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Luuxk HUITINK

“THERE WAS A RIVER ON THEIR LEFT-HAND SIDE”

XENOPHON’S ANABASIS, ARRIVAL SCENES, REFLECTOR NARRATIVE
AND THE EVOLVING LANGUAGE OF GREEK HISTORIOGRAPHY

ABSTRACT

This contribution is concerned with the use of ‘reflector mode narra-
tive’ in arrival scenes in Xenophon’s Anabasis, in which landscape
descriptions are filtered through the consciousness of characters
inside the story. Intended as a broader contribution to the ‘grammar
of narrative voice’ in Greek prose, it establishes the linguistic charac-
teristics of this mode of narration, contrasts it with other ways of
telling stories in Greek historiography, the ‘teller mode’ and “zero
grade’ narrative, and suggests that Xenophon’s use of it in the Anabasis
is more sustained, calculated, and linguistically grounded than that of
his predecessors. Finally, it briefly considers the relation between
modern theorizing on reflector mode narrative and ancient reading
habits, as encapsu%ated by the term &vépyeta.

Il n’était resté enfant que sur un point: ce qu’il avait vu
était-ce une bataille, et en second lieu, cette bataille était-
elle Waterloo? Pour la premitre fois de sa vie il trouva du
plaisir a lire; il espérait toujours trouver dans les journaux,
ou dans les récits de la bataille, quelque description qui lui
permettrait de reconnaitre les lieux qu’il avait parcourus a
la suite du maréchal Ney, et plus tard avec I'autre général.

(Stendhal, La Chartreuse de Parme, 1839, Part I, Ch. 5)

In Stendhal’s masterpiece, La Chartreuse de Parme, the young
and naive Fabrice Del Dongo more or less accidentally stumbles
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onto the battlefield at Waterloo. After he runs into troops of
Marshal Ney and joins them, he experiences what he — and,
thanks to Stendhal’s skill in presenting the narrative through
Fabrice’s eyes, the reader as well — perceives as an incompre-
hensible and chaotic series of seemingly unrelated incidents,
which ultimately leave him wounded in his leg. Some time
later, in order better to understand what happened to him,
Fabrice starts consulting historiographical accounts of the battle,
which detail what took place where, and so might enable him
one day to return to Waterloo and identify the places where he
fought on that fateful day.! At the same time, Stendhal (who
was himself a veteran of several Napoleonic campaigns) no doubt
intended his readers to reflect on how historiographical accounts
tend to distort the actual experience of battle, making it all
seem much ‘cleaner’, logical, and inevitable than it appeared
to the participants at the time. Stendhal, it has been argued,
makes clear that the “static and impersonal description” of battle
often found in historiography is incapable of conveying its real-
ities — in contrast, of course, to Stendhal’s own “dynamic, vivid
and living narrative”.?

If this is so, Stendhal engages with a debate about the aims
and methods of history writing whose roots stretch back to
Antiquity. As Jonas Grethlein has shown, ancient historians
were keenly aware of, and variously negotiated, the competing
claims of ‘experience’ and ‘teleology’.’> Some, that is, were more
concerned with transmitting something of ‘what it was like’ to
live through certain past events (this does not mean, of course,
that their view of ‘what it was like’ is not the result of historical
reconstruction), while others adopted a more analytical and
explanatory stance, imposing a clear order and evaluation on

' Cf. Fabrice’s wish (Part I, Ch. 9): “je voudrais, avant de mourir, aller revoir
le champ de bataille de Waterloo, et ticher de reconnaitre la prairie ot je fus si
gaiement enlevé de mon cheval et assis par terre”.

2 COE (1985) 18; see also the brilliant chapter, “Fabrizio at Waterloo”, by
CHIAROMONTE (1985) 1-16.

3 GRETHLEIN (2013); see now also DOMAINKO (2018).
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things with the benefit of hindsight — though most historians
did both at various points. Indeed, Lisa Hau claims that one
defining trait of Greek historical narratives is that they alternate
between “two narratorial modes, one of them remote and giv-
ing an illusion of transparency, the other personal, involved
and strongly argumentative”.* On a more fine-grained linguis-
tic level, both Albert Rijksbaron and Rutger Allan have recently
argued that one concrete way in which Greek historians (among
them Thucydides and Xenophon) effect a quality of ‘experien-
tiality’ or ‘transparency’ is by means of inserting passages of
‘substitutionary perception’, in which the narrator momentarily
substitutes the perception of a character for that of himself —
much as Stendhal does when he filters the Waterloo narrative
in La Chartreuse de Parme through the eyes of Fabrice.’

The present chapter takes up the notion of ‘substitutionary
perception’ as introduced by Rijksbaron and Allan and devel-
ops it in four ways in order to make a point about the style,
texture, and novelty of Xenophon’s Anabasis (which will be my
main corpus) and to make a multifaceted methodological con-
tribution to ‘the grammar of narrative voice’ in Greek.® First,
I will set ‘substitutionary perception’ in the wider context of
Franz K. Stanzel’s narratological concept of ‘mediacy’ and its
subcategories, the ‘reflector’ and ‘teller’ narrative modes (the
former being more or less equivalent to ‘substitutionary percep-
tion’); ‘mediacy’ seems to me to be a particularly useful tool in
describing the various ways in which Greek historians shape

4 Hau (2014) 259.

> RIJKSBARON (2012) = (2018) 133-169; ALLAN (2013) 377-382. The term
‘substitutionary perception’ derives from a classic essay by FEHR (1938). There is
also BAKKER’s (1997), (2007) distinction between a ‘mimetic’ and a ‘diegetic
mode’ of narration in Thucydides, as chiefly determined by the use of the imper-
fect or aorist as the main narrative tense. Bakker’s ‘mimetic’ mode, however,
cannot be equated with ‘substitutionary perception’, but is a different way of
heightening the experiential dimension of narrative, which I will leave to one side;
see the remarks of ALLAN (2013) 383-384.

¢ The term is WILLI’s (2017) 233: “so far, we do not have anything that could
be described as a ‘grammar of narrative voice’ in Greek”.
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their stories. Secondly, I will analyse the main linguistic fea-
tures of the reflector and teller modes by tracing their mani-
festations in one specific context, namely ‘arrival scenes’ in
Xenophon’s Anabasis. Arrival scenes, which describe how an
army on the march reaches a stopping place, are one of the
‘stock events’ that make up much of Greek historiographical
discourse.” My focus on arrival scenes serves to make a broader
point, which I will elaborate in the third part of the chapter:
by making one of the recurring stock events the basis of lin-
guistic analysis it becomes possible to compare different articu-
lations of it in a fairly systematic way, both synchronically and
diachronically. In the fourth section, I will consider the his-
torical dimension of reflector narrative from a different angle,
by reading it against the background of the ancient rhetorical
concept of évapyewa. It seems to me that the conclusions drawn
by modern linguists and narratologists gain force if it can be
shown that they are not entirely alien to what we know about
ancient reading habits.

1. ‘Mediacy’ and narrative’s Nullstufe

While many narrative theorists define narrative in terms of
sequences of events, Stanzel introduced the concept of ‘medi-
acy’ (Mittelbarkeit) to underline the crucial fact that narratives
are represented sequences of events and as such by definition
mediated through a given (usually verbal) medium.? ‘Mediacy’
furthermore focuses attention on the fact that the representa-
tion is inevitably shaped by the agency of whoever is doing the
representing. Narrative, that is, is a way of organizing data into

7 Others might be ‘crossing a mountain’, ‘deployment of troops’, ‘scattered
foragers being attacked’, etc. For this way of approaching Greek historiographical
narrative, see HAU (2014) (she provides a catalogue of ‘stock events’ on pp. 246-
250); LENDON (2017).

8 See STANZEL (82008) 15-21. See also the explication of the concept by
ALBER / FLUDERNIK in The Living Handbook of Narratology.



“THERE WAS A RIVER ON THEIR LEFT-HAND SIDE” 189

a chain of cause and effect, of selecting and drawing connec-
tions between narrated events, and of explaining, interpreting,
and evaluating them; ‘mediacy’ is the signature of this activity.
In the account of Stanzel’s pupil, Monika Fludernik, narrative
operates through the projection of a ‘consciousness’; for her,
narrative is in the first place the result of a perceptual activity
that represents and explains human experience.’

Building on earlier well-known distinctions such as those
between ‘telling’ and ‘showing’ or between wvision aprés and
vision avec, Stanzel distinguishes two basic ways in which
‘mediacy’ may manifest itself in narrative; these are best under-
stood as ideal types, with actual narratives usually displaying
mixed forms.'? Either the story is mediated by a narrator who
openly acts as the teller of the tale (‘teller mode’) or it is filtered
through a ‘reflector character’ who does not so much seem to
tell and interpret, as to directly perceive and experience the
happenings in the storyworld (‘reflector mode’). Stanzel sug-
gests that the ‘reflector mode’ invites the reader to perceive the
narrative existents and events through the eyes of the reflector
character and to that extent produces a veiled mediacy or,
rather, ‘the illusion of immediacy’ (“die Illusion der Unmittel-
barkeit”).!! In Fludernik’s model of narrative as built on the
mediating function of a ‘consciousness’, ‘teller mode’ narratives
are mediated by the consciousness of a narrator and ‘reflector
mode’ narratives by that of a protagonist.'?

Before elaborating on this point, it will be helpful to point
out that Stanzel distinguishes different gradations of ‘mediacy’.
He uses book summaries, chapter headings, and outlines to
establish a ‘zero grade’ (Nullstufe) of ‘mediacy’ and hence of
narrative.'> Examples of such texts are “In the //iad Hector
kills Patroclus and Achilles kills Hector”, or, from the table of

9 FLUDERNIK (1996).

10 STANZEL (1981) 5-7, (32008) 21-24.
11 STANZEL (82008) 16.

12 FLUDERNIK (1996) 12, 50.

13 STANZEL (82008) 39-67.
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contents of Henry Fielding’s Tom Jones, “Chapter ii. — In which
Mr Jones receives many friendly visits during his confinement;
with some fine touches of the passion of love, scarce visible to
the naked eye”. Texts like these do not necessarily lack sequen-
tiality or logical connections between events, but they do lack
most signs of a mediating instance at pains to establish such
connections. In a sense, they are mere lists of events, while
cancelling the dynamics of ‘mediacy’, that is, the sorts of organ-
izing/perceptual activities that turn the bare backbone of a story
into an interesting narrative. Importantly, an (apparently uni-
versal) marker of summaries and related text-types is the use of
the present tense. Stanzel plausibly interprets the present as
marking the absence of ‘mediacy’: in summaries, events are
established or referred to in a factual or general way (as some-
thing “sachlich-allgemein Existierendes”, in Stanzel’s words),
but they are not narrated. The present tense is a sign that we
are dealing with a ‘story-minus-mediation’.!

