

*¢ Similar cases: Lys. 13.17 ¢émiouddiv odv Tolautny émpoulevoust (‘so they contrive a scheme of the
following character’; the cataphoric use of the demonstrative Toiaitny [‘of that character],
designating relative proximity, is unusual); D. 34.6 wp&ypo o1 wavTtwv Sewdtartov (‘he
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In similar introductions, we often find demonstratives designating
immediate proximity used as cataphoric pronouns. Consider the following
passage from Xenophon’s Expedition of Cyrus, which marks a transition
from one book to another:

(23) “Ooca utv &t év T dvaPdoser &yEveTo péxpt Tiis uayns, kol Soa ueT
THY pé&xnv év Tais oovdais &s PactAeUs kai ol ouv Kupw dvaPévTes
“EAAnves émoinoovTo, kal oo TapaPdvtos T&s oovdds PaciAéws
kai Tiooagépvous émolepr|n mpds Tous “EANAnvas émrakolouBolvtos
ToU TTepoikol oTpaTeUpaTos, &v 16 Tpdodey Adyw SedHAwTAL

. T 8 &l ToUs KapBouyous upofiy &de TrotobvTal, &pa ptv

AaBeiv Teppevol, Gua B¢ pBdoon Tpiv Tous ToAspious KaToAaPeETV
T& &Kpat.
What happened during the expedition inland until the battle, and
[what happened] after the battle during the truce which the king and
the Greeks who had gone on the expedition with Cyrus had made,
and how, when the king and Tissaphernes had broken the truce, war
was waged against the Greeks as the Persian army was following their
rear, [all that] has been made clear in the previous discourse.

... The invasion into the territory of the Carduchians they make
in this wayyyyproxs in part because they were trying to remain
hidden, in part because they were trying to reach their goal before
the enemy could take possession of the heights.

(Xenophon, Expedition of Cyrus 4.1.1 and 4)

This and other summary-like passages in this work are considered spuri-
ous, but that does not matter much to my argument. The point here is
the variation between the past tense forms éyéveto (‘happened’) and
gmoepnfn (‘war was waged’), on the one hand, and the present
mrooUvtan (‘make’), on the other. All these verb forms designate events
that actually took place in the past. With respect to the discourse space,
however, a distinction is made between what has already been narrated
(and is thus past in the discourse — note &v 16 Tpdofey Aoyw [‘in
the previous discourse’]) and that which will be narrated presently. The
present tense form Tolotvton (‘make’), together with the demonstrative
&8¢ (‘in this [i.e., the following] way’), signals that the following develop-
ments are the new focus of attention.

In example (23), the context makes clear that the reference of the
present tense is to the discourse space, but in other cases, this is implicit.

commits a most outrageous act’), 38.39 Tp&yux Trotel Tévdewov (‘he commits a totally outrageous
act’); Hdt. 2.119 #mrexvdTon mpfiyua ovk éotov (‘he contrives an unholy scheme’).
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In the following passage, we have just been told that Xenophon had a
portentous dream. Then the narrator comments:

(24) 6moidy T1 pév B7 éoTi TO TooUTov dvap ideiv €e0Ti oKOTEY K TGOV
CUUBAVTWY peT& TO dvap. ylyveTal y&p T&Se.

What it means to see a dream like that — it is possible to consider
based on what happened after the dream. For thisjyyprox happens.
(Xenophon, Anabasis 3.1.13)

The narrator invites the audience to ‘consider’ (oxoteiv) what happens
next. The phrase ylyveton y&p 148e (‘for this [i.e., the following] hap-
pens’) reinforces this strategy of directing the audience’s attention to the
next event in the narrative.””

3.3.2  Interacting with the Audience

A second class of attention-management strategies involves explicitly
addressing the audience. In oratory, we find the present for preterite a
number of times in rhetorical questions of the type Then what does X do?
An example:

(25) Tepl 8¢ TGV UmoloiTeov eUBUs EmeolAeuoy kol TEVTWY SewdTOTOV
Tpdrypo KaTeokeUooaw, ¢ &E1dv EoTi Tpootyew TOV volv. ‘OpddvTes
y&p TV EdxThpova komdfi &meipnkoTa UTd yhpods kai oud’ <Ek>
Tfis kKAlvns dvioTooBon duvduevo, EokdTouy OTTws Kal TEASUTHOAVTOS
¢xelvou 81 aiTédY EooiTo ) ovoia. Kai Ti Tror0bo1v; Amroypdgouct T
Taide ToUTw TTPOS TOV EPYoVTa s eloTrolfTw Tois ToU EdkThuovos
U0l TOTS TETEAEUTNKOO, Ty pdyavTes 0pds aUToUS ETITPOTTOUS.

They immediately began scheming to get the rest [of the property],
and they contrived a most outrageous plot, which it is worth paying
attention to. Seeing that Euctemon was entirely worn out by old age
and could not even raise from his bed, they considered how his
property would be in their control after his death as well. And what

*7 The combination of cataphoric pronouns with the present for preterite is especially common with
verbs meaning ‘contrive’, as in the phrase unyov&ror Toéde (X contrives a scheme of this character’).
See Hdt. 1.21, 1.59, 1.60, 3.11, 4.201, 6.62, 7.239; Th. 4.46.4, 5.45.2, 6.64.2, 7.73.3. With
Texvéopor (‘contrive’, in composites): Hdt. 1.123, 2.2, 5.70. With cogifopon (‘contrive’):
Hdt. 8.27 (at 2.66 the present is generic). Compare X. HG 5.4.20 To1bvde eUpickouct unydvnpa
(‘they come up with a contrivance of this character’); Th. 2.75.6 To16v8e T1 émrwootow (‘they come up
with something of this character’), 8.50.1 Tpémetan &l T016v8e T1 (‘he turns to something of this
kind’), 8.56.2 TpémeTon &l To16v8e €idos (‘he turns to something of this kind’).
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do they do? They register these two boys with the archon as being
adopted by the sons of Euctemon who had died, inscribing them-
selves as guardians.

(Isacus, On the Estate of Philoctemon [6] 35—6)

The speaker characterises what happens in the next episode as ‘a most
outrageous plot’ (ré&vtwv SewdTtaTtov Tpdypa) and notes that it is ‘worth
paying attention to’ (&&16v o1 Twpooéxew TOV voiv). In the narrative
proper, he reinforces this strategy by focusing attention with a rhetorical
question: kai Ti TToloUow; (‘and what do they do?’) This question conveys
the pretence that the construction of the narrative is a joint activity between
the narrator and his audience. The use of the present tense underscores this
joint engagement with the story.*®

It is instructive here to compare an instance of the present for preterite
where the narratee actually participates in the construction of the narrative
(‘narrative dialogue’, see Schuren [2014]):

(26) Adog 6 TPOPIPOS TUVAY Ay WV XpUools TIvag
é€axoot]ous, ToTNpl ETiEKddS oUXVY,
TV T ody]uaAdTeov TolTov dv dpds TAnciov
ByMov, &rro]Tréptrer p els PodBov kad Tep Edved
epale xJoTohiTeiy ToUTa TPdSs & alTOY TEAW
[... &]vaoTpépew.
Zukpivng Ti o0V 37 yiveTau

DAOS: My master {collected} some six hundred
gold staters, a reasonably large amount of cups,
and a crowd of captives, which you see
here near. He sends me to Rhodes and
tells me to leave these things with some friend of his,
and then come back myself.
SMICRINES: So what happens?
(Menander, The shield 34—9)

28 The other relevant examples are Lycurg. 85 Ti ooUow; (‘what do they do?’); D. 21.86 Ti o
(‘what does he do?’), 23.171 Ti Twoiet; (‘what does he do?’), 29.11 Ti To16%; (‘what do I do?’), 29.19 Ti
mo1ed; (‘what do I do?’), 31.2 Ti Toiel; (‘what does he do?’). The only case of the aorist in such a
question in a narrative context is D. 35.21—2 TaUTa S1apphdny yéypatmta, & &vdpes SikaoTad. oUTol
5t Ti émoinoaw; (‘That is explicitly written [in the agreement], men of the jury. And what did those
men do?’) Here the situation is different, because the narrative sequence is interrupted by a narratorial
comment. Compare also D. 23.157 Ti 81 ouppaiver Tapoutd (‘so what happens immediately?”) An
interesting parallel in English is found in P. G. Wodehouse, Psmith in the city (chapter 27): Whar
happens? Why, Willis, who fancies himself as a chawffeur, undertakes to do the driving etc.
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The use of the present for preterite in the question i oOv &7 yiveto; (‘so
what happens?’) reflects the close engagement of the narratee with the
evolving discourse.

Another way to call for the audience’s attention is to use an imperative
(compare example [s]). In the following example, we find the combined
use of an imperative and a rhetorical question (see also Nijk [2013a]):

(27) €l ptv olv Tfis 18los Evek’ ExBpas A ToUs OeTTaMoUs #) Tous OnPaious
ouuTeifol Padilew &9’ Uuds, ouBev’ fyelTo TTpooeelw aUTd TOV volv:
gav B¢ T&s Ekelvwy Kowds Tpogdoels AaPcv Nyeudov ipedfi, pdov
AAmile T& pév TTapakpoucecBar, T& B Teloew. Ti oUv; émixsipsd,
Bedooc® s €U, TOHAepov Toificon Tols ApgikTUoot kol Tepl THY
TTuAaiav Tapaynv.

Now, he [Philip] thought that, if he would try to persuade the
Thessalians or the Thebans to march against you on account of his
personal enmity, then no one would pay him heed; but if he would
adopt their common grievances and be elected leader, then he
expected he would be able to deceive them here, and persuade them
there. What then? He tries — watch how cleverly! — to involve the
Amphictyons in war and cause unrest for the Pylacan meeting.
(Demosthenes, On the crown [18] 147)

First, Demosthenes uses imperfect forms to describe Philip’s considerations.
Then the rhetorical question Ti oUv; (‘what then?’) anticipates his next
move. The phrase 8edoac® s €U (‘watch how cleverly!) serves to focus the
audience’s attention on the significance of this event; the present tense
gmiyepel (‘tries’) correspondingly highlights the impact of this event on the
structure of the story.” The use of the verb 8e&ouan (‘watch’) is interesting
here. The verb does not invite the audience to literally ‘visualise’ the
designated event. Indeed, it would be hard to see how Philip’s scheming
here might be visualised at all. Rather, the concept of ‘vision’ is used
metaphorically to express the immediate accessibility of the designated event
through the medium of the discourse.’® That is, the cleverness of Philip’s
act is available for close consideration in the story that Demosthenes is
now telling.’’

*> Compare D. 18.148 s olv TalT émoinoey; pioBoltor TouTovi (‘So how did he do this? He
hires that man over there’), 19.124 Té&s oUv; dppwoTelv TrpopacileTon (‘How then? He claims to
be ill’).

3° Compare the metaphorical extension of ‘seeing’ to ‘knowing’; see Finglass (2007) ad S. EL 659.

" For the use of the imperative of this verb in rhetorical narrative, compare D. 18.31 (followed by the
present for preterite Gveitan [‘buys’] in 32), 23.152 (present Tépe: [‘sends’] in 153) and especially
21.86 co5 & Eduoyépavov oUTol TO Tpd&yua kal oUdeTépous Emreibev, &meidicas kal SiahoidopnBeis
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3.3.3  Sentence Complexity

A more implicit way to manage attention is to use subordination
(‘hypotaxis’) to achieve a ‘hierarchical ordering of event-presentation’
(Toolan [1988: 126]). The effect of subordinate clauses in a periodic
sentence is to foreground the main clause assertion, and this effect is
stronger as the sentence becomes more complex. This is illustrated by
the following example:

(28) TloTeidedTon 5¢

a. TépyovTes pév kol Tap’ Abnvaious TpéoPels, € Tws Telosiow pr
oQidV TEPL veWTePILew pndev,

b. &\06vTes B¢ kad & TV Nakedaipova petd Kopwbiwv, [frpacoov]
8Tws éTow&oawTo Tipwpiav, fiv dén,

c. E&madn & Te Afnvdv é&k oMol TpdooovTes oudtv mUpovto
¢miTHde10V,

d. &N oi vijes o &l MakeSoviav xai &1l opds duoiws EmrAcov,

e. kol Ta TéAN TV Nokedaupovicy UtréoxeTo auTols, fiv i MMoTeidonav
Twow Abnvaion, & THy ATTiKTY E0PaRely,
TéTE BN KT TOV KxX1pdY ToUTov &pioTavTal peTd XoAkidéwy kal
BotTmiaiwv xowfj §uvoudboavTss.

The Potideans,

a. sending ambassadors to the Athenians, to see if they could persuade
them not to take any novel actions against them,

b. and going to Lacedaemon as well together with the Corinthians, in

order to secure support should it prove necessary,

when, after long negotiations, they got nothing useful from Athens,

d. but the ships destined for Macedon sailed against themselves as well,

e. and when the authorities of the Lacedaemonians promised them that
they would invade Attica, if the Athenians should proceed against
Potidaea, then at that moment they revolt [from the Athenians]
together with the Chalcideans and the Bottiacans, making common
cause with them.

o

(Thucydides, Histories 1.58.1)

By delaying the main clause for so long, Thucydides heightens the audi-
ence’s expectations: what will the Potideans finally do? This puts the main
clause assertion into strong focus, and the effect is further enhanced by

&meNbaov Ti Trotel; kal Bedoaobe THY kaxonBeiaw (‘When these men had misgivings about the
matter, and he was not able to persuade either of them, he {went away} after making threats and
calling them names, and what does he do? And watch his wicked character.”)
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means of the phrase Téte 81 kat& TOV koupdv ToUTov (‘then at that
moment’) (for the particle 81 [‘then’, ‘so’], see Section 3.3.4).%*

I hypothesise, then, that clause complexity increases the odds of the
present for preterite being used in the main clause. In counting subordinate
clauses, I have disregarded those that followed the main clause verb (in
example [28], the participial clause §uvopbdoavTes kowf [‘making common
cause with them’]). This is because I am concerned with the anticipation of
the main clause assertion. I have counted three types of subordinate clauses:

(a) Conjunct participial clauses. These are participial clauses where the
subject is coreferential with the subject of the main clause. For
example, in example (28): EA86vTes B¢ kol &5 THY Aakedoduova peté
Kopw8iwv (‘and going to Lacedaemon as well together with the
Corinthians’).

(b) Absolute participial clauses. These are participial clauses where the
subject is not coreferential with the subject of the main clause. These
are in the genitive case or, rarely (with impersonal constructions),
in the accusative. For example, Poulougvewv 8¢ Tév Tpidkovta
&moTeyilew (‘the Thirty wishing to wall off the place’; Xenophon,
Hellenic affairs 2.4.3).”>

() Temporal subordinate clauses introduced by mei/gmeidn (‘when’), cos
(‘as’), fvixa (‘when’), &te (‘when’).

I give the results for the total number of combined subordinate clauses per
work. This number ranged from o to 6. In the uppermost regions, I have
found only the present for preterite: four instances with six subordinate
clauses, seven instances with five subordinate clauses.”* This finding is
highly suggestive of a positive influence of clause complexity on present for
preterite usage. I have excluded these cases from further analysis, however,

’* Thucydides uses the exact same phrase at 2.84.3, where we also find the present for preterite
(onpodver [‘gives the signal’]). Compare Lambert (2011: 208—9) for the concept of xapds
(‘opportune/critical moment’) in connection with the present for preterite.

?3 T have not included participial clauses that are ‘obligatory constituents’, that is, that form an integral
part of the verb phrase: e.g., 6p&w (‘see’) with accusative and participle means ‘see that X is doing
Y. See Rijksbaron (2002: 117-22). I have also excluded participial clauses modified by cos
(indicating that the content of the participial clause is viewpointed through the subject of the
sentence) or &te (indicating a causal relation from the point of view of the narrator). See Rijksbaron
(2002: 123—4).

> Th. 1.58.1 (dpicTavTan [revolt’]), 2.70.1 (Adyous Tpooeépouct [‘make overtures]), 2.84.3
(onpodver [‘gives the signal’l), 3.3.5 (&yyéMer [‘announces’]), 4.25.5 (&moAAUouow [‘destroy’])
4.75.1 (&vodapPdvouct [‘take back’]), 4.89.1 (&mpokTos ytyveton [‘fails to accomplish’]), 8.25.4
(tiBevron [‘place’]), 8.80.3 (&pioTdow [‘cause to revolt’]); X. HG 3.4.2 (mreife [‘persuades’]), 6.4.31
(&mocdTTeTon [‘is slaughtered’]).
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Table 3.1 Tense and combined subordinate clauses

Work Odds ratio p-value
Thucydides, Histories 1.44 < o.001”
Xenophon, Hellenic affairs 1.449 < 0.001°
Xenophon, Expedition of Cyrus 1.333 0.022°

“B = .365 (constant = .009), standard error = .089, N = 937. I have checked the assumption
of the linearity of the logit by looking at the interaction effect between the variable and a
log-transformed copy of itself (Hosmer and Lemeshow [1989]). The p-value for this effect
is .468, which does not approach statistical significance; therefore, I conclude that the
assumption has been met.

’B = 371 (constant = -.583), standard error = .097, N = 613. The p-value for the
interaction effect between the variable and its log-transformed copy (see note “) is .357.
‘B = .287 (constant = -.037), standard error = .126, N =722. The p-value for the interaction
effect between the variable and its log-transformed copy (see note ) is .710.

to avoid zero counts for the preterite in the data (because the resulting
infinite odds value is problematic in logistic regression). Moreover, in the
case of Xenophon’s Expedition of Cyrus, there were only six cases with more
than two subordinate clauses (five with three, and one with four). This is
problematic because it results in low expected counts for both categories.
Therefore, I have only included cases in which up to two subordinate
clauses are used.

The results for each work are listed in Table 3.1.

It should be understood that the odds ratio here expresses the average
increase in odds of the present being used rather than the aorist for each
additional subordinate clause. Thucydides’ Histories and Xenophon’s
Hellenic affairs exhibit a highly similar trend (odds ratios of 1.44 and
1.449, respectively, with low p-values), which supports the hypothesis.
In the Expedition of Cyrus, the observed effect is smaller (odds ratio 1.333)
and statistically less certain (p = 0.022). As I explained in Section 3.1.1,
such a difference may be expected because of the different character of the
works. The Expedition of Cyrus is generally more vivid in character, and
proliferation of subordinate clauses, as in example (28), is hardly ever
observed in this work. It thus makes sense that other factors will be more
central to tense-switching here.

3.3.4 Particle 51 (‘Then’, So) Marking Discourse Progression

Greek narrators sometimes use the particle 87 (‘then’, ‘so’) in order to
‘move forward narration by marking major steps in an account’ (Bonifazi
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et al. [2016: IV.4, §89]).° Typically, the particle puts in focus an ana-
phoric pronoun or adverb, as in T6Te 87 (‘at that moment then’), oUtw 87
(‘under those circumstances then’), et cetera. According to Bonifazi et al.
(2016: IV.4, §89), the particle serves to mark the author’s voice as
narrator. What this means exactly is hard to pin down. Bonifazi et al.
(2016: IV.4, S§90), with reference to Herodotus, speak of ‘moderate
involvement, a sort of investment ... in the process of unfolding his
historiographical discourse’. In other words, the particle puts the narrator’s
mediating presence in the foreground. If my claim that the present for
preterite is used at points where the discourse structure becomes cogni-
tively salient is correct, then we should expect the odds of the present being
used to increase when this particle is used.

Let me give some examples. The first illustrates the use of the particle in
the collocations mentioned above:

(29) #méoTarow 8¢ TG KAeouPpdTep uf) SioAlsw Td oTpdTeupa, SAN £UBUS
&yew émi Tous OnPadous, &l pt) adTovduous &eiotey TS TOAEL . . 3¢
gmel oUv flofeto oly Omws T&s TOAels &itvTas, AN oUdE TO
oTpdTeUpa dioAUovTas, [¢s dvTeTdTTOVTO TrPds avTous], oUTw 81
&ysl THY oTpaTidw eis THY BowwTiav.

And they sent orders to Cleombrotus not to disband his army, but
to lead it at once against the Thebans should they not leave the
cities independent. When, therefore, he learned that, so far from
leaving the cities independent, the Thebans were not even disband-
ing their army, in order that they might marshal themselves against
him, under those circumstances then he leads his troops into
Boeotia.