As it happens, the consequences of a lack of mediacy can be
beautifully illustrated with reference to the earliest Greek prose
authors of whom we have knowledge: most of the extant longer
fragments of the early mythographers present stories that come
close to the ‘zero grade’ of narrative; consider for instance the
following passages from Acusilaus of Argos (fl. ante 490) and
Pherecydes of Athens (f. ¢. 465):1

Koy 8¢ 77 "EAdrtov pioyertar [loo<e>1d<é>wv: Emerta (od yap
Av adti tepdy waidag [[T]] Texdv ofit’ 2E éxelvov ot €5 &Mov
00devée) motel adtiv Iloce[t]déwv &vdpa &tpw[rolv, [t]oydy
Eyovta [pelyi[olr[nlv tév dvlpwmay Ttév Téte, nal bte Tig
adTOV xevrtoln oudvpwt 7 yaAxdt, RAIGKETO pwdiicTa YpNud-
Tov. xal yivetow Bastieds 00Tog AamiBéwy nal toig Kevradporg
ToA€ep€eoKE. EmeLTa GTHGAG dxoV[TLov &V dyopit TovTmL xehebdet
0dew, Ozot]or 8 odume | xel...]. Zeds iSov adt[ov Ta]ita woréo-
vt gmethel xal gpoppdt toLg Kevradpoug' xdxe[t]vor adTov

14 STANZEL (82008) 42-43.
15 In relevant passages I print imperfects/pluperfects in bold, underline pre-
sents/perfects, and italicize aorists.
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ratoxbdmTovsty bpliov xate yig xal &vwley wérprny émrificiow
ofpa, xal &mobvioxer. (Acus. fr. 22, iii, 56-83 EGM, with
adjusted supplement dxév[tiov ... Oeot]or by Grenfell / Hunt)

“Poseidon sleeps with Kaine, the daughter of Elatos. Next (for it
was not permitted by law and custom for him to have children
from him or from anyone else), Poseidon turns her into a man,
one who cannot be wounded and with the greatest strength of
all men then alive, and whenever someone attacked him with
iron or bronze, he was always utterly destroyed. And this man
becomes king of the Lapiths and fought regularly with the Cen-
taurs. Next, %avmg set up a spear in the market-place he orders
that sacrifices be made to it. But the gods (did not allow/like it?).

Having noticed that he is doing these things, Zeus threatens him
and incites the Centaurs against him. And they hammer him
upright down into the earth, and put a rock over him as a marker,

and he dies.”

6 & ‘Hpaxhijc Exetan &’ adrtov 0 16Eov G Baddy, xal 6
"Hitog <deloac> madoachar xeheder. 6 3¢ {delowc} maderar.
GIH 8\ 3 \ A ’ 3 o~ \ / \ ’ [}

Aog 88 avtl TolTou didwoy adTdl TO démac TO ypYseoy, ©

3 \ 3 4 \ ~ [ 3 \ / \ ~ 3 ~ X

adTOV €POPEL GLY Talc imtTroLg, EmNy Suvt, St Tob xeavod v
vouTa mpde Emiy, v’ dvioyel {6 HAoc). Enerra mopedertan ‘Hpa-
#ATig &v TiL dEmai TovTwL ¢ TV "Epdletayv. xal §te 8% Av &v ThiL
TEARYEL, (AXEAVOC TLELPMUEVOS AVTOU XVWALVEL TO BETTOG POLVTA-
Copevoc- 6 8¢ tokebey adtov pédhet: xal adtov deloog Oxeavode

roadoachar xehedel. (Pherec. Ath. fr. 18a EGM)

“Heracles aims his bow at him [Helius] in order to shoot him,
and Helius, afraid, orders him to desist. He desists. In return,
Helius gives him the gold goblet, which used to carry him and his
horses, after he sets, through the Ocean by night to Dawn, where
[the sun] rises. Then Heracles travels in that goblet to Erytheia.
And while he was at sea, Oceanus, testing him, tosses the goblet
on the waves, making a big show. He is on the verge of shooting
him with his bow, and Oceanus, afraid, orders him to desist.”

I will here forego discussion of earlier stylistic analyses of this
skeletal prose, which have tended to cast the early mythographers
as unworthy inheritors of the epic tradition and insignificant
predecessors to Herodotus. I can do so all the more easily
because Robert Fowler has in recent years opened the way to
a fresh appreciation of the mythographers’ achievement as sui
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generis.!® Using the tools of register studies and narratology,
Fowler persuasively argues that we should conceive of their
work as written, not oral or performed, texts. The mythogra-
phers produced what are essentially the first reference works or
encyclopaedias, whose primary purpose is to communicate
information to audiences at a distance (for instance, tragic poets
in search of a plot). In so doing, they pioneered a “pragmatic,
just-the-facts style” for telling myth, in which its content was
given in the form of bare stories and “isolated from everything
else that went with it in Greek society: the gathering of people,
the intimate links with ritual, the mimetic performance of
poets and actors, the authority of Muse and tradition”.!”
Fowler points out several broadly stylistic features in support
of his analysis, which can easily be understood in terms of
‘mediacy’ or, rather, a lack thereof.'®* Many elements which
turn mere sequences of events into proper narratives are almost
entirely absent from the longer fragments of the mythographers.
There are, for instance, few signs of a narrator who orders
and evaluates events. First-person narratorial interventions and
stance-taking devices, such as mouv “I think” or Aéyeron “it is
said”, are a hallmark of Greek historiography, but they are vir-
tually absent from this earliest prose.”” In addition, events are
on the whole told in a strictly chronological order, with few
substantial analepses or prolepses; exceptions that confirm the
rule are the ‘anticipatory’ ydp-clause at Acus. fr. 22,20 and the
undermarked analepsis & adtov épbpet... at Pherec. Ath. fr. 18a,
which soon peters out into a general statement about the course
of the sun: émiy 3w, ... iV’ dvicyer. More generally, the genea-
logical structure of works of mythography imposes a linear
order on the material, which sets them apart from the later

16 FOowLER (2006), (2013) 706-710.

17 FOWLER (2013) 707 and (2006) 44, respectively.

18 This and the following paragraph rely especially on FOWLER (2006) 40-43.

19 For a rare exception, see PHEREC. SYR. fr. 68 Schibli gasuv.

20" According to DENNISTON (21954) 70, ‘anticipatory’ yép is itself an archaic
feature, more characteristic of Homer and Herodotus than of later prose.
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Greek tradition of historiography “that is obsessed with
causation”.?! To a large extent, then, these seem to be texts
without a narrator.

Furthermore, most running fragments of early Greek mythog-
raphy do not present sequences of events on a broader canvas of
settings (spatial and temporal) and accompanying circumstances,
nor do they present them in terms of characters’ perceptions,
emotions, plans, deliberations and so on. Thus, most fragments
display a rapid pace; scenic narrative, which evokes detailed and
life-like (‘vivid’) mental representations of persons, objects,
spaces, and actions, is almost entirely avoided. One can easily
imagine how a more leisurely narrative would elaborate the sin-
gle word gavralbépevog (Pherec. Ath. fr. 18a) into a gripping
ekphrasis of a storm or analyse Zeus’ actions greurel and &pop-
rar tovg Kevradpoug (Acus. fr. 22) into component parts,
including directly reported speeches (perhaps delivered through
a divine messenger as in Homer) and the protagonists’ reactions
to those speeches. In fact, these stories on the whole confine
themselves to reporting successive actions, while characters’ rea-
sons or motives for undertaking those actions do not receive
much attention. Directly reported speeches, which give the
impression that we hear the characters speak and get to know
what is on their minds, are very rare in the extant fragments; the
non-mimetic forms of indirect speech or bare speech mention
(e.g. Acus. fr. 22 gmeudet) are preferred, and even these seldom
occur.””> Moreover, while a character’s perceptions or emotions
are occasionally briefly mentioned (Pherec. Ath. fr. 18a 3eioag
(x2) and, a bit more elaborately, Acus. fr. 22 i3¢v adrt[ov Ta]STa
motéovta), full-blown clauses of what Mabel Lang has called
“participial motivation” (‘X did ¥, thinking/seeing/hoping/etc.
that Z’), which are absolutely characteristic of subsequent Greek
historiography, are almost completely absent.*®

21 Hau (2014) 257.

22 Cf. FOWLER (2006) 41-42.

2 See LANG (1995) for such structures. The only two full-blown instances in
early mythography are PHEREC. ATH. frr. 22a, 135 EGM.
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Most importantly, the synoptic nature of the fragments is
shown by the fact that the main vehicle for expressing succes-
sive events is the present tense. Where it is zoz used, this is
because minimal forms of ‘mediacy’ enter the synopses. Exam-
ples are brief explanations (Acus. fr. 22 od yap 7v), repeated
events (&7e ... xevtoly) ..., HAloxero: the perception of repeti-
tion requires retrospection and so mediation), analepses (Pherec.
Ath. fr. 18a & adtdv épbper: the imperfect is selected to prevent
the reader from taking épébpet as the next main event on the
storyline) and settings (§ve 3% #v év tét wehdyer). Interestingly,
the observed patterns are very much like those seen in the
chiefly present-tense hypotheseis of tragedies, which are of course
undoubtedly summaries.?* This interpretation of the prevalence
of the present tense in the extant fragments has been antici-
pated by Willi’s analysis of the ‘historic present’ as a marker of
what Emile Benveniste termed discours as opposed to récit.”s
That analysis was also in part intended to replace earlier schol-
arly attempts to get to grips with the present in early Greek

2 Cf. e.g. hyp. I SorH. OC: ‘O ém Kohwvé Oidimoug suwnppévog md ot
16 Tupawe. 17 yap matpidog éxnesmdv 6 Oidimove % yepatdg dv dpuuveitar
elc AbWvag, Omo tiig Ouyatpoc Avtiyovne yelpaywyodpevos. oAy yop TGV
Gpoévey <ai ONhetons> mepl ToOv Tatépa pLhocTopybTEpaL. dowveltar 8¢ elg Ab7-
vog ot wubéypnatov... [all other verbs also in present] “The Oedipus Coloneus
is somehow connected to the 7yrannus. For having been exiled from his father-
land, Oedipus, who is by now an old man, arrives in Athens, led by the hand by
his daughter, Antigone. For his daughters were more affectionate towards their
father than his sons. He arrives in Athens at the injunction of the Pythian oracle...”.
The single imperfect crops up in an explanation of the background (ydp). Also
hyp. III SOPH. Ant.: ...oi¢ [those guarding Polymces body] graneihet Odvatov 6
Keéwv, el w1 tov tolro Spoccrocwoc ¢Eedpotey. 0bToL TV ®OVLY TV c-:mBsB?rqp.svnv
xaldpavreg 008ev frTov épovpouy. émealoloa 8¢ % Avtiybvy xal yuuvov
gipolioa TOV vexpdyv avorpmaca Exutiy eloayyéhet “... Creon threatens them
with a death sentence, if they wouldn’t find the perpetrator. After clearing away
the dust that had been sprinkled on top [of the corpse], they continued to guard
it with the same effort. Antigone walks on and after finding the corpse bare she
gives herself away by uttering a cry of lamentation”. The imperfect refers to a
repeated/continuous action that is not one of the main ‘events’ of the play.

2 WILL (2017) 237-244 — though I disagree with his claim (p. 244) that the
present is a marker of “oral (direct)” communication; in my view, it does not signal
the presence, but the absence, of a narrator communicating with a narratee.
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mythography on the basis of the standard view of the ‘historic

present’ as underscoring ‘dramatic’ turning points or lending

narrative an ‘eyewitness’ feel.2

2. Arrival scenes in teller and reflector modes

Historiographers like Herodotus and Thucydides occasion-
ally revert to the Nullstufe of narrative and the synoptic use of
the present tense to reel off quick genealogies or summarize
events that are off the main story-line.?” Xenophon, meanwhile,
makes extensive use of ‘zero grade’ statements in articulating
Cyrus’ march inland in the first book of the Anabasis:

gvtellev égslocévar. cra@pobg dvo mtapasayyns 0éxa ént Tov Fapov
no'romov, oY NV 7O ebpog -rpmc mTAéOpa. vrelbey sis)xocuvau cm@pov
&va tapaadyyos mwévte émt tov [Iopapov no-nxp.ov, 0l AV T0 supog
otadtov. évrelley EEshadvel atalpoic dlo mapacayyas TevTERAl-
dexa elg Tooode, e Kihilag éoydrny molw énl 1y Oardrry
olxovpévry, peyahny xol sddatpwova. evtabbo Eueway Muépag
wpetc- xal Kdpoy maphicayv... (Xen. An. 1, 4, 1-2)

“Thence he marches two stages, ten parasangs, to the Psarus
river, the width of which was three plethra. From there he marches
one stage, five parasangs, to the Pyramus river, the width of
which was a stadium. From there he marches two stages, fifteen
parasangs, to Issus, the last city in Cilicia, a place situated on the
sea, anc? large and prosperous. There they remained three days;
and there came to Cyrus...”

%6 Cf. e.g. LiLjA (1968) 111 on Acus. fr. 22, entirely ad hoc: ployetar “merely
states a fact”; mouel “describes a crucial event with far-reaching consequences”;
yiverau Baotheds: a “significant fact”; dmeket xth. “bring before the reader’s eyes
the complicated sequence of events which proved fatal to Caineus”. See also DOVER
(1997) 67-68, who despairingly comments that the early Greek prose authors “mix
aorist, imperfect, and present in narrative in such a way as to preclude explanation
of the tense of any given verb-token in semantic or rhetorical terms”. FOWLER
(2001) 113-114 is ill at ease with the ‘eyewitness’ interpretation, arguing that we
should not conclude from the present tense that the mythographers “pretended
that the gap [between past and present] was not there”.

¥ Cf. e.g. HDT. 6, 71 (genealogy of Leotychidas); THUC. 1, 136-137 (the post-
Salamis career of Themistocles).
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It has often been observed that Xenophon uses present-tense
é€ehadver not so much vividly to highlight dramatic turning
points, but to structure the narrative into discrete episodes;
Willi felicitously compares Xenophon’s ¢€ehadver-statements to
chapter headings.?® They convey the length of the journey and
the place where Cyrus and his army arrive and stop, after which
the narrative proper is picked up and filled out in flexible
ways, for instance, by offering more or less brief descriptions of
the place which the army has reached (tov Wépov motapdy, od
7%v xTA.) or a more elaborate account of what happened there
(évralfa Epetvay xTA.).

In order to illustrate the ‘teller’ and ‘reflector’ modes, I will
now focus on arrival scenes which are filled out with descriptive
material. Here is first an example of the teller mode:

évtelfiey éEehadver atabpode Tpeic Tapasdyyog eivooty eig Kehout-
vag, thc Dpuylag woMv olxovpévny, peydrny xal eddoipove.
evrabfla Kidpe Paciieta |y xal mapddeicog péymg ayplwv
Onplowv TAnEne, & éxclvog €0V pevev ano intmov, 6ToTE YupuvacaL
BobAotto Exutéy TE ol ToLg {move. dua wéoov 8¢ Tol mapadsl-
oov pet 6 Maiavdpog moTtapos: ai 8¢ myyal adTob elow éx TGOV
Baothelwv- pet 3¢ xal S tHg Kehawvdv woremeg. EotL 3¢ nol
ueyaiov Bactiéwe Baciiex év Kehatvaic Epuuve Eml Torl Tnyols
ob Mapodou motomol OO 1Y) axpomoAeL: et 3¢ ol 00TOG Sk
THe ToAewe nal EnParreL elg Tov Malavdpov- ol 3¢ Mapaidou to
ebpbc ey elxoct xal wévte moddv. evtalla Aéyetor Amdhhwv
éxdeipot Mapodav vixvoag €pilovtd ol mepl cogplag, xal To
déppo npepdoar év T@ &vtpy 60ev al myyal: Sue 3¢ Tolto 6
motapde xadeitor Mapodac. ... évtabla Euewe Kipoc fuépag

totdxovra. (Xen. An. 1, 2, 7-8)

“Thence he marches three stages, twenty parasangs, to Celaenae,
an inhabited city of Phrygia, %arge and prosperous. There Cyrus
used to have a palace and a large park full of wild animals, which
he used to hunt on horseback whenever he wished to give him-
self and his horses exercise. Through the middle of this park

flows the Maeander river; its sources are beneath the palace, and

28 WILLI (2017) 240; see also SICKING / STORK (1997) 150; RIJKSBARON
(°2002) 24. For a wide-ranging account of Xenophon’s various formulas for
travel and distances in An., see RooD (2010).
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it flows through the city of Celaenae also. There is likewise a
palace of the Great King in Celaenae, strongly fortified and situ-
ated at the foot of the Acropolis over the sources of the Marsyas
river; the Marsyas also flows through the city, and empties into
the Maeander, and its width is twenty-five feet. It was here,
according to the story, that Apollo flayed Marsyas, after having
defeated him in a contest of musical skill; he hung up his skin
in the cave from which the sources issue, and it is for this reason

that the river is called Marsyas. ... Here Cyrus remained thirty
days.”?

What is typical of the ‘teller mode’ is that the description of
Celaenae has the character of an excursus, in which the nar-
rator communicates with the narratees behind the characters’
backs, so to speak. The description is clearly set off from the
surrounding narrative by anaphoric évrabfa«, which is repeated
when the story is resumed after the pause. The narrator then
first comments with hindsight on Cyrus’ palace and normal
pursuits in Celaenae in durative and iterative imperfects
(Baoirer AV ..., é0npevey, 6mdTe ... Bodhoito) — states of affairs
which ceased to exist after Cyrus’ death (to be narrated later
on). He next shifts to the omnitemporal/generic present tense
— and, as 3w péoov shows, a bird’s-eye perspective — to relate
information about the city’s main sights.’® Finally, he adds a
mythical story related to the place, introduced by a ‘source ref-
erence’ (Aéyeton), which conventionally marks mythical and other
material in need of corroboration by independent authorities
(here presumably the well-known mythical story any educated
Greek could tell you), and he throws in an explanation of the
name of the River Marsyas, introduced by the equally formulaic

29 All translations from the Anabasis are taken from BROWNSON / DILLERY
(1995), with occasional modifications. All translations from other texts are my
own.

30 For this use of the present, see RJKSBARON (°2002) 10. ‘Omnitemporal’
should be taken to mean that these presents refer to states of affairs which
obtained in the past (including the time at which the story is set), obtain now,
and presumably will continue to obtain in the future. However, it is fair to say
that the present tenses first and foremost profile the existence of the described
features of Celaenae in the present of the narrator and narratees.
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xaettor. Now, the features mentioned were no doubt also
there during the visit of Cyrus that is described in the Anabasis,
but that is not how the narrator frames things: what matters is
that, should you care to visit, they are still there to be found in
the present. It is not at all made clear whether Cyrus or the sol-
diers in the army were aware of any of the things on which the
historian focuses our attention — and that may just be the point:
if only Cyrus had paid more attention to stories such as that of
Marsyas, which deals with people challenging their betters. ..

I now turn to two arrival scenes from the Anabasis that are
told in the reflector mode:

évtelley & émopedlnoar ol "Eddnves e Maxpdvwy otabupois
TpElG TTapasdyYos déxa. T TpaTY 88 Muépy agixovto &ml TOV
motapov 6¢ @pLle v Tév Maxpdvewy xal v Tév Zxvbnvidv.
eiyov & Omep dekiidv ywplov olov yahemdtatoy nal & dploTepas
&Mhov ToTaby, eig bv évéBaidey 6 6pilwy, 8’ ob €det Srafivat.
Av 3¢ obrog Sacbc dévdpest mayéor ey of, wuxvoic 8¢, Tabt
énel mpoofjAbov of "EXnvec €xomttov, omteddovreg éx Tol ywplov
&g tayroTe Eerlely. (Xen. An. 4, 8, 1-2)

“From there the Greeks marched through the country of the
Macronians three stages, ten parasangs. On the first of these
days they reached the river which separated the territory of the
Macronians from that of the Scytheni. There they had on the
right, above them, an exceedingly difficult bit of ground, and on
the left another river, into which the boundary stream that they
had to cross emptied. Now this stream was fringed with trees,
not large ones, but of thick growth, and when the Greeks came
up, they began felling them in their haste to get out of the place
as speedily as possible.”