(Xenophon, Hellenic affairs 6.4.3; trans. after Brownson [1921])

The phrase oUtw 87 (‘under those circumstances then’) signals that at the
designated point in the story, the local build-up of tension (will the
Thebans listen, or will Cleombrotus have to invade their country?) reaches
a critical point.’”

A second example illustrates the less common use of the particle to mark
narrative progression by itself. Here, Alcibiades tells how he tried to win
over Socrates as his lover. When his first attempts fail, he tries another
route:

?> The particle is notoriously polyfunctional. See Denniston (1954: 203—40); Sicking and van
Ophuijsen (1993: 140-51).

3¢ The intervening text is deleted by Marchant (1900).

37 Bonifazi et al. (2016) mention the function of the particle to mark narrative peaks (IV.4, §89) and,
more generally, turning points (S110).
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(30) 2mwe1dn 8¢ oUBopf TaUTn fjvuTov, 8o por émbeTéov glvon TG dwdpl
KAT& TO KApTePOV Kol OUK QVeETEOV, ETEIBTTIED EVEKEXEIPTIKT, GAAX
ioTéov 7idn Ti éoT TO TP&yua. TrpokoAolpar &7 alTOV TPOS TO
OUVBEITTVETY, &TEXVES WOOTIEP EPOOTNS TTOLSIKOTS ETIBOoUAeUwWY.

When I made no progress whatsoever in that way, it seemed to me I had
to attack the man forcefully, and not relent, seeing as I had already
started — I had to know what the deal was already. So I invite him to
dinner, wholly like a lover forming designs upon his darling.

(Plato, Symposium 217¢)

Alcibiades tells how he wanted to make another attempt at Socrates, which
raises the question what he tried to do next. Again, the particle 87 (‘so’)
puts into focus a new development after a build-up of anticipation.

Finally, the particle &7 (‘then’, ‘so’) can be recognised in the gramma-
ticalised conjunction émeid? (‘so when’), which is a combination of the
conjunction el (‘when’) and the particle. According to Bonifazi et al.
(2016: IV .4, S110), ‘the -87) component within the whole word (which
functions as a temporal conjunction) corresponds to the pragmatic & used
for narrative progression’. The following passage is suggestive of the
difference in value between the marked and the unmarked conjunction.
Xenophon rides out to meet the Thracian ruler Seuthes. When he arrives,
the following happens:

e s % sy 5 o = ~ u Ve

(31) ’Emel 8 &yyuUs fioaw, ékéheuoey eioeABelv ZevopdvTa ExovTta SUo ols
Boulorto. émedt & #vdov floaw, foTdlovTo utv TPGdTOV SAAHAOUS
Kol KaT& TOV OpdKiov vouov KEPATA oivou TTPoUTIIvOY.

When (¢mei) they were close, he [Seuthes] told Xenophon to come
inside with two men of his choice. So when (¢we1d1)) they were inside,
they first greeted each other and drank to each other’s health from
horns, according to the Thracian custom.

(Xenophon, Expedition of Cyrus 7.2.23)

After the subordinate clause introduced by the neutral conjunction émei
(‘when’), the narrator tells of some formal interaction preceding the actual
meeting between Xenophon and Seuthes. The marked conjunction émeidn
(‘so when’) then signals that the narrator comes to the point: Xenophon
actually went in and met Seuthes, as we were anticipating.

Now let me present the relevant statistics. First, I have looked at the use
of the particle at the second position in the sentence (example [30]) or in
the main clause (example [29]; on the position of particles, see, e.g.,
Denniston [1954: lviii-Ixi]). As I explain in the Appendix, Section
A.1.3, I also include non-restrictive relative clauses and subordinate clauses
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Table 3.2 Tense and connective &1

Work Odds ratio p-value
Thucydides, Histories 4.472 o.051°
Xenophon, Hellenic affairs 2.028 0.128°
Xenophon, Expedition of Cyrus 6.105 0.004"

“B = 1.498 (constant = .294), standard error = .767, IV = 946 (20 cases of &7).
’B = 707 (constant = -.301), standard error = .464, N = 615 (14 cases of 57).
‘B = 1.809 (constant = .037), standard error = .626, N =729 (22 cases of &1).

Table 3.3 Tense and the particle &1 in conjunctions

Category Present Aorist Odds ratio p-value
reidn 10 (6) 4 (8) 3.529 0.042°
émrel s1(55) 72 (68)

“B = 1.261 (constant = -.345), standard error = .619.

marking an endpoint or result in my data sample. In such cases, the
particle can modify the relative pronoun or the conjunction, as in Tpiv
(ye) 81 (‘undil then/finally’). I regard this use as analogous to that modi-
fying anaphoric expressions in the main clause (tée &1 [‘at that moment
then’]), and have therefore included these cases as well.>® The results are
listed in Table 3.2.

The odds ratios and p-values are rather divergent. This must be due at
least in part to the low number of cases where we find the particle (see the
numbers in the notes to Table 3.2). Overall, however, the effect is clearly
positive, so that the results support the hypothesis.

Things are more difficult with respect to the difference between &mreidn
(‘so when’) against simple ¢met (‘when’). Thucydides almost always uses the
marked conjunction.’” In Xenophon’s works, the marked conjunction is
rare, but it does seem to have a predilection for the present for preterite.
Grouping Xenophon’s two works together, the results are listed in Table 3.3.

The results suggest that, for Xenophon, the use of the marked conjunc-
tion with the particle &7 (‘then’, ‘so’) has a positive influence on the odds

3% Th. 1.132.5, 7.71.5, 7.39.2. I have not counted the case of X. HG 5.4.39, where the particle is used
in the fully idiomatic expression oia 87 (‘as tends to happen when’), and its position at the second
place in the sentence is incidental.

3% There are only 3 instances of simple émei in my data sample, against 32 instances of marked ¢we1d.
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of the present for preterite being used (odds ratio 3.529), but the effect is
not very certain (p = 0.042).*°

3.3.5  Conclusion

In this section, I have aimed to support the claim that the diegetic present
for preterite functions to mark salient changes in the discourse structure by
showing that it has an affinity for certain attention-management strategies.
In Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, I discussed examples of the present for
preterite in combination with announcements (in particular with cata-
phoric reference) and in questions and exhortations to the audience. In
Sections 3.3.3 and 3.3.4, I discussed evidence suggesting that clause
complexity and the use of the particle 81 (‘then’, ‘s0’) to mark discourse
progression positively correlate with present for preterite usage. In sum,
I hope this has convincingly shown that the diegetic present is associated
with a strongly mediating stance of the narrator.

3.4 Changes in the Narrative Dynamic

The first main function of the diegetic present for preterite is to mark
changes in the narrative dynamic (or narrative furns, Fludernik [1991]).
The narrative dynamic concerns the momentum of the story, that is, the
way it progresses from one narrated event to the next. Dynamicity can be
measured along a continuum of stability or turbulence in the story. On
one end of the spectrum is a completely stable situation, such as we may
find at the beginning of a narrative (or a local episode) when only the
time, place and the relevant participants have been specified. The other
extreme is a full-blown crisis, which is typical of narrative peaks; the story
of Heracles’ madness in Euripides’ eponymous play, which I discussed
in Section 2.6.2 of Chapter 2, would be a case in point. Individual
events vary in the degree to which they affect change in the story world
and influence the causal chain of events. My argument in this section
is that the present for preterite tends to be used when the narrative impact
of the designated event is large.

I will first give a schematic typology of different types of changes in the

narrative dynamic (Section 3.4.1). Then I discuss my relationship to

*° As for the individual works, in the Hellenic affairs we find, with ¢meidn, 4 present forms (2 expected)
and 1 aorist (3 expected); in the Expedition of Cyrus, we find 6 present forms (4 expected) and
3 aorist forms (5 expected).
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previous approaches that have focused mainly on episodic structure as the
unit of narrative analysis (Section 3.4.2). Finally, I present quantitative
evidence to the effect that the present for preterite has a structural predi-
lection for certain narrative schemas that involve changes in the narrative
dynamic (Section 3.4.3).

3.4.1  Typology
In the abstract, there are three types of changes in the narrative dynamic:

(a) the start of new developments against the background of a stable
situation;

(b) a change in the direction of the story’s progression;

(c) the culmination of narrative complications.

The boundaries between these categories are fluid. The distinction
between (a) and (b) depends on the degree of turbulence already present
in the story at a certain point, and this is of course a continuous variable.
Similarly, a change in the story’s direction (b) may be such that it puts a
complete end to the narrative complications leading up to that point (c).
Nevertheless, it is useful to make these distinctions for heuristic purposes.
For the first category (a), I use the term initiative when the event is
brought about by intentional human agency. In the following example, a
character in the story actively seeks a confrontation with another:

(32) oUtos yd&p &meadn doiketo eis Odoov #dn pou TéTopTov piva
¢mTpinpapyolvTos, TapaAaBov &y udpTupas TV T TOAITOV €S
gduvduny  TAeioTous kol ToUs EMP&Tas kal TAV  Ummpeoiav
TrpooipXopal aUT év Odow év T &yopd.

For when the defendant arrived at Thasus, as I was already serving as
trierarch for the fourth month after the expiration of my term, I,
taking as witnesses as many of the citizens as I could, as well as the

marines and rowers, approach him in the market of Thasus.
(Demosthenes, Against Polycles [50] 29)

In this example, the initiative marks the beginning of a new episode
(‘incipit’, see Section 3.4.2), which is neatly introduced by the embedding
particle y&p (‘for’, after a narratorial abstract which I have not cited) and a
temporal subordinate clause setting the scene.*'

4 Similar uses of the same verb in the same speech: 24 TpocépxeTan (‘approaches’), 27 TpocépyovTan
(‘approach’), 47 mpoctpyeTon (‘approaches’), 49 Tpooépyopan (‘approach’), ss Tmpoocépyopat
(‘approach’). Note also 32 Topebopan (‘walk’).

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009042970.005 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009042970.005

3.4 Changes in the Narrative Dynamic 179

Another example illustrates the start of unexpected developments
against the background of routine procedures (here we move towards
[b]). The speaker and a certain Olympiodorus were making necessary
arrangements after the death of a certain Comon, a relative of the two
men. Then Olympiodorus raises an issue:

(33) dvtwv & fHudv mepl TadTny TV TpaypoTeiav, Eaipuns Adyov
pot Trpoo@iper OAupmiddwpos oUTooi, &T1 kol f| pATNE aUTol
Tpoofikouoa gin ¢ Kopwvi Téd TeTeAeuTnkdTi, kai &T1 Sikatov €in
kol aUTdY TO pépos AaPeiv &mévtwy v 6 Kdpwy kaTéhimey.

As we were engaged with this business, Olympiodorus over there
suddenly presents me with a proposal, saying that his mother was also
related to Comon, the deceased, and that it was just that he should
also be apportioned a share of all that Comon had left.
(Demosthenes, Against Olympiodorus (48] 6)

According to Fludernik (1991: 374, referring to Pollak [1960] and
Quasthoff [1980]), ‘[t]he major occurrences of the historical present can
be analysed as marking the incident which cuts into a setting — in the well-
known “schema of incidence”. Example (33) fits this description.
The setting is provided by the participial clause dvrwv & Hudv Tepi
TauTtny TV Tpaypateiav (‘as we were engaged with this business’),
and the unexpectedness of the event cutting into this setting is marked
with the adverb é€aipuns (‘suddenly’; compare the examples in Fludernik
[1991: 375]).

However, I prefer to reserve the term incident for changes in the
narrative dynamic where intentional agency is absent or de-emphasised.
Consider the following passage:

(34) xpodvou 8¢ TpoPaivovTtos kal TwoVu oikelws Siekelpeba, kol Eycd Te
oUTws oikelws Siekeluny mwpds TolTov, OoT oUdsvds TWTOTE GOV
¢8enfn oltos Zuol &méTuyey, oUTOS Te ol épol oUk &ypnoTos fv
Tpds TO émiueAnBijvan kol dioikfioal, kai 6ToTE éydd &modnuoiny 1)
Snuooia Tpmpapxdv i idla kot &\Ao TI, KUplov TEV v &ypd
TOUTOV &TTAVTWY KATEAELTTOV.

oupBaiver 81 por Tpinpapyia Tept TeAdomdvvnoov, éxeibev d¢ &g
ZikeMaw €de1 ToUs TpéoPels &yew, ols 6 dfjpos ExelpoToOVNoEY.

As time went on we came to be on very familiar terms: I was on such
familiar terms with him that he never failed to obtain anything he asked
of me, and he from his part was of use to me in taking care of my affairs
and managing them. And whenever I was away either on state business as
trierarch, or on some private business, I would leave him in charge of
everything on my farm.
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So, a trierarchy falls to my lot for a journey around the Peloponnese,
and from there I was to bring the ambassadors whom the people had
elected to Sicily.

(Demosthenes, Against Nicostratus [53] 4—5)

The speaker first paints a picture of his circumstances. He tells us that on
different occasions he was sent out as trierarch. Then he focuses on a
specific occurrence where he was appointed as trierarch. This marks the
end of the introductory section (‘orientation’, see Section 3.4.2) and the
start of narrative complications. The present tense cuppadver (‘falls to [my]
lot’) highlights this change in the discourse structure; note also how the
narrative progression is marked by the particle & (‘so’, Section 3.3.4).
Now we move to the second category: changes in the direction of the
story’s progression. Again, I make a distinction between two subtypes in
terms of the presence or absence of intentional human agency. The
intervention is a purposeful action performed by a main character in the
narrative seeking to change an unwanted course of events. We find two
instructive examples in a narrative passage in Plato’s Symposium. In 189c—
93d, Aristophanes gives his speech in praise of Eros, in which he tells a
myth to explain man’s relationship to the god. According to him, the
original race of man consisted of spheric creatures, with four arms, two
heads, et cetera. Being high-minded, these creatures tried to ascend to
heaven to attack the gods. So Zeus had to come up with a solution:

(35) 6 olv Zes kai of &ANo1 Beol EBoudevovTo 811 XpT) aliTous Trorfica, Ko
ATTdpouY. . . udyis 87 & ZeUs évvonioas Adyel 8T ‘Aokd pot,” Epm, Exew
pnyaviy, s &v gidv Te vBpwtol kol TavcowTo Tfis dkohaoias
&oBevéoTeporl yevdpevor.”

So Zeus and the other gods deliberated what they should do to them,
and they were at a loss. . . So finally, Zeus {thought of something} and
says: ‘T seem,” he said, ‘to have a contrivance, so that people will still
exist, but will be weaker and cease their intemperance.’

(Plato, Symposium 190c¢)

This is a typical ‘difficult situation-solution” schema (note in the Greek
frépouy [‘were at a loss’] and unyowny [‘contrivance’]; compare Section
3.4.3). If nothing were to be done, conflict between man and the gods
would arise; so Zeus acts to change this course of events. His speech marks
a change in the narrative dynamic, and this is why the present tense is used
to introduce it.

Zeus proceeds to carry out his idea: he cuts man in half, so that each
individual now has only two arms, one face, etc.; in this way, they are less
powerful. However, this results in a new problem: each half-person is torn
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with desire for his or her other half, and they seek each other out, embrace
each other and yearn to be stitched back together. In this way, they die,
because they refuse to do anything else. This course of events is also
deemed undesirable by Zeus, who does not wish the race of man to perish.
So he comes up with a new solution:

(36) kai oUTws &M UVTO. EAenoas 8¢ & ZeUs &AANY pnxovn TropilsTat,
kol peTaTifnow alTdy T& aidoia els 16 TPdcHe.
And in that way they perished. Pitying them, Zeus finds another

contrivance: he displaces their private parts to the front.
(Plato, Symposium 191b)

Zeus’ solution allows people to have intercourse again (after having been
cut in half, their private parts were in their backs), so that they will not
perish. Note again the word pnyavfv (‘contrivance’) as a semantic indica-
tor of a change in the narrative dynamic.

In other cases, the change in the progression of the story is the result of
unintentional action or brought about by some external agent (e.g., a god
or a character who is outside the ‘main cast’). Here I will use the term
incident as well (the difference between [a] and [b] in this respect is not
essential from a descriptive standpoint). Two passages in the narrative of
the chariot race in Sophocles’ Electra illustrate the progression-incident
pattern very neatly:

(37) xad Tpiv ptv dpfol wavTes EoTooav Sippois:
Erarta & Aividwos &vdpds &oTopot
&0l Pla pépouctv, x & UTTooTpos
TeAoUVTES EKTOV EBBopdy T 51 Spduov
HETwTT oupTraioust Bapkaiols &xois.

Kol ToUs pév &AAous TavTas AoPot|s Spduous
@pBolf & TAMuwy dpbds 2€ dpBddv dippov:
graTa AUwv fviow &ploTepdy

K&utTOVTOS iTrTroU AavBéver oThHANY &xpav
Taicas.

And at first they all stood upright in their chariots;
but next, the hard-mouthed colts of the Aenian man
forcefully carry him away, and after turning around,
fulfilling their sixth and seventh lap already,

hit their heads against the car of the Barcaean.

As for all the other laps, the miserable man [Orestes] safely
steered through them, standing upright in his upright chariot;
but next, as he loosened his left rein
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as his horse was making the turn, he inadvertently
hits the edge of the pillar.
(Sophocles, Electra 723—7; 741-5)

Up to a certain point, the race is progressing safely and steadily, each
charioteer remaining upright in their chariot (723 #oTtacav [‘stood’]).
Then one of the competitors loses control of his horses, and a crisis ensues:
the horses carry the man away and crash into another chariot (present tense
forms 725 @époucw [‘carry away’] and 727 cupmodouot [‘hit against’]).
The change from stable progression to incident is marked by the contrast
between the adverbs mpiv (‘first’, 723) and #meita (‘next’, 724) and by the
switch in tense. A similar pattern occurs later on: Orestes safely finished all
laps, except the last one, when he inadvertently hits the pillar. Again, the
contrast is marked by the opposition between Tous pév EAous TéwTas . ..
Spdpous (‘all the other laps’, 741) and #meitar (‘next’, 743), and the present
tense highlights the moment of change (744—5 AowB&ver ... Tadoas
[‘inadvertently hits’]).

Finally, there is the culmination of narrative complications (category [c]).
What is peculiar about this type of change in the narrative dynamic with
respect to the other two is that the element of surprise is less prominent: the
culmination is essentially the fulfilment of the expectation that the narrative
complications need to reach a certain critical moment in order to be
resolved (compare, e.g., Allan’s [2009: 187] definition of the ‘peak’; see
Section 3.4.2). This often happens according to typical schemas, such as a
battle ending in a loss or victory, a trial ending in a verdict, etc. For example:

(38) Kai petet TadT gloper i ypogt els 16 SikaoThpiov, &ppadoTws & Exwy
6 PrhokpdTns EkdAeoey alTéd ouvfiyopov AnuocBivny, &AN olk éué.
Moperdov 8 & poogihimmos AnuocBévns, katétpupe THY fuépaw
&moloyoupevos: kol TO TeAeuTaiov &mrogeuyer Pidokpdtns, 6 8¢
YPAWAUEVOS TO TEUTITOV HéPOs TAOV Yhpwy ol MeToAamPaver. Kol
TaU® Upels &mavTes ToTe.

After that, the case came to trial. Being ill, Philocrates called as his
advocate Demosthenes, not me. Demosthenes {came forward} and
spent the whole day on his defence speech. And in the end,
Philocrates is acquitted, and the prosecutor does not get one fifth
of the votes. That you all know.

(Aeschines, On the false embassy [2] 14)

Philocrates was indicted for proposing an illegal decree. This is the start of
new complications in the story (the indictment is marked with the present
yp&oovtan [‘indict’] in [14]). The episode proper is introduced with the
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clause pet& ToUT elone ) ypagn els 1O dikacThpiov (‘after that, the case
came to trial’). This episode reaches its culmination with the outcome of
the trial, introduced with the phrase 16 TeAeutodov (‘in the end’). The
present forms &mogeUyer (‘is acquitted’) and ‘[o¥] peTohauPéver (‘does
[not] get)” highlight this peak.