Stenbovrec 3¢ Tps'ig otaOpodc &(pizovro np(‘)g 70 Mndlag xahou-
[LEVOV Ter.xog, i wagfiAor elow adtol. AV d¢ mxoSop,np.avov
P19 NAYLS o) ¥ on’roug gv occcpa)rrco xsz.p.svau;, supoe; elxoot 1':08(0\1,
OJog 8¢ éxatdv: puijnog & éAéyeto civar sixoct mTapasdyyor
areiye [M, anéyer ¢, améoye f] 3¢ BaPuréivog od mord. évrebhey
8 émopedlnoar... (Xen. An. 2, 4, 12-13)

“After travelling three stages they reached the so-called wall of
Media, and passed within it. It was built of baked bricks, laid in
asphalt, and was twenty feet wide and a hundred feet high; its
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length was said to be twenty parasangs, and it was not far distant
from Babylon. From there they marched...”

These descriptions have quite a different ‘feel” to them. This
is because, in contrast to the Celaenae passage, the information
about the land of the Macronians and the Median Wall is tied
to the point of view of the Greeks as they arrive at these local-
ities. Several features help to convey this impression. First and
foremost, the descriptions are cast in the imperfect of ‘substi-
tutionary perception’. As Rijksbaron suggests, owing to their
imperfective aspectual value these verb forms present the states
of affairs which they express as ‘on-going’, and so they can be
‘hit’ by the gaze of a character in the story; this interpretation
is available in particular if the presence of a perceiving character
(or group of characters) has been explicitly mentioned in the
context preceding ‘substitutionary perception’ (as here, through
émopebbnoav and aopixovro).’! I add that the evocation of a
story-internal point of view is markedly reinforced by the striking
use of past tenses for states of affairs that can in principle be
assumed to be still valid (this holds at least for ¢pile and &vé-
BaAhev in the first passage and #v and dnelye in the second):
the past tenses profile the relevant ‘omnitemporal’ states of
affairs, not as they exist in the present of the narrator and nar-
ratee, but as they obtained at the time of the story. This pro-
motes an interpretation of these imperfects as representing, not
simply states of affairs, but the perception of those states of
affairs in the past. In the case of é\éyeto in the second passage,
there is an additional effect: whereas present-tense Aéyeto
refers to some sort of external source which the historian had
at his disposal, é\éyeto is most naturally taken as referring to
what local guides said az the time; note in this respect that the
length of the wall could not directly be perceived by the Greeks
on the spot.??

31 RJKSBARON (2012) 340-341 = (2018) 140-142; see also ALLAN (2013) 377.
32 See GRAY (2003) on Xenophon’s use of story-internal sources as marked
by past-tense predicates of ‘speaking’, suggesting that Xenophon does this to a
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This brings us to other notable features. First, there is no
bird’s-eye perspective in these passages. This is not only made
clear by é\éyeto in the second passage, but also by the designa-
tions “above them on their right” (4mép 3e£iév) and “on their
left-hand side” (8% apiotepag) in the first. Secondly, the geo-
graphical information is not clearly set off from the narrative, but
more tightly integrated with it; ‘presentative’ sentences (“there
were...”) reflect how each item presented itself as new to the
Greeks, further reinforcing a ‘substitutionary perception’ reading
of the imperfects.?® Thirdly, whereas the narrator in the teller
mode freely used names, such as that of the River Marsyas, and
even explained those names, in the reflector mode names can be
absent: thus, the Greeks encounter just “another river” (&Ahov
notapuéy), of which they do not know the name. More generally,
the quality of the information given is on the whole geared
towards the knowledge, interests, and needs of the Greeks. For
instance, the fact that the forest they pass through consists of
trees that were “not thick, but dense” (wayéot pev of, muxvoic
3¢) is relevant to the Greeks, as they have to cut it down.?

3. Escaping the ‘pull of the present’

Now we have analysed some relevant passages in detail, it is
time to zoom out and set Xenophon’s descriptive practices in
the arrival scenes of the Anabasis in a broader context. It may
first be observed that the teller and reflector modes are not used
at random. In the Appendix I provide an overview of the dis-
tribution of present- and past-tense descriptions in the Anabasis
as well as of present-tense Aéyetar-statements. From this list it

greater extent than Herodotus and Thucydides. If drelye is the correct reading,
the information about the wall’s distance from Babylon probably still belongs to
what the guides said (if the present is correct, we are dealing with a shift into the
‘teller mode’; I will return to this in the next section).

3 For ‘presentative’ sentences, see DIK (1995) 221-228.

3% Similarly, in An. 1, 4, 1-2, cited above, the width of rivers is twice given
in the imperfect, as those rivers have to be crossed; ¢f. RooD (2012b) 171.
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becomes clear that the present tense is used mostly in the first
part of Book 1 and in Books 6-7, while descriptions in the
reflector mode, as marked by the exclusive or predominant use
of the imperfect, occur mostly in the large middle section of the
narrative. The teller mode, then, operates in those parts of the
story in which the Greeks march through territories familiar to,
and settled by, Greeks (namely the Ionian and Black Sea coasts
of modern-day Turkey), while Xenophon shifts to the reflector
mode for parts that are set in the heartlands of the Persian
Empire.®® In this way, Xenophon skilfully (and no doubt with
considerable exaggeration) suggests that those Persian territories
are utterly unknown and normal frames of reference no longer
apply: there is no outside authority capable of telling the nar-
ratees how things ‘are’ or look’ in his own name; the near-
absence of present-tense Aéyetai-statements further underlines
how there are no general Greek tales to draw on in order to
make sense of the landscape. There is only the Greeks’ experi-
ence to be reported: they are on a journey of discovery of sorts,
and we, the readers, discover all those unfamiliar places wizh
them. The reflector mode descriptions considerably heighten
the uncanny and claustrophobic atmosphere of the Greeks’
retreat. Above all, the effect is psychological: they make it pos-
sible for the reader to empathize with the Greeks as they come
across ever new perceived dangers.*

Current analyses of perspectival phenomena in Greek litera-
ture to some extent obscure how novel Xenophon’s handling
of arrival scenes is. It is at least fair to say that the often rather
static categories of structuralist narratological paradigms encour-
age a heuristic process whereby certain narrative devices are
discovered to ‘already’ exist in ancient literature (preferably
Homer). Rijksbaron’s treatment of ‘substitutionary perception’

3 Cf. Roop (2012b) 171-172.

3¢ For a wide-ranging treatment of the function of space in the Anabasis, see
PURVES (2010) 159-195. For some other ways in which the Anabasis shifts from
being a fairly standard historiographical work into something much less conven-
tional and more adventurous, see BRADLEY (2001); GRETHLEIN (2012).
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is a case in point. He first gives a number of examples taken
from modern fiction and then adduces a wide range of Greek
passages, ranging from epic to the novel, which are said to
exhibit important similarities with the modern ones. He includes
one Homeric passage (Od. 7, 81-137, describing Odysseus’
arrival at Alcinous’ palace), which goes to show that the phe-
nomenon “makes a quite spectacular entrance into European
literature” already in Homer.”” It is tempting to conclude that
‘subsitutionary perception’ as a mode of narration was available
to Greek authors from the very start (indeed, that it is a univer-
sal category) and, especially given the “spectacular” nature of
some of the early examples, was as much an aspiration of Greek
as it unquestionably is of modern literature.’® On a more abstract
plane, this outcome comfortably fits a traditional narrative
according to which ancient authors constantly hearkened back
to great predecessors and the tradition as a whole resisted change
(was “in the grip of the past”).

In my view, this conclusion should be resisted. What is
needed is a more dynamic and historically oriented perspective
on narratology, which allows for the fact that literary traditions
‘learn’, that is, become increasingly effective in achieving existing
communicative aims and may develop new ones, by expanding
the repertoire of stylistic devices or by assigning new functions
to existing ones.>” In order to trace such developments, both
qualitative and quantitative considerations need to be taken
into account. While I do not deny that reflector narrative in
Homer exists, it is not, I believe, a device used with the sort of
self-conscious awareness and artistry as in the Anabasis. Let us
take the passage adduced by Rijksbaron, in which Odysseus
looks at Alcinous’ palace.”’ First, as Rijksbaron himself notes,

37 RIJKSBARON (2012) 356 = (2018) 153.

38 See STANZEL (32008) 16.

3% See in general FLUDERNIK (2003). ARNAUD (1998) presents the interesting
test case of the use of the English progressive tense, which on a micro-level exem-
plifies both sorts of development.

“ DE JONG (2001) 129 counts seven other descriptive passages containing
imperfects in the Odjssey, none nearly as elaborate as that about Alcinous’ palace.
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the passage contains a lot of information which exceeds the
perception of Odysseus and before long (at 7, 103) even shifts
into the present tense and the teller mode.*! Furthermore,
although Odysseus is described as being affected by what he
sees and as standing in wondrous admiration (7, 82-83 moAh&
3¢ ol x¥jp / dppoy’, “much did his heart ponder”; 133 &v0a
otag Oneito, “standing there he gazed”), not all that much is
made of this. Thus, awestruck as he may be, he is perfectly capa-
ble of making sense of what he sees; vague designations, like the
nameless &Ahov motapév in the Xenophontic passage cited
above, do not occur, nor is the description limited to elements
which are of particular relevance to Odysseus. Irene de Jong
is right, I think, to take the occurrence of ‘substitutionary per-
ception’ in the first place as “an effective means of suggesting
the unsurpassed splendour of the Phaeacian king’s domicile,
which makes even an experienced traveller like Odysseus stand
in awe”#? — that is, in contrast to reflector mode descriptions in
the Anabasis, this one is ultimately more concerned with the
perceived entities than with the perceiver.

We can usefully expand these observations from individual
passages to groups of similar scenes. While I cannot here
offer a complete survey of arrival scenes in Greek literature
up to Xenophon, a few things can be mentioned in order to
further corroborate my point. First, properly geographical
descriptions in Homer are much more frequently given in the
teller mode than in the reflector mode, as in the following
passage:*

wwnotiipes 8 avafdvrec émémAeov Lypa xéhsuba,
Thepdy o @évov almdy Evi pesly dpp.atvovrec.

41 RIJKSBARON (2012) 353-357 = (2018) 151-154; also DE JONG (2001) 176.
The problems surrounding the various tenses used in the passage have recently
been discussed afresh by X1an (2018).

4 DE JoNG (2001) 176.

4 KAHN (1973) 245-249 collects 11 Homeric instances of geographical
‘expositional formulas’ with &stt (“there is”); only one (Od. 22, 126) has the
imperfect (probably because the item no longer exists in the narrator’s now).
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Eott 3¢ Tig Vijoog péaay) AAl TETPNEGS,

necanyLe 10anne te Lapord te matmaroéoong,

Aotepic, 00 peyddn, Apnéveg 8 Evi vadroyol adTy]

ap.oidupot- T Tév ve pmévov hoydwvreg Ayorol. (Hom. O4. 4,
842-847)

“The suitors embarked and sailed over the watery ways, pondering
in their hearts sheer murder for Telemachus. There is a certain
rocky island in the middle of the sea, in between Ithaca and rug-
ged Samos, Asteris, of no great size, but there is a harbour in it
where ships can lie, with an entrance on both sides. There the
Achaeans were lying in wait for him.”

The island Asteris is described in the teller mode, as existing
independently from the characters perceiving or acting in it.
To be sure, the passage has its own artistry, inasmuch as it sug-
gests that the suitors sail to Asteris during the time it takes the
narrator to describe it: they set sail as the description starts, and
are lying in wait when it ends.

However that may be, when we next turn to prose and con-
sider how Greek historians elaborate the ‘zero grade’ narratives
of the early mythographers by inserting descriptive material,
we see that they, too, on the whole adopt the teller mode (per-
haps from Homer), not the reflector mode. The former is, as
far as we can tell, the exclusive mode in which Hecataeus pre-
sents geographical information, and Herodotus follows suit,
not least in the long narrative of Xerxes’ march into Greece
(7, 26-127, an important intertext of the Anabasis).** Thucy-
dides, too, an author often praised for the psychological
insight he provides into his characters’ motives, mostly uses
the present tense as the vehicle for imparting geographical

4 RooD (2012a) 127-128 mentions the present tense as characteristic of the
Greek ‘geographical style’ and of Herodotus. For Hecataeus, see e.g. FGrH
1 F 207: ‘Exaralog év Actoar- “é¢ puev Tobto 7 Beyerpun), &govron 8 adrév Xol.”
xol oAy “péypt uev rodrwy Xotb.,” xal ok “Xolow 8 duovpéovst wpog Loy
avioyovra Ailnpec” “Hecataeus in his Asiz: ‘Becheirike extends to that point, the
Choi border on them’; and again: “The Choi extend as far as them’; and again:
“The Dizeres border the Choi to the east”™.
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information, even in passages in which one might expect other-
wise. Consider:

[4 A ~ ~ 4 ’ 74 \ o~

ot 8¢ Abnvaior V¢ woAews TadTNg Euvorntlopévng 6 TpATOY
detoar te nal évouoar ént 1) EdBola pdiieta xabictachar,
otL Bpoybc oty 6 Juamiovg Twpos To Kvvarov t¥g EdBolac.

(Thuc. 3, 93, 1)

“When this city was being founded, the Athenians were at first
alarmed and they believed that it was being set up especially
against Euboea, because the passage from Caeneum, a promontory
of Euboea, to there is short.”

AVTIAEYOVT®WY 88 %oTq TOXNY YELLQV ETLYEVOUEVOG XATHVEYHE
\ ~ 3 \ A e / 3 \ 3 r’ I
Tag vabe &g v I10hov. xal 6 Anuochévrg e00h¢ NElov Teryile-
olor 10 ywplov (énl Tobto yap Euvexmielbout), xal &mépatve
oMY edToplay E0AmY Te xat Abwy, xal picel xapTepdy GV xal
gpTnov adTod Te xal Enl TWOAD THG yweag: ameyel yap aradiovg
uaiista 7 II6hoc thg Zmdptne tetpaxosiove xal Eotv év T4
Meoomvig mote oley YY), xahobor 3 adThy ot Aaxedarpovio

Kopugdatov. (Thuc. 4, 3, 1-2)

“While they were making objections, a storm happened to come
on and carried the fleet to Pylos. Demosthenes at once urged
them to fortify the place (for, he said, that was why he had sailed
with them), and he showed them that there was plenty of timber
and stones, and that the position was naturally strong and,
together with much of the surrounding country, unoccupied.
For Pylos is about four hundred stadia distant from Sparta and is
situated in what was once the territory of Messene; the Spartans
call it Coryphasium.”

These passages nicely show just how strong the ‘pull of the
present’ is in supplying geographical information. In the former,
the short crossing from the newly founded city Heraclea to
Caeneum is the reason (87i) for the Athenians’ worries; yet,
despite the fact that the Athenians’ viewpoint is explicitly inscribed
into the text with the phrase €3eiodv te xal évépicay, the remark
about the distance between the cities is presented in the teller
mode, in the present tense. In the second passage, a proper
arrival scene, Demosthenes makes his fellow commanders
see (&mépouve) the benefits of the spot where they have landed.
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Among these, he points to the fact that the landing place and
the country around it are unoccupied for a considerable dis-
tance (8pfjuov adtéd Te xal Eml oAb THg ywpeuc). But the reason
for this (yép) is given in the teller mode, which uses the present
tense and slips in some extra information about an alternative
name for Pylos used in Sparta.

To be sure, the reflector mode is not entirely absent from
Thucydides’ geographical descriptions. Friedrich Sieveking,
who was unfamiliar with the phenomenon of reflector mode
narrative, but a shrewd analyst of Thucydides’ descriptive prac-
tices, offers a summary overview of the occasional use of the
imperfect in the relevant passages.”> From this it appears, first,
that substitutionary perception is not the chief reason for the
use of the imperfect. Rather, it is used in the first place to
describe things that no longer exist: e.g. 4, 8, 6 W yap vijcog 7
ZoonTtnploe xaAOLLEVY) TOV TE ALUEVA TTapaTELVOLGA Kol EYYUG
gmunerpévy) Exupdy motel ... YAWdME te xal drpfng mhoo O
gomuioc AV xal... “Now the island called Sphacteria makes the
harbour safe, as it stretches along the mainland and lies close
to it ... it was covered with woods and entirely without roads
because it was uninhabited” — in anticipation of the burning
down of the woods. Secondly, cases that do appear to mark the
reflector mode are limited to single clauses and forms of #v: e.g.
4, 43, 3 ol 8¢ oy wpNHoavTeS TPOG alpacidy (RV yap T ywetov
wpdoavreg mav)... “When they had retreated to a stone wall
(for the ground was everywhere steeply sloping)...”. It is clear,
then, that Xenophon goes well beyond what his immediate pre-
decessor did. He both uses the reflector mode in a more sus-
tained way and he elaborates the form by including a broader
set of devices (not just tense, but also perceiver-oriented deic-
tics like “on their left hand”, presentative sentences, ‘vague’
designations) as well as a wider variety of verbs. Indeed, a 7LG
Online search makes clear that &piwle and 2véBaiev, in the first
reflector mode passage cited above, are the only imperfects of

45 SIEVEKING (1964), especially 162-163.
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these typically ‘geographical’ verbs in the required sense in extant
classical Greek literature.

While further research into potential precedents is no doubt
useful, I tentatively claim that the start of at least one type of
‘reflector narrative’, that in arrival scenes, lies with Xenophon.
In turn — though that is another story — Xenophon’s novel tech-
niques probably exerted great influence on subsequent Greek
literature, not in the least the novel. One thinks here, for instance,
of Achilles Tatius’ magnificent description of Alexandria (5, 1) in
the reflector mode.*° Yet, I end this section on a note of caution.
My intention is not to claim Xenophon instead of Homer as the
father of reflector mode narrative as it is used today, but merely
to claim that he represents an important phase in the develop-
ment of the style. To put it as clearly as possible, Xenophon was
no Virginia Woolf. It is interesting to note in this respect that
even Xenophon does not always escape the ‘pull of the present’,
as appears from those instances in which present tenses appear
in between imperfects in arrival scenes, as in:

gvtebley sgs)\owvau o*rocﬁpov Eva mzpowocyyocg TéVTE ETTL nu)xocg
Tv]g Kuhinlog el -mg Zupuocg foav 3¢ Ttabra dVo ‘rsa)m, nal O
uev Ecwlev <td> mpd T Kihinlag Zuévveotig eiye xal Kikixwv
Uy, TO 8¢ EEm TO TPo TYG Luplag Bastiéng EAEYETO QuAaK)
puAGTTELY. Sl pEcou 88 fel Todtwy motapods Kapooc dvopa,
ebpoc mhébpou. (Xen. An. 1, 4, 4)

“Thence he marches one stage, five parasangs, to the Gates
between Cilicia and Syria. These Gates consisted of two walls;
the one on the hither, or Cilician, side was held by Syennesis and
a garrison of Cilicians, while the one on the farther, the Syrian,
side was reported to be guarded by a garrison of the King’s troops.
And in the space between these walls flows a river named the
Carsus, a plethrum in width.”

Apparently, it is simply so conventional to state that rivers
“stream” through some place that the present tense is much the

46 For that description, see MORALES (2004) 100-106. It is increasingly being
acknowledged that the Anabasis was important to the development of the Greek
novel; cf. TRZASKOMA (2011).
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preferred tense to articulate the fact. In this light, most editors’
preference for ameiye 3¢ Bafuiédvog 0d modrd at An. 2, 4, 12
(cited above) over the better attested (and indeed no doubt
conventional) dméyer may say more about modern tastes than
about Xenophontic practice.*” As a further example, consider
once more the sentence which starts off the episode about the
Macronians, cited above: évretfev 8 émopedlncay of "Erhy-
veg Sux Maxpwvwy. In a truly sustained ‘reflector narrative’
the name Mdaxpwveg would probably not appear, because the
Greeks have no idea who the Macronians are. In fact, they
find out only later on, when they question the inhabitants, who
when asked, “said that they were Macronians” (4, 8, 5 ot &’ elmov

. 87t Mdxpwveg). From the perspective of modern readers,
the opening sentence with hindsight even introduces a jarring
note, as if the narrator had accidentally given the game away.
A similar ‘spoiler’, many modern readers feel, mars the most
famous passage of the Anabasis. The exhilaration felt by many
readers at the famous cry of the Ten Thousand (4, 7, 24 OdAatTa
Odratta, “the sea, the sea!”) depends in large part on the fact
that the whole scene is narrated through the eyes of the soldiers
at the back, who cannot yet see the sea, so that the news comes
as a surprise. However, in most manuscripts, the scene is intro-
duced with a sentence in the teller mode, deriving from an
omniscient narrator, which spoils the surprise:

émel 8¢ ol mp@dTor €yévovto €ml Tob Gpoug xal xaTeldov TV
DdhorTay, xpovy) moAAY) éyéveto (Xen. An. 4, 7, 21)

“Now as soon as the vanguard got to the top of the mountain
and caught sight of the sea, a great shout went up.”