Similarly, in the final part of the messenger narrative in Euripides’
Children of Heracles, the messenger tells how Iolaus went in pursuit of
his foe Eurystheus:

(39) xkévTal® & TwpéoPus “YANov E€opumpevoy

i8cov, opegas ikéTeuoe defiaw

YloAatos EuPtioad viv Treiov Sippov.

AaPoov 8¢ yepoiv fvias EdpuoBecs

TwAots ETrelye.

And at that point, the old man Iolaus, seeing Hyllus

riding out, {stretched out his arms} and begged him

to let him board the chariot of horses.

Taking the reins with his hands,

he followed hard upon the colts of Eurystheus.
(Euripides, Children of Heracles 843—7)

This naturally creates anticipation: will Iolaus fail or succeed? The present
marks the culminating point, which constitutes the answer to this question
(859—60): aipsl & & kAewds TdAews EUpuchiws | TéTpwpov ppa Trpds
métpans Skipwviow (‘famed lolaus captures the four-horsed chariot of
Eurystheus by the Scironian rocks’).

To conclude, I use the following descriptive terms for identifying
changes in the narrative dynamic:

(a) Initiative. The start of narrative complications, intentionally initiated
by a human agent.

(b)  Intervention. A change in the direction of the narrative progression,
intentionally initiated by a human agent.

(c) Incident. Either the start of new complications or a change in the
narrative progression, with agency being absent or de-emphasised.

(d)  Culmination. The climax of narrative complications.

3.4.2  Episodic Structure

Changes in the narrative dynamic of the types I have just described are
normally discussed with reference to a specific framework: that of episodic
structure (Fleischman [1990]; Fludernik [1991]; Allan [2007], [2009],
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[2011a]). In this section, I present a critical evaluation of the explanatory
value of this model for the Classical Greek material.

The theory of the episodic structure of narrative was introduced by
Labov and Waletzky (1967) and further elaborated by Labov (1972) and
Fleischman (1990). The idea is that narratives, in particular conversational
ones, consist of certain fixed structural elements. There is an abstract,
explaining what the narrative will be about; followed by an orientation,
specifying the time, place and participants; then follows the complication,
which is the actual action; the complication culminates in the peak; after
that follows the resolution, which is what finally happened; and then an
evaluation, the narrator’s reflection on the events.**

In the existing narrative-structural models of the present for preterite,
the function of the present is tied to specific points in the structure of the
episode. In Allan’s model, applied to Euripidean messenger speeches and
Thucydides’ historical narrative (Allan [2007], [2009], [2011a]), the pre-
sent for preterite is used to mark the peak and (less frequently) the incipiz,
that is, the beginning of the complication.*’ An effective illustration is the
following narrative episode from Andocides’ speech On the mysteries:

(40) [Abstract] Asutépa Tolvuv ufvuois éyéveto.

[Orientation] TeUxpos Ay 2vB&de upértoikos, 85 oxeTo Méyapdde
UTre€eABoov.

[Complication: Incipit] éxeifev 8¢ #mayyéMetor Tff Boulfi, &l of
&Belav dolev, unvuoew kal Tepl TOV puoTnpicv, ouvepyds v,
ToUs &Mous Tous TololvTas ped fautol, kai Tepl TéV Epuddv
Tfis TepikoTHs & 1)del.

[Complication continued] ‘Yneioauévns &t Tfis Poudiis (v y&p
aUTOKP&TWP) QXOVTO ¢ alTdY Méyapdde:

[Peak] xai kouiobeis, &Beiav eUpduevos, &rroypdet ToUs ued EauTol.

[Resolution]  Kai  oUtor  xord  THv  Telkpou  prvucw

o

QOXOVTO QEUYOVTES.
[Evaluation] Kod por Aot xod dvdyvat T& dvdpata adtédv.

[Abstract] Now, there was a second laying of information.

[Orientation] Teucer was a resident alien here [at Athens], who went
quietly to Megara.

[Complication: Incipit] From there he informs the council that, if
they gave him immunity, he would lay information: regarding the

4* There is also a coda, which is of little interest here.
*3 There is also the function of highlighting ‘dramatic shots’, which is less relevant to summary
narrative (as Allan [2011a: 44] notes).
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mysteries, where he had been a participant, he would give the
names of the others who had participated with him; and regarding
the affair of the Hermae, he would tell what he knew.
[Complication continued] The council having voted the resolution
(for it had full authority), they went to Megara to fetch him.
[Peak] And having been brought over and having been granted
immunity, he writes down the names of his companions.
[Resolution] And these men fled on account of Teucer’s information.
[Evaluation]** (to the clerk) Take the document and read me their
names.

(Andocides, On the mysteries [1] 15)

In this episode, all structural slots I mentioned above are filled and the
present is found exactly in the designated positions. In the abstract, we are
told what the story is about: a ufyuois (laying of information’). The
orientation gives us the main protagonist — a certain Teucer — and tells us
of his circumstances. The complication starts when Teucer makes a proposal
to the Athenian Council: he will lay information against the profanators of
the mysteries and the mutilators of the Hermae if given immunity. The
present émoryyéMeton (‘informs’) here thus marks an incipit — in my terms,
this is an ‘initiative’. At the peak (culmination), Teucer fulfils his promise
and writes down the names: note how &&eiow elpdpevos (‘having been
granted immunity’) harks back at &3eiov (‘immunity’) in the incipit. As a
result of this information, the denounced persons fled (resolution). Finally,
the orator asks for the relevant document to be read, a typical part of a
rhetorical evaluation.

The great merit of this approach is that it ties the use of the present for
preterite to a criterion that is, in principle, objective and independent. That
is, the structure of narrative episodes can be determined by factors other
than tense usage. In practice, however, things are rarely as clear-cut as in the
passage just cited. To begin with, we sometimes find the present in the
‘wrong spot’, and in such cases it is hard to resist the temptation to conform
the structural analysis to the tense usage.*” More problematic than the
existence of incidental counterexamples is the fact that narrative passages
do not always submit to an analysis in terms of episodic structure. Many
narrative assertions containing the present for preterite in the corpus are

* T use the term ‘evaluation’ somewhat liberally here. The reading of documents pertaining to the
narrated events usually serves as the basis for a more explicit evaluation of these events.
* For example, Allan (2009: 194) discusses some problematic examples and argues that a distinction
< ) . ; oS .
should be made between ‘the crucial event in the plot structure’ and ‘the linguistic peak (signalled
by the historical present)’.
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part of macro-structural gestures that extend beyond episodic units (which
are circumscribed in terms of time, place, participants and action).*® This
tends to be more the case as we move further to the diegesis end of the
mimesis-diegesis continuum.

To begin, let me discuss an example where the present for preterite
marks the beginning of new developments. The context is as follows.
A man named Pittalacus had a boy with whom he was in love, by the
name Timarchus, stolen from him by a certain Hegesandrus. One night,
Hegesandrus, together with Timarchus and others, raided Pittalacus’
house and gave the man a flogging. The next day, Pittalacus went to an
altar in the marketplace for refuge. He was ultimately persuaded by
Hegesandrus and Timarchus to leave the altar based on the understanding
that he would receive some sort of compensation. Then the following

happened:

(41) Qg & &mfiMBev 2k TRis &yopds, oUKETI TTpocelyov aUTd TOV volv.
Bapéws 8¢ gépwv Thy UPpv adT&dy & &vBpwtros, diknu ékaTépw
aUTédY Aayxéver. ‘Ote § 28ik&leTo, oxéwache peydAnv popnyv
‘Hynod&vdpou- &vbpwtov oUdey adTdv ABIKNKOTA, GAAK TO évavTiov
NB1KNuEvoY, oUdEY TTPOoHKOVTA aUTH, GAA& dnuodoiov oikéTny Ts
TOAews, Nyev el Souheiav pdokwy éauTol gival.

But after he left the agora, they no longer paid attention to him.
Taking their outrageous behaviour against him badly, the man files a
suit against both of them. When the case was coming to trial, consider
a powerful feat of Hegesandrus. He tried to drag the man into slavery,
saying he belonged to him — a man who had done him no wrong
whatsoever, but on the contrary, had been wronged by him, who did
not belong to him in any way, but was a public servant of the city.
(Aeschines, Against Timarchus [1] 61—2)

After Pittalacus was persuaded to leave the altar, Hegesandrus and his
henchmen paid no further attention to Pittalacus. This is the resolution of
the previous episode. Now Pittalacus files a suit against the two men
(present Accyydvet [‘files’]). This constitutes a new initiative; the participial
clause Bapéws 8¢ pépwov TNV UPpv atédv (‘taking their outrageous behav-
iour against him badly’) signals an imminent change in the narrative
dynamic (see Section 3.4.3). However, it is difficult to speak of an incipit
here in terms of episodic structure. The problem is that the narrative
assertion falls squarely in between the previous episode, which was closed

46 On the definition of the ‘episode’ in terms of such parameters, see van Dijk (1981); also Brinton
(1996: 41—4).
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off neatly with a resolution, and the next one, which is introduced by a
subordinate clause that serves as an orientation (6te & &8ik&leTo [‘when
the case came to trial’]) and an announcement that refocuses the audience’s
attention (ckéyaofe peydAny poopny ‘Hynodvdpou [‘consider a powerful
feat of Hegesandrus’]). The complications in this episode begin when
Hegesandrus tries to take Pittalacus away as a slave. The point is that the
present for preterite here can be accounted for in terms of a change in the
narrative dynamic but on a higher level than that of the episode.

Let me discuss an example from historiography that is particularly
illustrative of the use of the present for preterite in summary narrative to
mark changes in the narrative dynamic. It is a long passage and it is
hard to find a suitable starting point without quoting much material
irrelevant to my analysis. The point is that some party at Athens is
scheming to bring Alcibiades back from exile. Phrynichus, an Athenian
general, does not wish this to happen, and the following events unfold:

(42) yvous &t 6 ®puviyos &1 Eoorto Tepl Tfis ToU AAkiPi&dou kaBdBou
Aoyos kol 6T ABnuador évdégovton alThy, Beloas Tpods THY
gvavTiwow TGOV U@ alTol AeyBévTwy un, Ay KkaTéAdn, &5 KwAuThv
BvTa KoK Bpd, TpétreTan £l TOOVde Ti. TrEMTTEL G5 TOV AcTUoYOV
TV Aakedapovicov vavapyov €11 8vta TéTE Tepl ThHy MiAnTov kpUea
¢moTeidas 6T AAkIB1&dNs adTédY T& TpdyuaTa leipel Tiooagépvny
Abnvadots pidov o6, kad TEAA TT&VTa capds &y ypdyas: Euyyvaiuny
8t elvan fauTd Trepl &wdpds Tohepiou kai peTd ToU This TOAECdS
&EupoOpou Kakov Ti BoulsUe.

6 8¢ AoTUoyos TOV pév AAKIP1EdNY EAAwS Te Kl OUKETL Spoiws &g
xelpas 1dvTa oUdt Bievosito TiwwpeioBon, dveABoov 8¢ Top odTOV
é¢s Mayvnoiov kal mapd Ticooapépyny &ua Aéyer Te adTols T&
ETIOTOAV T K TTis ZApoU Kal ylyveTal alTos unvuTrs, TPoodnke
Te, 5 EMéyeTo, émi idlois képdeor Tiooagépver EauTtdvy kal Trepl
ToUTwv kol Treplt TV &MAwv kowoloBor: Si1dmep kai [repi] Tfis
uioBopopds ok évtedols olions YaAaKWTEPwWS GVBATITETO.

6 8¢ AlkiPi&dng €dBUs TrépTrar katd Ppuviyou ypdupoTa és

Ty Z&yov Tpds ToUs év TéAel dvTas ola dédpake, kai &E1V alTdV

&mobBvnoke.

BopuPouuevos 8¢ 6 Opuvixos Kol TAVU €V TG peYioTw KwdUvw v
816 TO prpyupa &rooTéAAer aUbis TTpods TOV AcTUoxov, T& Te TTPOTEPX
MEpPOpEVOS OTL oU KaAdds ékpuetn kai viv 6T1 GAov TO OTPATEUNS TO
TéV Abnradwv étolpos €in TO v TR Zduw TOpaoyEy auTols
SxpBeipat, ypdyos ka® EkaoTa, &rerxioTou olons Zduou, ¢ &v
TPOTT® aUTS TPd&Eele, Kol OT1 dveTripBovdv oi 1dn ein epl THs Yuxis
&1’ &xelvous kwduvelovTt kol ToUTo Kai &Aoo Td&v Spdoon udMov 1
UTro TGV éxBioTwy adTov Sagbopiiva.
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6 8¢ AoTUoxos pnvuel kol TodTa TG AAKIPIAST.

kol s Tponodeto adTtov &6 Ppuvixos &dikoUvTta kol doov ol
TapoUoav &md ToU AAkiPi&dou Trepl ToUTwV EMOTOAY, aUTOS
Tpopbhoas TG oTpaTeUpaTl E§&yyehos ylyveTar s ol ToAéuiol
péMouow &teixioTou olons Tfis Zdpou kol Gua TGOV vekdy ou
Taocv Evdov Opuoucdv Embfocofol TG oTpaTomédw, kai TalTa
Cadds TETTUCUEVOS €1M, kail Xpfivar Terxilev Te Z&pov ws Tax1I0Ta Kal
T&MAa 2V puAaKT] Exew.

Phrynichus, realising that there would be a proposal to restore
Alcibiades, and that the Athenians would consent to it, and fearing
after what he had said against it that Alcibiades, if restored, would
avenge himself upon him for his opposition, turns to the following
recourse. He sends a secret letter to the Lacedaemonian admiral,
Astyochus, who was still in the neighbourhood of Miletus, to tell
him that Alcibiades was ruining their cause by making Tissaphernes
the friend of the Athenians, and containing an express revelation of
the rest of the intrigue, desiring to be excused if he sought to harm his
enemy even at the expense of the interests of his country.

However, Astyochus, instead of thinking of punishing Alcibiades,
who, besides, no longer ventured within his reach as formerly, {went
up} to him and Tissaphernes at Magnesia, tells them the contents of
the letter from Samos, and turns informer, and if report may be
trusted, made himself the paid creature of Tissaphernes, undertaking
to inform him as to this and all other matters; which was also the
reason why he did not remonstrate more strongly against the pay not
being given in full.

Upon this Alcibiades instantly sends to the authorities at Samos a
letter against Phrynichus, stating what he had done, and requiring
that he should be put to death.

Phrynichus, being distraught, and placed in the utmost peril by the
denunciation, sends again to Astyochus, reproaching him with having
so ill kept the secret of his previous letter, and saying that he was now
prepared to give them an opportunity of destroying the whole
Athenian armament at Samos; giving a detailed account of the means
which he should employ, Samos being unfortified, and pleading that
being in danger of his life on their account, he could not now be
blamed for doing this or anything else to escape being destroyed by
his mortal enemies.

This also Astyochus reveals to Alcibiades.

When Phrynichus timely perceived that he was playing him false,
and that a letter on the subject was on the point of arriving from
Alcibiades, he himself {anticipated} the news, and informs the army
that the enemy, seeing that Samos was unfortified and the fleet not all
stationed within the harbour, meant to attack the camp; that he could
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be certain of this intelligence, and that they must fortify Samos as
quickly as possible, and generally look to their defences.
(Thucydides, Histories 8.50—1.1; trans. after Dent [1910])

The framework of episodic structure offers little help in accounting for the
present forms here. If the entire passage is considered to constitute a single
episode (which makes some sense given the unity of participants and
action), then there are too many present forms. The alternative is to
distinguish between different episodes within this passage, with the episode
boundaries being constituted by the topic shifts and the (mostly implicit)
changes of scene. In this analysis, the first episode consists of Phrynichus
sending a letter to Astyochus; the next episode narrates how Astyochus
betrays Phrynichus to Alcibiades; and so on. In this analysis, each episode is
stripped down to its very core, to one central event, which becomes the peak
by default.*” The problem, in my view, is that this allows so much flexibility
to the application of the model as to be detrimental to its explanatory power.

In my analysis, we can simply explain these clustered instances of the
present in terms of the impact of each individual event on the narrative
dynamic. Phrynichus fears that Alcibiades will return; he therefore acts to
prevent this from happening by sending a letter to Astyochus (interven-
tion: TpémeTon [‘turns’], mwépmer [‘sends’]). Astyochus betrays him, thwart-
ing Phrynichus’ plan and prompting Alcibiades to act (intervention: Aéyer
[‘tells’], ytyveron pnvutfhs [‘turns informer’]). Thereupon, Alcibiades
plots to have Phrynichus killed (initiative: méuter [‘sends’]). Phrynichus
is distressed and tries to persuade Astyochus once more (intervention:
&mooTéMel [‘sends’]). Again, Astyochus betrays him (intervention:
pnvuer [‘reveals’]). Thereupon, Phrynichus acts to prevent Alcibiades from
accomplishing his goal of having him put to death by informing the
Athenian army at Samos that the enemy is preparing an attack on the city
(intervention: §&yyehos ytyvetan [‘becomes messenger’, i.c., ‘informs’]).*®

47 Allan (2011b) suggests an analysis similar to this to explain the high concentration of present forms
in the narrative of Themistocles’ exile at 1.135.2—-138.

The use of the present for preterite to refer to the communication of new, and especially sensitive,
information, is typical. In Thucydides, see 1.132.5 pmvuTtns ytyvetan (‘turns informant), 1.136.4
&nAot (‘reveals’), 1.137.2 pp&ler (‘tells’), 3.2.3 pnyvutad yiyvovTan (‘turn informant’), 3.3.5 &yyéMer
(‘announces’), 3.110.1 &yyéMeton (it is announced’), 4.68.6 katayopelUs (‘reveals’), 5.10.2
&yyéMeton (‘it is announced’), 6.28.1 pnvUeton (‘information is laid’), 6.54.3 kaTayopeter
(‘reveals’), 6.60.4 pmwier (‘reveals’), 6.65.3 &yyéMouot (‘announce’), 6.74. umvuer (‘reveals’),
7.31.3 &yyéMe (‘announces’), 7.43.4 &yyéAdouot (‘announce’), 8.26.1 &yyéMetan (it is
announced’), 8.73.4 onuaivouot (‘reveal’), 8.74.3 &yyéMer (‘announces’), 8.79.5 &yyéMetan (‘is
announced’), 8.94.1 &yyéAovTaoa (‘are announced’).

48
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Finally, the present for preterite can be used to mark changes in the
discourse structure on a much higher level. In Thucydidean historiogra-
phy, this often concerns changes in the military/political map in Greece.
Such usages are often more easily understood in terms of changes in
the status of referents, which I discuss in Section 3.5. Let me just give
one example here. The following passage narrates actions taken by the
Lacedaemonians after having successfully completed a military expedition
against a place called Iasus:

(43) TS Te WOMopa Ticoagéprel TapaddvTes kad T& &vdpdmoda T&VTY
kol SolAa kai éAsufiepa, v kb EkaoTov oTaThpa Aapeikdy Trop’
aUToU Euvépnoav AcPelv, EmaiTa dvexwpnoov & Ty MiAnTov. kol
Tedapitédv Te 1OV NAéovTos & Tiy Xiov &pyovta Aakedaiuoviev
TeppduTwy &rrooTéAouot elf uéxpr Epubpdv Exovta TO Topd
Audpyou émikoupikédy, kal & THy MidnTov adTtol diMmrov
kabioT&ov. kal 16 Bepos ETeAeUTa.

After handing over the town to Tissaphernes, together with all the
captives, slaves and [formerly] free men, agreeing to a price of one
Dareic stater per head, they retreated to Miletus. And Pedaritus, the
son of Leon, who was sent by the Lacedaemonians to Chios as
commander, they send by land as far as Erythrae with the mercenary
force from Amorges; and they install Philip in Miletus. And the
summer ended.