47 On the other hand — and this is another testimony of the ‘pull of the
present’ — scribes were more prone to changing imperfects to presents than the
other way round: see the Appendix below; Athenaeus (9, 390d; 14, 651b) also
substitutes presents for imperfects in quotations of Az. 1, 5, 3 and 2, 3, 14, but
never the other way round. Some other mixed descriptions are discussed by
RUKSBARON (2012) 348-361 = (2018) 155-158, though not in terms of conven-
tional frames of reference. See the Appendix for a full overview.
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The offending words, xai ... Odhattay, are left out by a single
(though important) manuscript (C'). Editors who wish to follow
suit need to decide if medieval scribes are likely to have been
more or less sensitive to the subtleties of reflector mode narrative
than Xenophon.

4. Enargeia and the reflector mode

In settling such issues, it would be useful if we could rely on
secure knowledge of ancient reading habits. In this respect,
recent work on the ancient stylistic concept of évapyewx (usually
rendered as “vividness”) offers particularly promising new ave-
nues of inquiry.*® As it happens, one of the most elaborate
definitions of évdpyewa to have survived from Antiquity concerns
a comment on Xenophon’s Anabasis. In his Life of Artaxerxes
(8-13), Plutarch includes a lengthy report of the Battle of
Cunaxa. While Plutarch focuses mostly on an evaluation of the
protagonists — commenting, for instance, on Cyrus’ recklessness
and the Greek general Clearchus’ undue caution — he refers read-

ers looking for a more exciting account of the same events to
the Anabasis (1, 8):

v 38 p.o'cx*qv EXElVNY TTOAAGDY p.év o’m‘qy’yskxé’rmv, :svocp&wog
3¢ p.ovovouxu Se:r.xvuov-rog o&bsu nol ‘rou; 'n:pw{p.acw cog ol yeye-
wqp.svong, &AM YLVOREVOLG scpz.d'row'roc; &el TOV ocxpoorr"qv sp.mc@*q
xal cuyrwvduvedovta Sud TNV Evdpyelay, odx £6TL Volv £)ovTog
énelnyeiolat, Ay doa TGV dEiwv Abyou mapTjhbey eimely éxel-
vov. 6 pev odv témog év @ mapetdfavro Kodvala xadeltar xol
BafBurévog améyer atadiovg mevraxostovg. (Plut. Arzax. 8, 1-2)

“Since many writers have left reports of that battle, and since
Xenophon brings it all but before our eyes and through his

48 See especially the now classic work of WEBB (2009) 87-106; WALKER
(1993) remains good on évapystx in historiography. Recently, évapyeta and its
effects have been approached from various cognitive angles, and discussed in
terms of “immersion” (ALLAN / DE JONG / DE JONGE [2017]) and “embodiment”
(GRETHLEIN / HUITINK [2017] 85-88; HUITINK [2019]). These various perspec-
tives all emphasize the importance of intradiegetic points of view to a proper
understanding of évapysta.
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vividness all the time places the reader, much affected and
sharing in the dangers, near to the action, as if it had not been
concluded, but is going on, it is folly to narrate it in full, except
so far as that man has passed over things worthy of mention.
Now then, the place at which the armies were drawn up is called
Cunaxa and is five hundred stades away from Babylon.”

Xenophon’s narrative is designed, Plutarch claims, to produce
in readers a largely prereflective, sensory and emotional, under-
standing of what the experience of living through the battle
was like. "Evdpyeta is here said to put readers in the position of
an eyewitness to the battle, as Xenophon does not merely “tell”
(cf. amnyyedrbrov), but “all but shows it to the eyes”; to elicit
from them a phenomenal sense of being physically present in
the plain of Cunaxa, as Xenophon “sets the reader near to the
events”;*’ and to make them experience the emotions of the
actual combatants (the understood complement of suv- in
ouyxwvduvedovra) for themselves.

Plutarch does not tell us what passages of Xenophon’s
Cunaxa narrative or what exact linguistic/narratological devices
struck him in particular as being conducive to évapyeia. But
given his description of évépyeia’s effects, it seems likely enough
that he had passages of reflector mode narrative in view. Xeno-
phon’s account does indeed offer such passages, not in the least
at the start of the relevant chapter, which describes the tense
final moments just before the battle.® The Greek mercenaries
have taken up their positions in the battle line and await the
arrival of the enemy troops of Artaxerxes:

xol H87 T NV péooy Nuépac xol obTW XATAPAVELS NOAV Ol TTOAE-
peot- Mvixe 8 Jelhy) €ylyvero, épdvny xovioptds AGTEP VEQEAY
Aeunt), 1pOVe B cuyvd botepov domep pehavia tig &v T medl
érl oAb, fte 88 &yyltepoy éylyvovro, Taya 37 xal YaAxoc Tig
NoTparte xal Adyyor xol al TdEelg xaTapavels €YLyvovTo. xal

4 Cf. LipDELL / SCOTT / JONES (?1996) s.v. éplotnue A.L.2 for the expression
éplotnuL Tolg wpdypaot “to let someone have a hand in affairs”, which nicely
suggests a still more actively involved reader.

>0 See further GRETHLEIN (2013) 54-57.
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noav innelg wév Aeuxoldpaxes ént Tol edwvipov TGy Toreplwy
(Tiooagépyng EAéyeto TolvTwy &pyewy), Exopevol 88 yeppopbpot,
gybuevor 8¢ omAiTon oby TodNpest Euiivaug domiowy (AlydmTiol
[8°] oOrot éAéyovTo elvar), &Ahot 8 imtmele, &AAoL ToEbTon. ThvTES
& obrtor xatd E0vy &v mhoucly TAper dvlpwmwy ExacTov TO
E0voc émopeveTo. mpod 3¢ adTdY dppata StaAelmovTo GUYVOY AT
GAMNAWY T 8Y) Spemavnpopa xaholpeve- €lyov 3¢ T Spémava
gx TGV aEovey el TAAYLOV aToTETAMEVR Xl LTTO Tolg dippotg
glg YTjv BAémovTa, G SLAXOTITELY BT EVTUYYAVOLEV. 7) BE YVOWUY)
AV G¢ elg Tag taEeg Tav ‘ErAvey éN0dvrov xal Sraxodbvtwv.

(Xen. An. 1, 8, 8-10)

“And now it was midday, and the enemy were not yet in sight;
but when afternoon was coming on, there was seen a rising dust,
which appeared at first like a white cloud, but some time later
like a kind of blackness in the plain, extending over a great dis-
tance. As the enemy came nearer and nearer, there were pres-
ently flashes of bronze here and there, and spears and the hostile
ranks began to come into sight. There were horsemen in white
cuirasses on the left wing of the enemy, under the command, it
was reported, of Tissaphernes; next to them were troops with
wicker shields and, farther on, hoplites with wooden shields
which reached to their feet, these latter being Egyptians, people
said; and then more horsemen and more %owmen. All these
troops were marching in national divisions, each nation in a
solid square. In front of them were the so-called scythe-bearing
chariots, at some distance from one another; and the scythes
they carried reached out sideways from the axles and were also
set under the chariot bodies, pointing towards the ground, so as
to cut to pieces whatever they met; the intention, then, was that
they should drive into the ranks of the Greeks as they advanced
with the intention of splitting the opposing line.”

Even a commentator as level-headed as Otto Lendle was
impressed by this prose: “Man spiirt dem Bericht Xenophons
die Spannung an, mit welcher er das eindrucksvolle Manéver
beobachtet hat, und muf! die Anschaulichkeit seiner Darstel-
lung bewundern”.”’ As Michel Buijs has suggested, Lendle’s
observation about the “Anschaulichkeit” of Xenophon’s narra-
tive can be substantiated by tracing how the historian presents

51 LENDLE (1995) 67.
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the arrival of Artaxerxes’ army through the eyes of the Greek
soldiers.>? The reflector mode narrative is shaped by a whole host
of devices, including some we have not encountered in the arrival
scenes discussed so far. Buijs points to the adverbial expressions
#3n and Tdya 3%, which refer to a character’s experience of the
story-now, the designation of the Persian army as oi woléuot,
which reflects the perceiving characters’ point of view, and the
deictic predicates ofmw xatapavels Hoav, Epdvy, Eyyitepov
éytyvovro, and xatapaveic ylyvovro. These inscribe an intra-
diegetic point of view into the text, as “appearing” and “moving
closer” imply movement towards some perceiving entity located
in the world of the story. In addition, one can point out that
the negation ofimes denies the expectations of the Greek soldiers
(they thought the enemy would already be there), just as it is
the Greeks who guess at their enemies’ motive for taking scythe-
bearing chariots with them (% 8¢ yvoun Hv...). Furthermore,
after the initial ingressive aorist &pdvy, the description proceeds
largely through imperfects (6t 32 ... éylyvovro, fotpamnts,
natapavels ylyvovro, etc.). Finally, it may be noted more gen-
erally that the details which the narrative provides about the
army’s appearance become ever more fine-grained as it approaches.
A particularly nice touch is that, when it comes too close to take
in as a whole, the information is divided over increasingly briefer
anaphoric clauses (¢ydpevor 3¢/éxbuevor 3¢; &iror 8 /&Ahor) and
then an asyndeton (wod%pest Luiivars domiow). These divisions
convey the impression that the scene is scanned by observers ever
more quickly moving their eyes and head from left to right in an
effort to take it all in.*?

It is likely that Plutarch was sensitive to at least some of the
linguistic devices mentioned here. His remark stands as a testi-
mony to ancient readers’ appreciation of reflector mode narrative,
which may have contributed to its further development. Yet, in

52 Buys (2005) 108.

>3 See HUITINK (2019) 180-181, arguing that ancient critics, including
Quintilian and Ps.-Longinus, were very much alive to such syntactic features and
their ‘embodiment’ effects.
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historiography it was always just one among a set of options
from which the historian could choose. Plutarch reminds us of
that, too. For all that he praises Xenophon, his comment is
double-edged. For the deadpan continuation of his report
(introduced by what I take as an ironically employed pev odv
“well then”) immediately points up a potential shortcoming of
the sort of riveting narrative Xenophon wrote: apparently, the
historian failed to mention even such a basic fact as that the
celebrated Battle of Cunaxa took place at ... Cunaxa!®* Wish-
ing to make his narrative match the experience of the Greek
soldiers at the time, who probably did not know the name of
the place, Xenophon did not use hindsight (the privilege of the
historian) to supply it. And so, Plutarch implies, Xenophon’s
striving for évdpyeix comes at the expense of a complete and
accurate report of events — that is of the historiographical virtue
of éxptPera.>® Plutarch’s own report of Cunaxa is a useful and
perhaps even necessary supplement to that of Xenophon (espe-
cially for any Fabrices del Dongo among the Ten Thousand),
as it provides readers with an ex post facto, more intellectual sort
of understanding of what happened (and where, how, and why)
as well as with edifying insights into the historical actors’ moral
character.

5. Conclusion

In line with the purpose of the Entretiens to offer readers a
synthesis of work done in an area of classical scholarship, I have
tried in this chapter to indicate how some of the recent contribu-
tions to the fields of linguistics, narratology, ancient historiogra-
phy, and ancient rhetorical theory may be combined in order

> Plutarch is right: the name “Cunaxa” does not occur in the Anabasis.
In fact, it occurs only here; Plutarch probably derived the detail, along with
much of the rest of his narrative, from Cresias’ Persica.

5 On dxpifeta, see MARINCOLA (1997) index s.v. “accuracy (dxpiPera / 1o
dxpifée)”.
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to illuminate the nature of Greek historiographical prose, both
synchronically and diachronically. I have also tried to suggest
some future directions the sort of research presented here may
take in order to arrive at a ‘grammar’ of ancient Greek narrative.
Indeed, I am well aware that each section of my chapter could
be expanded into a much fuller study, which I hope this pro-
grammatic piece may indeed inspire.>®

APPENDIX:

Present- and past-tense descriptions in Xenophon’s Anabasis

Present-tense descriptions: 1, 2, 7-9 Celaenae: et 6 Malav-
3poc moTapbde, al Tyl elow, pel, EoTt Bacihela, pet xal odTog
[Marsyas river] »al éupdihet, T6 edpbg oLy, 6 TOTAROC XAAEL-
T Mapodag; 1, 2, 22 Cilician plain: medtov @épet, mepiéyet
[mepieiyey C'DV]; 1, 2, 23 Tarsus: dux péoov Tiic morewg pet
motauog Kddvog 8vopa; 5, 3, 11-13 Scillus excursus: €Tt 32
yopx ®xTth.; 6, 1, 15 Sinope: Zwwrels oixolot, &motxol elowy;
6, 4, 1-6 Calpe Harbour: 16 8¢ ywplov tolito & xaheitor Kdn-
g My Zot xth.; 7, 1, 24 Thracian Field: 16 8¢ ywpiov olov
raAhotov éxtalachal éoti 76 Opdniov xahoduevov; 7, 5,
12-13 Salmydessus in Thrace: T@v moAhai [sc. ships] éxérovaot
xal ExTimToust, Tévayoc EaTy, ol Opgixeg Alovra.

Present-tense Aéyetal statements: 1, 2, 8 (Celaenae, where
Apollo flayed Marsyas); 1, 2, 8 (Celaenae, where Xerxes built a

palace), 1, 2, 13 (Thymbrius, where Midas hunted down the
satyr); 1, 2, 16 (ol Aéyeton Senbijvor 7 Kiooo Kdpov émdeiéon

56 ‘This chapter was written in the context of the “Anchoring Innovation”
research programme of the Netherlands National Research School in Classical
Studies (OIKOS), which is supported by a 2017 Gravitation Grant (Ministry of
Education of the Netherlands, NWO); see <https://www.ru.nl/oikos/anchoring-
innovation/>. Apart from my co-participants at the Entretiens, 1 would like
to thank Jonas Grethlein for his incisive comments on an earlier version of this

paper.
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o otpatevpa adTy], combined with two instances of éAéyeto
nearby); 3, 4, 11 (Mespila, where the King’s wife Medea took
refuge; é\éyevo f); 3, 5, 15 (Susa and Ecabatana, where the
King is said to spend part of the year);*” 6, 2, 1 (Cape of Jason,
where the Argo landed [often seen as an interpolation owing to
geographical problems]); 6, 2, 2 (Acherusian peninsula, where
Heracles went down to fetch Cerberus); 6, 4, 2 (Bithynian
Thracians, who treat Greeks who fall into their hands badly).
There are four more occurrences outside the main narrative, in
the ‘obituaries’ of Cyrus and the generals (1, 8, 14; 1, 8, 28;
1, 8, 29; 2, 6, 29).

Past-tense descriptions: 1, 4, 1 Psarus river: ob #v 16 ebpoc
tpla TAEOpa; 1, 4, 1 Pyramus river: ob 7v [om. FM] 16 edpoc
otadiov; 1, 4, 6 Myriandus city: éumébprov fv 10 ywplov,
dpuouvy 6Axddec; 1, 4, 9 Chalus river: full of fishes, ob¢ ol
Xopot Ozodg evbptlov xal adixelv odx elwy, al 8¢ xduot év alg
éoxnvouy llapuodtidoc Koay el Ldvny dedopévar; 1, 4, 11 at
the Euphrates: méAic adté0L @xeito peydhn xol edSaipowv
Oddaxoc dvopa; 1, 4, 19 at the Araxes river: évrabla Hoov
x&pat Todad; 1, 5, 10 Charmande city: tobto [millet] yép Hv
év T} yWpa mAelotov; 1, 7, 14-15 towards Cunaxa: tdopog 7v
SpuKTY), TAPETETATO %) TAQpPOG, [Ev0a ... Emeowy del. edd.], Av
ndpodoc; 2, 4, 12 Median Wall: #v ¢xodopnuévov maivlorg,
urxoc éréyeto elvan eixoct Tapasayyat, anciye [M, arnéye c,
améaye f] BaBuh@vog od mord; 2, 4, 27 “Villages of Parysatis’:
évijv 8¢ oitog moAle; 2, 4, 28 march tov Tiypnta moTapoy v
RELGTEPY EYOVTEG: TTEPAY TOU TTOTAUOU TTOALG QUELTO EYAAY Xl
evdatpwv Svoua Kowvat; 3, 4, 7-9 Larisa (= Nimrud): évtal0«
TOALG Y EpNuU) peYady, Svopa & adTy] fiv Adptoa, Tob Telyoug
AV TO £0P0G, OXOBOUNTO, XPNTLs LTTHY, Tapd TAVTNV THY TOALY
Av [om. C'] mupauic Mbivy; 3, 4, 10-11 Mespila (= Nineveh):
bvopa 3 Ay T moAer Méommha, Av M xpnmic Atfov, émep»ods-
wnTo Telxoc; 4, 3, 5 heights in Armenia: ai &y 0ot abron Tpla 9

57" Quite possibly an interpolation; see HUITINK / RooOD (2019) ad loc.
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téttapa TAEDpa o Tob moTapol dmelyov, 680¢ win GpwpEV
7%v; 4, 4, 2 march through Armenia: elg fiv doixovro xdpny
ueyahy, %y, PBaciletov elyes, tipoeig énfioay, émithdeia Ny
SaubLAi; 4, 4, 3 Teleboas river: obtog Hiv xaAdg wév, wéyag & of,
xGuor ToAal Tepl TOV moTapdy foav; 4, 5, 25 villages in
Armenia: af oixtor fioav xatdyeror; 4, 7, 1 Taochians: ywple
Gxouy loyvpa ol Tdoyot, Ta mitydeta elyov AVAXEXOULOUEVOL;
4, 7, 15 Chalybians: obtot Hoav @v SiijAbov dhxiudrtaror;
4, 7, 19 city ¥ éxoreito Nopvide; 4, 7, 21 a mountain: gvopa
3¢ 16 Gper Mv ONyme; 4, 8, 9 boundaries of the Colchians:
évtabla Ay Bpoc péya, mposPatov 3¢; 4, 8, 20 Colchian lands:
T 3¢ ounvy moAr& Ay adtéli; 5, 2, 3 Drilae: &v v ywplov
pnTedmolg adTdy (B p. a. éxadeito f); 5, 4, 15 a stronghold of
the Mossynoecians: ¢Gxeito Tobto 7pod THg méAews Tig MyTpo-
norews xahovuévrs; 5, 4, 27-29 stores of the Mossynoecians:
oy Cetal ai mAelotal, otéap @ Expdvto ol Mooaivoixo,
x&puo Tl TV AvadYEWY R, To0TWY TAEloTY olte EYpdvTo,
olvog b 6EV¢ épalveto slvan; 5, 4, 31 stronghold of the Mossy-
noecians: Tolxde Ny TOV YWELWY, &TELYOV ol TOAELG &TT AAAN-
Awv otadia dydonrovte, VUMAY TE xal %otk N yxopx Rv; 5, 5, 2
Tibarenians: # tév TiBapnvdv ydea ToAd v TedvwTépa xal
ywpta elyev éml OuhdtTy frTov dpupvd; 7, 4, 14 Thynians: «i
olxiot xO%AQ TEPLEGTAVPWVTO.