(Thucydides, Histories 8.28.4—5)

The aorist dvexwpnoav (‘retreated’) marks the resolution of the military
expedition. Before the summer ended (imperfect éreAedra [‘ended’]), the
Lacedaemonians make some preparations, sending a commander to
Erythrae (&rooTéMouon [‘send’]) and installing a certain Philip as governor
of Miletus (kaordow [‘install’]). To my mind, the concept of the ‘epi-
sode’ has no explanatory value here with respect to the use of the present for
preterite. Rather, the present signals changes in the macro-level discourse
structure. Our mental model of the discourse involves keeping track of
what force or which commander is where at what moment. Philip is zow
the commander at Miletus, and Pedaritus is 7zow on his way to Erythrae.*

In conclusion, the model of episodic structure may be a useful heuristic
tool for identifying particular locations of changes in the narrative dynamic
(the incipit and the peak), but only in those cases where the narrative

4 The narrative strand of Pedaritus is picked up in 8.32.2: kai peé TotTo TedéprTos, TéTE TOPICY
e &k Tfis MiMTou, yevéuevos év Epubpais SiamrepatoliTan aTds Te kol f) oTpatid s Xiov (‘and
after that Pedaritus, who at that time came by land from Miletus, {arrived} at Erythrae and crosses
over with his army to Chios’).
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submits to such an analysis in the first place. In summary narrative, it
is often good economy to explain the use of the present for preterite in
terms of changes in the structure of the narrative without reference to
episodic structure.

3.4.3  Narrative Schemas: Corpus Analysis

Having discussed a number of suggestive examples, I now aim to show in a
more systematic fashion that the present for preterite is structurally asso-
ciated with the pragmatic function of marking changes in the narrative
dynamic.

The evidence presented in Sections 3.3.3 (sentence complexity) and 3.3.4
(discourse progression marked by &7y [‘then’, ‘so’]) already points in this
direction. Another factor is verbal semantics. It has been noted many times
that the present for preterite has a predilection for certain verbs or event
types. For example, in the volume on the ‘historical present’ in Thucydides
(Lallot et al. [2011]), there are individual contributions on the verbs aipécw/
Aoppdve (‘capture’) (Allan [2011a]), Tpéme (‘turn to flight’) (Mortier-
Waldschmidt [2011]), Treifo (‘persuade’) (Jacquinod [2011]) and TrépTre
(‘send’) (Lambert [2011:211—21]). These verbs all have a high present-to-
aorist ratio and typically mark changes in the structure of the narrative.’®
Other salient examples are verbs such as unyavéopoa (‘contrive’; 5 present
forms, o aorists in my selected corpus; compare Section 3.3.1, note 27),
gmPoulevw (‘form a plot’; 3 present forms, o aorists) and the auxiliary verb
¢8&vw (‘do something before someone else can prevent it’; 9 present forms,
1 aorist; see also Chapter 2, Section 2.6.2).

However, as there are many different verb types and it is difficult to
come up with objective criteria for determining their inherent ‘change-
marking’ quality, I will not attempt a systematic review of tense marking
and verb type. Instead, I will focus on how changes in the narrative
dynamic are cued in the context surrounding the main clause assertion.
I have identified seven narrative schemas involving a change in the narra-
tive dynamic. Six of these are characterised by certain keywords, and one
by a negation in a subordinate clause. I describe these schemas as follows:*"

*° On the predilection of the present for certain verbs, see also, e.g., Koller (1951); Lallot (2011); Nijk
(20132). On &gikvéopan (‘arrive’) and mépme (‘send’), see also Section 3.5.2.

>" Such narrative schemas have also been identified by Lambert (2011), who discusses examples from
Polybius and Thucydides. According to Lambert, the tendency for the present for preterite to be
used after subordinate clauses referring to the state of mind of a character in the story (which,
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(1) A character is in a DIFFICULT SITUATION and tries to get rid of it:

ATropddv B¢ kol oUdepiav EAANY eUpiokwy &maAdoyn, Teicas Tol
Eévou ToUs Taidas Sraxgbeiper TO ypappoTeiov, 6 €del Z&Tupov AaPeiv
el un W &maAA&Esiey oUToS.

Being at a loss and finding no other way out, he {bribes} the slaves of
the stranger and counterfeits the document which Satyrus was to
receive in case he did not come to an agreement with me.

(Isocrates, Speech against the banker [17] 23)

Keywords: &tmropéw (‘be at a loss’), miélopar (‘be pressed’).
(2) A character FEARS that something will happen and acts to prevent it:

yevougvns 8¢ Tfis Tpomfis mwepl deidny dyiaw, deicavTes ol dAlyor pi
aUToPoel 6 Bfjuos ToU Te vewpiou kpaTfoeiey émweABoov kal o
SiogBeipeiey, éummp&ot T&s oikiag T&s év KUKAW Tiis &yopds kol Tag
Euvoikias, 6Tws pn 7 Epodos.’”

As they were routed towards dusk, fearing that the people would
attack and take control of the arsenal at first shout, and destroy them,
the oligarchs set fire to the houses and the lodging-houses around the
marketplace, so that there would be no way to advance against them.

(Thucydides, Histories 3.74.2)

Keywords: i8s10a, popiopat.
(3) A character 1s ANGRY about something and seeks redress:

Bapéws 8¢ pépov Thv UPpiv adt@dv 6 &vBpwros, Sikny ékaTépw alT&Y
Aayx&vet.

Taking their outrageous behaviour against him badly, the man files a
suit against both of them.
(Aeschines, Against Timarchus 1] 62)

Keywords: dpyilopar (‘be angry’), xodeméds/Papiws @épw (‘find
difficult to bear’), &yavaxTiw (‘be grieved’), &Ayiw (‘be pained’),
ATiw (‘be pained’).

however, Lambert does not support with statistics) suggests that the present for preterite conveys a
certain empathy with the character. Lambert (2011: abstract) points out that ‘[i]n other cases, it
happens that the narrator insists on the fact that the event he is telling about has upset the situation’.
To my mind, this is the central point. Lambert’s insistence on the aspect of empathy seems forced
in certain cases (see especially pages 205-7).

> There follows a long subordinate clause which I leave out for the sake of convenient translation.
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(4) A character wisHES to accomplish something and sets out to do this:

oi & o Onpaior dvTiTipwpeichan Boulduevol oTpaTeUouct TTawdnuel
¢l Ty TGV Oeomddy Xopav.

The Thebans, wishing to take vengeance in turn, make an expedition
with the entire citizen body against the land of the Thespians.
(Xenophon, Hellenic affairs 5.4.42)

Keywords: poulopar (‘want’).

(s) A character seEs (or realises, perceives, learns, knows) a certain prob-
lematic situation or, conversely, an opportunity, and acts accordingly:

6 5t Etedvikos kol ol oUv alTéd s €idov TpooBiovtas Tous STAITAS,
ouykAgiouot T&s TTUAGS Kal TOV poxAov éuP&AAouaty.

When Eteonicus and those with him saw the hoplites running towards
the city, they close the gate and thrust in the bar.
(Xenophon, Expedition of Cyrus 7.1.15)
Keywords: 6pdw (‘see’), yryvwokw (‘realise’), aic@dvouor (‘per-
ceive’), pavBavw (‘learn’), ruvBdvopor (‘hear/learn’).

(6) A character THINKS that something is the case and acts accordingly:

o s . . s . x ~ ~ .
ol & éumoddv vopifovtes alTOV givar T TolEiv & T1 BoulowTo,
émpoulevouoty alTR.

But they [the Thirty], thinking that he [Theramenes] was in their way,
preventing them to do as they pleased, form a plot against him.
(Xenophon, Hellenic affairs 2.3.23)
Keywords: vopilw (‘think’), fiytoper (‘think’), Soxéw (‘think’, with
the cogniser in the nominative case, or ‘seem’, with the cogniser in
the dative case).

(7) Things co DIFFERENTLY than a character anticipated, so that a
different approach is called for:

Mpétov pév otv 16 ThrToAdkw BSiehéxdn deduevos Tapadolval
ToUTOV" (s & olk #melfev, alTE ToUTy TTPooPdAhet.

So at first, he talked to Pittalacus, asking him to hand over the
defendant; but when he failed to persuade him, he makes an attempt
on the defendant himself.

(Aeschines, Against Timarchus [1] 57)

This schema is not characterised by a specific keyword but by a negation in
a temporal subordinate clause.
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The criteria for inclusion in the data and coding were the following:

(@) As sentence complexity in itself increases the odds of the present for
preterite being used (Section 3.3.3), I included only complex sen-
tences in my data sample. For schemas 1 to 6, I included cases with a
minimum of one temporal subordinate clause or conjunct participial
clause (either preposed or postposed). For schema 7, I included only
cases with a preposed temporal subordinate clause (because all rele-
vant instances containing a negation were preposed). Absolute parti-
cipial clauses were ignored.

(b) For schemas 1 through 6, instances were coded as belonging to a
certain schema when the main verb of one of the subordinate
clauses belonged to one of the defined keywords (composites were
included).’®> Moreover, the subject of the subordinate clause had to
be coreferential with that of the main clause (except in the case of
Sokéw [‘seem’], schema 6).

(c) Instances were coded as belonging to schema 7 when the temporal
subordinate clause contained a negation, without further conditions.

Two further thoughts. First, I have tried to keep my selection of keywords
as simple as possible. There are many other cases I might have included in
a more generous selection, but this would have made the selection more
arbitrary. I have aimed at simplicity and consistency, not at maximizing
positive results: the reader may judge whether I have left out keywords that
should have obviously been included, or vice versa. Second, by looking
only at subordinate clauses, I have excluded cases where the schema
extends beyond a single sentence. To give an example:

(44) &v TooUTe & BvTi por kwduvelew £ddkel, s ToU ye &mwobBaveiv
UtdpyovTos fidn. kaAéoas 8¢ Adpuimrov Adyw Tpods aliTov T&SE.

As I was in such a situation, it seemed to me that I should make a
venture, seeing that I was already as good as dead. I {called}
Damnippus and say to him the following.

(Lysias, Against Eratosthenes [12] 13—14)

In the first main clause, the character arrives at the idea that he should try
to escape his dire situation (¢56ke [‘it seemed’] is a keyword for schema 6).
The second main clause narrates the action taken by the character. The
reason for not including such examples is that it is hard to decide where to
draw the line: how great should we allow the distance between the two

** With the exception of dvoryryviookw in the sense ‘read’ (schema ).
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Table 3.4 Tense and narrative schemas

Schema Odds ratio p-value Cases
Difficult situation 4.656 0.047" 14
Fear 2.482 0.0195 38
Wish 2.155 0.109° 23
See 1.478 0.0457 130
Go differently 1.366 0.423° 32
Think 1.296 0.447" 38

“B = 1.518 (constant = .273), standard error = .766. NV = 1155.
’B = .909 (constant = .261), standard error = .386. N = 11535.
‘B = .768 (constant = .274), standard error = .479. N = 1155.
“B = 391 (constant = .245), standard error = .195. N = 1155.
‘B = .312 (constant = .199), standard error = .389. IV = 254.
/B = .260 (constant = .279), standard error = .342. N = 1155.

elements of the schema to be? Sticking to subordinate clauses makes the
selection of the data more objective.

The results are listed in Table 3.4. Because the total number of instances
of the schema in question (listed under ‘cases’) is generally low, I have
grouped the three historiographical works together. The loss of individual
differences is less important, in my view, than the overall picture. I have
ranked the schemas according to odds ratio, from high to low. Schema 3
(‘angry’) was excluded because the data yielded only a handful of cases.

The generally positive effect associated with these schemas supports the
claim that one of the main functions of the present for preterite is to mark
changes in the narrative dynamic. Note that the increase in odds reported
here is above the increase in odds due to the mere presence of at least one
conjunct participial clause or temporal subordinate clause (odds ratio
1.511).>* The observed hierarchy makes sense in light of the hypothesis
presented here. It stands to reason that the ‘difficult situation’ schema
should be the surest sign of an imminent change in the narrative dynamic.
Next, a character’s ‘fear’ is the strongest semantic cue. Of the other four,
‘wish” (which has a reasonably strong odds ratio at 2.155 but a rather high
p-value at 0.109) is the strongest indicator of a protagonist’s intention to
effect a change in the narrative dynamic. ‘See’ and ‘think’ (a statistically
negligible effect at p = 0.447) are more neutral terms.

°* B = .413 (constant = .129), standard error = .084, p < .0o1. N = 2290.
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As for the ‘go differently’ schema, many cases where the aorist is used are
easily explained away in terms of narrative dynamics. The aorist is nor-
mally used when an attempt is abandoned altogether. For example:

(45) o5 & oUbtv &méPorey alToils v TpocedéxovTo kol EmeAeholimer &
oiTos, drexwpnoov kai dieAubnoav KoTd ToOAeL.

When nothing turned out as they expected and their provisions had
run short, they retreated and disbanded, each [returning] to their
own city.

(Thucydides, Histories 3.26.4)

The aorist is almost always used in such contexts, where the resolution of
narrative tension is marked by characters ‘going away’ (&mépyopan),
‘retreating’ (dvoxwpéw), ‘sailing away’ (&momAéw) and the like. This is
very different from when an initial setback inspires a new attempt to
accomplish the original goal. At least 7 out of the 12 cases of the aorist
counted for this schema fall into this category.’’ Ignoring such cases would
certainly make the effect (which is now statistically negligible at p = 0.423)
stronger. Similar instances are found with the other schemas as well.

3.4.4 Conclusion

In this section, I have argued that one of the main discourse-structural
functions of the present for preterite is to mark changes in the narrative
dynamic. I identified four types: initiatives, interventions, incidents and
culminations (Section 3.4.1). Next, I argued that the explanatory value of
these concepts for tense-switching supersedes that of the model of episodic
structure (Section 3.4.2). Finally, I presented evidence from the corpus to
the effect that subordinate clauses that cue an imminent change in the
narrative dynamic increase the odds of the present for preterite being used
(Section 3.4.3).

3.5 Changes in the Status of Referents

The second main function of the diegetic present for preterite is to mark
changes in the status of referents. I distinguish two types. First, changes in
the activation status of referents. This concerns either the (re-)introduction

> Th. 3.16.2 dvexwpnoov (‘retreated’), 3.18.1 &mwfirBov (‘went away’), 3.26.4 dvexcdpnoav
(‘retreated’), 8.10.2 &mavexcpnoow (‘retreated’), 8.20.2 &mémAeuoey (‘sailed away’); X. HG 2.1.23
&mémheuoav (‘sailed away’); An. 4.3.6 dveyxwpnoav (‘retreated’).
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of referents or their exit.”® Second, changes in the position or role of
referents: objects changing possession, persons changing their relationship
status, cities changing allegiance, et cetera.’” These functions often overlap
(a character may be re-introduced into the discourse with a new role), but
this is not always the case, and it makes sense to make this distinction from
a descriptive point of view.

In Section 3.5.1, I sketch a typology of different types of changes in the
status of referents. In Section 3.5.2, I argue that the referent-managing
function of the present for preterite may be supported by an additional
conceptual scenario, in which the designated entities are traced on a
‘mental map’. Then, in Section 3.5.3, I explore the hypothesis that greater
unpredictability of the subject referent increases the odds of the present for
preterite being used.

3.5.1  Typology

I begin with changes in activation status. The activation of a referent entails
either the introduction of an entirely new referent or the re-introduction of
an already established referent in a particular episode or scene (‘cast change
markers’; see van Dijk [1981: 181]). The following example illustrates the
former principle:

(46) Kai dogé o EkaoTov &wdpa Mepotwy mpooeTaipicactar TolTov
Tew mioTevel pwdMoTa. OTévns pév vuv éodyeTon luTappéven,
FwPpuns d¢ Meyd&pulov, Acmabivns 8¢ Yddpvea. [eyovoTwy B¢
TOUTWV £ Trapayiveton &5 T& Zoloo Aapsios 6 YoTdoteos £k
TMepogwv fikwv.

And they decided that each of them should take as companion the
Persian he most trusted. Now, Otanes brings in Intaphrenes;
Gobryas: Megabyzus; and Aspathines: Hydarnes. These being six,
Dareius, the son of Hystaspes, arrives at Sousa, coming from
the Persians.

(Herodotus, Histories 3.70)

Intaphrenes, Megabyzus and Hydarnes are mentioned here for the first
time. Darius has been mentioned before by Herodotus but not as a
character in the main narrative. These men, together with the already

6 . L .
> For the function of the present for preterite in introducing new referents, compare Thoma (2011).
’7 Compare Fanning (1990: 232), who describes the use of the present for preterite ‘to introduce new

participants in an existing paragraph’ and ‘to show participants moving to new locations within

a paragraph’.
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mentioned Otanes, Gobryas and Aspathines, will play the leading role in
the following narrative, as they rise against the reign of Smerdis the mage.

An example of a local re-introduction of a character who has already
been established in the macro-narrative is the following:

(47) #idBn Bt fpdv kexepoTovnuéveoy Eml ToUs &pkous, oUTw &t
&mnpkdTwy Tl THY UoTépav TpeoPelav, EkkAnoia ylyvetal, &
Anpoo8évns 6 vuvi kaTnyopdy éuol Aayxdvel TTpoedpeUeiv.

When we had already been elected to administer the oaths, but had
not yet left on our second embassy, an assembly is held, in which
Demosthenes, who is now my accuser, is chosen by lot to act as
president.

(Aeschines, On the false embassy [2] 82)

The present in éxkAnoia ylyvetan (‘an assembly is held’) marks a new
development in the macro-narrative structure, prompting the beginning of
a new episode (the beginning of the actual episode is marked in the next
sentence with the phrase év 8¢ TalTn Tfj éxkAnoia [‘in that assembly’]).
The present Aocyy&ver (‘is chosen by lot’) serves to highlight the introduc-
tion of Demosthenes, who is a main character in the macro-narrative, as an
actor in this new episode.

Finally, the following instance illustrates the re-introduction of a refer-
ent on the scene on two levels of narrative organisation. The speech is
Lysias’ Against Simon, and the context is as follows: After a confrontation
between the speaker and the defendant over a boy, Theodotus, the speaker
left Athens. After a while, he comes back:

(48) &mwedn Bt QHpny ikawdv ivan TOV Xpdvov Zipcwvt dmihabiodon pév ToT
veaviokou, peTaperfjoon 8¢ TGV TPdTEPOY HUaPTNUEVWY, &PikvoTpal
&AW, K&yd ptv xopny els Teipoud, oUTos 8 odobdpevos edfiws
fixovta 1OV OeddoTov kol Srarpifovta Tapd Auciudyw, O5 COKeL
TAnoiov Tfis olkias fs oUTos ZuepicBwTo, TopekdAect Twas TV
TouTou &miTndeicov. kol oUTol pév fploTwy kal Emwov, eUlakas Bi
kaTéotnoov &m ToU Téyous, V), owdTe EfABor TO peipdkiov,
gloopmdoeioy aUuTév. év 8¢ ToUTw TG KaIp &pikvolpal £y £k
Tepaiéws, kol TpETropal Tapicow s TOV Aucipaxov.

When I believed enough time had elapsed for Simon to have forgot-
ten about the boy and regret his acts of wrongdoing, I arrive again.
I went to Piracus, but the defendant, perceiving immediately that
Theodotus had come back and was staying with Lysimachus, who
lived close to the house which the defendant had rented, called some
of his friends over. So they ate and drank, and they placed guards on

the roof, so that, when the boy came out, they might seize him and
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take him inside. In that moment I arrive from Piracus, and in passing
I turn to Lysimachus” house.
(Lysias, Against Simon (3] 10-12)

The two instances of &gikvoUuou (‘arrive’) have been found problematic by
those who explain the use of the present for preterite purely in terms of
rhetorical impact (Sicking and Stork [1997]). In my account, these present
forms mark the re-introduction of the speaker on the scene on different
levels of the narrative. First, the speaker arrives back at Athens: this marks
the start of a new phase in the narrative on a macro-structural level. The
second instance marks the arrival of the speaker on the scene in the context
of episodic developments. Note how the phrase év 8¢ ToUTe 76 koapéd (‘in
that moment’) indicates that the event designated by the main clause verb
constitutes an incision in the structure of the story.’®

De-activation of referents occurs when referents are taken ‘off the stage’
(exit), usually by death. This is illustrated by the following example:

(49) Met& 8t TauTas Té&s EuvBrkas Onpipévns pév Tapadous AcTudyw TS
vads &ToTALwy év KEANTL &pavileTal.

After [the establishment of] that agreement Therimenes, after hand-
ing over the ships to Astyochus, {sailed away} in a small boat and
disappears.

(Thucydides, Histories 8.38.1)

With his disappearance in the story, Therimenes disappears as a discourse
referent that the addressees need to take into account in the processing of
the narrative.