Mixed present- and past-tense descriptions (‘no verb’ (@) I
take as sc. éoti/eio): 1, 2, 5 Maeander river: 76 edpoc 3do
maélpa @, véoupa éndiv; 1, 4, 4 Gates between Cilicia and
Syria: ooy tabta 8o Teiyy, S pécov el motawos Kapoog
Bvoua, edpog mAépou @ [Hv C'DBAE], 16 uéoov tév Tetydy
Noav otadior Teelc; 1, 4, 10 Dardas river: o9 16 edpog mAébpou
@, évtalba foav Ta Behéovog Basitewa, mapadeisog &y mv Tavta
8oa Gpar pdovat; 1, 5, 1 plain in Arabia: &v Todte 16 TémE v
uev % v medtov &mway wTA., Tag OTLdag &V T Toryd avioTy) E6TL
AaBvery, TétovTan Yap xTA., T& xpéa adTdV Hdtota By [Eott
Athen. 9.390d]; 1, 5, 4 River Mascas: évtabOa fv wéiig, Svopa
a0ty Kopowth O, mepreppeito abty Hmd tol Mdoxa xdnhe;
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1, 5, 6 Lydian market: 6 otyrog Sbvatar émta dPorods, 7 3¢
wartiln 3o yolvixas Attixag &xdeet; 2, 3, 14 villages near
Cunaxa: évijv [év Athen. 14.651b] sitoc, Bdhavor 16V potvixmy
ofog wév év toic "EAmow oty 13<tv; 2, 4, 25 Physcus river:
émtiiv yépupa, évtabla dxeito mohig pweyddn 7 [om. C!] dvoua
Qmic D; 4, 3, 1 border between Armenia and Carduchian ter-
ritory at the Centrites river: 8¢ 6ptler ov Apueviay xal THv TGV
Kapdobywy ywpav, arelye 16V opéwv 6 motapoc EE 7 émta
ot 8
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DISCUSSION

A. Cassio: The Acusilaus quotation in P.Oxy. 1611 (a series
of excerpts of literary and mythographical nature) deals with
the story of Caeneus (Kawvebc), the mythical king of the Lapi-
thae, who was first a woman but was changed into a man by
Poseidon, and rendered invulnerable. The actual quotation (fr.
1, iii. 56 ff.) starts with Poseidon having intercourse with Caene
(not yet Caeneus), but since it was impossible for her to bear
children he turned her into a man: Kouvijt 8¢ %t Erdrou
wioyetar [loo<i>8<é>wv Emerta (0d yap Ay adTi lepdv Taidoc
[[7]] Texev olit’ €€ éxeivou ofit’ &£ &Ahou 0ddevbc) motel adthy
[Tooe[t]3¢wv &vdpa &tpw[To]v. It seems to have gone unnoticed
that KAINHI is morphologically ambiguous, since it can be
interpreted as both the dative of a feminine Kauv#) and the epic
dative of Kawvedc (see Homeric O3uaoiy, ‘Oiryi, etc.). It is
interesting to notice that the only accusative attested in Homer
is Kawvéa (71, 1, 264 Kawvéa v "EE4S1éy te xal dvriBeov TTond-
onwov) and that all the forms of this name attested in Greek,
apart from this one and a Kowvijoc in the Argonautica Orphica
170, show the ‘recent’ declension Katvéwe Kauvel Kawvéa. This
proves that Ko was chosen on purpose in order to make the

ambiguity possible.

L. Huitink: Thank you for this wonderful observation. In
terms of the purposes of my paper, I think it highlights two
important issues. First, your observation makes it more likely
that our Acusilaus fragment offers us the beginning of a new
episode (for there ambiguous KAINHI would have its fullest
impact), while the end of the fragment also looks as if it gives
us the actual end of the episode. Therefore, it now looks even
more likely that this precious fragment gives us a fair impression
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of the narrative manner of an early mythographer. Secondly,
your observation underlines the fact that, for all that this early
prose seems rather unprepossessing, it in fact is artfully and
carefully shaped in order to produce certain effects. Of course,
I did not mean to suggest that writing ‘zero grade’ narratives is
at all easy or excludes all artistry — and Robert Fowler has in fact
stressed the remarkable intellectual achievement that is early
Greek mythography in the publications to which I refer.

E. Schironi: What about a comparison between early Preso-
cratic prose and the early historians? As you say, the style of
these historians is not narrative. Yet it reminds me of the ‘ency-
clopedic’, list-like style of certain Hippocratic works (e.g. Epi-
demics): so should we treat these early prose-writers more as
belonging to another genre (the list/collections of data) rather
than as the predecessors of historical narrative? In other words,
they were compiling ‘lists’ of myths/histories, which then came
to be expressed through narrative by later writers (i.e. Herodotus),
while the list-like style was transferred to other ‘drier’ genres,
like medical case studies.

L. Huitink: It would indeed be fascinating to take a look at
what we know about early Greek prose as a whole. You are
certainly right, I think, that doing so would illuminate both
the practices of the early mythographers and of the early histo-
rians like Herodotus. After all, as Rosalind Thomas and others
have shown, Herodotus is at home, and engages with, many
different types of discourse, including Presocratic and Sophistic
non-narrative literature. In that sense, Herodotus is the ‘mag-
pie’-like successor to a whole range of earlier Greek literature,
not just the mythographers. Yet, I would maintain that writing
narrative — which is so ubiquitous that we often take it for
granted — has its own challenges, which are just as profound as
those involved in writing, say, refined philosophical arguments.
And here, Herodotus’ predecessors in prose were the mythog-
raphers. I think that acknowledging that is also important. For
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example, it is often said that Herodotus is ‘still’ in part an oral
author. But actually, if Fowler is right to describe mythography
as a written genre, it is fairer to say that Herodotus is oral
‘again’. I mean that he may have realised that, in order to find
ways to shape true narratives (taking into account perceptions,
deliberations, etc.) he needed to look back to Homer and adopt
epic (and so also oral) structures into his own prose narrative
— though he did not to any large extent adopt the reflector mode
that is latently present in Homer.

A. Willi: To read the historical presents in the early historio-
graphers along your lines — indicating that there is no ‘mediating
presence’ — strikes me as eminently sensible. But the fact that
they can assume that function is also contextually conditioned as
they are not placed within the framework of surrounding narra-
tive. I think that historical presents in later authors, including
the textbook example in Herodotus 1, 10, in some ways do the
opposite as they disrupt the surrounding narrative flow and by
this very fact draw attention to the existence of the historian’s
‘mediating presence’: they do not so much pull the audience
into the events, as is sometimes claimed, but signpost what the
author wants to be perceived as key points.

L. Huitink: You are referring to the famous sentence, dg 8¢
XAUTA VOTOL EYEVETO L0¥6MG THG Yuvoxog &6 ThHY %olTnv, DITEX-
30¢ éydpee EEw, xal % yuvy) Emopd wuv éEuévra. The effect of
this historical present in my view depends precisely on the fact
that this present ‘stands out’ from the surrounding past tenses;
it is perhaps this, as much as the present per se, which gives the
reader a ‘jolt’, which I also would not necessarily describe in
terms of ‘being pulled in’. Of course, the present tenses in the
mythographers are different precisely because they are the main
tense; if anything, it is imperfects and aorists which give the
reader a ‘jolt’. Perhaps the sort of ‘chapter heading’ use we find
in those &€ehadvel-passages I cite in Section 2 deserve further
consideration as cases that may forge a connection between the
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so-called ‘annalistic’ and the properly ‘historic/dramatic’ use of
the present: being expanded by propetly narrative passages, such
‘chapter headings’ become more and more stand-alone. This
would very much fit in with examples which Fludernik in her
2003 paper gives of devices (in casu certain discourse markers)
which change function over the course of a literary tradition.

A. Willi: 1 find the development you sketch for the early
evolution of historiography very convincing, both as far as the
nature and purpose of the mythographers’ texts is concerned
and where you identify Xenophon as the ‘inventor’ of reflector
narrative. But this then makes me wonder to what extent it
may be due to his literary persona being quite different from
the literary personae of his predecessors — one might say that
Herodotus presents himself as the ‘academic researcher’, Thucy-
dides as the ‘observer and analyst’, but Xenophon is the first
‘practicioner’ historian, and the reflector narrative neatly helps
to underline this role. If that were true, it would be interesting
to know what later historiographers do: after all, they will
operate in a historiographical context which already knows
fully-fledged reflector narrative (thanks to Xenophon), but for
example Polybius certainly does not present himself in a Xeno-
phontian ‘practicioner’ role.

L. Huitink: The issue you raise is an important one and
requires much more systematic research than I have been able
to report for this chapter. I should like to emphasize that I do
not see the various modes as successive. Once a fully-fledged
reflector mode has formed, it is available for use by other
authors, but not to the exclusion of the teller mode or indeed
other ways of shaping narrative. Xenophon himself uses the
reflector mode much more sparingly in the Hellenica and hardly
ever in the Cyropaedia (though that may reinforce the link
you perceive with the ‘practitioner historian’ — Plutarch, by
the way, no doubt thought that Xenophon’s évépyeia was the
result of Xenophon’s autopsy). The case of Polybius is special,
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I think. He both utters principled objections against évapyex
(in the much-discussed chapter 2, 56) and he interrupts his
narrative so often that there is hardly room for sustained reflec-
tor mode narrative to develop. Perhaps the more explicitly
‘dramatic’ Greek historiographers of the Roman Empire are
better candidates. I am thinking first and foremost of Josephus’

Jewish War.

S.D. Olson: 1 am very sympathetic to the idea that narrative
is usefully conceived as a technology, and thus as something
that can be refined through invention: Xenophon, you suggest,
makes significant innovations in story-telling strategies, and
those innovations are adopted by subsequent narrators, who
incorporate and occasionally build upon what he has done.
You present this developmental view as a rejection of an older
one, which treats various narrative modes as something like a
universal grammar of story-telling that is just as visible in
modern texts as in ancient ones. The problem with this way of
structuring the argument is that — as you yourself note — ‘reflec-
tor narrative’ is already apparent in Odyssey 7 and can scarcely
be an innovation on Xenophon’s part. But do you need to reject
a deep ‘universal grammar of story-telling’ to insist on Xeno-
phon’s power as an innovator? Compare cooking: wet-cooking
(boiling, stewing, and the like) and dry-cooking (roasting, frying,
etc.) are universally available, basic technologies, but we do not
prepare our food as people did in Homeric times or before,
because one individual after another has found a clever variant
on previously developed ways of doing things and passed it on
to others. So too perhaps with the incremental but nonetheless
admirable narrative advances of Xenophon.

L. Huitink: Perhaps I have played down the role of reflector
narrative in the Odyssey a bit too much, although I would still
maintain that it would not figure high on a list of things that
are very ‘typically’ Homeric. I also would insist that it is useful
if we can speak of different degrees and various shades in such
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matters. | do like your ‘cooking’ analogy and take its basic
point. Yet, it also raises questions. After all, there are forms of
cooking, say, the currently fashinable ‘molecular cooking’,
which have not always been universally available (though
molecular cooking is a refined form of procedures available in
both dry- and wet-cooking, I suppose). An equivalent in litera-
ture may be the (purposefully) weird and incoherent narrative
techniques of certain post-modern novels. These, too, of course,
are still somehow anchored in both earlier literary forms and
ultimately in hard-wired cognitive processes. So, the question
is what is ‘basic’ or ‘universal’ (or, to use Fludernik’s term,
‘natural’), and that, I feel, is a question that is difficult to
answer. When do we speak of a ‘device’, which perhaps implies
some degree of artistry and even some degree of awareness on
the part of the reader that something can be read in a certain
way? Is, for instance, the use of the imperfect enough to force
an interpretation in terms of reflector mode narrative? Did
Homer’s contemporary audience read it this way or are we now
conditioned to do so, reared on a diet of Stendhal, Flaubert,
and others? A main purpose of my chapter is precisely to open
up such questions, which seem to me not to have been given
enough attention yet.
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