Changes in the role of characters often coincide with changes in their
activation status in the discourse. One instance, however, where the
referent is already highly active when his role changes, is the following:

(s0) &mwe1dn Tolvuv TadTa TOMTEUOEVOU ToUTOU TOTE Kad ToUTo TO Beiyw
¢€evnvoydtos Tepl auTol, Tous Tepl TR elpfyng TpéoPels TEUTTEW
os Oihov EmeiotnTte U ApioTodfuou kol NeomToAépou kad
KtnowpévTos kal Tév &Mwv TV Ekeifey dmayyeMovTwy oud’
6TI00V Uyifs, ylyvetar 16V TpéoPewy ToUTwy €ls kal oUTos, ovy
€5 TEW &Todwooutvewy T& UUETEPa, 0UB 65 TEV TETIOTEUKOTWOV T
DT, AN G5 TGV PUAGESYTWY Tous EANoUs.

Now, when you were induced by Aristodemus, Neoptolemus,
Ctesiphon and others, who had brought entirely misleading reports

58 Compare my earlier comments on the term kaupds (‘opportune/critical moment’) at example (28)
in Section 3.3.3, with note 32.
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Aeschines here acquires the role of ambassador. This is a key moment in
Demosthenes’ narrative, as it concerns Aeschines’ alleged misbehaviour

Summary Narrative and the Diegetic Present

from Macedonia, to send an embassy to negotiate peace with Philip,
the defendant, having conducted those policies and having exhibited
that example of his conduct, becomes one of the ambassadors — being
chosen not as one who would make traffic of your interests, not as one
who had any confidence in Philip, but as one of the party that was to
keep an eye on the rest, for in view of his early speeches, and of his
known hostility to Philip, it was natural that you should all have such
an opinion of the man.
(Demosthenes, On the false embassy [19] 12;
trans. after Vince and Vince [1926])

while acting in this function.

Finally, typical changes in the position of referents involve events such
as marriage, adoption, financial transactions, transfer of property and the
like.”® I discuss two cases that also illustrate the cumulative effect of the use
of present forms in close succession to mark different changes in the status

of referents. First, consider the following passage:

(s1) UmMd Bt TOV alTdV ¥pdvov ToUTov kal TiooBéuns 6 Alyiiels

&pikveiTar kot éumoplav i8lav &mwodnuéddv. EmiThdeios & v
Doppicovt kad Kowwvds 6 Tigoobévns, OT EEémAe, §idwow &mobeivat
16 Doppicovt peT Ny xpnudTwy kol piéias Aukioupyels dUo. &md
TUxMS 8¢ 6 Trais TauTas T&s iddas, oUk eidws 8T &AAGTplon Ao,
8idwot 1§ Aloypicovt 16 dxoloUfw TG TouTou, 8T Eméuebn s TdV
TaTépa TOV udy UTTd TouTou, Kol NTEITo T& oTpwpaTa Kol T iudTia
Kol TéS QréAas, kol THY pvdy Tol &pyupiou EdaveicaTo, APIKOUEVLY GdS
ToUTov ANkéTou kai ldoovos.

About the same time, Timosthenes of Aegilia also arrives home from
a journey abroad which he had made on private business.
Timosthenes {was} a friend and partner of Phormio, and when he
set sail he gives to Phormio to put away for him along with other
articles two bowls of Lycian workmanship. By chance the boy, not
knowing that these bowls were the property of someone else, gives
them to Aeschrion, the body-servant of the defendant, when he was
sent to my father by the defendant and requested the bedding and the
cloaks and the bowls, and borrowed the mina of silver, at the time
when Alcetas and Jason came to the defendant’s house.
(Demosthenes, Against Timotheus [49] 31;
trans. after Murray [1939])

*? On marriage, adoption and financial transactions, see also Chapter 4, especially Section 4.4.
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The present &gikveitan (‘arrives’) highlights the activation of a new refer-
ent: Timosthenes of Aegilia. Then, the narrative moves back to a previous
occasion. The first instance of the present 8i8wow (‘gives’) introduces a
new referent (the bowls), re-activates a familiar referent (Phormio) in this
new part of the story and marks a possession change (the bowls move from
Timosthenes to Phormio). The second instance again marks a possession
change and re-activates a referent who is familiar from the preceding
discourse (Aeschrion).

My second example concerns the narrative in Isaeus’ speech On the
estate of Hagnias (11). The facts as presented by the speaker are as follows:
Hagnias did not leave his estate to his next-of-kin, but adopted a niece as
his daughter. Should he die, his estate would go to whomever she married.
However, he had written in his will that, in case his adopted daughter
should die, the property was to go to Glaucon, his half-brother. Beside
Glaucon, Hagnias’ next-of-kin were Eubulides, Stratocles, Stratius and the
speaker. This was the situation, but then things changed:

(52) Xpdvwv &t Biayevopéveov petd TodTo TeAeutd pév EURouidng,
TedeuTd 8 ) Buydtne fiv Emoimicato Ayvias, AauPéver 8¢ TOHV
kAfipov Matkwy kaTtd& Thy Srabnkny.

Some time having elapsed after that, Eubulides dies, the daughter
whom Hagnias had adopted dies, and Glaucon takes possession of
the estate in accordance with the will.

(Isaeus, On the Estate of Hagnias [11] 9)

The first two present forms (tedeutd [‘dies’]) mark the exiz of referents
in the narrative who were important in that they were potential claimants
to the disputed inheritance. The form Acupéver (‘takes possession of’)
marks the transfer of the inheritance to the possession of Glaucon. Isaeus
continues to use the present for preterite in the rest of this short narrative
to mark changes of possession and exits of referents.®® This serves to
facilitate our processing of the discourse, as we keep track of who is in
possession of the estate, and which potential claimants are still alive, at
each point in the narrative.

3.5.2  Mental Maps

The present for preterite is often used to mark stages in a journey. This use
may be understood in terms of marking a change in the position of

9 Aoupdver (‘takes possession of), 10 Tereutd (‘dies’, bis).
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referents as well. However, I argue that the conceptual scenario in which
the position of referents is traced in the discourse space may be supported
by another conceptual scenario in which the position of referents is
traced on a fictive map. This mental map is a ‘visual aid’ which helps to
concretise the more abstract concept of referents changing position in the
discourse space.

The most well-known cases of what we may call the ‘itinerary present’
are found in the first book of Xenophon’s Expedition of Cyrus. Here the
stages of Cyrus’ expedition into upper Persia are consistently marked with
present forms, in formulas of the following type: From there he marches
X stages, Y parasangs, to location Z. The most remarkable cluster of such
present forms is found in the following passage:®’

(53) ’EvTelfev &§ehadver oTabuols dlo Topacdyyas Séka &l TOV Yépov
ToTopdY, oU AV TO eUpos Tpia TALBpa. évTelfey &€eAatvel oTabBuody
fva Tapaocdyyas TévTe émrl TOV TTUpapoy ToTaudy, oU Ay T eUpog
oT&diov. vTelfev E§ehaver oTaBuous SUo TTapacdryyas TrevTeKaideka
els “looous, Tfis Kihikias éoxarny moAw émi Tfj 8aA&TTn oikoupévny,
peydAn kai eddaipova.

From there he marches out, two stages, ten parasangs, to the river
Psarus, which was three plethra in width. From there he marches out,
one stage, five parasangs, to the river Pyramus, which was a stadium in
width. From there he marches out, two stages, fifteen parasangs, to
Issus, the last city of Cilicia, situated on the sea, large and wealthy.
(Xenophon, Expedition of Cyrus 1.4.1)

Rijksbaron (2002: 24) devotes a separate heading to this use of the present
for preterite. He argues that ‘decisiveness’, which he considers the typical
function of the present for preterite elsewhere (22—4), is ‘a less prominent
feature’ here. Rijksbaron assigns a narrative-structural function to this use
of the present: ‘[TThey “punctuate”, as it were, the narrative, dividing
it into narrative units.” I think discourse segmentation is certainly an
important consideration here. The narrative ‘moves along’ with the main
character: as Cyrus marches to a next stage, we are led from one spatio-
temporally defined narrative unit to the next (compare Willi [2017: 240];
Huitink [2019: 196-8]).

! The other instances (to a total of 23) are: (1.)2.5, 2.6, 2.7, 2.10, 2.11 (bis), 2.14, 2.19 (bis), 2.20,
4.4, 4.6, 4.9, 4.10, 4.11, 4.19, 5.1, 5.5, 7.1, 7.14. We find the aorist only at 1.2.23 (fAaoe
[‘marched’]). Here the verb does not mark an uninterrupted march from one resting place to the
next, but rather the completion of a stage that was already begun.
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On the other hand, I do not think this interpretation is entirely
satisfactory. When the present is used in close succession, as in the example
just cited, the idea that each present form marks the beginning of a new
‘narrative unit’ loses much of its explanatory value. The first two present
forms do not introduce a new episode; nothing further happens after
Cyrus arrives at his destination. In my view, this explanation should be
supported by one that is more specifically geared towards the kind of
conceptualisation that is evoked by these verbs — verbs such as &ehaitvw
(‘march out’) in example (53), as well as (very frequently) &gixvéopeu
(‘arrive’) and Tépme (‘send’) and others such as dppifopcn (‘anchor’).®

I argue that the present for preterite of such verbs may activate a
conceptual scenario in which the designated change in location is traced
on a virtual map. The existence of maps in Classical Athens is well-
attested, although the texts we have suggest that maps were something of
a novelty.®> The best-known passage is probably the story in Herodotus’
Histories (5.49), where Aristagoras, the ruler of Miletus, comes to Sparta in
order to convince King Cleomenes to undertake a military expedition into
Persia. Aristagoras carries with him ‘a bronze tablet in which a map of the
entire earth and the entire sea and all the rivers was engraved’ (5.49.1
X&Akeov Tivoka év TG yfis &mdons mepiodos éveTéTunTo Kol &Aoo Te
T&oa kad ToTapol TévTes).** On this map, Aristagoras shows Cleomenes
the peoples that he will conquer on the way to Susa, pointing out their
riches to entice the king to take on the enterprise:

(54) Kotolknvron 8¢ &AMAwY Exduevor ¢ 2y ppdow. lovawy utv TéVde
0i8e Audol, oikéovTés Te ywpnv &yabny kai ToAuapyupwTaTOl E4VTES
(Bekvis 8¢ EAeye ToUTa &5 THs yfis THY Tepiodov T 2pépeTo &V TG
Trivoxt gvteTumuévny). ‘Auddv 8¢, Epn Adywv 6 ApioTaydprs, ‘oide
gxovtar Opuyes ol Tpds THY NQ, ToAuTpoPaTwTaTol Te EOVTES
TavTwY TEOV &y olda Kol ToAUKapTTéTaTOL.

‘They inhabit neighbouring territories, as I will explain. Neighbouring
the Tonians hereyyyprox are the Lydians over hereyyyprox, inhabiting

2 For the frequent use of the present for preterite of &gikvéopon (‘arrive’) and méume (‘send’) in
Thucydides, see Lallot (2011). Present for preterite forms of the verb Téume (‘send’) often
designate changes in the narrative dynamic of the initiative and intervention type: see Lambert
(2011: 211-21). For 6ppifopan (‘anchor’) in Thucydides, see 1.46.3, repeated in 1.46.5 (example
[ss]), 7.34.1, 8.10.3, 8.11.1, 8.95.1, 8.103.3.

63 Compare Dover (1968) and Aristophanes, Clouds 206; see note 68. See also Purves (2010: ch. 3,
with p. 99, n. 7 for references).

4 The phrase Tepiodos yfis, which we can here translate as a ‘map of the world’ (as at Aristophanes,
Clouds 206, see below), literally means ‘perimeter of the world’ or ‘round journey of the world’. See
Romm (1992: ch. 1) for a discussion of the broader applications of the term.
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a good land and being exceptionally rich in silver.” And as he said
that he pointed to the map of the world which was engraved in the
tablet he carried. ‘And neighbouring the Lydians,” continued
Aristagoras, ‘are the Phrygians of the east over hereyyyprox, who are
the richest in sheep of all the peoples I know, and richest in fruit.’
(Herodotus, Histories 5.49.5)

Note how Aristagoras uses demonstratives designating immediate proxim-
ity to refer to the representations of the Ionian, Lydian and Phrygian
peoples on the map (loovwy Té@v8e [‘neighbouring the lonians here’],
oide Audoi [‘the Lydians over here’], oide ®pUyes [‘the Phrygians over
here’]). In reality, these peoples live far away, but their representations on
the map are within arm’s reach of Aristagoras.®’

I argue that the use of the ‘itinerary’ present conveys the pretence that
the narrated journey can be traced on a map that is currently accessible to
the speech partners. Of course, there is no actual map and no actual
tracing: we are dealing with a covert scenario, a conceptual substrate we
supply in order to make sense of the utterance (Langacker [2008: §31—5]).
In Xenophon’s Expedition of Cyrus (example [53]), we mentally trace
Cyrus’ journey inland on a map, moving our focus from one location to
another.®® The way Xenophon describes the stages is iconic of this act of
tracing. Xenophon starts with the reference location (¢vteGfev [‘from
there’]), then gives the verb (¢¢ehaver [‘marches out’]), the distance
travelled (oTaBuous Blo Topacdyyas déka [‘two stages, ten parasangs’])
and the destination (¢mri Tév Yé&pov oToudv [‘to the river Psarus’]).®”

% The rhetorical effect of the compression of space achieved by the map is discussed by Purves (2010:
ch. 4).

In this connection it is highly interesting that Purves (2010: 98) suggests that the origins of prose
narrative may have been ‘inherently bound up with the art of pictorial representation’. She points to
the doxographical tradition that Anaximander presented an account of the world together with a
map in one book; the same is believed of Hecatacus. Purves (2010: 107) also refers to West (1971:
19, 49—-50; 1997: 146 and n. 193), who has suggested that the mythographer Pherecydes may have
had a map of the world before him while writing his Theagony.

Purves (2010: 128-9, 147) points to similar iconic effects in Herodotus’ description of Asia. Further
on, however, with reference to Herodotus™ description of the King’s road, Purves (2010: 144—50)
distinguishes Herodotus’ hodological understanding of space from a cartographical understanding
(with reference to Janni [1984]). While a map gives a synoptic representation of a spatial expanse,
Herodotus™ discourse ‘follows a trajectory from A to B, following the traveler’s experience and
perspective rather than that of an abstract, overseeing eye’ (Purves [2010: 145]). In my view, it is
possible to have a hodological description of traversing space while at the same time establishing
links with a mental space representing a map. Moreover, I point out that Aristagoras’ ‘reading’ of
the map to king Cleomenes is also hodological to a certain extent, as there is a chronological
progression when he moves further east (‘here are the Ionians, here are the Lydians, here are the

Phrygians’).

66

67
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This explanation is not mutually exclusive with an explanation in terms
of discourse structure. Rather, it reinforces it. Let me give another example
to argue this point:

(55) ol pév &7 vijes [sc. TGV ABrvaicwv] &eikvolvTal és ThHy Képkupaw, of ¢
Kopivtiol, &meidt) adTois TTapeokeUaoTo, EmAsov &l Ty Képkupaw
vauol TevThKovTa Kol EKOTov.. . . &meildn 8¢ mpooéueafav Tfj KoTd
Képkupav fimeipw &md Asukddos mAfovTes, dppilovTon &5 Xeipépiov
Tfis OeopwTidos yiis.

goT1 8¢ Nipn, kad TOAs UTrép aUToU keiTan &mod Baddoons &v T
"EAcadmidi Tfs Osompwtidos Egupn. &inot 8¢ ap’ adthy Axepoucia
Alpvn és B&Aaooav: ik 8¢ Tfis OeompwTidos Axépwy TOTAUOS PEWY
EoP&MeL &5 alTRY, &’ 00 kol THY &meovupiay Exel. pel 8¢ kai OUopis
ToTapds, dpilwy THy OsompwTida kai KeoTpivny, dv dvtds T &xpa
Avexel TO Xelpépiov.

ol ptv olv Kopivbor Tfis Amelpou évTalba oppilovTai Te kol
oTPATOTTESOV ETTOICAVTO.

The ships [of the Athenians] arrive at Corcyra, and the Corinthians,
when their preparations had been made, sailed against Corcyra with
one hundred and fifty ships.. .. They {sailed} from Leucas, and when
they drew near the mainland over against Corcyra, cast anchor at
Chimerium in the territory of Thesprotia.

It is a harbour, and above it lies a city away from the sea in the
Eleatic district of Thesprotia, Ephyra by name. Near it is the outlet
into the sea of the Acherusian lake; and the river Acheron runs
through Thesprotia and empties into the lake, to which it gives its
name. There is also the river Thyamis, which separates Thesprotia
and Cestrine, and between these rivers rises the promontory
of Chimerium.

At that point of the mainland, then, the Corinthians cast anchor
and made a camp.

(Thucydides, Histories 1.46; trans. after Smith [1919])

The present forms &gikvoUvTon (‘arrive’) and &ppifovron (‘cast anchor’)
signal a salient change in the position of referents in the discourse: the
Athenian ships ‘are now’ at Corcyra, and the Corinthians ‘now anchor’ at
Chimerium.®® The conceptual construct of a map serves as an aid to

 The use of a world map to point out locations within Greece is illustrated by a passage in
Aristophanes’ Clouds (200-17). A student of Socrates’ school shows Strepsiades the location of
Athens (207 oi8e utv Abfjvon [‘this is Athens’]), Euboia (211-12 % 8¢ y* EUBor’, ds 6pds, | 51
TapaTéTaTon pokpd méppw mévy [‘and Euboia, as you can see, is stretched out over here over a
very long distance’]) and Lacedaemon (214 8mou'oiv; attni ["Where is it? Over there.’]). The
nature of the map as representation is comically misunderstood by Strepsiades; see Purves
(2010: 114).
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visualise this change in the discourse structure. In other words, a link is
established between the referents in the discourse space and entities as
represented in a mental map. When referents ‘move’ in the discourse, this
moving is visualised by a repositioning of the entities on the map. This
interpretative move is facilitated by the geographical description of the
harbour inserted into the narrative by Thucydides.

3.5.3  Referent Designation: Corpus Analysis

In order to support the claim that the present for preterite is structurally
associated with the function of highlighting changes in the status of
referents, I will discuss evidence from the corpus pertaining to tense usage
and the way referents are coded linguistically. The general hypothesis
explored here is that the odds of the present for preterite being used
increase as the subject of the main clause becomes less predictable.
Concretely, this means that the odds of the present for preterite will
increase, first, when the subject is given more coding material (according
to Givon’s [1991] quantity principle), and second, when the referent is
marked as indefinite.
Let me give an example to illustrate these points:

(56) ToU & émiyryvopévou yedvos ApioTeidns 6 Apximmou, s 16wV
dpyupordywv vedv AbBnvaiwy oTpatnyds, di égeméupinoay Tpods Tous
Euppdyous, Aptagépvny &vdpa TTépony Tapd BaciAéws TTopeudpuevoy
& Nakedaipova UNapP&ver év "Hiovt Tfj émi ZTpupdvi.

The next winter Aristides the son of Archippus, one of the admirals of
the Athenian ships that had been sent to the allies to collect money,
arrests Artaphernes, a Persian, as he was marching from the [Persian]
king to Lacedaemon, at Eion on the Strymon.

(Thucydides, Histories 4.50.1)

The subject (Aristides) is designated by proper noun rather than by a
pronoun or by zero anaphora (i.e., no designation). This signals that the
subject is not retrievable from the immediately preceding discourse con-
text. Moreover, the subject is designated not only by proper noun but by
patronym as well (‘Aristides the son of Archippus’), which suggests that the
man is entirely new to the discourse.®> This becomes further apparent
from the apposition with an indefinite description: €ls . . . oTparnyds (‘one

% On the position of proper nouns in the givenness hierarchy (Gundel et al. [1993]), see Mulkern
(1996).

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009042970.005 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009042970.005

3.5 Changes in the Status of Referents 207

of the admirals’). Apparently, we are not supposed to be familiar with the
referent or his role in the discourse. The object of the sentence is also
designated by proper noun (‘Artaphernes’), and here too an indefinite
description signals the referent’s all-new status in the discourse (&v8pa
Téponv [‘a Persian’]). The introduction of two all-new referents constitutes
a significant incision in the discourse structure, and we find the present for
preterite in the main clause (uMopPdver [‘arrests’]). In the next two
sections, I will try to establish to what extent the association of the present
for preterite with the unpredictability of referents is a structural property of

the Classical Greek language.

3.5.3.1  Coding Material

When a referent is new to the discourse or newly activated, more linguistic
material will be used to designate this referent. Givén (1991) proposes the
following hierarchy: zero anaphora > unstressed pronoun > independent
pronoun > full noun phrase. My hypothesis is that the odds of the present
for preterite being used increase when we move higher in this hierarchy.”
I will confine myself to the analysis of subject designations. A subsidiary
hypothesis I will discuss below is concerned with variation within the
category of proper nouns: here I look at the difference between simple
names and full names (see Mulkern [1996]).

My focus here is solely on how referents are designated, with other
aspects (e.g., animacy, number) being kept constant as much as possible.
In order to address this, I have limited my data sample to cases where the
main verb is singular and the subject is a person who can be identified by
name (because the name is given somewhere in the text). Within this set,
I have made a distinction between three kinds of reference:

(@) Noun phrase. This is almost always a proper noun (e.g., Anpoc8évng
[‘Demosthenes’]). Cases where we find a type noun to refer to a
character who is known by name (e.g., 6 dvnp [‘the man’]) are
exceedingly rare. I have therefore excluded these from the data.””

(b) Pronoun: 6 (‘he’), atds (‘he himself), oUtos (‘that [man])’, éxeivog
(‘that [man])’. This is relatively uncommon, and I have therefore not

7® Technically, what matters is not so much quantity as informativity (compare Grice’s [1975] maxim
of quantity). A pronoun may be formally more complex than a proper noun: éxeivos (‘that [man]’) is
less specific than Ayis (‘Agis’) (a king of Sparta), but the former designation contains more syllables
than the latter. Generally speaking, however, informativity corresponds to formal complexity.

7" T have also excluded references to the King of Persia, who is normally not designated by name but
simply as paoirets (‘king’), without the article.
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Table 3.5 Tense and subject designation

Work Category Present Aorist Odds ratio p-value

Thuc. Hist. Proper noun 87 (78) 15 (29) 2.939 0.002"
Pronoun 22 (20) 4 (6) 2.787 o.o77b
Zero 75 (86) 38 (27)

Xen. Hell. Proper noun 48 (39) 71 (80) 1.718 0.045°
Pronoun 8 (11) 27 (24) 0.753 0.525¢
Zero 37 (43) 94 (88)

Xen. Exp. Proper noun 94 (98) 89 (85) 0.734 0.156°
Pronoun 18 (22) 23 (19) 0.544 0.084"
Zero 95 (87) 66 (74)

“B = 1.078 (constant = .68), standard error = .343.
’B = 1.025 (constant = .68), standard error = .579.
‘B = .541 (constant = -.932), standard error = .269.
“B = -.284 (constant = -.932), standard error = .447.
‘B = -.31 (constant = .364), standard error = .218.
/B = -.609 (constant = .364), standard error = .353.

found it useful to make more fine-grained distinctions within
this group.
(c) Zero anaphora.

I have coded subject designations found in the main clause (Demosthenes
did X), in a subordinate clause (As Demosthenes saw this, [he] did X), or as
an extra-clausal theme-constituent (Demosthenes, seeing this, did X; see
Mati¢ [2003]; Allan [2014]). In the latter two cases, I have coded only
the immediately following main clause verb for the relevant designation.””

The results are listed in Table 3.5. In Thucydides’ Histories, there is a
substantial increase in odds of the present being used when the referent is
designated by proper noun in comparison with zero anaphora (odds ratio
2.939, p = 0.002). The observed effect for pronouns is almost as strong
(2.787), but this is statistically much less certain (p = 0.077). In

7> T have also counted the exceptional cases where the subject of the main clause is marked with a
different case than the nominative, as in Th. 4.93.2 T& 8¢ ‘lrwoxp&Tel vt Tepi T6 AfjAiov 65 aUTE
Ay yéAn 811 BowwTol &mépyovTan, Téumer & 1O oTpdTeupa (‘and to Hippocrates, as he was in the
neighborhood of Delium, when it was reported to him that the Boeotians were coming, [he, i.e.,
Hippocrates] sends a message to the army’). When the subject is designated first with a proper noun
and then with a pronoun (which sometimes happens in long sentences), I have coded for the
highest-order designation.
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Xenophon’s Hellenic affairs, we similarly see a positive effect of subject
designation with a proper noun over the baseline condition, but it is
less strong and less certain (odds ratio 1.718, p = 0.045). The results for
the pronoun category are statistically negligible at p = 0.525. Overall, the
results from these two works support the hypothesis.

This is not the case for Xenophon’s Expedition of Cyrus: here the results
are negative both for the pronoun category (odds ratio 0.544) and for the
proper noun category (odds ratio 0.734). However, the effects are uncer-
tain (p-values of 0.084 and 0.156, respectively). The 23 cases of the
‘itinerary’ present &ehavvel (‘marches out’) in book 1 (see Section 3.5.2)
probably have an inordinate influence: there are only three cases with the
proper noun against 20 with zero anaphora. More generally, the difference
in results may reflect the difference in narrative character between the
works (Section 3.1.2): the narrative in the Expedition of Cyrus is more vivid
than in the other two works, so that the discourse-structural quality of the
present for preterite may be less pronounced here (compare the results for
sentence complexity, Section 3.3.3).

Now let us zoom in on the ‘proper noun’ category. As Mulkern (1996)
notes, the use of a simple name (‘John’) implies greater accessibility of the
referent than the use of a full name (‘John Smith’). In Classical Greek,
there are no surnames. I regard as the equivalent of a full name a noun
phrase including the name of the referent and either an adjective specifying
the referent’s citizenship (@oukudidns Abnvaios [Thucydides, an
Athenian’ or “Thucydides of Athens’]) or an attributive genitive specifying
the identity of the referent’s father (Qoukudidng 6 ‘OAépou [Thucydides
the son of Olorus’]).”? As I explained at example (56), such a phrase
typically implies that the designated referent is new to the discourse (or
at least has been out of sight for a long time).”*

73 The examples are taken from Th. 1.1.1 and 4.104.4. I might also have considered names with
apposite noun phrases as ‘full names’, e.g., Aaxpd&Tns 6 dAupiovikns (‘Lacrates the Olympian
victor’, X. HG 2.4.33), Tlauoavias 6 Paciteds (‘Pausanias the king’, X. HG. 2.4.29), Zipwvidng
ABnvodeov oTpatnyds (‘Simonides, an Athenian general’, Th. 4.7.1). To keep matters as simple as
possible, I have stuck to the criteria defined in the main text.

The use of a more informative designation than strictly necessary may also be dictated by certain
cultural conventions (e.g., considerations of politeness, Mulkern [1996: 246]). In other cases, such
‘overdesignation’ may be used for rhetorical effect. For example, at the end of the story of Croesus
and Adrastus in Herodotus’ Histories, Adrastus commits suicide. At this point, he is referred to with
an elaborate description: "ASpnoTos 8¢ 6 Mopdiew Tol Midew, olTos 87 6 povels utv Tol EwuTol
&BeApeol yevopevos, povels 8¢ Tol kabfpavtos (‘Adrastus, the son of Gordias son of Midas, that
man who had become the murderer of his own brother and the murderer of the man who purified
him’, 1.45). This is undoubtedly done to add pathos to the dramatic end of Adrastus’ life, which is
marked with the present for preterite ¢mxaracedle (‘slays’).

74
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Table 3.6 Tense and simple name versus full name

Category Present Aorist Odds ratio p-value
Full name 29 (29) 22 (22) 1
Simple name 200 (200) 153 (153)

For simplicity’s sake, I present the results for all three works grouped
together, as these are representative of the individual results as well. As can
be seen from Table 3.6, I found no effect whatsoever.

Several considerations play a role here. First, in Thucydides’ Histories,
the category ‘proper noun’ yields 87 present forms against 15 aorists.
These are very high odds to begin with, so it is perhaps not surprising
that no further effect can be observed (in the ‘full name’ category, we find
11 present forms against 2 aorists, exactly the expected counts). Second, in
the Expedition of Cyrus, Xenophon is more generous with ‘full names’ than
expected on the premise that this use is mainly reserved for introducing
new referents. For example, Hagasias is mentioned 15 times in the entire
work, and 7 times he is called (6) Ztupednios (‘a [the] Stymphalian’).
Perhaps the reason for this is that the origin of the commanders is
considered particularly relevant in a narrative about a mercenary army.
This work accounts for 31 of the total 51 cases in the ‘full name’ category
reported above.”’ In light of such considerations, I believe the hypothesis is
worthy of further investigation in other (later) historiographical works,
even if it is not supported by the results presented here.

3.5.3.2  Definiteness

If the present for preterite is associated with the function of introducing
new referents into the discourse, then we should expect the odds of the
present for preterite to increase when the subject is indefinite. Consider the
following example:

(57) peT& 8t TalTa, & &vdpes, Xpdvou ueTall Siaryevoudvou kal éuol ToAY
&roAeAelppgvou TV EpauTol KAk, TrpocépXeTai pol Tis TpeoPUTIS
&vBpwTtos UTTd yuvaikods Utrotrepgbeloa v kelvos éuoixeuey, cs &y
UoTtepov fikouov.

7> The ratio is 15 present forms (16 expected) against 16 aorists (15 expected). The Hellenic affairs
accounts for the remaining 7 instances (3 present forms, 4 aorists — exactly the expected counts).
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After that, men of the jury, after some time had elapsed, with me
being completely clueless about my misfortunes, some old woman
approaches me. She {was sent} by a woman with whom that man
[Eratosthenes] was having an affair, as I later heard.

(Lysias, On the murder of Eratosthenes [1] 15)

The introduction of this character is important to the development of the
narrative, because she reveals to the speaker that Eratosthenes has seduced
his wife.

In coding for definiteness, I have adhered to the following principles:

(a) As it seems that the type of coding material influences tense usage
(see Section 3.5.3.1), I have limited my investigation to a select
group, including only subject phrases where the head is either a noun
(but not a proper noun), an adjective, or a pﬂrtz'cz'p[e.76 Cases where
the subject or one of the subjects was designated with a proper noun
(whether a person, city, or — exceptionally — a ship) were altogether
excluded. Subject phrases with a pronoun as head were ignored,””
but any other subjects in the same sentence that fit the criterion
were coded.

(b) For the position of the subject phrase I have adhered to the same rule
as specified in Section 3.5.3.1, coding for the subject phrase as found
in the main clause, in a subordinate clause or as an extra-clausal
theme constituent.”®

(c) I have determined (in)definiteness mainly based on the presence or
absence of the definite article. There are two important exceptions.
First, the word Booirets (‘king’) is used without the article to
specifically designate the King of Persia. This was coded as definite.
Second, in expressions designating a group of men belonging to a
certain city or country, the article is optional (e.g., Aénvoior [‘the
Athenians’]). These cases were coded as definite by default.

76 Adjectives used in this way are typically derived from toponyms, as in of A8nvaior (‘the Athenians’).
An example where the head of the subject phrase is a participle is X. HG 2.2.1 of 8¢ wpo&bvTes
ANiPr&dn 1O BuldvTiov (‘those who betrayed Byzantion to Alcibiades’).

77 This includes, e.g., anaphoric pronouns (see Section 3.5.3.1 under [b]), numerals and forms of
ToAUs (‘many’) and &Atyos (‘few’, except in the idiomatic expression oi Atyor [‘the oligarchs’],
Th. 3.74.2).

78 1 have included an exceptional instance where the subject of the main clause is marked in a
subordinate clause with a different case than the nominative: X. An. 5.7.23 mwel 8¢ €id6 Twi
gwéTuyov, Adyet pot &1t ... (‘when I ran into someone who knew about it, he tells me that ...").
Here I coded i5éT1 Twi, lit. ‘someone knowing’, for indefiniteness.
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Table 3.7 Tense and definiteness

Number Category Present Aorist Odds ratio p-value

Singular Indefinite 33 (28) 21 (26) 1.763 0.107"
Definite 41 (45) 46 (42)

Plural Indefinite 15 (18) 20 (16) 0.653 0.232°
Definite 209 (206) 182 (185)

“B = .567 (constant = -.115), standard error = .352.
’B = -.426 (constant = .138), standard error = .356.

(d) Cases with multiple subjects were coded as ‘indefinite’ if at least one
of the subjects was indefinite.””

(e) I have distinguished between two groups: one with singular verbs
and one with plural verbs. In Classical Greek, a singular verb can
be used with a plural subject if its gender is neuter. I have excluded
these cases.®

The results are presented in Table 3.7. Let me begin with the plural. The
results do not support the hypothesis; in fact, a negative effect is observed
(odds ratio 0.653), but we need not take this very seriously in light of the
high p-value (0.232). The results for the individual works do not add
much nuance to the picture.®

For the singular, a positive effect is observed (odds ratio 1.763), but
again this is highly uncertain (p = 0.107). Breaking down the results per
work, we see that the effect is due mainly to Thucydides’ Histories.*> An

7

°©

Some incidental issues are the following: In two cases, a noun without a definite article was followed
by a cataphoric pronoun: ytyveton olv &exeipio adols Te kod Tols Euppdyors e (‘so an armistice
is established by them and their allies — the following’, Th. 4.117.3, compare 5.22.3). I have coded
this as definite. I have coded expressions of the type ‘night/day came’ as indefinite, even though it is
evident that specifically #he following night or day is intended (Th. 4.25.3 v0€ [‘night’]; X. An. 4.2.4
okéTos [‘darkness’], 5.7.16 fuépa [‘day’]). When a single subject is designated with two
descriptions, one definite, and one indefinite, I have coded it as definite: Th. 8.102.2 Téooopes
8t Tédv vedv ai YoToran mAdouoan (‘four of the ships, the ones that sailed last).

E.g, X. HG 5.1.35 81e\ifn 8¢ kai T& vauTikd otporeUparta (‘and the naval armaments were
disbanded as well’).

The counts for the indefinite category are as follows: Thucydides’ Histories: 8 present forms,
6 aorists (identical to the expected counts). Xenophon’s Hellenic affairs: 4 present forms (6
expected), 8 aorists (6 expected). Xenophon’s Expedition of Cyrus: 3 present forms (4 expected),
6 aorists (5 expected). The negative effect is thus due to Xenophon, but the counts are too low to
attach any weight to this.

The counts for the indefinite category are as follows: Thucydides” Histories: 17 present forms (13
expected), 12 aorists (16 expected). Xenophon’s Hellenic affairs: 8 present forms (6 expected),

8
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individual analysis of this work yields an odds ratio of 2.942, with a p-value
of 0.033.%3

As to the interpretation of these results, I offer the following thoughts.
In example (57), we saw how an indefinite description was used at the
introduction of a new character who played an important role in the
narrative. However, the cases included in the dataset are rarely this
straightforward. In the case of the singular, indefinite subjects are rarely
persons or concrete objects. In most cases, the noun denotes either an
action (vaupayia [‘naval battle’]), a natural phenomenon (xeipcov
[‘storm’]), or sometimes an emotion (pdRos [fear’]). Out of the 29 cases
in Thucydides, for example, only 4 subject phrases designate a person or a
concrete object (the present is used in all four cases but that may of course
be accidental).** With the plural, there are only 36 cases in the indefinite
category, and there is some ‘noise’ here as well — that is, few cases
straightforwardly conform to the type where new entities are introduced
that will play an important role in the narrative.®’

Definiteness, then, does not seem to be a predictor of tense usage, but it
is uncertain to what extent this affects the claim that the present for
preterite is used to introduce new referents due to the heterogeneity of
the ‘indefinite’ category.

3.5.4  Conclusion

In this section, I have argued that the second main discourse-structural
function of the present for preterite is to mark changes in the status of

1 aorist (3 expected). Xenophon’s Expedition of Cyrus: 8 present forms (9 expected), 8 aorists (7
expected).

B = 1.079 (constant = -.731), standard error = .506.

Th. 3.3.5 dvnp (‘a man’), 4.68.6 Tis uveidcds (‘someone who knew about it’), 4.97.2 kfipug (‘a
herald’); 7.3.5 Tpifpns (‘a trireme’).

For example, X. An. 7.3.21 #mwerta 8t Tpimodes elonvéxfnoav wéow (‘next, tripods were brought in
for all’). This is merely one of the preparations for a dinner. See also X. An. 3.3.20 kod TaUTNS THS
VUKTOS oevBoviiTan pév €is Siakooious éyévovTo, itrror 8¢ Kad iTrels édokiudodnoay Tfj UoTepaia
gls TEVTNKOVTA, Kol 0TToA&SEes kal Bopakes auTols émopioBnoav, kol irmapyos émeotddn Avkios 6
TMoAuaTpéTou Abnvaios (‘and that night slingers were found to a number of two hundred, and the
next day horses and horsemen were approved to a number of fifty, and jerkins and cuirasses were
provided to them, and Lycius the son of Polystratus, an Athenian, was appointed as commander’).
This happens after a speech by Xenophon, in which he argues that the army needs slingers and
horsemen for general use (3.3.16). After this speech is approved, men and material are found. The
aorist is typical for such military preparations. By contrast, in 4.1.26-8, volunteers are required for a
dangerous mission that will be narrated in the subsequent chapters. Here, the present is used to
mark the volunteers’ coming forward (UpioTaron [‘undertakes’] in 27 and 28; the subjects are
designated with proper nouns).

8
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referents. I divided this into changes in activation status and changes in
role or position (Section 3.5.1). For verbs of ‘travelling’ and the like,
I argued that the conceptual scenario of the discourse as representation is
supplemented by a scenario in which we trace the designated journey on a
mental map (Section 3.5.2).

In Section 3.5.3, I translated these theoretical considerations into the
hypothesis that the odds of the present for preterite being used increase as
the subject becomes less predictable. This was partly corroborated by the
observation that designation of the subject by proper noun increases the
odds of the present being used over zero designation (but only for
Thucydides’ Histories and Xenophon’s Hellenic affairs; Section 3.5.3.1).
A comparison between designation by simple name and by full name
yielded no effect. Definiteness (Section 3.5.3.2) did not turn out to be a
significant predictor either, except perhaps with respect to the singular in
Thucydides’ Histories; but the heterogeneity of the data constituted a
major problem. All in all, the degree to which the present for preterite
can be structurally associated with the function of marking changes in the
status of referents is a matter to be investigated further.

3.6 Case Studies

I round off this chapter, as I did the previous one, with two contrastive case
studies to show how the concepts laid out in the previous sections can be
brought to bear on the analysis of tense-switching in actual discourse.
The challenge was to find examples that were maximally illustrative of
the explanatory value of the principles I have discussed in this chapter,
while avoiding the charge of having cherry-picked examples that fitted my
theory. I found that the best way to address this issue was to discuss parallel
passages where the same events were narrated in different versions. Because
such cases are rare in the corpus, their selection as case studies seemed non-
arbitrary. The stories I will discuss are the following: the adoption of
Boeotus, narrated in the Demosthenic speeches Against Boeotus 1 and 2
(Section 3.6.1), and the beginning of the peace process between Athens and
Philip of Macedon, narrated in Aeschines’ On the false embassy and Against
Ctesiphon (Section 3.6.2).*¢ These examples are extremely instructive

8¢ Buijs (2007) compares passages from Xenophon’s Hellenic affisirs and Agesilaus. He focuses on
aspect but includes an observation on the present for preterite at 150—2. Rijksbaron (2011b)
discusses the affair of the mutilation of the hermae and the profanation of the mysteries as
narrated by Andocides in his On the mysteries and by Thucydides in the Histories. Nijk (2013a:
384—91) compares the use of the present for preterite in Demosthenes’ On the crown with that in
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because in both cases, the parallel passages are almost the exact inverse
of each other with respect to tense usage. This allows us to zoom in on the
strategies of narrative presentation that influence the choice for either
the present or the preterite.

3.6.1  The Adoption of Boeotus in Demosthenes’ Against Boeotus 1 and 2

The Demosthenic corpus contains two speeches written for a certain
Mantitheus against his half-brother Boeotus.”” Mantitheus father, Mantias,
had extramarital relations with a woman named Plangon. She gave birth to
two sons and claimed they were by Mantias. When the man wouldn’t
recognise them as his own, one of the boys threatened to take legal action.
Mantias, unwilling to go to court, saw himself forced to make an arrange-
ment with Plangon. In return for a sum of money, to be given to a third
party for her sake, Plangon agreed to the following: Mantias would
challenge her to declare under oath that he was in fact the father of the
two boys, and she would refuse, so that Mantias would not be forced to
recognise them as his own. Plangon, however, violated the agreement,
accepted the oath and swore that both her sons had been fathered by
Mantias. Thereupon, Mantias was forced to acknowledge them as his own
and entered them into the clan register, naming the one Boeotus, the
other Pampbhilus.

Subsequently, the boys had to be entered in the official deme register
when they reached the age of eighteen. In the meantime, however, Mantias
died, and when the time came, Boeotus had himself entered under the
name Mantitheus. But this was the name of Mantias’ legitimate son, who
proceeded to take legal action against Boeotus to force him to drop his
claim to the name Mantitheus.

I will discuss the narrative section of the first speech in its entirety and
the overlapping portion of the second speech. The narrative in the second
speech is longer because it deals with more issues; I will come back to this
below. I divide the narrative into two portions: first, the events leading up
to, and including, the trial where Plangon deceived Mantias; second, the
registration of the sons of Plangon into the clan register.

On the false embassy by the same author. Another interesting case is the narrative of the siege of
Plataca in the speech Against Neaera (traditionally attributed to Demosthenes but written by
Apollodorus) 59.98-103 and in Thucydides, Histories 2.2—6, 2.71-8, 3.20—4, 3.52—68.

87 The second speech is believed to be by a different author than Demosthenes. (See the introduction
to this speech in Murray [1936].)
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The relevant passages in the first part are presented as parallel texts
below. Both passages lead up to the arbitration, where Mantias adminis-
tered the oath and Plangon, against the agreement, accepted it. The central
point here is the difference between the aorist katwpdoaTo (‘swore’) in
39.4 and the present dpvuow (‘swears’) in g40.11. As I will argue, this
reflects a difference in the way the events are presented in the two

narratives.

Against Boeotus 1 (39)

2.

el pév olv éTépou Twds olTos #pn
ToTpds givon kad uf ToU éuod,
Treplepyos &v eikdTws E86KoUV lvan
ppovTifwv & T1 BoUAeTan KaAelv
oUTos fauTdV.

viv 8¢ Aayav dikny T& TaTpl TG Eud

kol ped fouTol KaTookeudoos
EPYACTNPIOV CUKOPAVTEV,
MvnoikAéa Te, v iows yryvaokeTe
TavTeS, ki MevekAéa Tdv 1Ty Nivov
EAOVT ékeTvov, Kad ToloUTous Tivds,
801k&ed uids elvon pdokwy #k Ts
TMopgitou BuyaTpds kol Sew
Taoxew Kol THs ToTpidos
&mooTepeioBat.

. 6 Tathp 8¢ (T&oa y&p elpfoeTan f

dAnBer’, & &vdpes dikaoTal) &ua piv
poPoupevos gls dikaoThplov gioiéval,
un Tis, ol UTTd TToMiTeUouEvOU,
£TépwBi TTou AsAuTrnuévos évtaufol
dmavThoeiey aUTd, Sua &
¢SammatnBels Uod Tiis TouToOUL
unTPESS, duocdons aUThs 7 phy, é&v
Opkov auTf] 318 Trepl TOUTwWY, un
SueioBal, ToUTwy 8¢ TpayBevToov
o0ty &1 EoeoBon alTols, kai

peCEY yUnoauevns &pyupiov,

Against Boeotus 2 (40)

9. ¢meidn 8¢ oUTos alEnbels kol ped’
aUTOU TTOPACKEUATAUEVOS
EPYCQoTNHPIOV TUKOPAVTEV, GOV
fyeudov Ay MvnoikAfis kad MevekAis
gxeivos 6 THy Nivov EAcov, ped cov
oUTos £81k&{eTd pou TG ToTpl
p&okwy uids eivon Ekelvou—

10. CUVOBWY B¢ Y1y VOV TTOAAGDY
UTrép ToUTwV, Kal ToU TaTpods oUk
&v pdokovTtos Telofijval, dos oUTol
yeyovoow & alTol, TEAUTOOX 1)
Mayywv, & &vdpes dikaoTal
(TévTa y&p elpfioeTon TOANGH Tpds
Uuds), peTd Tol MevexAéous
gvedpeUoaoa TOV TATEPA pou Kal
gSaaTnoaoa 6pKw, 05 UEY1oTOS
Bokel kal SewdTaTos Topd TEOW
&vBpcTrors gival, GuoAdynaey
TprakovTa pvds AaRolica TouTous
uév Tols auThis &BeAois eloTolfoew
viels, aUTn 8¢, &v Tpods TG droaTnTi
TPOKOAfTOl TNV 6 TTAXTHP HoU
dudoan i Uty Tous Taddas ¢€ alTol
yeyovéval, ou degeoBan Thv
TPOKANCW. . ..
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g1t ToUuTols 8i8wot TOV dpKov.

4. 1) 8¢ Beapévn, ol pbdvov ToUToVv,
GAAG Kol TOV &GOEAPOV TOV ETePOV
TTpds ToUTw KaTwpdoot &k Tol
TaTpos givor ToU épod.

If the defendant declared himself the
son of another father and not of my
own, I should naturally have seemed
meddlesome in caring by what name
he chose to call himself;

but, as it is, he {brought suit} against
my father, and having got up a gang
of blackmailers to support him —
Mhnesicles, whom you all probably
know, and that Menecles who
secured the conviction of Ninus, and
others of the same sort — he went
into court, alleging that he was my
father’s son by the daughter of
Pamphilus, and that he was being
outrageously treated, and robbed of
his civic rights.

My father (for the whole truth shall be
told to you, men of the jury) {feared}
to come into court lest someone, on
the ground of having elsewhere
received some injury from him in his
public life, should confront him
here;

and at the same time he {was deceived}
by this man’s mother. For {she had}
sworn that if he should tender her an
oath in this matter, she would refuse
it, and that, when this had been
done, all relations between them
would be at an end; and she had also
had money deposited in the hands of
a third party on her behalf;—

11. ouyXwpnBevtwy 8¢ TouTwv—Ti &v
Uulv pakpoloyoinv; cs y&p mTpos
TSV SrcaTnThy &THYVTNOEY,

TopoPdoa TEVTA T& UOAOYTUEVA 1)

TMayyov 8éxeTai Te TNV TPOKANOW

Kal Spvuoty év T8 AeAgiviey &Ahov

Spkov évovTiov TG TPOTEPW, S Kal
Upuédv ol ToAAol icaotv: Tep1PonTos
y&p N mwp&lis éyeveTo.

But after the defendant had grown up

and had associated himself with a
gang of blackmailers, whose leaders
were Mnesicles and that Menecles
who secured the conviction of
Ninus, in connection with these
men he brought suit against my

father, claiming that he was his son.

Many meetings {took place} about

these matters, and my father
{declared} that he would never be
convinced that these men were his
children, and finally Plangon, men
of the jury (for the whole truth shall
be told you), having in conjunction
with Menecles laid a snare for my
father, and deceived him by an oath
that among all mankind is held to be
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on those conditions, then, my father
administers the oath.

But she, accepting it, swore that not
only the defendant, but his brother
too, her other son, was my father’s

child.

the greatest and most awful, agreed
that, if she were paid thirty minae,
she would get her brothers to adopt
these men, and that, on her own
part, if my father should challenge
her before the arbitrator to swear
that the children were in very truth
his sons, she would decline the
challenge. ...

When these terms had been accepted —

for why should I make my story a
long one? — and he went to meet her
before the arbitrator,

Plangon, violating the entire

agreement, accepts the challenge,
and swears in the Delphinium an
oath which was the opposite of her

previous one, as most of you know
well; for the transaction became a
notorious one.

(trans. after Murray [1936]) (trans. after Murray [1936])

Both passages start with the situation where Boeotus, the son of Plangon,
sued Mantias (39.2 édixdleTo [‘went into court’], in a main clause, 40.9
¢d1x&leTo [‘brought suit’] in a subordinate clause), aiming to be acknowl-
edged as his legitimate son. To prevent being forced to acknowledge the
boy as his son, Mantias came to an agreement with Plangon. This
agreement is discussed in a little more detail in the second speech, where
it gets a main clause verb (40.10 duoAéynoev [‘agreed]). In the first speech,
the conclusion of the agreement is more implicit: we are told in a participial
clause that Mantias was ‘deceived’ (39.3 &amarnfeis) by Plangon and that
he administered the oath ‘on those conditions’ (¢1i ToUTo1s). In both cases,
the conclusion of the agreement only serves as the background for what
happens during the arbitration.

So let us consider how this event is construed in the two narratives. In
the second speech, only the acceptance of the oath is narrated, and this
constitutes the peak (culmination) of this section. The speaker uses certain
attention-management strategies here that draw attention to the impact of
the designated event on the narrative (compare Section 3.3). First, the
event is introduced with a ‘cut-to-the-chase’ formula (i &v Upiv
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pakpotoyoinv; [‘why should I make my story a long one?’]), which signals
the speaker moves on to the main point. Second, the outrageousness of
Plangon’s act is emphasised by the participial clause Tapopdoa TévTa T&
cporoynuéva (‘violating the entire agreement’) and by the note that the
oath was ‘the opposite of her previous one’ (dvavtiov T¢ TpoTépe).*
Also, the speaker appeals to the audience’s own knowledge of the matter,
claiming that it was ‘notorious’ (mepiBénTos) at the time.*® The present
forms 8¢xeTon (‘accepts’) and Spvuow (‘swears’), then, highlight Plangon’s
act of deceit as the peak of this portion of the narrative.

In the first speech, both the administration of the oath by Mantias and
the acceptance of the challenge by Plangon are narrated. Here the admin-
istration of the oath is construed as a change in the narrative dynamic of
the intervention type. Mantias sees himself confronted with a problematic
situation: Boeotus is going to court. The administration of the oath is
Mantias” attempt to prevent this from happening. Note how the typical
‘fear’ pattern is indicative of the intervention (39.3 poPouuevos [‘feared’];
see Section 3.4.3). After Mantias falls into the trap, Plangon’s acceptance
of the oath is here presented with a high degree of presupposition. What is
a main clause verb in 40.11 (8¢xeTon [‘accepts’]) is here only a participle
(Be€apévn [‘accepting’]). And where in 40.11, the verb duvuow (‘swears’)
is part of the focus of the clause, in 39.4 the verb kaTwpdooTo (‘swore’) is
presupposed material: the focus of the assertion is on the heavy preverbal
constituent oU poévov ToUTov, AAA& Kol TOV A&BeAQOV TOV ETepov TTPOS
ToUTw (‘not only the defendant, but his brother too, her other son’).

8 Compare D. 23.154 dhywphoas Tév dpkev kal TapaPds adtous (‘disregarding the oaths and
violating them’), followed by the present xoradauPdver (‘captures’); 35.22 &uedjoavTes TGV
yeypopuévev &v T ouyypagfi (‘disregarding what was written in the contract)), followed by the
present daveilovTan (‘loan’); 56.10 kaTappovioavTes utv Tfis oUyypPo@fs . . . kal TV émiTipicov . . .
KaTappovioavTes 8¢ TV vouwy TEV UpeTépwv (‘in contempt of the contract and the penalties, and
in contempt of your laws’), preceded by the present forms &aupeiton (‘takes out’) and &mwodidoTon
(‘sells’).

Compare D. 19.196-8, the story of the mistreatment of an Olynthian woman. The story
culminates in a peak with three present forms: the woman is flogged (197 €adver [‘threshes’]),
throws herself at Hiatrocles (198 wpooTimTet [‘throws herself at’]) and overturns the table (198
&vatpémer [‘overturns’]). Demosthenes comments: kai Tept TaTns THis &dvBpcdTou Kod v Apkodic
Adyos fiv &v Tois puplots, kol AbpavTos év Upiv &mriyyyeMey & viv papTupely alTdv dvaykéow, Kol
kaT& OeTToow oAU Adyos kai TavTayoU (‘and there was talk about that woman in Arcadia at
the meeting of the Ten Thousand, and Diophantus reported to you that which I will now force him
to testify, and in Thessaly there was much talk about the matter, as there was everywhere else’).
Also, Aeschin. 1.56 (see Section 3.2.3) 00Tos 6 ‘Hyfoawdpos &pixkveitan, &v Upels ioTe k&dAMov #) dydd
(‘that Hegesandrus arrives, whom you know better than I'); 2.14 (see Section 3.4.1) kol T
TeAeuTadov &rmogeUyel DidokpdTns, 6 BE ypaywdpevos TO TEUTTTOV MEPOS TRV Yhpwv ol
peToAauPdver. kol Ta® Upels &mavtes ioTe. (‘And in the end, Philocrates is acquitted, and the
prosecutor does not get one fifth of the votes. That you all know.’)

89
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The second part of the story is presented below. In both cases, the
speaker notes that Mantias was forced to register the boys as his sons (39.4
v &véykn [‘it was necessary’]; 40.11 dvarykooBels [‘was compelled’]). The
registration of Boeotus and Pamphilus gets a present form in 39.4
(Byyp&oer [‘registers’]), but in 40.11 we find the aorist évéypae (‘regis-
tered’). In the first speech, the registration of the boys is presented as a
peak. After the aorists elofyyayev (‘entered’) and émwoiooto (‘adopted’),
referring to protocollary actions, the speaker uses a ‘cut-to-the-chase’
formula (va Té&v péow ouvtépw [‘to cut short the intervening matters’])
to highlight the registration of the boys. In the second speech, the
registration is simply presented as a specification of what was narrated in
the previous sentence (note how the verb évéypaye [‘registered’] consti-
tutes presupposed information).

Against Boeotus 1 (39) Against Boeotus 2 (40)

IT1. kKol oUTws 6 TaThp pou d1& T
gauToU TTPoKANCIY dvaykaoBeis
éupeivon Tf) diaxity), &l pév Tols
YEYEVNUEVOLS yavakTel Kai Bapéws
Epepev, kol eis TN oikiaw oud’ &g
clode€aoBon TouTous Aiwoey,

4. &5 Bt ToUT Emoinoey, elodysw &is els 8¢ ToUs pp&Tepas flvaykdotn
ToUs ppdTepas AV &vdykn ToUToUS gloaryayeiv.
kol Adyos oudeis UtreAeimeTo.
elonyaysv, émomoaTo,
va Tév péow ouvTéuw, éyypael Tols kol ToUTov pév évéypaye BoiwTdv, TOV
AmaTtoupiols TouTovi uév BowwTdv & #tepov TT&ugihov.
els ToUs ppdTepas, TOV & ETepov
TTapiiov:
Mavtifeos & dveyeypduuny &yc.
5. oupPdons 8¢ TG TaTpl TTis TeEAeUTTs
Tpiv T&S gis ToUs dnudTas &y ypagds
yevéoBai, EABav els ToUs dnudTas
oUTool &vTi BowwTolU MavTifeov

gvéypayev EquTov.

Thus, my father {was compelled} on
account of his own challenge to
abide by the arbitrator’s award,
but he was indignant at what had
been done, and took the matter
heavily to heart, and did not even
so consent to admit these men into
his house;
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When she had done this it was but he was compelled to introduce
necessary to enter them among the them to the clansmen.
clansmen, and there was no excuse
left.

He entered them, adopted them,

and (to cut short the intervening The defendant he registered as
matters) he registers the defendant Boeotus, and the other as
at the Apaturia as Boeotus on the list Pamphilus.

of the clansmen, and the other as
Pampbhilus. But I had already been
registered as Mantitheus.
When my father died before the entries
were made on the register of the
demesmen, the defendant {went} to
the demesmen and registered himself
as Mantitheus, instead of Boeotus.
(trans. after Murray [1936]) (trans. after Murray [1936])

This difference in presentation ties in with the difference in the rhetorical
importance of the designated event in the context of the two speeches.” In
the first speech, the main concern of the speaker is to show that Mantias
did in fact register Boeotus under that name and that the man should
not be allowed to call himself Mantitheus. When the speaker calls wit-
nesses to establish the truth of his narrative, this is the point he focuses on
(6 v ptv Tolvuv Tpdmov fpds Evéypayey & ToThP, &KNKOATE TRV
papTUpwv [‘now, you have heard from the witnesses in what manner my
father registered us’]).

In this connection, it is noteworthy that we find the present marking the
same fact later on in a predominantly argumentative passage, which is rare:

vn A, 3N UBpet ko mnpeiac Tvi ToUT €T¢8N oot dAA& TTOAAGKIS pév,
8T oUk émolei®’ & athp ToUTous, EAeyov oUTol ds oUdtY ¥elpous eloiv
ol Tfs unTpds Ths ToUTou cuyyevels TGV TolU TaTpds ToU éuol. #omi & &
BowwTds &8eAgol Tfis TouTou unTpds dvopa. émreidh 8 elodyew 6 Tathp
TouTous Avaryk&leTo, éuol Tpoeionypevou MavTiBéou, oUtw ToUTOV
sicdysl BoiwTdv, TOV &8eApdy & atTol TTdugitov.

Ah, you may say, but that name was given you by way of derision or
insult. No; very often, during the time when my father refused to

% On the importance of the speaker’s ‘main concern’ in relation to tense usage, especially in rhetoric,
see Sicking and Stork (1997); Lamers and Rademaker (2007); Nijk (2013a).

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009042970.005 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009042970.005

222 Summary Narrative and the Diegetic Present

acknowledge them, these men used to say that the kinsfolk of the
defendant’s mother were quite as good as those of my father. Boeotus
is the name of his mother’s brother; and when my father was compelled
to bring them into the clan, when I had already been introduced as
Mantitheus, he enters the defendant as Boeotus, and his brother
as Pamphilus.

(Demosthenes, Against Boeotus 1 [39] 32; trans. after Murray [1936])

The use of the present tense to mark this fact both here in the argument
section and in the narrative seems to underscore its rhetorical importance
to the speaker. Incidentally, I think this is also the reason why the next
event in the narrative in this speech is designated only with an aorist:
39.5 évéypayev (‘registered’). That Boeotus laid claim to the name
Mantitheus is not disputed; the point is that that is not the name his
father gave him.”"

In the second speech, by contrast, the speaker’s goal is to regain his
mother’s dowry. It seems that the speaker had lost the previous case and was
now forced to sue his step-brother under the name Mantitheus (40.18).
When the speaker talks about his ‘original misfortune’ (&rUxnua &6 &pxfis)
in the abstract (40.2) — that is, the Plangon episode which corresponds to
the entire narrative in the first speech — he limits himself to Plangon’s deceit
and the fact that he was forced to acknowledge two brothers and share his
inheritance with them. After this, the speaker goes on to the main issue,
which is the dispute surrounding the dowry (40.14—18). All in all, the main
point of the Plangon story in the second speech is that her deceitful act
forced Mantias to acknowledge her sons as his own; the naming issue has
faded to the background.

Let me conclude. In the two speeches Against Boeotus, we see two
instances where the tense of verbs referring to the same event is reversed:
koTwudcoto (‘swore’) in 39.4 becomes duvucw (‘swears’) in 40.11, and
gyypdoer (‘registers’) in 39.4 becomes &véypaye (‘registered’) in 40.11.
These differences can be explained in terms of narrative presentation and
the rhetorical concerns of the speaker. In 39.4, the aorist kaTwudoato
(‘swore’) follows upon a change in the narrative dynamic (3 5i8wo1
[‘administers’]), while in 40.11, the present duvuow (‘swears’) constitutes
the peak, introduced by a ‘cut-to-the-chase’ formula and with emphasis on

' Note again the heavy preverbal focal constituent: &vTi Bowwtol MavTifeov (‘Mantitheus instead of

Boeotus’).
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the outrageousness of the act. In 39.4, &yyp&oer (‘registers’) designates the
crucial point to the speaker’s case and is presented as a peak with a ‘cut-to-
the-chase’ formula. In 40.11, the same fact has little bearing on the
speaker’s case, and it is presented simply as a matter of protocol.

3.6.2  The Beginning of the Peace Process with Philip in Aeschines’
On the false embassy and Against Ctesiphon

In 348, Athens was at war with Philip of Macedon. Encouraged by reports
that Philip wanted peace, Philocrates wrote a decree that allowed Philip to
send ambassadors to Athens. Philocrates was indicted on the charge of
having written an illegal decree, but he was acquitted. After further positive
reports from Macedon, Philocrates wrote another decree that proposed to
elect ten ambassadors to Macedon to have peace talks with Philip. Among
those chosen to serve were Demosthenes and Aeschines. The ambassadors
went to Macedon and came back with optimistic reports.

These and subsequent events are discussed in the two pairs of opposing
speeches by Aeschines and Demosthenes: Demosthenes’ On the false
embassy (19) versus Aeschines’ On the false embassy (2) and Aeschines’
Against Ctesiphon (3) versus Demosthenes’ In defence of Ctesiphon or On
the crown (18). I will discuss here the two passages that lend themselves
best to a side-by-side comparison: Aeschines 2.12~19 and 3.62—3.”*

The starting point for my comparison is the passing of Philocrates’ first
decree. Aeschines’ narrative in speech 3 begins with this event, but in
speech 2, he provides some background, which I will briefly discuss here.”’
Some messengers from Euboia came to Athens to talk about peace. They
mentioned that Philip was also interested in making peace with Athens.
Some time later, Ctesiphon was sent as envoy to Macedon in order to
recover some ransom money that was paid to Macedonian privateers who
had captured a certain Phryno. When Ctesiphon came back, he made a
report to the assembly about the business on which he was sent, but he also
added that Philip had said that he wished to end the war with Athens. This
is where my discussion begins. The parallel passages from Aeschines’ two
speeches are printed below:

% See Nijk (2013a: 384—91) for a comparison of the uses of the present for preterite in the two
speeches by Demosthenes.

93 The rhetoric behind the chronology in Aeschines’ presentation of the facts in the second speech is
discussed by Badian and Heskel (1987).
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On the false embassy (2)

13. EimovTos 8¢ TalTta ToU
Ktnoip&dvTos, kal oMY Tiva
éSayyeidavTos TPodS TOUTOIS
prhavBpwTiov, kai Tod dfpou
opodpa &odeSauévou kal TOV
Ktnop&dvra émowéocavTos,
AvTerToVTOS & 0UdEVS,

évTalba 7181 Sidwot Yheioua
PirokpdTns 6 Ayvouoios, kal &
dfjuos &ras OUoyVwUoVEY
éxelpoTovnoey, égeivon PIAITTTTG
Belipo KMpUKa Kol TTPEoPels TTEUTIEY
Umep eipnuns. TTpdTepov pev y&p kol
aUTd TOUT EkwAUsTO UTTd TIVWV, 0is
v ToUT émipeAds, 65 alTd TO
Tpdypa Edei8ev.

14. Fpé&govTal y&p oUTo1 Topavduwy
T6 Yhplopa, Aukivov émi Thy
YPa@nV Ty poyduevol, kad Tipnua
EkaTOV TEAQUTO.

Kol pet& TodT elotiel | ypagn eis to
dikaoTNpIOoY,

dppiroTws & Exwy & OrhokpdTns
EKAAETEY aUTE oUVTiyopoV
Anpocfévny, dAN ok &ué. TTapeAbiov
8 6 woogpihmos Anpoofévns,
KOTETPIYE THY fuépaw
&ToAoyoUuEVOS:

kol TO TeAeuTodov &TroQeUyel
P1AokpaTNS, O 8¢ ypayduevos TO
TEUTITOV PEPOS TAW YHPwV oU
peToAapPaver. Kai a8 Upels
&mavTes ioTe.

13. When Ctesiphon had said this and
had also told of the marked kindness
of his reception, and the people
eagerly accepted his report and
passed a vote of praise for Ctesiphon,
and not a voice was raised in
opposition —

then finally, Philocrates of Hagnus
offers a motion, which was passed by

Against Ctesiphon (3)

62. "Eypoye P1hokpdTns &geivat
PAiTTTTw Sepo KNpUKa Kal
TpéoPels TéuTEW Trepl gipriyns.

ToUTo TO YyNiopa £ypden
Topovduwy.

“Hkov oi Tfis kpioews xpdvor

KOTNYopEL pev Aukivos O ypaydpevos,

amehoyeito 8¢ PrAokpaTn,
ouvameloyeito 8¢ AnuocBévns:

dmrépuye Prdokp&Tns.

62. Philocrates made a motion that we
permit Philip to send to us a herald

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009042970.005 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009042970.005

3.6 Case Studies 225

unanimous vote of the people, that and ambassadors to treat concerning
Philip be allowed to send to us a peace.

herald and ambassadors to treat for

peace.

For up to this time even that had been
prevented by certain men who made
it their business to do so, as the event

itself proved.
14. For they attack the motion as This motion was attacked in the courts
unconstitutional, subscribing the as illegal.

name of Lycinus to the indictment,
in which they proposed a penalty of
one hundred talents.
When the case came to trial, The time of the trial came.
Lycinus, who had indicted him, spoke
for the prosecution;
Philocrates spoke in his own defence,
Philocrates {was ill}, and called as his and Demosthenes spoke in his
advocate Demosthenes, not me. And behalf;
Demosthenes the Philip-hater {came
to the platform} and used up the day
in his plea for the defence.
Finally Philocrates is acquitted, and Philocrates was acquitted.
the prosecutor does not get the fifth
part of the votes. That you all know.
(trans. after Adams [1919]) (trans. after Adams [1919])

It should immediately strike the reader that the passage on the left is
full of present for preterite forms, but the passage on the right is devoid of
them. This can be explained in terms of narrative presentation. First, the
decree of Philocrates is marked with the present 8i8wo1 (‘offers’) in 2.13
but with the aorist #ypoye (‘made a motion’) in 3.62. In speech 2, the
event is presented as a peak (culmination). All events narrated so far lead
up to this point. Multiple reports have come to Athens that Philip wants to
make peace, so now Philocrates proposes a decree that allows Philip to
send ambassadors. The phrase 2vtaUfa 751 (‘then finally’) is a typical
marker of changes in the narrative dynamic, suggesting that ‘now (in the
story) finally’ things start to happen. The five absolute participial clauses
leading up to the main clause serve to heighten the audience’s anticipation
(compare Section 3.3.3). Also, Philocrates” introduction as a character in
the narrative is highlighted by the fact that he is mentioned by a fuller
designation than necessary: ®ilokpd&tns 6 Ayvouoios (‘Philocrates of

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009042970.005 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009042970.005

226 Summary Narrative and the Diegetic Present

Hagnus’; he was widely known and was already mentioned in the proem at
6 and 8; compare Section 3.5.3.1, note 74). In speech 3, by contrast, the
event constitutes the very beginning of the story. The aorist is normally
used in such contexts.”*

Similar considerations apply to the indictment of Philocrates, marked
with the present yp&govrou (‘attack [by legal means]’) in 2.14 but with the
aorist ypéon (‘was attacked’) in 3.62. In principle, the event constitutes a
change in the narrative dynamic in both cases. However, in speech 2 this is
more strongly highlighted. Aeschines introduces the event with a narrator-
ial comment: TTpdTepoY piv y&p xal alTd TOUT EkwAlUsTo UTTS Tivwv, ols
Y ToUT &mipelés, s aTd T6 Tpdypa deagev (‘for up to this time even
that [allowing Philip to send ambassadors] had been prevented by certain
men who made it their business to do so, as the event itself proved’). The
indictment is presented as an intervention by men who sought to prevent
peace from being made. In speech 3, on the other hand, the agency behind
the indictment is backgrounded, as Aeschines uses a passive construction
to describe the event.

This backgrounding of agency is part of a larger strategy of narrative
presentation. In the passage from the third speech, the events are treated in
a strikingly summary fashion. Several linguistic features bear this out:

(a) Absence of connective particles where clauses move forward narrative
time.

(b) Absence of subordinate clauses.

() Main clauses contain only syntactically essential material: verb, sub-
ject and, in a few cases, complement.

The aim of this narrative strategy seems to be to deal quickly with facts
that the speaker presents as background information.”” In speech 2,
Aeschines pretends to give a clear and honest account of the peace of
Philocrates: 11 88ev 8 fiyoUpon cageoTdTous pot Tous Adyous éoecfion kai
yvopipous Uulv kad dikaious, évtedfey &p§oual, &wo T&V Tepl Tiis elprivng

24+ Compare my comments on E. £/ 509 fiAfov (‘came’) in Chapter 2, Section 2.6.1.

5 This narrative style is rarely employed, but another example is D. 24.11—14. Compare especially 11
oy’ gimev év Upiv ApioTopdv EAéobon {nnTds (‘Aristophon proposed a decree in the assembly
to elect investigators’) to Aeschin. 3.62 ypaye Pihokpdrng &geivor P1AiTTe Selpo KApUKa Kol
TpéoPers mépmew Tepl elpryns (‘Philocrates made a motion that we permit Philip to send to us a
herald and ambassadors to treat concerning peace’).
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Aoywv kol Tfis aipéoews Tfis TpeoPeias (‘but I will begin with those events
which I think will enable me to make my presentation most clear and
intelligible to you, and fair; these events are the discussion that took place
concerning the peace, and the choice of the ambassadors’; trans. Adams
[1919]). The narrative in speech 3 has a stronger focus. Considerations of
space play a role here, as many other things had happened since the ‘false
embassy’ trial that Aeschines wishes to discuss as well. With regard to the
Peace of Philocrates, Aeschines explicitly states that his main concern is
to discuss ‘the decrees that Demosthenes wrote together with Philocrates’
(60 T& ynolopoTa ... & petd& DidokpdTous Fypowe Anupoofivng).
Philocrates’ initial proposal, which was defended by Demosthenes but
not written by him or passed under his auspices, is preliminary material;
as we will see shortly, we start finding present forms when Demosthenes
and Philocrates start working in concert.

To conclude this section, I argue that the narrative style of the entire
passage in 3.62 explains the absence of the present for preterite here.
Aeschines wants to do away with these facts as quickly as he can to move
on to the part that is immediately relevant to his main concern. This
extends to the form &mépuye (‘was acquitted’) as well, which I have not
discussed individually. For the corresponding present forms &mogetyer (‘is
acquitted’) and [o0] peTadauPdver (‘does [not] get) in 2.14, which mark a
peak (culmination), see Section 3.4.1.

The second pair of parallel passages concerns Philocrates’ second decree,
which proposed to elect ten ambassadors to go to Philip to talk about
peace. Again, Aeschines provides background material in speech 2 (15-17)
which has no parallel in speech 3. Olynthus was taken, and many Athenian
citizens were captured; the Athenians sent an envoy to Philip on behalf of
those captured; when the envoy came back, he reported that Philip wished
to become an ally of Athens. This is where the narratives start to run
parallel again:

On the false embassy (2) Against Ctesiphon (3)
62. MeT& TadTa ETjEL XpOVOS

OgpioTokAfis &pxwv:

(17. €is 8¢ TGOV PoudeuTddrv AV Tl eioépxeTan PoudeuTis gls TO

Anpoctévns & uds kaThyopos.) BouAeuTtriprov AnuooBévns, olte

Aayoov oUT ETiAaycov, SAN &k
Topoaokeufis Tpi&uevos, v elg
Umodoxny &mavTta kail Aéyol Kol
Tp&TTol P1AoKPATEL, s aUTO Edeie
TO Epyov.
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18. PnbévTwov 8¢ TouTwy, YhHglopx
gypayev 6 OrdokpdTns EAéodon
TpéoPels Tpods PidiTov &vdpag
Séka, oiTives dlanéSovTtar MMl
Tepl gipfyns kal TV Kowd)
ouppepdvTwy Afnvaiols kal
PAiTTTW.

XelpoTovoupgvwy 8¢ TRV Béka
TpeoPewy, &y uév poePAntny Ud
NauoikAéous, AnuocBévns & U1’
avytol P1Aokp&Tous, 6 vuvi
P1AOKPATOUS KATTYOPEV.

(17. One of the Council members was
Demosthenes, my accuser.)

18. When those things had been said,
Philocrates wrote a decree proposing
that ten ambassadors be chosen to go
to Philip and discuss with him both
the question of peace and the
common interests of the Athenians
and Philip.

At the election of the ten ambassadors
I was nominated by Nausicles, but
Demosthenes by Philocrates
himself — Demosthenes, the man
who now accuses Philocrates.

(trans. after Adams [1919])

Summary Narrative and the Diegetic Present

63. Nik& y&p étepov yrgiopa
PhokpdTns &v ¢ keAeUel ENéoBon
Séka TpeoPels, oiTves &PIKOUEVOL KOS
Qihmrov &€iwoouoty auTdy delipo
TpéoPels aUTOKPATOPAS TIEUTIELY
UTrép elpnungs.

TodTwv els v Anpocfévns.

62. After that came the archonship of
Themistocles.

At that point Demosthenes enters the
Council as a member, not drawn by
the lot either as a member or as a
substitute, but through intrigue and
bribery; the purpose of it was to
enable him to support Philocrates in
every way, by word and deed, as the
event itself made evident.

63. For Philocrates carries a second
resolution, providing for the election
of ten ambassadors, who shall go to
Philip and ask him to send
plenipotentiaries here to negotiate
peace.

Of these ambassadors one was
Demosthenes.

(trans. after Adams [1919])

Now the situation is exactly opposite from above: we find present forms in
speech 3 where we find preterites in speech 2. In the period of
Themistocles’ archonship, Demosthenes ‘enters’ (eio¢pyeton) the Council
as a member (3.62). The present marks the introduction of a main
character into a new part of the narrative (see Section 3.5.1 with example
[47]). Moreover, Aeschines presents this event as the start of the machi-
nations between Demosthenes and Philocrates, which is the main concern
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of his narrative: Demosthenes bought his position so that he could help
Philocrates in any way possible. In speech 2, there is no dramatic intro-
duction of Demosthenes. Aeschines simply mentions at a certain point
that Demosthenes was Council member (2.17 fv [‘was’]).

Philocrates” proposal is marked with the present vix& (‘carries’) in 3.63
but with the aorist #ypoayev (‘wrote a decree’) in 2.18. As I have just
explained, in speech 3, the passing of the decree is presented as part of the
joint machinations of Demosthenes and Philocrates, which form the main
thetorical concern of this part of Aeschines’ narrative. Note how it is
introduced with the phrase ¢ atTd €8e1€e 16 Epyov (‘as the event itself
made evident’), which is strongly reminiscent of &g aUTé TO TPy
g5e18ev (‘as the event itself proved’) in 2.13. In both cases, the comment
serves to direct attention to the next event in the narrative as something
significant.

In 2.18, on the other hand, the decree is not presented as in any way
remarkable. It seems that this was simply the natural thing to do, after the
first decree had been approved by the Athenian assembly, and now news
had come that Philip definitely wanted to make peace. The differences in
the way this second decree and the first decree are presented in the same
speech are telling. In 2.13, the present in 8idwor yhgioua (‘offers a
motion’) is accompanied by several cues indicating a change in the
narrative dynamic: the accumulation of absolute participial clauses, the
phrase évrafa %8n (‘then finally’), and the introduction of Philocrates by
a fuller designation than necessary (Pirokpdrns 6 Ayvoucios [Philocrates
of Hagnus’]). Such cues are absent here.

The nomination of Demosthenes and Aeschines is presented with an
aorist in 2.18 (mpoePAndny [‘was nominated’]). This corresponds to the
imperfect fiv (‘was’) in 3.63, referring to Demosthenes’ role as ambassador.
In 2.18, the fact that Demosthenes and Aeschines were nominated is
presented as presupposed information, as witnessed by the ellipsis of the
verb in the second part (‘I was nominated by Nausicles, but Demosthenes
by Philocrates himself).”¢

To conclude, we have seen how tense usage is exactly reversed in the
two parallel passages I discussed here. In the speech On the false embassy,
Philocrates’ initial proposal constitutes a peak in the narrative, and the
indictment of Philocrates and the outcome of the trial are also significant

96 Contrast how in D. 19.12, the election of Aeschines as ambassador is marked with the present
yiyveran (‘becomes’); see Section 3.5.1, example (50).
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changes in the narrative dynamic. In Against Ctesiphon, by contrast, the
whole affair is backgrounded with respect to the following narrative, where
Demosthenes and Philocrates ‘write decrees together’. Consequently,
we find present for preterite forms in the former version but not in
the latter. Conversely, Philocrates’ second decree is presented as unremark-
able in On the false embassy, while it is presented as a deceitful act in
Against Cresiphon. Here the situation with respect to tense usage is
reversed, with the present being used in the second case but the preterite
in the first.

3.6.3  Conclusion

In this final section, I have presented two case studies that aimed to
demonstrate the relevance of the analytical tools I have laid out in previous
sections for explaining tense-switching in discourse. I would not claim that
these case studies are entirely representative of the corpus as a whole (large
as it is), but I do think these parallel discussions have revealed some
important aspects of narrative presentation that influence tense-switching.
The running thread throughout my discussions was that the present for
preterite is used when the narrator highlights the impact of the designated
event on the structure of the story. We saw how this was reinforced in a
number of ways:

(@) Subordinate clauses evoking narrative schemas (‘fearing’, ‘seeing’), as
explained in Section 3.4.3.

(b) Generally, proliferation of subordinate clauses (Section 3.3.3).

(c) Narratorial comments: ‘cut-to-the-chase’ formulae as indicative of
peaks (Section 3.6.1), ‘as-the-event-proved’ formulae as indicative
of significant acts (Section 3.6.2).

(d) Emphasis on the outrageousness of the designated events: for exam-
ple, Tapopdoa TavTa T& dporoynpéva (‘violating the entire agree-
ment’) in Demosthenes 40.11 (Section 3.6.1).

(e) Use of the marker #8n (‘finally’ or ‘now’).

On the other hand, the preterite is associated with backgrounded
material:

(a) Routine or predictable events. Low information status of the verb is
indicative of the predictability of the designated event.

(b) Resolution material (events that follow upon a change in the narrative
dynamic).
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(c) Passages characterised by a marked brevity: simple sentences
with only the necessary constituents, without connective particles
(Section 3.6.2).

Finally, I have argued that what narrators choose to construe as changes in
the narrative dynamic is ultimately determined by their main rhetorical
concerns. While tense usage is certainly not the sole diagnostic for rhetor-
ical importance, the present tense can be used — as part of a complex of
strategies — to signal to the audience that the designated event is something
they should pay particular attention to.

3.7 Conclusion
Let me review the main arguments made in this chapter:

(@) Discourse as representation. 1 have argued that the use of the present
for preterite in summary narrative (‘diegetic’ use) depends on a
conceptual scenario in which the designated past events are mapped
onto the discourse space. The pragmatic function of the present for
preterite here is to signal to the addressees that they are to update
their mental model of the discourse in the light of salient changes in
its structure.

(b) Antention-management strategies. The present for preterite has an affin-
ity with certain aspects of narrative presentation that put an event in
the story into stronger focus. This is suggestive of the discourse-
structural implications of the present for preterite. I have identified
the following attention-management strategies: announcements of the
next event, typically with cataphoric reference; questions and exhor-
tations to the audience; clause complexity; and the use of the particle
&1 (‘then’, ‘s0’) to mark discourse progression.

(c) Functions, 1. The first main discourse-structural function of the
diegetic present for preterite is marking changes in the narrative
dynamic. I have argued that the explanatory value of this concept is
not predicated on an analysis in terms of episodic structure.
Quantitative analysis suggests that there is indeed a connection
between the present for preterite and certain narrative schemas that
involve a change in the narrative dynamic.

(d)  Functions, 2. The second function of the diegetic present for preterite
is marking changes in the status of referents. In this case, the dis-
course-as-representation scenario may be supplemented by another
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conceptual scenario in which we trace the position of discourse
referents on a virtual map. To corroborate the argument concerning
this second pragmatic function of the present for preterite, I have
explored the hypothesis that unpredictability of subject referents has a
positive effect on the probability of the present being chosen over the
preterite. The quantity of coding material does seem to have a positive
effect (at least in two out of the three historiographical works), but no
clear effect was found for proper noun complexity (full name com-
pared to simple name) or indefiniteness.
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